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5. Unequal Education and the Rebroduétion

The ideological defense of modern capitalist
society rests heavily on the assertion that the
equalizing effects of education can-counter
the disequalizing forces inherent in the free
market system. That educational systems in
capitalist societies have been highly unequal
is generally admitted and widely con-
demned. Yet educational inequalities are
taken as passing phenomena, holdovers from
an earlier, less enlightened era, which are
rapidly being eliminated.

The record of educational history in the
U.S., 2nd scrutiny of the present state of our
colleges and schools, lend little support to
this comforting optimism. Rather, the avail-
able data suggest an alternative interpreta-

" tion. In what follows I will argue 1) that
_ schools have evolved in the U.S. not as part

of a pursuit of equality, but rather to meet
the needs of capitalist employers for a disci-
plined and skilled labor force, and to provide
a mechanism for social control in the in-

'terests of political stability; 2) that as the

economic importance of skilled and well
educated labor has grown, inequalities in the
school system have hecome increasingly im-
portant in reproducing the class struciure
from one generation to the next; 3) that the
U.S. school system is pervaded by class in-
equalities, which have shown little sign of
diminishing over the last half century;and 4)
that the evidently unequal control over

school boards and other decision-making -

bodies in education does not provide a suffi-
cient explanation of the persistence and
pervasiveness of inequalities in the school
system. Although the unequal distribution
of political power serves to maintain in-
equalities in education, their origins are to
be found outside the political sphere, in the
class structure itself and in the class subcul-
tures typical of capitalist societies. Thus un-
equal education has its roots in the very class
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structure which it serves to legitimize and
reproduce. [nequalities in education are thus
seen as part of the web of capitalist society,
and likely to persist as long as capitalism

survives.

1. THE EVOLUTION OF CAPITALISM
AND THE RISE OF MASS EDUCATION

In colonial America, and in most pre-capi-
talist societies of the past, the basic produc-
tive unit was the family. For the vast
majority of male adults, work was self-di-
rected, and was performed without direct
supervision. Though constrained by poverty,
il health, the low level of technological
development and occasional interferences by
thé political authorities, 2 man had consider-
able leeway in choosing his working hours,
what to produce, and how to produce it.
While great inequalities in wealth, political
power, and other aspects of status normally
existed, differences in the degree of au-
tonomy in work were relatively minor, par-
ticularly when compared with what was to
come.

Transmitting the necessary productive
skills to the children as they grew up proved
to be a simple task, not because the work
was devoid of skill, but because the quite
substantial skills. required were virtually un-
changing from generation to generation, and
because the transition to the world of work
did not require that the child adapt to a
wholly new set of social relationships. The
child learned the concrete skills and adapted
to the social relations of production through
learning by doing within the family. Prepara-
tion for life in the larger community was
facilitated by the child’s experience with the
extended family, which shaded off without
distinct boundaries, through uncles and
fourth cousins, into the community. Chil-
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dren learned early how to deal with complex
relationships among adults other than their
parents, and children other than their
brothers and sisters."

It was not required that children learn a
complex set of political principles or
ideologies, as political participation was
limited and political authority unchallenged,
at least in normal times. The only major
socializing institution outside the family was
the church, which sought to inculcate the
accepted spiritual values and arttitudes. In
addition, a small number of children learned
craft skills outside the fanuly, as apprentices.
The roie of schools tended to be narrowly
vocational, restricted to preparation of chil-
dren for a career in the church or the still
inconsequential state bureaucracy.? The cur-
ricasium of the few universities reflected the
aristocratic penchant for conspicuous intel-
lectual consumption.’

The extension of capitalist produut;on
and particularly the factory system, under-
mined the role of the family as the major
unit of both socialization and production.
Smail peasant farmers were drven off the
land or competed out of business. Cottage
industry was destroyed. Ownership of the

means of production became heavily concen=:

trated in the hands of landlords and capi-
talists.. Workers relinquished control over
their labor in retumn for wages or salaries.
Increasingly, production was carried on in
large organizations in which a small manage-
ment group directed the work activities of
the entire Jabor force. The social relations of
production—the authority structure, the pre-
scribed types of behavior and response
characteristic of the work place—became
increasingly distinct {from those of the
family.

The divorce of the worker from control
over production—from control over his own
labor—is particularly important in under-
standing the role of schooling in capitalist
societies, The resulting social division of
labor—between controllers and contrefled —is
a crucial aspect of the class structure of
capitalist societies, and will be seen to be an
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important barrier to the achievement of
social class equality in schooling.

Rapid economic change in the capitalist
period led to frequent shifts in the occupa-
tional distribution of the labor force, and
constant changes in the skill requirements
for jobs. The productive skills of the father
were no longer adequate for the needs of the
son during his lifetime. Skill training within
the family became increasingly inap-
propriate.

And the family itself was changing. In-
creased geographic mobility of labor and the
necessity for children to work outside the
family spelled the demise of the extended
famijly and greatly weakened even the
nuclear family.* Meanwhile, the authority of
the church was questioned by- the spread of
secular rationalist thinking and the rise of
powerful competing groups.

While undermining the main institutions
of socialization, the development of the
capitalist system created at the same time an

. environment—both social and intellectual—

which would uiltimately challenge the politi-
cal order. Workers were thrown together in
oppressive factories, and the isolation which
had helped to maintain quiescence in earlier,
widely dispersed peasant populations was
broken down.® ‘With an increasing number
of families uprooted from the land, the
workers’ search for 2 living resulted in large-
scale labor migrations. Transient—even for-
eign—-elements came to constitute a major
segment of the population, and began to
pose seemingly insurmountable problems of
assimilation, integration, and control.® In-
equalities of wealth became more apparent,

- and were less easily justified and less readily

accepted. The simple legitimizing ideologies
of the earlier period—the divine nght of
kings and the divine origin of social rank, for
example—fell under the capitalist attack on
the royalty and the tradiional landed in-

“terests. The broadening of the electorate of

political participation generaily—first sought
by the capitalist class in the struggle against
the entrenched interests of the pre-capitalist
period—threatened soon to become an in-
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strument for the growing power of the work-
ing class. Having risen to political power, the
capitalist class sought a mechanism to insure
sacial control and political stability.”

An institutional crisis was at hand. The
outcome, in virtually ali capitalist countries,
was the rise of mass education. In the U.S,,
the many advantages of schooling as a so-
cialization process were quickly perceived.
The early proponents of the rapid expansion
of schooling argued that education could
perform many of the socialization functions

- which earlier had been centered in the

family and to a lesser extent, in the church.®

An ideal preparation for factory work
was found in the social relations of the
school; specifically, in its emphasis on disci-
pline, punctuality, acceptance of authority
outside the family, and individual account-
ability for one’s work.® The social relations

.of the school would replicate the social rela-
tions of the workplace, ind thus help young

people adapt to the social division of labor.
Schools would further lead people to accept
the authority of the state and its agents—the
teachers—at a young age, in part by fostering
the illusion of the benevolence of the gov-
emment in its relations with citizens.'

Moreover, because schooling would ostensi-

tly be apen to all, one’s position in the.
social division of labor could be portrayed as

the result not of birth, but of one’s own
efforts and talents.'’ And if the children’s
everyday experiences with- the structure of
schooling were insufficient to incuicate the
correct views and atlitudes, the curriculum
itself would be made to embody the
bourgeois ideology.’? Where pre-capitalist
social institutions—particularly the church—
remained strong or threatened the capitalist
hegemony, schools sometimes served as a
modernizing counter-institution.'?

The movement for public elementary and
secondary education in the U.S. originated
in the I9th century in states dominated by
the burgeoning industrial. capitalist class,
most notably in Massachusetts. It spread
rapidly to all parts of the country except the
South.” In Massachusetts the extension of
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elementary education was in large measure a
response to industrialization, and to the
need for social control of the Irish and other
non-Yankee workers recruited to work in
the mills.! The fact that some working
prople’s movements had demanded free in-
struction should not obscure the basically
coercive nature of the extension of school-
ing. In many parts of the country, schools
were literally imposed upon the workers. 16

The evolution of the economy in the
[9th century gave rise to new socialization
needs and continued to spur the growth of
education. Agriculture continued to lose

- ground to manufacturing; simple manufac-

turing gave way (o production involving
complex interrelated processes; an increasing
fraction of the labor force was employed in
producing services rather than goods. Em-
ployers in the most rapidly growing sectors
of the economy began to require more than
obedience and punctuality in their workers;
a change in motivational outlcok was re-
quired. The new structure of production
provided little built-in motivation. There
were fewer jobs like farming and piece-rate
work in manufacturing in which material
reward was tied directly to effort. As work
roles became more complicated and interre-
lated, the evaluation of the individual work-
er’s performance became increasingly
difficuit. Employers began to look for work-
ers who had intemalized the production-
related values of the firm’s managers.

The continued expansion of education
was pressed by, many ‘who saw schooling as 2
means of producing these new forms of
motivation and discipline. Others, frightened
by the growing labor militancy after the
Civil War, found new urgency in the social
control arguments popular among the pro-
ponents of education in the antebellum
period. ‘

A system of class stratification developed
within this rapidly expanding educational
system. Children of the social elite normally
attended private schools. Because working
class children tended to leave school early,
the class composition of the public high
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schools was distinctly more elite than the
public primary schools.!” And as a uni-
versity education ceased to be merely train-
ing for teaching or the divinity and became
important in gaining access to the pinnacles
of the business world, upper class families
ased their money and influence to get their
children into the best universities, often at
the expense of the children of less elite fami-
lies.

Around the turn of the present century,
large numbers of working class and particu-
larly immigrant children began attending
high schools. At the same time, a system of
class stratification developed within second-
ary education.'® The older democratic
ideclogy of the common school—that the
same curriculum should be offered to all
children—gave way to the “progressive” in-
sistence that education, shouid be tailored to
the “needs of the child.”!? In the interests
of providing an education relevant 10 the

later life of the students, vocational schools

and tracks were developed for the children
of working families. The academic cur-
riculum was preserved for those who would
later have the opportunity 10 make use of
book leamning, either in college or in white-
collar employment. This and other educa-

‘tional reforms of the progressive education

movement reflected an implicit assumption
of the immutability of the class structure.
The frankness with-which students were
channeled into curriculum tracks, on the
basis of their social class background, raised
serious doubts concerning the “openness” of
the social class structure. The relation be-
tween social class and 2 child’s chances of
promotion Of tracking assignments was dis-
guised—though not mitigated much—by an-
other ‘“progressive” reform: “objective”
educational testing. Particularly after World
War [, the capitulation of the schools to
business values and concepts of efficiency
led to the increased use of intelligence and
scholastic achievement lesting as an ostensi-
bly unbiased means of measuring the pro-
duct of schooling and classifying students.
The complementary growth of the guidance
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counseling profession allowed much of the
channeling to proceed from the students’
own well-counseled choices, thus adding an
apparent element of voluntarism to the sys.
tem.

The legacy of the progressive education
movement, like the earlier reforms of the
mid-19th century, was 2 strengthened
system of class stratification within school-
ing which continues 10 this day to play an
important role in the reproduction and legi-
timation of the social division of labor.

The class stratification of education
during this period had proceeded hand in
hand with the stratification of the labor
force. As large bureaucratic corporations and
public agencies employed an increasing frac.
tion of all workers, a complicated segmenta-
tion of the labor force avolved; reflecting the
hierarchical structure of the social relations
of production. A large middle group of em-
ployees evolved comprising the clerical,
sales, bookkeeping, and low level supervisory
workers.2! People holding these occupations
ordinarily had a modicum of control over
their own work; in some cases they directed
the work of others, while themselves being
under the direction of higher management.
The social division of labor had become 2
fincly articulated system of work relations
dominated at the top by a small group with
control over work processes and a high de-
gree of personal autonomy in their work
activities, and proceeding by finely dif-
ferentiated stages down the chain of bureau-
cratic command to workers who labored
more as extensions of the machinery than as
autonomous human beings.

One’s status, income, and personal auton-
omy came (O depend in great measure on
one’s place in the hierarchy of work rela-
tions. And in turn, positions in the social
division of labor came 1o be associated with
educational credentials reflecting the number
of vyears of schooling and the quality of
education received. The increasing impor-
tance of schooling as 2 mechanism for al-
locating children 10 positions in the class
structure, played a major part in legitimizing
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the structure itself.?* But at the same time, '

it undermined the simple processes which in
the past had preserved the position and privi-
Jege of the upper class families from genera-
tion to generation. In short, it undermined
the processes serving to reproduce the social
division of labor.

In pre-capitalist societies, direct inheri-
tance of occupational position is common.
Even in the early capitalist economy, prior
to the segmentation of the labor force on
the basis of differential skills and education,
the class structure was reproduced genera-
tion after generation simply through the in-
heritance of physical capital by the offspring
of the capitalist class. Now that the social
division of labor is differentiated by types of
competence and educational credentials as

.well as by the ownership of capital, ‘the

problem of inheritance is not nearly as
simple. The crucial complication arises
because education and skills are embedded
in human beings, and—unlike physical capi-
tal—these assets cannot be passed on to one’s
children at death. In an advanced capitalist
society in which education and skills play an
jmportant role in the hierarchy of produc-
tion, then, the absence of confiscatory in-
heritance laws is not enough to reproduce
the social division of labor from generation
to generation. Skills and educational creden-
tials must somehow be passed on within the
family. It is a fundamental theme of this
paper that schools play an important part in
reproducing and legitimizing this modern
form of class structure.

2. CLASS INEQUALITIES IN U.S.
SCHOOLS

Unequal schooling reproduces the social
division of labor. Children whose parents
occupy positions at the top of the occupa-
tional hierarchy receive more Years of
schooling than working class children. Both
the amount and the content of their educa-
tion greatly facilitates their movement into
positions similar to their parents’.

Because of the relative ease of measure-
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ment, inequalities in years of schooling are
particularly evident. If we define social class
standing by the income, occupation, and
cducational level of the parents, a child from
the 90th percentile in the class distribution
may expect on the average to achieve over
four and a half more years of schooling than
a child from the 10th percentile.” As can
be seen in Table 1, social class inequalities in
the number of years of schooling received
arise in part because a disproportionate
number of children from poorer families do
not complete high school.* Table 2 indi-
cates that these inequalities are exacerbated
by social class inequalities in college at-
tendance among those children who did
graduate trom high school: even among
those who had graduated from high school,
children of families eaming less than $3,000
per year were over six times as likely not to
attend college as were the children of fami-
lics earning over $15,000.%

Because schooling—especially at the col-
lege level-is heavily subsidized by the
general taxpayer, those children who attend
school longer have access—for this reason
alone—to 2 far larger amount of public re-
sources than those who are forced out or

drop out early.?® But social class inequali- -

ties in public expenditure on education are
far more severe than the ¢:g-2 of inequality
in years of schooling would suggest. In the
first place, per-student public expenditure in
four-year colleges greatly exceeds that in ele-
mentary schools; thase who stay in school
longer receive an increasingly large annual
public subsidy.*” Second, even at the elc-
mentary level, schools attended by children
of the poor tend to be less well-endowed
with equipment, books, teachers, and other
inputs into the educational process. LEvi-
dence on the relationship between the level
of school inputs and the income of the
neighborhoods which the schools serve is
presented in Table 3.”* The data in this
table indicate that both school expenditures
and more direct measures of school quality
vary directly with the income levels of the
communities in which the school is located.
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Table 1. Percentage of Male Children aged 16—17 Enrolled in Public School, and Percentage.
at Less than the Modal Grade Level, by Parent’s Education and Income, 19604

% of male children aged 1617

enrolled in public school below the modal level

1. Parent’s cducation Jess than 8 years
Family Income:

less than $3,000 66.1 47.4
$3,000-4,999 71.3 35.7
$5,000-6,999 75.5 28.3
$7,000 and over - 77.1 218

9. Parent’s education 8~11 years
Family income:

less than $3.000 78.6 25.0
$3,000—4,999 82.9 20.9
$5,000-6,999 , ‘ 84.9 16.9
$7,000 and over 86.1 13.0
3. Parent’s education 12 years or more
Family income:
less than $3.000 . 89.5 134
$3,000-4.999 90.7 124
$5,000-6.999 92.1 9.7
$7,000 and over 94.2 16.9

Source: Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, 1960, Vol. PC-(2)5A, Table 5.
a. According to Bureau of the Census dei‘nitions, for ié-year olds 9th grade or less and for 17-year
olds 10th grade or less are below the modal level, Father's education is indicated if father is present;

otherwise mother’s education is indicated.

, Inequalities in schooling are not simply a
matter of differences in years of schooling
attained or in resources devoted to each stu-
dent per year of schooling. Differences in
the internai structure of schools themselves

Table 2. College Attendance in 1967
among High School Graduates, by
Family Income? '

Percent who did not

Family income® attend college and in the content of schoaling reflect the
Total s31 . differences in the social class compositions
vnder $3,000 80,2 of the student bodies. The social relations of
$3,000 to $3,999 67.7 the educational process ordinanly mirror the
$4,000 to 55,999 63.7 social relations of the work roles into which
igggg :3 :;;33 . igg most students are likely to move. Differ-
$10,000 to $14,999 8.7 ences in rules, expected modes of behavior,

13.3 and opportunities for choice are most glaring
when we compare levels of schooling. Note
the wide range of choice over curriculum,
life style, and allocation of time afforded to

$15,000 and over

a. Refers to dndividuals who were high
school seniors in October 1965 and who
subsequently graduated from high schoal.
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce,

Bureau of the Census, Current Population,
Report, Series P-20, No. 185, July 11, 1969,
p. 6. College attendance refers to both two-
and four-year institutions.

b. Family income for 12 months preceding
October 1965.

college students, compared with the obedi-
ence and respect for authority expected in
high school. Differentiation occurs also
within each level of schooling. One needs
only to compare the social relations of a

1
'
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Table 3. Inequalities in Elementuary School Resources: Percent Difference in
Resource Avuilability Associated with u One Percent Difference in Mean Neigh-

borhood Family Income

Resource

Within civies (1) Berween cittes {2)

1. Current real education expenditure per student
2. Average rcal ¢jemeniary school teacher salary

3. Teacher-student ratio

4, Real expenditure per pupil on teacher salary

5. Verbal ability of teacher

n.a. .73
208 69°
242 n.a.
432 n.a.
A1 1.20°

Sources:

a. John D. Owen, “An Empirical Analysis of Econorﬂi;: and Racial Bias in the Distribution

of Educational Resources in Nine

Large American Cities™ (Center for the Study of Social

Organization of Schools, Johns Hopkins University, 1969).
b.. John D. Owen, “Towards a' Public Employment Wage Theory: Some Econometric

Evidence on Teacher Quality," Industrial Labor Relations Review {forthcoming, 1972).

junior college with those of an elite four-
year college,” or those of a working class
high school with those of a wealthy subur-
ban high school, for verification of this
point.¥ | ‘ :

The differential socialization patterns in
schools attended by students of different
social classes do not arise by accident.
Rather; they stem from the fact that the
educational objectives and expectations of
both parents and teachers, and the respon-
siveness of students to various patterns of
teaching and control, differ for students of
different social classes.” Further, class in-
equalities in school socialization pattems are
reinforced by the very inequalities in finan-
cial resources documented above. The
paucity of financial support for the educa-
tion of children from working class families
not only leaves more resources 1o be devoted
to the children of those with commanding
roles in the economy; it forces upon the
teachers and school administrators in the
, working class schools a type of social rela-
tions which fairly closely mirrors that of the
factory. Thus financial considerations in
poorly supported working class schools mili-
tate against small intimate classes, against a
multiplicity of elective courses and spe-
cialized teachers (except disciplinary person-

- nel), and preclude the amounts of free time

for the teachers and free space required fora

more opern, flexible educational environ-
ment. The lack of financial support all but
requires that students be treated as raw
materials on a production line; it places a
high premium on obedience and punctuality;
there are few opportunities for independent,
creative work or individualized attention by
teachers. The well-financed schools attended
by the children of. the rich can offer much
greater opportunitics for the development of
the capacity for sustained independent work
and the other characteristics required for
adequate job performance in the upper levels
of the occupational hierarchy.

While much of the inequality in U.S.
educaticn exists between schools, even
within a given school different children re-
ceive different educations. Class stratifica-
tion within schools is achieved through
tracking, differential participation in extra-
curricular activities, and in the attitudes of
teachers and particularly guidance personnel
who expect working class children to do
poorly, to terminate schooling early, and to
end up in jobs similar to their parents.”

Not surprisingly, the results of schooling
differ greatly for chiidren of different social
classes. The differing educational objectives
implicit in the sociul relations of schools
attended by children of different social
classes has already been mentioned. Less im-
portant but more ecasily measured are dif-
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ferences in scholastic achievernent. [f we
measure the output of schooling by scores
on nationally standardized achievement
tests, children whose parents were them-
selves highly educated outperform the chil-
dren of parents with less education by a
wide margin. A recent study revealed, for
example, that among white high school
seniors, those whose parents were in the top
education decile were on the average well
over three grade levels ahead of those whose
parents Were in the bottom decile.®® While a
good part of this discrepancy is the result of
uncqual treatment in school and unequal
educational resources, it will be suggested
below that much of it is related to dif-
ferences in the early socialization and home
environment of the children.

Given the great social class differences in
scholastic achievement, class inequalities in
college attendance are to be expected. Thus
one might be tempted to argue that the data

_ in Table 2 are simply a reflection of unequal
scholastic achievement in high school and do

not reflect any additional social class in-
equalities peculiar to the process of college
admission. This view, so comforting to the
admissions personnel in our elite universities,

Table 4. Probability of College Entry for a
Mz"s who has Reached Grade 112 7

Sociveconomic quartiles®

Low High
12 3 4
Ability Low 1 06 12 13 .26
Quartiles? 2 A3 18 29 36

3 25 34 45 65
High 4 48 .70 .73 .87

a. Based on a large sample of U.S. high school
students as reported in John C. Flannagan and
William W. Cooley, Project TALENT, One-Year
Follow-up Studies, Cooperative Research Project
Number 2333, School of Education, University of
Pittsburgh, 1966.

b. The sociceconomic index is a composite mea-
sure including family income, father’s occupation
and education, mother’s education, ete. The ability
scale is a composite of tests measuring general

academic aptitude.
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is unsupported by the available data, some
of which are presented in Table 4. Access to
a college education is highly unequal, even
for children of the same measured “aca-
demic ability.” .

The social class inequalities in our school
system and the role they play in the repro-
duction of the social division of labor are

~ too evident to be denied. Defenders of the

educational system are forced back on the
assertion that things are getting better; the
inequalities of the past were far worse. And,
indeed, there can be no doubt that some of
the inequalities of the past have been miti-
gated. Yet new inequalities have apparently
developed to take their place, for the avail-
able” historical evidence lends little support
to the idea that our schools are on the road
to equality of educational opportunity. For
example, data from a recent U.S. Census
survey reported in Table 5 indicate that
graduation from college has become in-
creasingly dependent on one’s class back-
ground. This is true despite the fact that the
probability .of high school graduation is
becoming increasingly equal across social
classes. On balance, the available data suggest
that the number of years of schooling at-
tained by a child depends upon the social
class standing of the father at least as much
in the recent period as it did fifty years
ago.

The argument that our “egalitarian”
education compensates for inequalities
generated elsewhere in the capitalist system
is so patently fallacious that few will persist
in maintaining it. But the discrepancy be-
tween .the ideology and the reality of the
U.S. school system is far greater than would
appear from a passing glance at the above
data. In the first place, if education is to
compensate for the social class immobility
due to the inheritance of wealth and privi-
lege, education must be structured so as to
yield a negative correlation between social
class background of the child and the quan-
tity and quality of her or his schooling. Thus
the assertion that education compensates for
inequalities in inherited wealth and privilege
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Table 5. Among Sons who had Reached High School, Percentage who graduated from
college, by Son’s Age and Father’s Level of Education : :

Father's education

 Some college

Some high school High school grad or more
Likely dates
Son'sage  of college % Ratio . %  Raitio - % Ratio
in 1962  graduation® <& years Graduating  to <8 Grad | 1o <8 rad 10 <8
25-34°  1950-1%59 07.6 17.4 2.29 256  3.37 519  6.83
3544 1940-1949 08.6 11.9 1.38 253 294 539 6.27
45-54 1930-1939 01.7 09.8 1.27 15.1 1.96 369 479
55-64 1920~-1929 08.92 098 1.10 19.2 216 298 335

2. Assuming college graduation at age 22.

Source: Based on U.S. Census datd as reported in William G. Spady,.

“Educational Mobility and Access:

Growth and Paradoxes,” American Journal of Sociology. Vol. 73, No. 3 (November 1967).

is falsified not so much by the extent of the -

social class inequalities in the school system
as by their very existence, or, more cor-
rectly, by the absence of compensatory in-
equalities.

Second, if we tum now from the problem
of intergeneration immobility to the prob-
lem of inequality of income at a given
moment, 2 similar argument applies. In a
capitalist economy, the increasing impor-
tance of schooling in the economy will ex-
ercise a disequalizing tendency on the
distribution of income even in the abscnce
of social class inequalities in quality and
quantity of schooling. To see why this is so,
consider a simple capitalist economy in
which only two factors are used in produc-
tion: uneducated and undifferentiated labor,
and capital, the ownership of which is un-
equaily distributed among the population.
The only source of income inequality in this
society is the unequal distribution of capital.

" As the labor force becomes differentiated by

type of skill or schooling, inequalities in
labor earnings contribute to total income
inequality, augmenting the inequalities due
to the concentration of capital. This will be
the case even if education and skills are
distributed randomly among the population.
The disequalizing tendency ‘will of course be
intensified if the owners of capital also ac-

quire a disproportionate amount of those
types of education and training which confer
access to high-paying jobs.”® A substantial
negative correlation between the ownership
of capital and the quality and quantity of
schooling received would have been required
merely to neutralize the disequalizing effect
of the rise of schooling as an economic phe-
nomenon. And while some research has
minimized the importance of social class
biases in schooling,*® nobody has yet sug-
gested that class and schooling were in-
versely related!

3. CLASS CULTURE AND CLASS POWER

The pervasive and persistent inequalities in
U.S. education would seem to refute an in-
terpretation of education which asserts its
egalitarian functions. But the facts of in-
equality do not by themselves suggest an
alternate explanation. Indeed, they pose
serious problems of interpretation. If the
costs of education borne by students and
their families were very high, or.if nepotism
were rampant, or if formal segregation of
pupils by social class were pragticed, or
educational decisions were made by a select
few whom we might call the power elite, it
would not be difficult to expiain the con-
tinued inequalities in U.S. education. The
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problem of interpretation, however, is to
reconcile the above empirical findings with
the facts of our society as we perceive them;
public and virtually tuition-free education at
all levels, few legal instruments for the direct
implementation of class segregation, a
limited role for “contacts” or nepotism in
the achievement of high status or income, a
commitment (at the rhetorical leve! at least)
to equality of educational opportunity, and
a system of control of education which if
not particularly democratic, extends far
beyond anything resembling a power elite,
The attempt to reconcile these apparently
discrepant facts leads us back to a considera-
tion of the social division of labor, the
associated class cultures, and the exercise of
class power.

I will argue that the social division of
labor—based on the hierarchical structure of
production—gives rise to distinct class sub-
cultures. The values, personality traits, and

expectations characteristic of each subcul-

ture are transmitted from generation to gen-
eration through class differences in family
socialization and complementary differences
in the type and amount of schooling ordi-
narily: attained by children of various class
positions. These class differences in school-
ing are maintained in large measure through
the capacity of the upper class to control the
basic principles of school ~finance, pupil
evaluation, and educational objectives.

This outline, and what follows, is put
forward -as an interpretation, consistent
where testable with the available data,
though lacking as yet in firm empirical sup-
port for some important links in the argu-
ment.

The social relations of production char-
acteristic of advanced capitalist societies

(and many socialist socicties) are most -
clearly illustrated in the bureaucracy and
hierarchy of the modern corporation. ¥
- Occupational roles in the capitalist economy

may be grouped according to the degree of
independence and control exercised by the
person holding the job. There is some evi-
dence that the personality attributes as-
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sociated with the adequate performance of
jobs in occupational categories defined in |
this broad way differ considerably, some ap- '
parently requiring independence and internal
discipline, and others emphasizing such traits
as obedience, predictability, and willingness
to subject oneself to external controls.?®

These personality attributes are de-
veloped primarily at a young age, both in the
family and, to a lesser extent, in secondary
socializing institutions such as schools.? Be.
cause people tend to marry within their own
class (in part because spouses often meet in
our class segregated schools), both parents
are likely to have a similar set of these fun-
damental personality traits. Thus children
of parents occupying a given position in the
occupational hierarchy grow up in homes
where child-rearing methods and perhaps
even the physical surroundings tend to
develop  personality characteristics ap-
propriate to adequate job performance in
the occupational roles of the parents.*® The
children of managers and professionals are
taught self-reliance within a broad set of
constraints;*'  the children of production
line workers zre taught obedience.

While this relaticn between parents’ class
position and child’s personality attributes
operates primarily in the home, it is rein-
forced by schools and other social institu-
tions. Thus, to take an example introduced
earlier, the authoritaran social relations of
working class higu schools complement the
discipline-oriented early socialization pat-
terns experienced by working class children,
The relatively greater freedom of wealthy
suburban schools extends and- formalizes the
early independence training characteristic of
upper class families.

Schools reinforce other aspects of family
socialization as well. Students’ and parents’
aspirations and expectations concerning”
both the type and the amount of schooling
are strongly related to social class.** The
expectations of teachers, guidance counsel-
ors, and school administrators ordinarily
reinforce those of the students and parents.
Schools often encourage students to develop
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aspirations and expectations typical of their
social class, even if the child tends to have
“deviant” aspirations.

It is true that to some extent schools
introduce common elements of socialization
for all students regardless of social class.
Discipline, respect for property, competi-
tion, and punctuality are part of the implicit
curriculum of virtually all schools. Yet given
the existing institutional arrangements, the
ability of a school to change a child’s per-
sonality, values, and expectations is severely
limited. The responsiveness of children to
different types of schooling seems to depend
importantly upon the types of personality
traits, values, and expectations which have
been developed through the family. Further-

. more, children spend a small amount of time

in school-—less than a quarter of their waking
hours over the course of a year. Thus schools
are probably more effective where they at-
tempt to complement and reinforce rather
than to oppose the socialization processes of
the home and neighborhood. It is not sur-

| prising, then, that social class differences in

schq!astic achievement and other measures
of school success are far greater than would

"~ be accounted for by differences in the

measured school financial resources and
other inputs {(quality and quantity of teach-
ers, etc_) alone.*?

Class differences in the total effect of
schooling are—in this interpretation—due pri-
marily to differences in what [ have called
class subculture. The educational system
serves less to change the results of the pri-
mary socialization.in the home than to ratity
them and render them in adult form. The
complementary relationship between family
socialization and schools serves to reproduce
patterns of class culture from generation to
generation.

The operation of the labor market trans-
lates differences in class culture into income
inequalities and occupational hierarchies.
The personality traits, values, and expecta-
tions characteristic of different class cultures
play a major role in determining an individ-
ual’s success in gaining a high income or

~
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prestigious occupation. The apparent con-
tribution of schooling to occupational suc-
cess and higher income seems to be
explained primarily by the personality char-
acteristics of those who have higher educa-
tional attainments.* Although the rewards
to intellectual capacities are quite limited in
the labor market (except for a small number
of high level jobs), mental abilities are im-
portant in getting ahead in school. Grades,
the probability of continuing to higher levels
of schooling, and a host of other school
success variables, are positively correlated
with “objective” measures of intellectual
capacities. Partly for this reason, one’s ex-
perience in schow: winforces the belief that

~ promotion and rewards are distributed

fairly. The close relationship between educa-
tional attainments and later occupational
success thus provides a meritocratic appear-
ance to mask the mechanisms which repro-
duce the class system from generation to
generation.

So far, the perpetuation of inequality
through the schooling system has been repre-
sented as an almost automatic, self-enforcing
mechanism, operating only through the
medium of class culture. An important
further dimension of the interpretation is
added if we note that positions of control in
the productive hierarchy tend to be as-
sociated with positions of political influence.
Given the disproportionate share of political
power held by the upper class and their
capacity to détermine the accepted patterns
of behavior and procedures, to define the
national interest, and in general to control
the ideological and institutional context in
which educational decisions are made, it is
not surprising to find that resources are al-
located unequally among school tracks,
between schools serving different classes,
and between levels of schooling. The same
configuration of power resuits in curricula,
methods of instruction, and criteria of selec-
tion and promotion which confer benefits
disproportionately on the children of the
upper class.

It is not asserted here that the upper class
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controls the main decision-making bodies in

education, although a good case could prob-
ably be made that this is so. The power of
the upper class is hypothesized as existing in
its capacity to define and maintain a-set of
rules of operation or decision criteria—"‘rules
of the game”—which, though often seem-
ingly innocuous and sometimes even egali-
tarian in their ostensible intent, have the
effect of maintaining the unequal system.
The operation of two prominent ex-
amples of these “rules of the game” will
serve to illustrate the point. The first impor-

tant principle is that excellence in schooling .

should be rewarded. Given the capacity of
the upper class to define excellence in terms
on which upper class children tend to excel
{for example, scholastic achievement), ad-

" herence to this principle yields inegalitarian
outcornes (for example, unequal access 1O

higher education) while maintaining the -ap-
pearance of fair treatment.*® Thus the
principle of rewarding excellence serves to
legitimize the unequal consequences of
schooling by associating success with com-
petence. At the same time, the institution of
objectively administered tests of perfor-
mance serves to allow a limited amount of
upward mobility among exceptional children
of the lower class, thus providing further
legitimation of the operations of the social
system by giving some credence to the myth
of widespread mobility.

The sccond example is the principle that
elementary and secondary schooling should
be financed in very large measure from local
revenues. This principle is supported on the

ounds that it is necessary to preserve poli-

tical liberty. Given the degree of residential -
_ segregation by income level, the effect of

this principle is to produce an unequal dis-
tribution of school resources among children
of different classes. Towns with a large tax
base can spend large sums for the education
of their disproportionately upper class chil-
dren even without suffering a higher than
average tax rate*® Because the main re-
source inequalities in schooling thus exist
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petween rather than within school dis-
tricts,” and because there is no effective
mechanism for redistribution of school
funds among.school districts, poor families
lack 2 viable political strategy for correcting
the inequality.*®

The above rules of the game—rewarding

. “excellence” and financing schools locally—

illustrate the complementarity between the
political and economic power of the upper
class. In each case, adherence to the rule has
the effect of generating unequal conse-
quences via a mechanism which operates
largely outside the political system. As long
as one adheres to the “reward excellence”
principle, the responsibility for unequal re-
sults in schooling appears to lie outside the
upper class, often in some fault of the poor—
such as their class culture—which is viewed
as lying beyond the reach of political action
or crticism. Likewise, as long as the local
financing: of schools is maintained, the
achievement of equality of resources among
children of different social classes requires
the class integration of school districts, an
objective for which there are no effective
political instruments as long as we allow a
market in residential properties and an un-
equal distribution of income.

Thus it appears that the consequences of
an unequal distribution of political power
among classes complement the results of
class culture in maintaining an educational
system which has thus far been capable of
transmitting status from generation to gen-
eration, and capable in addition of political
survival in the formally democratic and egali-
tarian environment of the contemporary
United States. - -

The role of the schools in reproducing
and legitimizing the social division of labor
has recently been challenged by popular
egalitarian movements. At the same time,
the educational system is showing signs of
internal structural weakness.” These two
developments suggest that fundamental
change in the schooling process may soon be
possible. Analysis of both the potential and

v ke Atk mm
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the limits of educational change will be fa-
cilitated by drawing together and extending
the strands of the above argument.

4. THE LIMITS OF EDUCATIONAL
REFORM

If the above* attempt to identify the roots of
inequality in U.S. education is convincing, it
has done more than reconcile apparent dis-
crepancies between the democratic forms
and unequal content of U.S. education. For
it is precisely the sources of educational in-
equality which we must understand in order

_to develop successful political strategies in

the pursuit of educational equality.

I have argued that the structure of educa-
tion reflects the social relations of produc-
tion. For at least the past century and a half,
expansion of education and changes in the
forms of schooling have been responses to
needs generated by the economic system.
The sources of present inequality in U.S.
education were found in the mutual rein-
forcement of class subcuitures and social
class biases in the operations of the school
system itself. The analysis strongly suggests
that educational inequalities are rooted in
the basic institutions of our economy. Re-
consideration of some of the basic mecha-
nisms of educational inequality lends
supj.ort to this proposition. First, the princi-
plg of rewarding academic excellence - in
educational promotion and selection serves

" not only to legitimize the process by which

the social division of labor is reproduced. It
is also a basic part of the process which
socializes young people to work for external
rewards and encourages them to develop
motivational structures fit for the alienating
work of the capitalist economy.*® Selecting
students from the bottom or the middle of
the achievement scale for promotion to
higher levels of schooling would go a long
way towards equalizing education, but it

would also jeopardize the schools’ capacity

to train productive and well-adjusted work-

~
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ers.’! Second, the way in which local fi-
nancing of schools operates to maintain edu-
cational inequality is also rooted in the capi-
talist economy, in this case in the existence
of an unequal distribution of income, free
markets in residential property, and the nar-
row limits of state power. However, it seems
unwise to emphasize this aspect of the long
run problem of equality in education, for
the inequalities in school resources resulting
from the localization of finance may not be
of crucial importance in maintaining in-
equalities in the effects of education. More-
over, it seems that a significant undermining
of the principle of local finance may already
be under way in response to pressures from
the poorer states and school districts.

Of greater importance in the perpetuation
of educational inequality are differential
class subcultures. These class-based differ-
ences in personality, values, and expecta-
tions, I have argued, represent an adaptation
to the different requirements of adequate
work performance at various levels in the
hierarchical social relations of production.
Class subcultures, then, stemn from the every-
day experiences of workers in the structure
of production characteristic of capitalist
societies.

It should be clear by this point that ed-
ucational equality cannot be achieved
through changes in the school system alone.
Nonetheless, attempts at educational reform”
may move us closer to that objective if, in
their failure, they lay bare the unequal
nature of our school system and destroy the
illusion of unimpeded mobility through
education. Successful educational reforms—
reducing racial or class disparities in school-
ing, for example—may also serve the cause of
equality of education, for it seems likely
that equalizing access to schooling will chal-
lenge the system either to make good its
promise of rewarding educational attainment
or find ways of coping with a mass disillu-
sionment with the great panacea.’?

Yet if the record of the last century and a
half of educational reforms is any guide, we
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should not expect radica] change in educa-
tion to result from the efforts of those con-
fining their attention to the schools. The
political victories of Past reform movements
have apparently resulted in little if any effec-
tive equalization. My interpretation of the
educational consequences of class culture
and class power suggests that these educa-
tional reform movements failed because they
sought to eliminate educationa inequalities
without chalienging the basic institutions of
capitalism,

Efforts to equalize education through
changes in government policy will at best
scratch the surface of inequality, For much
of the inequality in U.S. education has its
origin outside the limired sphere of state
power, in the hierarchy of work relations
and the associated differences in class cul-
ture. As long as jobs are defined 5o that
some have power over many and others have
power over nothing-as. iong as the social
division of labor persists—educational in-
equality will be built into U.S, society,
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The first term oa the right represents the contribu-
tioh of inequalities in capital ownership to total
inequality, the second measures that part of total
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and skills embadied in labor, and the third repre.
sents the contribution to igceme inequality of so-
cial class inequalities in the supply of skills and
schooling. Prior to the ¢ducational differentiation
of the labor force. the varipnce of labar was 2ero.
All workers were effectively equal. The variance of
the togarithm of ipcome would then be due en-
tirely to capital inequality and would be exactly
equal to A’varlog K. The, rise of cducation as a
source of income. and lahor differentiation will
increase the variance of the logarithm ofembaodied
labor unless all workers receive identical education
and training. This is true even if the third term is
zero, indicating nu social ¢lass inegualities in the
provision of skills and education. .

To asserl the conventional faith in the egali-
tarian influence of the rising economic importance
of education. one would have to argue that the nse
of education is likely to be associated with either
a) a fall in A, the relative importance of capital as a
source of earnings: b) a decrease in the size of the
covariance of the logarithms of capital and labar;
c) a decrease in the inequality of capital ownership;
or ¢) an increase in equality in the supply of
education. While each is possible, I see no com-
pelling reason why education should produce these
results.

36. See, for example, Robert Hauser, “Educa-
tional Stratification in the United States.” Soci-
ological Inquiry, Vol. 20, Spring, 1970.

317. Max Weber referred to bureaucracy as the
“most rational offspring” of discipline, and re-
marked: *. .. military discipline is the ideal modei
for the modern capitalist factory . ..”" (*The Mean-
ing of Discipline,” reprinted in H. H. Gerth and C.
W. Mills, From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology
{New York, 1958, p. 261}

38. For o survey of the literature see J. P. Robin-
son, R. Athanasiou, and K. Head, "“Measures of
Occupational Attitudes and Occupational Charac-
teristics™ (Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan, February 1969).

39. See, for example, Benjamin Bloom, Stability
and Change in Human Characteristics (New York,
1964).

40. Note, for example, the class differences in
child-rearing with respect to the importance of
obedience. See M. Kohn, “Social Class and Parental
Values,” in R. Coser (ed.), The Family (New York,
1964); and L. Doiger and J. Ginandes. “Children’s
Attitudes towards Discipline as Related to Socio-
economic Status,” Journal of Experimental Educa.
tion, Vol. 15 {1946), pp. 161—165. See also the
study of differences in child-rearing practices in
families headed by bureaucrats as opposed to
entrepreneurs by D. Miller and G. Swanson, The
Changing American Parentt (New York, 1958).
Also, E. E. Maccoby, P, K. Gibbs, et af., “Methads
of Child-Rearing in Two Social Classes,” in W. E.
Martin and C. B. Stendler (eds.), Readings in Child
Development (New York., 1954). While the exis-
tence of class differences in child-rearing is sup-
ported by most of the available data (but see H.
Lewis, “‘Child-Rearing Among Low-Incorhe Fami-
lies,” in Ferman er al (eds.), Poverty in Anterica
{(New York, 1961)), the stability of these differ-
ences aver fime has been questioned by U. Bron-
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A TYPOLOGY FOR THE CLASSIFICATION OF EDUCATIOMAL SYSTEMS

fenbreaner (“Sovialization and Secial  Class
through Time and $pace,” in Kallenbach and
Hodges (eds.). Educarion and Society {Columbus,
1963}

4}. See M. Winterbottom, “The Sources of
Achijevement Motivation in Mothers’ Aftitudes
toward Independence Training.” in D. C. McClel-
land er af., The Achievement Motive (New York,
1953); and M. Kohn, “Socisl Class and Parent-
Child Relationships: An Interpretatian,” dmerican
Journgl of Sociofogy, 68, 1963, pp. 471480,

42. Sec, for example, 5. M. Lipset and R. Bendix.
Social Mobistiry in Industrial Sociery {Berkeley,
1959); and T. Twand and [ Stoyle, “Sociai
Rigidity: Income and Ocecupational Choice in
Rural Pennsyivania,™ Economic and Business Buil-
letin, Vol. 22 (Spring-Summer 1970), pp- 2430,
43. S. Bowles, “Toward an Educational Produc-
tion Function,™ in W. L. Hansen (ed.), Educason,
Income, and Human Capital {(New York. 1970},
44. This view is elaborated in H. Gintis. “Educa-
tion, Technology, and Worker Productivity,"”
American Economic Associarion Proceedings, May
1971, pp. 266—279. For other studies siressing the
non-cognitive dimensions of the schooling experi-
ence, see T. Parsons, “The School Class as a Social
Sysiem: Some of its Functions in American
Saciety,” Harvard Educational Review, Vol. 29,
No. 4 (Fail 1959), pp. 297-318; and R. Dreehen,
On What is Learned in Schoo! (Reading, Mass.,
1968).

45. Those who would defend the “reward excel-
lence” principle on the grounds of efficient selec-
tion to ensure the most efficient use of educational
resources might ask themselves this: why should
coileges, admit those with the highest coliege
entrance examination board scores? Why not the
lowest, or the middle? According to conventional
standards of efficiency, the rarional social objective
of the college is to render the greatest increment in
individual capacities (“value added,” to the econo-
mist}, not to produce the most iHustrious graduat-
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i ing class {“gross output’). Yet if incremental gain

is the objactive, it is far from obvious that choosing
from the top is the best policy.

46. Some dimensions of this problem are discussed
in 5. Weiss, “Existing Disparities in Public School
Finance and Proposals for Reform” {research
report to the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, No.
a6, February 1970).

47. Recalt that Owen, whose data appear in Table
3, found that the relationship of various measures
of teacher quality to the family income level of the
area served by the schools was considerably higher
between cities than within cities.

a8, In 1969, federal funds constituted oniy 7 per-
cent of the total financing of public elementary
and secondary schooling. Moreover, cumment distri-
bution formulae governing state and federal
expenditures are onty mildly egalitarian in their
impact. See K. A. Shmon and W. V. Gront, Digest
of Educarional Statstics, 1969 (Washington: U.S.
Dept. of Health. Education and Welfare, 1969).

49. See S. Bowles, "Contradictions in U.S. Higher
Education’” {mime¢o, 1971}.

50. Gintis, “Education, Technology, and Worker
Productivity.”

51. Consider what would happen to the internal
discipline of schools if the students’ objective were
to end up at the bottom of the grade disttibution!
52, The failure of the educational programs of the
“war on poverty '’ 1o raise significantly the incomes
of the poor is documented in T. 1. Ribich, Educa-
fion and Poverty (Washington, 1969). In the case
of blacks, dramatic increases in the leve! of school-
ing relative to whites have scarcely affected the
incomes of blacks relative to whites. (R. Weiss,
“The effects of Education on the Earnings of
Blacks and Whites," Rewew of Economics and
Statisrics, May 1970.} it is no wonder that Booker
T. Washington’s plealthal btacks should educate
themselves before demanding equality has lost
most ot its once widespread support.

6. A Typology for the Classification of Educational Systems

Many sociologists agree that the most useful
typology for the classification of educational
systems is the one developed implicitly by
Ralph H. Turmner in “Contest and Sponsored
Mability and the School Systein.™"* A brief
summary of his typology may be usciul.
Tumner assumes that educational systems in
industrial societies are the main “modes of
upward social mobility,” and he argues that
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the distinguishing characteristics of these
modes are based on folk-norms which are
pervasive througheut a given host society or
type of host society. He distinguishes be-
tween a mode of “sponsorship mobility”
based on “sponsorship folk-norms™ and a
mode of “contest mobility” based on “con-
test folk-norms.” The former is defined as

one in which
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