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GENERAL SUMMARY

Introduction: Objectives of Research and Approach Used

1. This is a study of the social organisation of schooling — of the way
curricula and instructional units are organised within schools. It deals with the
method by which the curriculum is allocated to different categories of pupils,
the underlying reasons why schools vary in this respect, and some of the
effects of that variation on pupil attainments.

2. Most school effectiveness studies assume that schools allocate their
teaching resources relatively homogencously to all pupils. In fact, within
most Irish schools, the total stock of curricular and instructional resources is
quite differentially allocated to distinct categories of pupils.

3.  This research into that differential allocation process, has 3 objectives:
(i) It describes the main characteristics of schooling practice in a sample of
Irish post-primary schools. If possible its aim is to derive a typology of school-
ing practice, or of the form and ways in which instruction is provided. (ii) 1t
attempts to account for, or explain why, schools differ so widely in these
practices. (iii) It examines some of the main effects of such schooling differen-
tiation on pupil attainment levels. Schooling practice, as used here, refers 10
the following 5 characteristics of the way instruction is organised within
schools: {a) pupil categorisation — mainly whether pupils are assigned to
classes on the basis of perceived *“ability” ornog; (b} whether the curriculum 1s
differentiated by such pupil class characteristics or not; (c) extent of curricular
choice left at the individual pupil-teacher level; (d) extent of subject-teacher
and parental involvement in subjectflevel choices; and (¢) extent to which
pupils arc constrained or restricted in their social interaction with their
classmates.

4.  The word “streaming” is usually used to refer to the organisation of
classes on the basis of the assessed ‘“‘ability” or performance of pupils: a
hierarchy of homogencous ability classes. But such rigid streaming of pupils
may or may not be accompanied by rigid curricular differentiation — assigning
Honours levels and a highly academic curriculum to the upper streams and a
Pass tevel curriculum and vocational subjects to the lower streams. Equally,
subject/level choices by pupils may be minimised or maximised in such
schools, and subject teachers may or may not be involved in any subjectflevel
choicemaking that occurs. Pupils may also be highly festricted in their school
interactions to their assigned classmates or not.
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5. Greater flexibility in resource use and more sophisticated timctabling is
required in schools with less rigidly differentiated instructional processes.
However, the presence of such management expertise does not guarantee
cffective mixed-ability teaching or more flexible curricular and instructional
processes; nor indeed does its absence guarantee rigid streaming. The reasons
for variation in curricular and instructional practices by schools are much
more complicated and deep-seated.

6. Schools stream, it is usually asserted, because they believe strongly that
tL is in the interests of the majority of their students to do so; particularly so
in schools which are perceived 1o have wide variances in the ability levels of
their pupil intake. Many school decisionmakers in these circumstances believe
that the less able pupils would suffer in mixed ability classes because of their
constant performance comparisons to higher performing pupils 1o which
they would be subject. It is also asserted that high ability pupils would be
held back by being put in with slow learners, with the pace of instruction
and difficulty of topic having to be tailored to the average, or even the
slowest, learner in the class. In other words, grouping by ability occurs because
of the belief that it leads to better learning outcomes for most students,
particularly those at the extremes.

7. Given this belief in the beneficial effects of streaming, one would expect
that the tendency o so differentiate the schooling process would depend
mainly on the degree of actual ability and social variation amongst pupils.
These are what one could call “technical-rational” reasons for streaming and
curricular differentiation: greater pupil numbers, greater actual differentiation
in the social statuses and ability levels of intake pupils, as well as greater
variation in the expected or planned output of schools — from aspiring
apprentices leaving at Group Certificate level to University entrants from
Leaving Certificate Honours levels. Generally these are some of the usually
accepted reasons for its occurrence. However, we will argue strongly that
these are not the main reasons why it occurs, nor indeed are the expected
effects of “sireaming” as beneficial as tts proponents often argue.

8. It is, on the conwary, argued here that the main underlying reasons for
greater differentiation in the schooling process are institutional or volitional
rather than technical, in the sense discussed above; being chosen by school
decisionmakers rather than being determined or imposed by circumstances.
Itis proposed that these “choices™ have more to do with the original “charters™
or acquired social Tunctions of schools — primarily their choice of clientele
{(sex and social class) and their choice of, or priority placed on, type of out-
put; the guiding philosophy of the authority running the school being of
central importance in these respects.
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9. From a review of the research literature, it is also proposed that contrary
to some of the commonsense rationates for streaming, the main outcome of
more rigid pupil and curricular differentiation is much greater polarisation in
educational attainments than occurs in less rigidly differentiated or more
mixed ability schools, without any compensating average attainment advan-
tage. There is also the related viewpoint that much of the deleterious effects
of rigid schooling differentiation occurs as an organisational side effect of
increased schooling differentiation and stratification of classes, obviously not
one that is intended but one, however, which is very difficult to avoid —
even when its dangers are fully appreciated.

Methods

10. The study is based on the extensive records of school characteristics
gathered in the course of our previous study — Schooling and Sex Roles (1983)
—in a sample of 95 post-primary schools. Interviews with Principals, Guidance
Counsellors, as well as with a small sample of highly knowledgeable infor-
mants who had played central roles in the Irish second-level system, provide
the main sources of information about the operation of Irish schools in this
study. In addition, interviews with over 3,500 Leaving Certificate pupils and
around 5,000 Intermediate Certificate pupils provide the basic information
about pupil achievement.

Results

11. There is wide institutional diversity in Irish second-level schools, and
this has substantial effects on the nature of schooling provided. Besides the
threefold distinction between Secondary, Vocational and Community/
Comprehensive schools there is considerable variation in the originating
charters, as well asacquired educational and social roles, of Secondary schools.
These result in large differences in the social class, sex and ability intake of
different schools as well as differences in both the chosen and acquired social
placement or social mobility functions of schools. These variations are
described in deuail in Chapter 2.

12. There is equal diversity in the manner in which schools within our
sample organise their instruction and differentiate their curriculum. Only
around 1 in 5 of these schools at Intermediate Certificate level had purely
mixed ability classes. The great majority streamed or “banded” their pupil
intake. The extent of streaming, however, declines substantially at the senior
cycle level. Curricular differentiation —in the level and type of subject
allocated to classes — is equally pronounced. Higher (streamed) classes are
allocated Honours levels and more academic subjects, while lower ability
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classes are allocated Pass levels and vocational type subjects. Coinciding with
this higher pupil and curricular differentiation is equally restricted choice
making by pupils and limitations on teacher and parental involvement in any
schooling choices that do occur. In highly sireamed schools where the
curriculum is highly differentiated, schooling decisions tend to be very cen-
tralised and schooling processes routinised. In mixed ability schools, on the
other hand, with little or no curricular differentiation, there tends to be a
wider diversity and greater flexibility in decisionmaking.

13. The 5 different dimensions of schooling differentiation, therefore, are
highly interrelated and, in fact, form a single unidimensional scale or ordered
typology — from most to least differentiated. This scale varies from the 7
schools — out of 80 with 2 or more classes — which are very highly streamed and
have very rigid curricular differentation to 11 schools at the other extreme
which are completely mixed ability with no curricular differenuation. In
addition to the top 7 highly sireamed schools there are also 25 schools which
are highly “banded” or Joosely streamed and which have less rigid curricular
differentiation. These leave more subjectflevel choice making to the individual
pupil, and have somewhat less centralisation of decisionmaking than in the
former case. Together this makes for a wotal of 40 per cent of all larger schools
which have highly differentiated schooling provision. Almost half the schools
then fall between the two extremes of rigid differentiation or mixed ability
provision. These mostly have loose banding, some, but not very rigid, curricular
differentiation, some centralisation and limitation on subjectflevel choice
making by pupils, and moderate segregation and ranking of pupil classes.
Although, therefore, the great majority of schools do “stream” in some sense,
there is great variation in the stringency with which they do so. These vari-
ations in schooling practices, as well as the consistency with which they are
related, arc analysed in detail in Chapter 3.

14. “Environmental” and “technical” factors — the usual rationales given
for streaming — have very low correlations with the rigidity of streaming
and curricular differentiation. Institutional, soctal and cultural factors have a
much greater influence. The most rigid schooling differendiation is most
charactenistic of boys’ Secondary schools, particularly those which have
acquired a sponsoring social mobility, role lor lower middle or upper working
class boys with ability and ambition. Rigid and loose banding is characteristic
of large Vocational and Community/Comprehensive schools. In both cases
the relationships are clearly the result of value priorities and policy decisions.
At the other extreme the most “mixed ability” schools, with least curricular
differentiation and most widespread choice making, is most characteristic of
girls’ middle class Secondary schools; and to a lesser extent of upper middle
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class boys’ Sccondary schools also. The relationships to these social and
institutional variables are too clear-cut not to reflect clear differences in
ideology and policy; outcomes of “choice”, not imposed by environmental
constraints. Chapter 4 deals with this in detail.

156. Increasing levels of rigidity and differentiation in the schooling pro-
cess have no discernible positive effects on average attainment levels, as
judged from the experiences of the total entry cohort to a school. The
evidence indeed suggests a slight negative effect: on increased dropout rates,
on the average attainment levels of the entry cohort and on the percentage
going on to University. These negative effects are minor, however. Increasing
differentiation, however, has a very pronounced polarisation effect on pupil
attainment levels — judged by all measures of attainment which characterise
the total entry cohort, and even of the proportion that survives to the Inter-
mediate Certificate examination. We do not have the necessary data to test
the hypothesis, but it appears as if increased attainments by highly placed
classes are being bought at the cost of lower attainments by lower streams or
bands in most streamed or highly “banded” schools. On average, therefore,
the overall effect is negative,

However, the increased variance in highly streamed schools can occur in
different ways. And it appears that in a small minority of schools that higher
attainments in higher streams are not being purchased at the cost of lower
attainments in the bottom streams; both the average attainment level and the
variance in attainment are increased. The opposite syndrome of effects,
however, is equally likely to occur — though equally as infrequent; increased
proportions of pupils with lower attainments without any compensating
growth in higher attainments. The study, however, was not designed to provide
the necessary evidence to test for or explain why these discrepant outcomes
occur. These results are discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

16. Since this is a long and, at times technically complex study, interested
readers who may find the conceptual and methodological discussions too off-
putting but who wish to get a more complete picture of the study than is
given in this General Summary may need some guidance. There are summaries
provided at the end of each chapter which, when combined with the first
few introductory pages of each chapter, provide a more detailed overview of
the study. In addition, Chapter 6 provides a much more detailed overall
summary of the orientation and results of the study than is given here, as
well as detailed conclusions drawn from these results. Chapter 1 is essential
reading for all those who wish to get a clear view of the conceptual and
methodological approach adopted in this study and Chapter 2, as a whole, is
recommended to all readers.
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Chapter 1

THE ORGANISATION OF POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLING IN IRELAND:
A CONCEPTUAL APPROACH

Introduction

In our previous publication, Schooling and Sex Roles, (1983), we analysed
the main “schooling differences” that distinguished boys’ from girls’ second-
level education. There it became apparent that these differences were long
established and were highly institutionalised — i.c., that different kinds of
schools were being systematically organised for different kinds of pupils
and to achieve different educational and social goals. Second-level schooling
occurs within around 800 separate organisations which vary in size from less
than 50 pupils to over 1,200. Despite a similarly constraining environment
within which they work — a central source of and similar levels of funding, a
relatively common curriculum and individual subject syllabi, a common regime
of public examinations — schools vary widely in their individual curricula, in
the way their subject offerings and tecaching resources are organised and
allocated, as well as in the effectiveness with which this is done (Hannan,
Breen, and Murray, Watson, Hardiman and O’Higgins, 1983; Madaus, Kellaghan
et al., 1979).

What was most striking about these results was that this organisational and
curricular variation appeared to be to a large extent under the control of
individual school decisionmakers, or to be functions of the founding charters
of specific school types (Hannan, Breen etal., 1983, pp. 156-197). Thus in our
analysis of the curricula provided in second-level schools a clearly “chartered”
Vocational and Comprehensive curriculum was characteristic of both these
school types; but within Secondary schools the curricula provided, although
highly correlated with school size and the pupils’ sex and social class characteris-
tics, were obviously also highly influenced by the “chartering objectives” (e.g.,
the original or founding educational objectives of the religious order running
the school) as well as 1o the management policies of individual schools. This
variation was not due to external constraints such as school size or resource
availability (ibid., pp. 156-197). In addition it was also very clear that curricular
change over time — both in the structure and size of the curriculum provided
— was only marginally related to changes in a school’s resources, being deter-
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2 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

mined more by the actual use made by school managements of their resources
(ibid., pp. 198-224). Morcover, our results clearly indicated that, within
broad constraints sct by the Department of Education {Rules and Programmes
for Secondary Schools, and for the Day Vocational Certificate Examinations),
which indicate the minimum number and identity of subjects that have to be
taught, Scecondary school principals have wide autonomy in curricular decision
making. The curricula of Vocational and Community/Comprehensive schools
are much more determined by central policy (ibid., pp. 82-88). There was
wide variation, therefore, in the nature of the curricula provided by schools.
And that variation appeared to be largely respensive both to aschool’s found-
ing charter and to school decisionmakers’ views of the needs and demands
ol the clientele being served and the educational objectives being sought or
achieved.

Such discretionary differences amongst schools in their curricula is not the
only, even the main, distinction in schooling practice. They appcar to differ
even more markedly in the way they sort or categorise their pupil intake. At
one exitreme are schools where there is an unquestioning and unproblematic
acceptance of highly differenuated “streaming” or “tracking” arrangements
— where pupils are assessed on their educational ability or performance on,
or previous to, entry, and allocated to hierarchically ordered classes on this
basis. Schools then distinguish amongst these classes in terms of the type and
level of subject allocated to them on the basis of a belief in the beneficial
effects of maximising the “fit” between “type of pupil” and type of curn-
culum: “fitting” pupils into preset curricular-pedagogical boxes. At the other
extreme arc a small number of schools which have aimost no classes at all;
where there isvery wide choice of subjects/levels left to individual pupil choice,
an the bhasis of a philosophy or view of education which treats individual
differences amongst pupils in a more individually developmental way: fitting
the curriculum and pedagogy to variable pupil competencies and needs.

Although privately legitimised or rationalised, no doubt, within the school
or group ol associated schools, these varying schooling practices and their
associated philosophies or tdeologies of education have not been publicly
debated in Irish education, Such streaming, “tracking” and associated curri-
cular dilferentiation practices, have been the subject of great debate and
controversy in the US, Great Britain and most European countries, at lcast
since the early 1960s. {Sec Yates, 1966; Dahllof, 1971; Jencks et al., 1972;
Newbold, 1977; Kelly, 1978.)

“Streaming” had become almost universal in the Britain of the early
1960s, having developed mainly alter the Hadow Report of 1926 which
advised the establishment of second-level education for all (Yates, 1966;
Kelly, 1978). Previously the “standards” system was used in primary schools
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—a sysiem of grouping based on equal performance, not age. This had meant
that children moved from grade (or standard) to grade on the basis of attaining
a certain performance level, being kept back until they reached the neccssary
standard. The growing popularity of grouping by year of age or entry age —
following criticism of grouping by standard, with too much age variation
within classes — coincided with the growing use of “intelligence tests” to
group pupils of similar ages by their level of “gencral ability”. This increasing
development of streaming practices in both primary and second-level schools
was officially advocated in a number of Briush reports in the 1920s and
1930s. {See review by Kelly, 1978; and Yates, 1966.) In the United States
such “streaming” or ‘“‘tracking” practices were equally widespread in both
grade schools and second-level schools in the 1950s and 1960s — the practice
being favoured by an overwhelming majority of teachers (NEA, 1968; Jencks
etal., 1972, pp. 33-34).

From the early 1960s onwards, however, this practice of “sireaming” or
“tracking” came under sustained attack because of its socially divisive and
educationally unequal effects. First, no clear evidence existed to support the
posited intellectual or cognitive development advantages of teaching homo-
geneous ability groupings over heterogeneous ones. The evidence here was
highly inconclusive (see reviews by Yates, 1966; Barker-Lunn, 1970; Jencks
et al.,, 1972; Kelly, 1978). As Jencks et al. (1972, p. 108) summarised their
review ol the research literature at that time: “ability grouping sometimes
helps disadvantaged students, somctimes hurts them, and sometimes has no
effect. The same appears to be true of advantaged students. Nobody knows
when tracking will produce one effect or another™. So, in terms of cognitive
development or achicvement gains, there is no consistent evidence that
“streaming” or “tracking”, combined with differential instructional processes,
has an overall advantage for a school’s pupils. Indeed reviews of the recent
research literature generally conclude that “ability grouping” or “twracking”
has no “main effect” — or overall average advantage (Hallinan, 1987, p. 42;
Good and Marshall, 1984; Persell, 1977).

There is, however, c¢lear evidence of the polarising ¢ffects of curricular
differentiation or “track placement’ {i.e., in a college or university preparatory
course, a vocational-technical course, or a “general” academic course, ete.),
on levels of educational or academic aspiration and achievement. (Jencks et
al.,, 1972, p. 157; Heynes, 1974; Yuchtmann and Samuecl, 1975; Persell,
1977; Alexander and McDill, 1976; Kerckholf, et al., 1982; Shavitt, 1984;
Good and Marshall, 1984 ; Hallinan, 1984 and Hallinan and Sorenson, 1985.)
These differential cffects on educational/occupational achievement appear
to be most marked where cfficial instiwtional differences in educational pro-
vision exist as in Israel (Yuchunann and Samucl, 1975) or Britain (Kerckhoff
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et al., 1982) or presumably Ireland. Here, where there are clear institutional
differences between Secondary/Grammar and Vocational/Technical schools,
as well as curricular and certification differences, starting social background
and ability inequalities — which are important in allocating pupils to schools,
or strecams or tracks within schools — become considerably exaggereated or re-
mnforced in their effects. The differential chartering, labelling and socialisation
cffects of the different school or “track™ types, reinforces originating status
differcnces {see Heynes, 1974; Yuchtmann and Samuel, 1975; Alexander
and McDill, 1976; Kerckhofl et al., 1982; Shavitt, 1984; Hallinan, 1984 and
1985). Such categorical distinctions operate as “important institutionalised
mechanisms for social selection and channelling as well as allocation of
rewards” (Heynes, 1974, p. 449).

In addition, the segregation and differential ranking of “ability groups™
within schools has clear social and social psychological effects. As Simpson
(1981) argues, where school systems contain many different avenues of
unrestricied achievement for pupils, pupils do not tend to cumulate consis-
tent judgements of self worth across the different subject areas to form a
single gencral evaluation — since individuals may excel in one area and fail or
do badly in others. So, in mixed ability schools/classes, where there is con-
siderable “setting” of optional subjects and levels, with attendant wide choice
of subjects/levels, and where individual pupils arc encouraged 1o maximally
develop their individual capabiltices, the various arcas of individual achieve-
ment will be much less correlated than in schools organised differently.

To the extent that classroom instruction is organised so as to create
multiple performance dimensions, multiple bases for evaluating
and comparing performances will exist, and global comparisons of
the wype providing a singular, dispersed stratification order will be

inhibited {Simpson, 1981, p. 122).

{Sce also Blaw, 1977.) Since individual pupil differences are valued and their
expression facilitated in such “mixed-ability” schooling a single formalised
basis of evaluating or ranking pupils does not exist.

in most surcamed schools, on the other hand, the personal achievement
model assumed is onc of “general ability” — with pupils’ different intellectual
abilities seen as ordered along a single dimension. Pupils are assigned to ranked
(strecamed) classes on that basis, with curricula and classroom instruction
allocated accordingly. Student performance in the different areas of the cur-
riculum are constrained to coalesce, and a singular stratification order will be
encouraged. Besides the administratively determined consistencies in achieve-
mentacross different curricular areas, which are maximised in highly streamed
schools, such schools also encourage the formation of closed class groupings
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of peers who take the maximum number of subjects together. As a result,
reference group judgements are much more consistent and cumulative within
any streamed class, and the associated peer group, than within “mixed-ability”
classes or schools. In “mixed-ability” schools considerable variation exists
even in the identity of peers taking the various optional subjects or levels
together — and as a result neither interpersonal ranking nor individual self
judgements cumulate in the same consistent way as in highly streamed schools.

The rigid strecaming of classes has been shown, therefore, to have the
potential for substantial differentiation or polarisation effects on pupils’
achievements as well as aspiration levels, as well as on the cultural and social
life and development of pupils (see Hargreaves, 1967; Lacey, 1970; Rosen-
haum, 1976; Campbell, 1981; Shavitt, 1984; Oakes, 1985). The cffects on
lower ability classes appear to be particularly marked, especially on pupils’
educational aspiration levels, on the development of differential peer group
structures and culture and on levels of self confidence and educational self
competence. At its most extreme many studies show that such streaming
practices concentrate and constantly reinforce negative {eedback for the
lower sireams, and senses of graded achievement and success for the upper
streams, along a set of corvesponding dimensions of educational achievement,
Such streaming practices appear to generate in some settings highly con-
sensual and constantly reinforcing hierarchies of achievement and educational
status within the pupil population, and create cultural and social boundaries
or barriers between differentially ranked classes of pupils. {See especially,
Simpson, 1981; Rosenbaum, 1976.) As Kerckhoff (1986, p. 856} summarises
his recent study:

Students in remedial classes lose a great deal of ground (at least in
reading), students in low ability groups lose ground and students in
high ability groups increase their average performance level beyond
that exhibited by comparable students in ungrouped schools set-
tings. The losses by students in low ability groups, combined with
gains by students in high ability groups, make the overall effect of
ability grouping very striking,
However, not all studics come to the same conclusion as Jencks etal., (1972}
have pointed out.

Study Objectives

Our main objective in this study, then, is to describe some of the central
dimensions of such “schooling practices” in our sample of Irish second-level
schools — if possible to derive a typology of “schooling-practice” processes:
the different ways in which schools organise the process of **schooling™ their
pupils. We are particularly interested in the way pupil categorisationfallocation
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practices are related to curricular allocation practices, as well as to pupil-
teacher interaction over subject and level choices, etc. A second objective is
to attempt to account for that variation; why some schools stream rigidly
while others adopt a mixed-ability approach. Do environmental pressures or,
what we could call “technical” factors — like increasing school size, particular
levels of educational disadvantage in their clientele or much wider ability
variances in their pupil intake — account for this school variation? Or to what
extent do basically institutional factors — related essentially to the basic
organisational charters of schools, or the underlying educational/mobility
objectives these schools seek to achieve — determine a school’s “processing”
characteristics? A third objective is to evaluate some of the main educational
achievement consequences of such variations in the schooling process.

The primary objective of this study, therefore, is to develop a valid and
reliable typology of “schooling practices” in our sample of schools; and to
do so in ways which help both to illuminate our understanding of them, as
well as provide an effective conceptual tool for analytical and policy evaluation
purposes. By “schooling practices” we mean: (a) those pupil categorisation
and pupil-to-class allocation procedures employed by schools; (b) the dif-
ferential way the curriculum is allocated to these classes of pupils; (c} the
breadth and choice in the curriculum on offer and the extent to which the
“choice” of schooling applied to pupils is imposed by the school or negotiated
by interaction between pupils, teachers, and parents; and (d) the extent to
which pupils form into “closed” class groupings. It is, thercfore, a much
wider and more complex process than that indicated by whether the school
“streams” its pupil intake by their assessed ability levels or not. Having done
so, such schools may or may not rigidly differentiate their curricula, or may
or may notleave ahigh level of subject/level choice at the individual pupil and
subject-teacher level, and may or may not “construct” classes of pupils which
maximise the formation of within-class interpersonal relations and minimise
interaction between different classes of pupils. As we shall see, these various
dimensions of schooling practice are intimately intercorrelated, and these
inter-relationships may have quite unintended consquences which may well
override original intentions.

Treating Schools as Work Organisations: What Conceptual Approach to Use

Schools and schooling have been so much a part of our lives in modern
society that we take both concepts (“schools’ and “education”), and the
organisations and processes they describe, so much for granted that our use
and understanding of both words is so infused with our presumptions and
values that the words themselves almost impede insight and understanding.

To speak about schools as work organisations akin to factories, state
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bureaucracics or business organisations might seem, therefore, to many
people to be both a far-fetched and a distasteful analogy. Surcly one cannot
speak about “processing” human beings as one might process raw materials
within a factory without seeming to deny the humanity of pupils and teachers
and the special and intimate socially interactive nature of the schooling pro-
cess? Obviously it is not our wish to do either. In fact, quite the contrary.
Our intention is to scek additional insight into the ways in which schools as
organised work systems come to decisions which in large part shape and
form the humanity of their pupils. These “decisions” often emerge as the
result of long chains of minor, apparently unconnected, choices; the eventual
outcome never being directly envisaged or intended. The current “schooling
process” may often, in fact, be the result of decisions made decades in the
past, being kept in place more by inertia and the implicit administrative and
sectional interests served rather than by the result of any conscious plan or
strategy.

Even where the schooling process has been consciously organised to achieve
specific objectives — like ‘“‘ability grouping” to maximise achievement in
examinations by the top performers — the conscquences of what may appear
to be minor subsidiary decision (like the rules governing the takeup of
honours and pass levels, or restrictive time tabling) might well result in
unintended and unwelcome student achievement or behaviour outcomes that
negate the original intention,

We need, therefore, a conceptual approach which allows us both to be
able 1o escape from the presumptions underlying our taken-for-granted views
about current schooling practice, as well as provide us with the conceptual
tools to explicate the underlying organisational bases of schooling decisions.
Given, therefore, the wide variation in ‘‘schooling process” that we have
observed we take it that the decision in favour of one particular method of
“processing” or “schooling” rather than another has many features in common
with analogous “processing” decisions in other kinds of organisations. We
hope the reader will bear with us while we try to lay out what seems to us
the most useful approach 10 both describing the essential common features
of the process itself as well as the basic considerations that might lead organi-
sations to choose one particular processing arrangement rather than another.
We feel strongly that, used intelligently and sensitively, such a conceptual
approach can be extremely useful in analysing what goes on within schools
as organisations.

One of the most illuminating and influential studies of schools which
treated them as very complex social systems was that by Colin Lacey (1970),
in which many of the most important schooling processes emerged as unin-
tended organisational consequences rather than as ones resulting from design.
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A study of a modern Briuish boys’ grammar school, he defined it as a “pro-
fessionalising” school — one acting as a community’s or society’s agent of
socialisation and social placement, providing channcls of mobility for and
socialisation into the national professional and managerial class for highly
sclective groups of students. The grammar school itself selected its own
intake and provided avery complex and differentiated socialisation experience
for its intake — which, as Lacey points out, predated the school itself, in that
a considerable amount of anticipatory socialisation had already occurred
before entry: “the process of selection for the grammar school, from a hier-
archy of junior schools, ensures that the intake to the grammar school consists
ol boys who have been used to playing the *best pupil” role in the junior
school and who have thought of themselves as grammar school pupils”™ {op.
cit., p. xv). Once selected, however, the grammar school rigidly differentiated
its pupil intake, allocating the categorised pupils to hierarchically organised
classes which were assigned different currieula and instructional programmes
of varving difficulty and status.

This differentiation of pupils by their presumed learning capabilities, as
well as expected adult roles, is arranged through hicrarchically organised
clusses of pupils whose relative status is mainly a function of the school’s
dominant academic goals and values. This differentiation of the student body
almost incvitably leads to an equivalent development of a student siratifica-
tien order. Students’ own peer groups gradually become almaost exclusively
limited to school friends and gradually, within the school, to friends within
cach class boundary — as these boundaries rigidify and become straufied. A
polarisation of student peer cultures develops, the top class’s highly attached
to the school’s core values, the bowom class’s position developing out of s
failure and alienation from the school’s core values: and, therefore, tending
to be quite antischool. Most of these outcomes are unintended effects of the
way the school is organised. In this particular case these consequences are
highly responsive to the quite severely differentiated schooling arrangements
imposcd by school management and supporied by the teachers. An extremely
complex process of peer group formation, of teacher student interaction, of
attachment to and alienation from the core values and the central objectives
of the school then develops in ways that were clearly unintended but were
organisationally predictable (Lacey, 1970, pp. 49-94).

This very schematic outline of Lacey’s model of organisational differen.
tition and student achievement polarisation will guide much of what follows,
1t is, however, too restricted in scope to [it our purposes. He was dealing
with a case study of an individual school. We are dealing with a national
sample of all types of Irish schools — only some of which are very selective
sccondary schools with characteristics close to Lacey’s formulation, but with
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almost as many which suffer badly from the “cream off” effects of such
selective academic schools. Secondly, our interest is in describing and explain-
ing the wide variety of differentiation practices that occur within Irish schools,
only a small proportion of which would [t Lacey’s model. Finally, we are
interested in explaining why schools vary so much in their differentiation
practices, as well as evaluating the consequences of such wide variation for
student achicvement. For this purpose we need a much more generalised
organisational model than that provided by Lacey — aithough the insights
provided by Lacey’s study will inform much of the analysis, as it has so much
of recent sociological work in this area. The most useful organisational model
for our purposes is that proposed by Perrow (1967, 1970).

In describing the organisation of schooling we wish to focus attention on
the work that organisutions do — the way in which pupils are “‘processed”
within the school — i.e., what Perrow (1967, 1970} calls the “technology™ of
the school. Although Perrow’s model was mainly developed for materials
processing or manufacturing concerns it has been adapted for “people pro-
cessing”’ organisations like hospitals, schools or administrative organisations
and it is, of all organisational modcls, the most useful and illuminating one
for our purposes; i.c., for developing a critical understanding of the underlying
structure of the wide range of schooling practices employed in Irish second-
level schools. Since the main objective of this research is to describe and
bring order 1o, (i.c., to “dimension”} the relatively wide variance in schooling
provision and practice present in Irish second-level schools the emphasis in
the conceptual approach is being put on the nawure of the work process
employed as well as on the underlying reasons why school organisations
might choose one strategy rather than another.

The Technological Perspective: Schools as Organisations

For Perrow, “organisations are viewed as systems which utilise energy in a
patterned, directed effort to alter the condition of basic materials in a pre-
determined manner” (Perrow, 1963, p. 913). As applied to schools, viewed
as “processing’ organisations, pupils (the “raw material™) are taken in and a
scries of instructional processes are applied to them so as to bring about
desired learning outcomes — the “goals” of the schools as an organisation,
The technique or complex of techniques employed to alter the basic “raw
materials’” (pupils) to achieve anticipated goals — “how wark is done” — is
the main deflining characteristic of organisations according to Perrow (1965,

p. 916).

Two aspects of this work process are of critical importance,

(1) the number of “exceptional cases’ encountered in the work, or the
degree to which these do not allow the creation of routinised work
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solutions, Such “exceptions” may be due to the nature of the raw
material itself — the ohjective degree of variation in it; but more fre-
quenty it is due to the nature of the concepts and values applied to
the “measurement” of that variation. As to organisations dealing
with human betngs — like schools — the extent to which individual
pupils are treated as {itting within a small set of educable categories,
or considered as unique individual personalities, is more a function of
educational philosophy or ideology than any “objective’ variation
involved. At one extreme there ave schools, {or instance, where classi-
fving their “raw material” into a small number of types, cach of which
is “schooled” differently, is a totally unproblematic process. The
vahidity of the procedure is completely taken for granted. But at the
other extreme are a small number of schools where the unique per-
sonality of each child is paid attention to, and such ways of “typing”
pupils and assigning such pupil types to selected curricula are rejected
as almost immoral.

The nature of the “search process” which is undertaken by the
individual *worker” in deciding what process is applicd to what type
of material. (a) At onc extreme such work process decisions are not
left 1o the individual worker, the process being decided upon centrally
and its application has become highly routinised. At this extreme the
“search process”™ is conducted on a logical analytical basis, using
“well understood™ and widely accepted models of analysis agreed
within the organisation. Here an unquestioned routinisation of the
schooling process often occurs. (b) But at the other extreme, where
each individual pupil is treated as a *‘special case”, the *‘search pro-
cess” is one which draws on the residue of unanalysed experience,
inwition or professional competence of workers (teachers), and
decistons are negottated at an interpersonal pupil-teacher level.

Treating schools as organisations, therefore, two aspects of their “tech-

nology™ are important: the degree to which individual pupils are perceived
as “excepuonal cases”, or as belonging to one of # small number of educable
categories using widely accepted typologies; and the nature of the “scarch
process” iwsell, particularly the degree to which processing exceptions when

they occur can be analysed or dealt with in an administratively centralised
and routinised manner. Generally, the greater the extent to which pupils are
categorised rigidly using famihar and widely accepted categories, the more
ltkely it is that there will be a routinised or centrally organised “search pro-
cess™, The greater the use of streaming/wracking procedures within schools,
for instance, the lower the choice of subjectsflevels left at the individual
pupil-teacher-parent level.
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Most organisations — and schools are no exception —seek to minimise
“work effort” and, therefore, tend to routinise or normalise: to reduce the
number of “exceptional cases” and the complexity and difficulty of the
“search process”. There will be a tendency, therefore, to order and categorise
pupils, and to simplify and routinise the whole work process applied to
them. Increasing experience and knowledge will be used to improve efficiency
and reduce the tension, worries and work effort involved in the whole work
process; i.c., to reduce the extent of individuality perceived in the “raw
material” and to simplify the complexity of the **scarch process” applied.
The reduction of uncertainty, ambiguity and unpredictability in the work
process becomes an aim or interest to most workers involved. Schools are
subject to those pressures like any other organisation, and their inchoate
and hidden effects can often be as important as conscious plans in shaping
an organisation.

There is a clear relationship between the nature of the “work process” or
task-structure of organisations like schools and the nature and structure of
interpersonal relationships within them, as well as the co-ordination and
control of work activities. In cases where many “exceptional cases” occur, or
are allowed to occur, in the basic “raw materials” (pupils); and where the
nature of the individual case is not “well understood”, so presenting many
occasions for exceptional handling; the search process cannot be conducted
using centralised and formal methods. The discretion of those who do the
work in this casc must be high. And the co-ordination of work in such cases
can only be through consultation, feedback, discussion, etc. In schools, for
example, where pupil ability categories are not employed and each pupil is
wreated as a special case to be catered for individually, it is not possible to
routinise or centralise decisions. Here high teacher/pupilfparent involvement
and autonomy is necessary. On the other hand, in cases where there is per-
ceived to be a uniform, stable pupil intake (“raw materials”), whose relevant
nature is perceived as well understood, thus enabling pupils to be handled
with few exceptions occurring {and the few exceptions which do occur can
be handled centrally and formally), one might expect to find lower discretion
among teachers, a well programmed production process with a very clearcut
division of labour and co-ordination of work effort through formal planning
and a centrally controlled and programmed structure of tasks and roles. For
example, in schools which stream their pupil intake rigidly and trear the
resultant ability categories as non-problematic, schooling options are 1o a
large extent centrally controlled or determined with little discretion left at
a pupil-teacher level.

Where the “task structure™ on the other hand is flexible and polycentric —
e.g., mixed-ability classes with considerable subject/level choices at pupilf
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teacher level — this has obvious implications for both the division of labour
and hierarchical structure of the school: it is looser and more flexible. But
also in this kind of school one would expect to find substantial discussion
about the values, goals and direction of development of the organisation —
i.e., an “open system’’ perspective. The basis of interaction in a more rigid,
controlled and task structured school on the other hand, would be more
likely 1o be focused on work or task identification and implementation, with
highly routinised procedures and a more hicrarchical structure. Going in a
“streaming” or “mixed-ability” direction is likely, therefore, to have very
complex, emergent, organisational effects.

To conclude, therefore, what Perrow’s perspective suggests is that par-
ticular school organisation dectsions ubout its “work process™ have clear
implications for other aspects of its operation — which may not only be
unforeseen but may even be unwelcome when the original decisions were
being taken, particularly implications for the nature of social relations within
the school. In addition it emphasises the role of “choice” in establishing a
school’s working process. The importance of choice is brought out much
more clearly by Child (1972), however.

Strategic Choice

Perrow’s emphasis on the nature of the “transforming™ work process
within organisations also implicitly emphasises the role of choice and power
within organisations in determining the work process outcomes. The model
of “strategic choice’ proposced by Child (1972), complements Perrow's
analysis in many respects. Child suggests that a major factor which had been
ignored by carlicr theories about organisations, including the technology
model, is “the essentially political process, whereby power holders within
organisations decide upon courses of strutegic action™ (1972, p. 1). Child
takes his concept of “strategy™ from Chandler, who defines it as “the deter-
mination of the basic long-term goals and objectives of an enterprise. and
the adoption of courses of action and the allocation of resources necessary
for carrying out these goals™ (Chandler, 1962, p. 13). Thus, changes in the
size, environment and technology of an organisation can siem from an
unplanned adaptation 1o environmental pressures or from conscious modifi-
cations of such long-term gouls to changing cnvironments, as well as from
strategic choices about how to achieve these changing goals. According 1o
Child, the conditions of environment, sizc and technology — previously scen
as some of the main determinants of organisational function — can be seen
as multiple points of reference or constraint in the process of strategic decision-
making — not, in themselves, determining the organisational outcomes. And
in many respects, in any case, size¢, environment and technology are them-
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sclves open 1o choice. For example, schools chose not 1o grow beyond a
particular size or, alternatively, chose an aggressive expansionist policy as the
total number of pupils sccking post-primary education expanded rapidly over
the 1970s. Many schools also clearly planned what kind of teachers to
employ and what kind of subjects to add to the curriculum as pupil numbers
increased; others, however, showed no evidence whatsoever of planning in
this expansionist period (see Hannan, Breen et al., 1983, pp. 198-218).

Arguments placing primary importance on environmental factors in
organisational functioning, for instance, according to Child, fail to take
account of decisionmakers’ ability to take positive steps to define and
manipulate their own corners of the environment. For example, schools can
often carve out their own particular environments with respect to clientele:
i.c., fee paying or selective but “frec” Secondary schools. Furthermore,
depending upon their goals, decisionmakers may choose cither to ignore or
restrain certain devclopments within the environment. Aldrich and Pfeffer
(1976), in what they term the “Resource Dependence Modcl”, point out the
importance of environmental contingencies and constraints, but emphasise
the importance of the exercise of strategic choice between various courses of
action. Madaus, et al., (1979, 1980), also point out that what schools choose
to do with their resources and facilities is as critical as the presence or
amount of such resources and facilities.

Thus, to an important extent, the “choices’ made by an organisation’s
decisionmakers are extremely important “as to where the organisation’s
operations shall belocated, the clientele it shall serve, or the types of employee
it shall recruit determine the limits of its environment — that is, to the
environment significant for the functions which the organisation performs™
(Child, 1972, p. 10). Boundarics between an organisation and its environment
are further defined by the kinds of relationships which decisionmakers choose
to enter with equivalents in other organisations. Child suggests that in view
of ail these essentially strategic and political factors, environmential con-
ditions cannot be regarded as a dircct source of variation in organisation
structurc. Child similarly sces size and technology as being a function of
choice. rather than being primarily constraints on choice. Taking Perrow’s
maodel, for example, the delinition of the nature of the raw material {and
the subsequent technological implications of such a definition) often lies in
the hands of certain decisionmakers within the organisation. Strategic choice,
then, must be incorporated into any theory of organisations, according to
Child, il one is to recognise “the essentially political process in which con-
straints and opportunities are functions of power exercised by decisionmakers
in the light of ideological values™ (1972, p. 16).

An important criticism of Child’s model is that it assumes that decision-
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makers are easily identifiable, and that goals are easily determined, and not
conllicting. With regard to the latter, and particularly in relation to educational
organisations, the determination of clear goals is likely to be a problematic
task. “The education policy formation system deals with complex multi-
dimensional problems. Its goals are instrumental and expressive, some of
them are tangible and some intangible and difficult to define in operational
terms. Some of the goals lack general consensus and conflicting views prevail
about what goals to pursue and in which priority” (Elbaim-Prior, 1973).

Perrow’s distinction between “official goals” and “operative goals™ (1961,
p. 885) provides a useful framework for dealing with this problem. Official
goals are often purposely vague and general. They do not generally closely
reflect actual ongoing work and behaviour within the organisation. They do
not specify with any clarity the way in which choices among alternative ways
of achieving even official goals are to be made; not to mention priority
amongst multiple goals, whether official or unofficial, pursued by different
groups within the organisation {i.e., the “operative goals™ of different groups).
And characteristics of the chosen “technology™ or work process, according
to Perrow will itself have a determining influence on the identity of the con-
trolling group in the organisation; who, in turn, will have a substantial
influence on any proposed changes in operative goals. Thus, in organisations
where the production of goods or services cannot be carried out in aroutinised
manner, the dominant group is likely to be the relevant professionals — for
example in acute hospitals. Where the production process is routinisable,
control will moast probably be in the hands of the more experienced and
senior administrators — as in most administrative organisations, for instance.

In the case of schools, therefore, some of the main characteristics of the
work process are chosen, not determined. But, once a particular model of
schooling has been adopted — for example, rigid streaming — that solution
has a substantial influence on who the main influential groups or important
actors in the school will be, as well as the nature of social relations, and of
autharity or power relationships within the school.

In the discussion thus far a number of separate dimensions ol the schooling
(work) process have beendealt with:

(i) The way the pupil intake, the school’s “raw matenal”, is understood,
described and categorised. Schools obviously vary widely in the extent to
which they “select” their pupil intake, as well as the way they categorise
them. They also vary widely in the criteria they use in allocating pupils 1o
different categoriesfclasses, as well as how permeable or open class boundarics
are. The nature and extent of such category differentiation is one of the main
variables we are interested in in this study. (i) Secondly is the extent 10
which, having created explicit pupil categories with clear boundaries between




THE ORGANISATION OF POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLING 15

classes of pupils, the school also makes rigid and clearcut distinction between
the types of subjects or levels itapplies to cach category of pupils. (iit) Thirdly,
schools vary widcly in the cxtent to which school decisionmakers, like the
principal, vice principal or career guidance teacher, etc., monopolise the
decisions as to which pupil or which category of pupils is assigned each teach-
ing process or curricular package. In some schools this decision is centralised;
in others this decision is left at the individual pupil or subject teacher level,
or based on interaction between pupils, teachers and parents. At one extreme
are schools which centrally impose a quite different type and level of curn-
culum to the top and bottom streams, while at the other extreme are schools
which leave almost all such decisions to be negotiated between the individual
pupil, herfhis parents and individual subject teachers, etc.

Theoretically these three sets of variables are necessarily closely correlated.
Rigid pupil categorisation makeslittle sense without subject/level distinctions
being applied to different categories. If both of these distinctions hold for a
school this entails both cenuwralisation of decisionmaking and a considerable
reduction of individual pupil’s and individual teacher’s autonomy in deter-
mining which schooling process (subject type and level, etc.) will be applied
to cach pupil. Such a centralisation of decisionmaking is bound to have sig-
nificant effects on other areas of pupilfteacher interaction and relationships,
as well, of course, as influencing the interaction of teachers with each other
and with school administrators, etc. If, for instance, pupils are nigidly cate-
gorised by their perceived “ability™ levels, and if the school has a widely
agrced upon and well understood and standardised teaching process applied
to these different *ability” groupings, very little discretion is left at the
individual pupil, teacher or parent level. Such decisions as to what kind of
treatment to apply to what category of pupils are made at central level by
the principal, vice principal or career guidance teacher usually. The co-
ordination or integration of all work activities here is made possible by a
highly differentiated division of labour and by a control system which is quite
hicrarchical. If, on the other hand, pupils arc treated as unique individuals,
for whom the school trics to maximise quality and “choice of treatment™, a
lot of discretion has to be left 1o the individual pupil and the individual
teacher. In this situation the co-ordination of work efforts to reach agreed
goals across all tcachers can only be by “feedback™ or consultation: i.e., by
negotiated mutual adjustment between a relatively large number of actors.
The overall nature of the decisionmaking and social organisation of the
school will, therefore, be highly influenced by the nature of the work process
employed (Perrow, 1972). There is, then, a substantial clement of choice
as 1o which schooling strategy o employ but once chosen and put into
operation, many consequent “decisions’ are largely pre-empted.
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The conceptual approach adopied here, therefore, views schools as organi-
sations for getting schooling or educational work done — for mobilising, and
combining resources (teachers, rooms, teaching materials, etc.} in a particular
work process with the objective of bringing desired change to their intake
pupils. The actual social arrangements cntered into amongst people to
achicve these objectives are — for analytical purposes only — seen as dependent
on the work process or “technology”™ chosen. To a variable extent these
emergent social arrangements may have cducational consequences which are
not intended. Child’s (1972) paper combined with Perrow’s (1967, 1972)
concepiuahisation of the work practices of an organisation allow us to examine
schooling arrangements, therefore, as partly resulting from decisions taken
by power holders in the light of their objectives and values, and their percep-
tion of the nature and extent of environmental constraints and resources;
but partly also as determined or highly influenced by purely organisational
constraints, which may not be foreseen when initial decisions are being taken.,

Such cenural organisational “decisions”, however, may have been taken a
long time in the past, the school continuing in present channels with objectives
and working practices which have remained unchanged, unchallenged and
unproblematic for quite some time. The extent to which a school is so
characterised in circumstances where the external environment, its own
“market”, and “cducational technology”’, has changed considerably, indicates
the dimensions of organisational adaptability and effectiveness — oncs,
however, not covered in this study.

Organisations generally seck to minimisc uncertainty and work cffort.
There is a general tendency, therefore, to “make normal” the work of the
school — o simplify and order, to categorise and standardise: i.e., to define
a “normal” student, and a range of acceptability around the norm, to stan-
dardise and to make unproblematic the whole teaching process, routinisation
being an almost inevitable tendency as organisations mature. Personnel in
schools which stream their pupil intake and which differentiate the curricular
offerings according to widcly accepted rationales, obviously have a much
casier life (with accepted “solutions” to most “problems” that arise} than
those in schools which seck to treat cach individual pupil as a unique per-
sonality. These have a much more claborate and difficult “scarch process™ 10
go through euach time a unique schooling solution has to be found to the
problem posed by the “cducation” of cach individual pupil.

To draw this discussion to a close we may crudely categorise schools
according to the two following dimensions of their basic working processes
(or “technology”). Figure 1.1 provides u simplified “ideal type” classilication
of schools’ working process or arrangements. The two diagonal cells of the
table (cell A and D) provide idealised solutions.
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Figure 1.1: Basis of Categorising Schooling Arrangements

Degree of Degree of standardisation and differentiation of techniques
standardisation performed on the pupil “raw material”,
of pupd “raw (The “Search Process’ (Perrow, 1972))
terial” inputs:
matenal’ mputs (i) LOW (ii) HIGH
A B
(i) LOW: or Montessori or many

Upper Middle Class
Grammar Schools

C D
(ii) HIGH: Highly streamed schools with
highly differentiated and stan-
dardised curricula

Type A schools are at one extreme: where each individual pupil is treated
as a unique personality, and a unique solution to her/his schooling is sought
so as to maximise the achievement of the individual pupil’s abilities, aptitudes
and unique personal qualities. In some cases clearcut educational philosophies
and teaching-learning procedures have been developed and implemented in
particular schools — as in Froebel or Montessori schools, or in some upper
middle class grammar schools. In these kinds of schools individual pupil and
teacher choice is maximised and a considerable autonomy is ieft at the pupil-
parent-teacher interaction level.

At the other extreme arc the Type D schools — with highly standardised
(streamed) categories of pupils and highly differentiated curricula applied to
cach class of pupils. In these kinds of schools very little leeway is left at the
individual pupil-teacher level: who teaches what class, and which pupil takes
what subject or teacher is, by and large, determined by central decisionmakers.

These are obviously two extremc examples. It is also possible to get a
modcrate o high degree of pupil categorisation by ability and yet to allow
a moderatc degree of choice to each streamed class or category of pupil —
t.c., Type C schools; although Type B schools cannot logically occur. The
two extreme types are emphasised only to ilustrate the intrinsic interrelation-
ships amongst different dimensions of schooling practice. In Chapter 3 we
will explore this in greater detail.

As we shall see below there are likely to be quite distinct social and
institutional reasons why different schools make different schooling choices.
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Why Do Schools Vary in Their Work Process?

In examining the choices actually made by schools about the curriculum
and the type of schooling offered, it became quite clear in our carlier study
(Hannan, Breen et al., 1983, Chs. 4 1o 7) that wide divergences occur amongst
school-owning authorities in those respects — whether VECs or religious
orders, or Comprehensive/Community schools, Different educational goals
may be articulated in the institutional charters of the various school organi-
sations: e.g., the Vocational Education Act of 1930 or the original charter of
a religious order, etc. In addition there is variation in the regulations governing
the different school types. In other words different school-owning authorities
have quite different objectives or reasons for being in education in the first
place, and different formalfinformal constraints influence their actions. In
addition the social class orientation of a school-owning authority (or the con-
sequence of having a particular social class mix in the school intake) will
also have almost inevitable consequences for the type of education provided
— both in terms of the objectives being pursued, the resources available, and
the outcomes expected. Sex of pupil is likely to have even more determinative
effects in these respects, as was made clear in our previous report.

Some other major sources of variation are obvious: the extent of turnover
in a school’s management, such that schools with frequent turnover are more
likely to have both more opportunitics to innovate and change both the
goals and means of education, but are also more likely to have closer monitor-
ing of their work by higher authorities (the head of the religious order, for
instance). Changes in the external environment of schools — by changing
from being a single sex to a coed school, for instance; or changes in the
intake mix of schools; or changes in the number and kind of the inflow of
pupils, and so on, force constant reconsideration of curricular/finstitutional
goals and objectives. As a result openness to innovations or new ideas in
cducation — such as the critiques of streaming and movement toward mixed
ability teaching — are more likely to be characteristic of schools which face
such constant external change, or benefit by more frequent changes in senior
management personnel.

We can summarise the discussion about the underlying reasons for variation
in the schooling process applied within schools in terms of two contrasting
sets of hypotheses: (1} “Technical-rational” reasons, where it is hypothesised
that the underlying work process applied is “well understood” and widely
accepted. Here the main reason for variation in the work process is, there-
fore, technical: i.c., concomitant variation in the intake “raw matcrial”’ —
the “ability” or aptitude ranges of pupils, with an appropriate and widely
agreed upon work process applied to each defined ability/aptitude category.
Here, therefore, the wider the ability/aptitude and social class range in the
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pupit intake the greater the differentiation made amongst pupils and the
greater the associated differentiation in the curricula applied. So, farger
schools and schools with wider ability and social class intakes will force
schools toward differentiation and standardisation of their work processes
and operating procedures. If we assume that the schooling process applied is
an outcome of rational-technical decisionmaking, the underlying rationalities
for which are widely accepted amongst school decisionmakers, then the
different “techniques™ or work processes used by schools will be applied in
the same way and for the same set of “technical” reasons across allfmost
schools. These “technical-rational” reasons are usually the main reasons
given by school authorities for streaming or curricular differentiation.

The educational process, however, is not based on such a scientifically or
technically validated methodology in this sense at all. So to universally apply
such a view — given its objective invalidity — would require a very high degree
of value and belief consensus on a particular set of educational/pedagogical
theorics amongst school decisionmakers. This, in fact, does not exist. Such a
consistent set of beliefs may, however, exist within particular organised
groups of schools, particularly those which have a central organising authority.

(2) The alternative view is that the “schooling process” is not well under-
stood or universally “rational’ in the above sensc. To be valid, such a “tech-
nology” would have to be based on an explicitly articulated and scientifically
validated theory about the schooling process which had been shown to have
clearly predictable outcomes with different types of inputs and work pro-
cesses, cie. This is not so. On the contrary, it is mainly sociaf or institutional
Sforces which determine which “schooling process™ is applied to what types
of pupil intake. Whereas medicine and hospital practice, for instance, to a
large degrec fits the former model — or through the power and influence of
organised professional bodies has been made to fit that model — schooling
practice is not of the same order. The relevant collectivity, usually the State,
lays down the broad framework of rules and procedures which govern educa-
tion and which enforce compulsory adherence to these standards both by
the general public — through compulsory attendance laws, for instance -
and through school regulations. Within this broad framework of provisions
and regulations, however, individual schools have wide freedom of choice.
Within these degrees of freedom it is mainly structured differences in the
philosophical and ideological approaches to education, and the roles that the
relevant school or schools play in social and occupational placement for their
pupils, that mainly determine “iechnological” choice. What school decision-
makers conceive to be the basic social categories into which their pupil
intake are sorted (by gender, social class, “ability”/“aptitude”, etc.}), as well
as the, usually implicit, social destinations toward which these pupil categories
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are assumed to be moving (Leaving Cert./University, or early dropout and
unemployment), are the main factors determining the degree of standardisa-
tion of the schooling process.

Within this latter perspective, schools are seen as organisations with unclear
and varying goals, conflicting demands, a “technology " or work process whose
characteristics and outcomes are unclear, and neither fully prediclable nor
can they be sciendifically validated. Within this perspective the pursuit of a clear
set of underlying goals for the organisation is not its central defining charac-
teristic or the driving force behind the work peyformed. Besides the unintended
organisutional consequences of explicit school organisation (Lacey, 1970)
that emerge over time school organisational behaviour is in large part institu-
tionally determined, first by conformity to State determined regulations and
provisions (about the curriculum, the qualifications of the teachers employed,
the umetable, the nature of school facilities, etc., as well as a2 minimum set
of regulations for grading and categorising pupils); secondly, within the widce
range of possibilities allowed, by the founding and historically acquired
“charters” or “missions” of the different school-owning authorities and the
communal or socictally agreed upon definitions of what it is they are sup-
posed to be doing (sce Meyer, 1970; Kamens, 1977). These “definitions™
are sometimes formally or even legally defined (as in the 1930 Vocational
Education Act and Memo V40), but more often than not they are the
“soctal residues”™ or “implicit charters” resulting [rom  the historically
acquired roles which different schools or different school-owning authorities
have carved out for themselves. In Chapter 2 we examine these different
institutional charters and historically acquired roles in detail but here we
want 1o indicate their main characteristics and implications.

Mever and Rowan (1977, 1980) proposed, rather radically, that schools
have their greatest effect not through the socialisation effects they have on
the content of knowledge, awtitudes and skills iransmitted 1o their pupils but
by the school’s legitimising role in bestowing a new educational and social
status on graduating pupils, or by oversight on carly school leavers. Schools
have agreed *“‘chartering rights” — roles in sorting und categorising cach
generation of new adult entrants 10 the society — which they have been
given by, or have acquired within, their society. And, over the past century
particularly, different types of sccond-level schools huve been publicly
assigned, or have acquired, different rales in these vespects which are publicly
recognised within the sociery,

The cducational process is not, therefore, determined by “rational-
technical™ responses to market demands or even to State regulation. Such
State regulations as exist leave wide degrees of freedom o individual schools.
Nor is the schooling process applied a necessary technical response to the




THE ORGANISATION OF POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLING 21

variance in the educable characteristics of pupil input, nor even the technical
requirements of desired “outputs”. Education, unlike medicine, is not based
on scientifically or technically validated and rationalised procedures and
bodies of knowledge which arc mediated through a powerful professionally
organised body. Such a “technically” based consensus on “processing’ is
not present in education and, even if it was, the teaching “profession” is not
sufficiently powerfully organised to impose such a unified practice.

In the Irish case three different school types exist with quite different
“chartering rights’ and educational and social objectives: Secondary (grammar)
schools, Vocational schools and Comprehensive/Community Schools.

In 1980/81 around 56 per cent of boys and 74 per cent of girls went on
from Primary to Secondary schools. Although privately owned and managed,
these schools are mainly financed and considerably regulated by the State.
Their origins — for a minority of upper middle class fee-paying schools, but
also a number of diocesan schools —go back as far as the cighteenth century:
as either élite upper class or upper middie class “prep” schools or as Catholic
junior religious seminaries. Almost universally they provide an academic type
education suitable for third-evel (University) entry or for direct entry to
intermediate level non-manual occupations which do not require third-level
qualifications for entry: i.c., “professionalising’ schools in Lacey’s (1970)
sense.

Almost half the boys going Lo Secondary schools attend ones run by the
Christian Brothers. Their founding charter and historically acquired educa-
tional function is now directed mainly to educating either upper working
class (the education of the poor being one of their founding goals) or lower
middle class pupils, using primarily an academic curriculum. They provide an
impaortant channel for upward social mobility for able working class boys or
boys from small farming backgrounds. Similarly nearly hall of Sccondary
school girls attend schools run by the Mercy order — whase founding charter
and acquired educational role is, in many respects, similar to that of the
Christian Brothers. But both of these teaching orders have over time acquired
particular social class clienteles and orientations, and social mobility functions,
which arc not always in keeping with their charters but which nevertheless
arc quite distinet from other religious orders. The Jesuits, for instance, or the
minority of Protestant schools, have founding charters, class orientations
and acquired social mobility or class maintenance roles which are quite
different from the former two religious orders,

Vocational schools cater for around a third of the entry cohort of boys
but only 17 per cent of girls. As their original founding charter (the Vocational
Education Act, 1930 and Memorandum V40, 1942} intended and as their
gradually acquired role clearly manifested, Vocational schools provided
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“continuation education” and vocational preparation courses for boys
entering mainly skilled manual and technical occupations and for girls enter-
ing clerical and service employment in the age group 14-16. Prior to 1967
they were, in fact, precluded from providing the sort of academic education
characteristic of the Secondary school sector. However, rom 1967 onwards,
but gathering momentum from the mid-1970s, Vocational schools have
come increasingly to acquire a much more comprehensive curriculum and
educational function — teaching the full set of academic courses up 1o the
Leaving Certificate where the size of school is sufficient to provide the
necessary resources (see Hannan, Breen et al., 1983, pp.84-92; Coolahan, 1981;
Atkinson, 1969},

The newer “Comprehensive” and “Community” schools are fully publicly-
owned like Vocational schools, except that they are not under the control of
local educational authorities. In design and function they approximate closely
the Comprehensive school systems of Britian and the Continent (see Yates,
1966; Kelly, 1978). They are usually situated in “greenfield sites” on the
edges of growing urban areas, or result from amalgamations of Secondary
and Vocational schools in small towns throughout the country. They cater
for roughly 10 per cent of all second-level pupils — though the proportion is
growing rapidly. They apper to have a clear comprehensive curricular and
instructional philosophy swhich is shared amongst nearly all the Community/
Comprehensive schools. Only the Vocational schools, when they get equally
large, approach the same type of curricular comprehensiveness (sec Hannan,
Breen et al., 1983).

Amongst our second-level schools, therefore, there are three separate
institutional types with different historical roots. These have quite distinct
initiating charters and different social and educational objectives. They also
tend to have different governing structures and relationships with the State’s
Department of Education; and, to a large extent, different outcomes. What is
most relevant — from the point of view of the “work process” carried out
within them —is that they have historically oriented themselves toward
different social groups and play different social placement or social mobility
roles. In other words these different school types, either through their initial
explicit “charters”, or arising from their historically acquired roles within
their local communities, serve quite distinct educational and social mobility
functions: expediting the mobility of able working or lower middle class
youth in some cases, consolidating the position of the upper middle class in
other situations, or ensuring access to skilled manual apprenticeships or
clerical jobs for pupils from working class or small farm origins in other cases.
As a result it is very likely that the internal working arrangements of these
schools — their “technology” — will closely reflect, or be predicated upon
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these different “charters” or “missions”. Within this framework, therefore,
internal work practices will reflect these differential institutional forces and
the larger social role of the school, rather than be the result of straightforward
“technical” determinations.

To conclude, then, we assume that under “technical-rational™ assumptions
the degree of standardisation of pupils/curricula, and the associated degree
of centralisation of schooling process decisionmaking, would be a function of:

(i)
(i)

(iii)

Size of school: the larger the school, or the number of pupils accepted
in any one year, the greater the differentiation.

Extent of variance in the ability levels of pupils, or in the social class
of the pupil intake: the greater the variance the greater the differen-
tiation.

Extent to which the school serves all pupils in the area or community,
or occupies only one niche for itself amongst a number of schools
competing for pupils in the same catchment area: the greater the
specialisation the lesser the differentiation,

Under institutional assumptions on the other hand, we would expect that
such variation in the degree of standardisation of the schooling process is a
function of:

(2)
(b)

{d)

The explicit “charter” of the governing authority of the school.

The main social placement (mobility) function of the school: i.c., the
“misston”, or social objectives served by the school, and the associ-
ated need to segregate pupils on the basis of the different educational
channels or socialisation processes perceived as being required to
serve a number of different objectives.

The existence of an organised consensus on the philosophical or con-
ceptual approaches to instructingflearning within an organised sct
ol schools — for example, Christian Brothers, Community schools,
Vocational schools. We would expect, therefore, much greater con-
sensus amongst such an organised grouping of schools on the schooling
process, than across a similar sct of schools owned by different
authorities, but with the same pupil intake characteristics.

The sex of the pupil body and the predominant sex of the teaching
body. Boys’ education, for instance, is generally treated in Ireland
in a much more instrumental, purposeful and in a more technically
directed way than is girls’ education. The latter is perceived by school
authoritics, parents and teachers to serve much wider and less directly
occupationally relevant functions (Hannan, Breen et al., 1983). So,
cven given the same ability and social class ranges, one would predict
much less standardisation of, and variance in, the schooling process
in girls’ than in boys’ schools.
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Data and Methods

The data used to test the falsity or validity of these hypotheses come from
the detailed national survey of post-primary schools carried out for the
Schooling and Sex Roles study in 1981, Detailed information was obtained
from a national sample of 95 post-primary schools which were randomly
selected to be representative of all Irish post-primary schools. (See Hannan,
Breen et al., 1983, pp. 26-29.)

Ninety five principals and 68 carcer guidance teachers were intensively
interviewed about the provision and organisation of their schools, and almost
10,000 pupils in these schools were interviewed about their perceptions and
experience of schooling in all of these schools. The coverage and accuracy of
the information provided was cross-checked and this information was sup-
plemented where nccessary from other sources.

The interviews with principals and career guidance teachers were extremely
detailed, the interviews varying in length from 1% to 2% hours for the more
detailed interviews with principals. It is mainly this information given by
principals — cross-checked where possible against information provided by
career guidance teachers — that provides the main data for this study. The
principal’s questionnaire is provided in Appendix 1. It provided information
on 8 main areas of school functioning: {a) the guiding philosophies and goals
of the organisation operating the school {Qs 6-12); (b) the organisation and
decisionmaking structure of the school (Qs 13-19); (c) the teaching and
other resources of the school and their organisation (Qs 20-30); (d) curricular
provision and its allocation rules (Qs 31-39, 48-52, 55, 61-62, 69); (c) pupil
selection and allocation criteria (Qs 40-47, 53, 54-60); (f) pupil organisation
and control {Qs 64-70); (g) pupil intake characteristics (Qs 71-75); (h) parental
involvement in schools (Qs 76-77}; and (i) principal’s own educational
career, etc. (Qs 78-87). The quality of the information provided appeared to
be very high, but its validity was assessed by extensive cross-checking. In
many casecs, however, in the following analyses we use indices or scales con-
structed from these responses rather than raw responses — so that only data
that are consistent and reliable, and have high cross validity are used. We are
then highly confident of the reliability and validity of the data available.
These interviews with principals provide most of the detailed results for
Chapters 3 and 4 and much of Chapter 5.

For the detailed analyses of the effects of streaming and curricular dif-
ferentiation in Chapter 5 we use, in addition, data provided by the national
sample of Intermediate and Leaving Certificate pupils interviewed in 1981: a
total of 5,166 Intermediate Certificate and 3,967 Leaving Certificate pupils
(see Hannan, Breen et al.,, 1983, pp. 27-29, for details of samples and copy
of interview schedule, pp. 332-351).




Chapter 2
PART I
THE INSTITUTIONAL BASES OF THE SECOND-LEVEL SYSTEM

Our main objective in this chapter is to explicate the institutional bases
of second-level schooling in Ireland which underlie the varying tendencies of
schools to differentiate their schooling processes. We first deal with the
different founding ‘“‘charters” which Secondary, Vocational and Comprehen-
sive/Community schools have: the explicit goals or objectives they were set
up to achicve; and the different curricular, instructional and pupil categori-
sation processes implied by these charters. Secondly, we examine the distinct
roles or “missions” which different Secondary schools have acquired over
time as they adjusted or adapied to emerging environmental “niches”: e.g.,
changes in their pupil composition, changes in parental demand or expec-
tations, and changes in the wider cconomic and institutional “demands”
about the nature of their outputs. These different emergent roles, or funcuons,
that schools acquire are likely to be just as important as explicit charters in
influencing the type of education they provide.

The main sources of information used will be previously published work
on the history and strucwure of the sccond-level system (mainly Atkinson,
1969; McElligouw, 1966; Coolahan, 1981), and new information gathered in
the course of our previous study (Hannan, Breen et al, 1983) from school
Principals and Career Guidance teachers. In addition, we carricd out extensive
interviews with a large number of key informants and influential persons in the
educational sector on the nature and characteristics of the educational system.
And finally, data on the social composition, educational and occupational
characicristics and achievements of pupils in a national sample of second-
level schools will be used. Part 11 of this chapter reports the results of detailed
interviews and surveys about these issucs carried out with a national sample
of school decisionmakers and pupils in 1980,

This informational base will be interpreted primarily using a conceptual
framework which views schools and schooling not as technically determined
organisational responses to “market forces”, but rather as institutions with
varying “charters” adapting or fitting their behaviour to societal or institu-
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tional expeciations, regulatory demands and certification rules. It is our
hypothesis, therefore, that it is mainly because different types of second-
level schools have different charters, vary systematically in their “choice’ of
pupil intake, and have chosen or acquired different educational and social
plucement functions in the society that they differ so widely in their schooling
processes. Such variations in “charters” and functions is highly predictive of
the extent to which schools differentiate their pupil intake and their curricular
offerings, and aim 10 bestow quite different types of educational status
outcomes on their varying pupil categories.

Such wide variance between schools in their schooling process is, we
suggest, mainly a function of the way in which school decisionmakers interpret
their chartering, classification and cerufication functions. So within the
organisational perspective adopted here, the type of schooling provided is
regarded mainly as an outcome of the interaction of the following four inter-
linked variables:

I. The main educational and social objectives sought by the school
authorities; or the educational outcomes toward which the school is
directed or around which it is organised. This is mainly determined
by its “chartered” or institutional objectives.

2. The sex of the pupils involved. Girls’ schools, as we saw in the pre-
vious report (Hannan, Breen et al., 1983) aim to achieve quite different
outcomes and they utilise quite different curricula and educational
allocation processes than boys’ or coed schools. The pressure to sort,
categorise, differentiate or specialise amongst girls is significantly
lower than amongst boys,

3. The main social class orientation of the school — indicated by the
predominant social class origins of the pupil body. Schools providing
for upper middle class pupils provide a quite different educational
process to those provided for lower working class pupils. Irish schools
are quite highly differentiated in their social class intakes.

4. The extent to which such decisions as the above, as well as decisions
such as the type of streaming practices adopted by the individual
school, remain with the principal or at the individual school level.
Individual schools which are part of larger corporate bodies are often
constrained by decisions taken by superordinate authorities or highly
influcnced by dominant and often taken-for-granted practices within
the larger organisation.

Our main argument then is that it is the particular organisation of these
variables within a school — sex, social class, educational goals and objectives
pursued, and the exient of incorporation of principals within larger organi-.
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sations with varying chartered objectives — that explains the type of schooling
process supplied. In the following we will examine cach of these characteristics
of schools in turn using the detailed data available from our national post-
primary schools’ study. But first we provide a brief historical sketch of the
different origins and “chartering” objectives of different types of Secondary
schools, as well as Vocational and Community schools.

Institutional Diversity: Historical Origins and Current Structure

Like many other Europcan countries, Ireland has a number of parallel
second-level school systems cach of which has distinct historical origins and
dilferent educational functions (Yates, 1966; Archer, 1979; Elvin, 1981).
The main distinction lics between the publicly owned and maintained schools,
most of relatively recent origin — the Vocational, Comprehensive and Com-
munity schools — and the much older privately owned, independent, but
now almost exclusively publicly funded, Secondary schools.

This tripartite system has developed or, more accurately, emerged without
any clear overall plan or centrally determined governmental control. Unlike
British educational reform, for instance (Norwood Report, 1941), the
allocation of children 1o the different school types locally has never been
attempted through public or corporate control. Nor has such selection been
based on any educational or pedagogical theory as in Britain or Isracl where
pupils are (or were) assessed publicly on their general academic ability and
previous attainments {sec Yates, 1966; Kelly, 1978; Grey, McPherson and
Raafe, 1983); although such an implicit policy did exist up to the 1960s
reforms when pupils had to pass the Primary Certificate examination (or an
equivalent) to be a “recognised pupil” in a Secondary school.

In most communitics or catchment areas, therefore, a division of labour
emerges from the free competition of these different schools with each other
on the basis of class, sex and educational specialisation. The Sccondary
schools mainly furnish places for children from dominandy middle class or
upwardly mobile working class familics. They provide a general or academic
education biassed toward third-level entry, and perceived as a gateway toward
professional or white-collar employment. Vocational schools cater dispro-
portionatcly for children (rom working class origins or from small [urm
origins. Traditionally they oriented their programmes for the higher achicvers
toward achicving skilled manual apprenticeships for boys and clerical positions
for girls. Middle class parents generally tend to see these schools as inferior
substitutes for their children. Comprehensive and Community schools have
quite comprehensive catchments and serve comprehensive  educational
objectives.
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Unlike Britain, however, places available in Secondary {grammar} type
schools have not been explicitly nor publicly rationed. Indeed since the rapid
expansion of second-level education from the late 1960s onwards the great
bulk of the increase in participation has occurred in Secondary schools
(Hunnan, Breen et al., 1983, pp. 88-115). Only in boys’ Secondary schools has
rationing occurred — mainly because they did not expand their provision at
anything like the same pace as girls’ or coed Secondary schools.

Between 1963 and 1980 for instance, Secondary schools increased their
imake of pupils from 43 to 65 per cent of the total cohort leaving Primary
schools, taking slightly more girls than boys. Vocational schools simply held
their share of around one-third of the boys’ cohort but lost out signiflicantly |
amongst girls, dropping from about a quarter 1o less than one-sixth of the
entry cohort. In the same period Comprehensive and Community schools ‘
increased their share of the intake from 0 10 10 per cent of the cohort. In |
other words, the growth in the number and proportion of the cohort going ‘
on to scconddevel schools over the past 20 years has been almost exclusively
catered for by the expansion of the privately-owned Seccondary school l
sector, which provides a much more academically directed education than ‘
either of the other two school types. The enormous expansion in the State’s
investment in second-level education then has mostly been handed over to
be managed by private Secondary schools which are not directly under public
control.

Almost a third of the cohort did not go on 10 second-level schools at all
in the mid-1960s. These were primarily from working class and small farm
origins and also suffered from more serious educational disabilities than those
who had gone on (OECD, 1966; Rudd, 1972; Swan, 1978). Since Vocational
and Sccondary schools were distinguished by quite different social class and
educational disability clienteles in the 1960s it is very likely that the bulk of
those lower ability and lower social stawus children, who had previously
dropped out at primary level, went on 1o the Vocational rather than the
Sccondary schools. So that over time 1t is likely that the Vocational school
system has, in relative terms, become more disadvaniaged.

In the following sections we examine cach of these three different school
types in turn — paying particular attention to their different institutional
origins and current practices.

Secondary Schools

Previous to the relaxation of the Penal Laws in the 1780s Secondary
cducation remained under the exclusive control of the established Anglican
(Church of Ireland) Church. The relatively small number of Protestant
schools in the country catered almost exclusively for the Protestant upper

o
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and upper middle class, providing a classic grammar school type of education
which, besides preparing people for orders, taught for entry 1o professional
and Government service as well as solidifying the rcligious and cultural
position of the upper middle class (see Atkinson, 1969; McElligott, 1966).
With the relaxation of the Penal Laws, Catholic schools started to be founded.
From the late cighteenth century these were mainly established by the
Catholic diocesan authorities and by indigenously developed religious con-
gregations like the Christian Brothers and the Mercy and Presentation Sisters.
Most Protestant schools continued to be supported by the State in the form
of land grants, rents, etc., and funds from religious taxes, and there continued
a relatively close relationship between the State and the established church
in which an anti-Catholic and anglicising educational bias was clearly present.
As a result Catholic education (and to some extent Presbyterian education)
developed in part reaction to what was seen as the religious and cultural
prosclytising role of the State-supported sysiem.

Throughout the nincteenth century the fear that education might become
a State monopoly — one that was perccived by Catholic authorities as both
anti-Catholic and anti-Irish — underlay many of the struggles over educational
control. And that persistent underlying conflict 1o a large exitent explains
the origins of our peculiar Church-State system of shared control of second-
level education in Ireland today. With no State endowment both the diocesan
authorities and the religious congregations had to [ind the resources them-
sclves to fund and staff second-level schools. It was mainly amongst the
recruits to the new Irish religious teaching congregation, as well as amongst
other Catholic religious orders flecing persecution in France and sceking
members and refuge in Ireland, that the Catholic religious authorities found
the trained and disciplined manpower and resources to expand their educa-
tional provision. {See McElligott, 1966, pp. 56-98; and Atkinson, 1969, pp.
73-89.) It was, therefore, the establishment and rapid growth of the Catholic
religious orders and congregations in Ireland in the nineteenth century that
explains the growth of second-level education and indeed much of primary
education for the Catholic population of the country. Such school personnel
were highly committed, highly disciplined and single minded in the pursuit
of educational goals. It was a cheap, voluntary and locally-funded method of
schooling with minimal State support until the 1870s. It worked very closely
with the local clergy and bishops and generally had an uneasy, if not hostile,
relationship to the State. Nevertheless, it developed a high level of commit-
ment to serve the public good. And over time it also developed an education
which had a very close relationship to public service occupational require-
ments — particularly after the reforms of civil and public service entry in the
sccond half of the nineteenth century, as well as the growth of the public
cxamination system.
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The 1878 Intermediate Education Act gave such schools for the first time
a steady, though frugal, financial support and established second-level educa-
tion in Ireland on a solid foundation. It centralised and standardised the
curriculum  and examination system and publicly validated educational
provision that was in agreement with the Act’s provisions. At the same
time through maintaining an “‘at arms length” relationship with the school
authorities it left the school under almost complete private control. The
State determined and controlled curricula and set examinations centrally. It
paid for education through examination results initially, later through the
agency of “recognised pupils” — of a specific standard and following specified
curricula. Through a common sct of rules and regulations (in modern times
“The Rules and Programmes” for Secondary schools) governing pupil cate-
gories and characteristics, as well as subject and timetable requirements, it
effectively controlled the structure and nature of curricula. And through
guaranteeing uniform standards in courses, facilities and examinations —
through controlling the examination system and, later, through public school
inspectors — the State standardised and centralised the Secondary education
system. And it did this without taking any of the schools into public control
or without exerting any local or central control over entry to the Secondary
schools — except in terms of entering pupils having to meet certain minimum
educational standards.

And it is this peculiar relationship between Secondary schools and the
State which, once they conform to the rules und regulations set by the State,
they remain publicly funded but privately controlled, remains true up o
the present day. Public policy on second-level education has mainly evolved,
therefore, through successive compromises between the State and the dif-
ferent private and religious interests involved in education. Such a relationship
at its carlier siage provided an extensive Secondary education system at
minimal public cost, staffed by highly committed professional teachers who
generally worked tirelessly for the benefit of the community as a whole in
ways that would generally have been much less elitist than was true of British
grammar school education, for instance.

Such a system, however, does not allow for corporate control or indeed
influence over education — as to who is educated, where and how, for example.
As a result substantial social class and ability selectivities occur amongst
schools due to individual parental choice and individual school decisions —
not on the basis of any local or central authority making such decisions. Also,
the specific professional powers and responsibilitics of lay teachers within
schools — who have no local public authority to whom they are responsible
and who, up to very recent times, were excluded from managcrial positions
in schools — have been very slow to develop. In addition there has not
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developed any powerful regional or national corporate cducational bodics
concerned mainly with professional educational or pedagogical issues. Most
such bodies are concerned with mainly narrow trade union matters or, in the
case of the managerial bodies, preoccupied with managerial/control issues.
As a result educational policy making has evolved in a very laissez faire and
less informed way than is true of most other European countries.

A brief discussion of six of the main orders and congregations presently
involved in Irish Secondary education follows. Each controls 15 or more
schools, and between them they account for 55 per cent of all Secondary
schools in the country. The current role of these schools can only be under-
stood in terms of the historical origins and circumstances from which the
different congregations developed their traditional apostolate. The informa-
tion contained in this section comes mainly from historical and biographical
sources, but information on current educational policies comes from informal
interviews with knowledgeables within the religious orders as well as from
formal interviews with school Principals. In the latter case, since it would be
difficult 1o generalise from a small number of interviews with school Principals
to the whole educational philosophy of an order or congregation, only where
there is general corroboration between the responscs to formal interview
questions and what emerges from the more unstructured interviews with
knowledgeables is such generalisation deemed valid. In the following we
briefly discuss these six congregations — in the order of the number of
schoaols they control.

(i) The Sisters of Mercy are the largest religious congregation of women in
Irish education, owning over 100 schools in Ircland. Fifteen of the schools in
our sample are Mercy schools.

The first Institute of Mercy was founded in 1827 in Baggot Street, Dublin,
by Catherine McAuley, a very religious and socially concerned woman of
considerable means. The Baggot Street house was founded, as were all the
future Houses of Mecrcy, “for the relief, education and protection of the
poor”. {Draft Constitution of Sisters of Mercy of Ireland, 1983, p. 3.) Besides
the provision of a Catholic education [or poor Catholic children, Catherine
McAuley saw her role in terms of alleviating the suffering of the poor, the
main cause of which she saw as ignorance (Burke-Savage, 1950, p. 36).

The curriculum she advocated was primarily pragmatic, gearcd directly to
what she saw would be the requirements of a working-class woman'’s life.
Thus, reading, writing, grammar, spelling, arithmetic and home crafts {i.c.,
needlework, knitting and simple cookery) comprised her curriculum (op. cit.,
p. 268). At an organisational level, she chose a flexible localised system of
government, which would allow her congregation to adapt itsell readily to
local needs, unencumbered in the main by a central Mother Housc. So, com-
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pared to other religious congregations, individual school principals or managers
would have considcrable autonomy.

As we shall see later the contemporary educational philosophy of the
Mercy congregation was quite clearly articulated in the present survey. In
terms of clientele, there is still an obvious erientation to the under-privileged
and the poor. Its educational objectives are quite pragmatic, and it places
much less emphasis on formal religious training than do most of the other
religious societies. Education is seen in quite instrumental terms, ¢.g., as a
means towards getling exams, getting a job, making a living. This is seen to
be best achieved by good curricular and instructional provision. Coupled
with this, however, is a concern for the personal development of its pupils
and thus pastoral care provisions and the “hidden curriculum’ were frequently
referred to. The society’s working objectives tend to be fairly clearly aligned
with its general apostolate, which would suggest that conscious “stocktaking”
is a regular feature of its educational practice.

(1) The Christian Brothers comprisc the largest single body of male religious
involved in Irish Secondary education, having over 80 post-primary schools
in Ireland.

The congregation was founded in Waterford in 1809 by Edmund Rice with
the specific objective of educating boys from poor backgrounds. Edmund
Rice (1762-1844), from a wealthy background and with a great interest in
local charitable work, set up his first school for the education of poor boys
in Waterford in 1803, It proved to be auspiciously successful {Atkinson,
p. 78) and he quickly extended his work by establishing other schools.
Religious vows were taken and in 1820 the Christian Brothers were formally
established by a Papal Bull. The rule which was adopted by the Christian
Brothers was one very similar to that suggested by St Jean Baptiste de la Salle.

The practical nature of the education provided is exemplified by the early
curriculum. Fitzpatrick (1945) describes it as consisting of spelling, reading,
arithmetic, geometry, mensuration, bookkeeping, apprenticeship for trades,
catechism and moral and religious instruction. In addition 1o this practical
orientation the Christian Brothers have always woven a distinctively nationalis-
tic culture through a usually pragmatic curriculum. The Brothers produced
their own textbooks — emphasising Irish culture, history and geography, in
opposition to the National Board’s textbooks which in carlier vears tended
to be culturally imperialistic. Almost all early observers of the Brothers,
though often critical of their nationalistic orientation were highly impressed
with their teaching skills and success.

Today, the Christian Brothers’ schools (CBS), with few exceptions, cater
mainly for a largely upper working class and lower middle class clientele.
Besides catering for boys their educational orientation differs from that of
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the Mercy and Presentation Sisters in one other important respect. Although
the social class composition of their pupil bodies is quite similar, the Christian
Brothers have sought both traditionally and in recent times, to provide their
pupils with the means for upward social mobility, particularly in regard to
those whom they deem to have the greatest “natural ability”. The Mcrcy and
Presentation Sisters, even in their pragmatic concerns, tend not to emphasise
social mohility as a goal, perhaps as a result of having a mainly female clientele.

At another level, the Christian Brothers continue to be concerned with
imbuing in their pupils a knowledge and respect for formal religious faith and
doctrine; but, like most boys’ schools, arc less likely to place such religious
teaching within a “personal development” framework.

(iii) The Presentation Sisters run over 50 Secondary schools in Ireland, and
arc thus the second largest congregation of women involved in Irish education,
after the Mercy Sisters.

The congregation was found by Nano Nagle who opened her first school
in Cork in 1775. She was a native of the city and, like Catherine McAuley,
was an idealistic young laywoman with some private wealth to finance her
cducational schemes for the poor of Cork. As a laywoman she worked for
many years establishing schools for illiterate poor children, both boys and
girls. She finally decided to adopt religious life in 1776, but only with the
provision that the order would remain unenclosed. However, after her death,
when application was made for pontifical approval, this was only granted on
the basis that solemn vows would be taken and that the rule of enclosure
would be preserved. Since Vatican I, however, the congregation has regained
a structure and lifestyle more closely aligned with what their foundress
envisaged.

Atkinson provides a good account of the education schema of the Presen-
tation Sisters in their carly years:

Religious exercises took up a large part of the school day. However,
the practical needs of lifc were emphasised by teaching not only
reading and writing, but needlework, spinning and plain cookery
{Atkinson, 1969, p. 75).

Today, the congregation is seen to have clear educational objectives directed
at a mainly lower-middle and upper-working class clientele. In our survey,
we noted that the Presentation Sisters, like most of the other female religious
orders, gave educational priority to the personality development of their
pupils, and thus pastoral care and individual development strategies are
emphasised. However, unlike the majority of other female orders, but similar
to the Mercy Sisters and in keeping with their orientation toward the education
of the poor, they tend to couple such goals with quite pragmatic educational
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goals. As with the Mercy Sisters, there tends to be a clear articulation between
all of these goals and the actual schooling process which is used in their
schools.

(iv) There are 31 Diocesan Colleges in Ireland. Even before Catholic eman-
cipation {1829) a range of Diocesan colleges was established, beginning in
Kilkenny with St. Kieran’s College in 1783 and in Carlow with St. Patrick’s
College in 1793, Many of these colleges started off with ecclesiastical depart-
ments where young men were preparzd for the priesthood. Over time, how-
ever, they have developed essentially as grammar schools preparing boys for
St. Patrick’s College, Maynooth or other major seminaries, as well as providing
the same type of education for other boys not going on for ordination. The
diocesan schools owe their distinctive educational traditions, therefore, to
their origins as minor seminaries: in particular study of the ancient classics
has been imponant in these schools. Even Latin has, however, now been
dropped from the curriculum in many of the schools. There has also always
been importance attached to achievement in the public examinations. In
the past, the diocesan schools operated mainly as boarding schools, requiring
that pupils be of fairly well off backgrounds, although fees were subsidised
by the dioceses and scholarships were also available, The Free Education
Scheme, and the greater predominance of day pupils as the schools lost their
unique role as junior seminaries, changed these characteristics of the diocesan
schools. Today they cater for a largely middle to lower middle class clientele.

(v) The De La Salle Brothers have 17 second-level schools in Ireland. They
originated in France towards the end of the seventeenth century; their
founder being Jean Baptiste de la Salle. He devoted his life to teaching poor
boys, and with a group of like-minded men, founded the “Brothers of the
Christian Schools”. This too is the title which Edmund Rice adopted for his
Christian Brothers, and his constitution is modelled closely on theirs. The De
La Salle Brothers first came to Ireland in the late eighteenth century after
they had been expelled from France and dispersed 1o other countries. Their
first Irish foundation was in Waterford. The original aims of the De La Salle
Brothers, as later for the Christian Brothers, were to provide instruction in
the three Rs for the poor, as well as in religious and moral education.

Pragmatism continues to be a major part of the De La Salle Brothers’
educational philosophy. However, although similar to them, they tended to
be more flexible than the Christian Brothers and have been involved in co-
education for some time. Unlike the Christian Brothers also, they tend to
stress the personal development and pastoral care of their pupils over and
above their formal religious training. Their educational philosophy is generally
a conscious, clearly thought out one, which is backed up by actual provisions
in the schooling process, using well organised pastoral care programmes and
specific curricular provisions.
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Like the Christian Brothers, although dedicated to the education of the
poor, their clientele tends to be dominantly middle to lower middle class.

(vi) The Irish Sisters of Charity run 15 schools in Ireland. Originally its
foundress, Mary Aikenhead, was motivated in a similar fashion to her con-
temporaries, Catherine McAuley and Edmund Rice, to provide services for
the poor. Inspired by the work of the French Sisters of Charity, and with a
particular interest in orphans, Mary Aikenhead founded the Irish Sisters of
Charity in 1815, opening her first school in Gardiner Street, Dublin in 1831,
Edmund Rice and his congregation provided pedagogical advice and training
for the sisters in their initial years.

Today, perhaps as a resuit of its less specific charter, the society does
not appear to direct itself to any distinctive social group in its educational
mission, unlike the Mercy and CBS congregations. Its main distinctive educa-
tional emphasis scems to be its concern with the provision of formal religious
education, an emphasis unusual among the female religious congregations.

(vii) Besides these 6 main Catholic religious congregations 6 others who
opecrate at least 5 Sccondary schools each require some description: the
Jesuits and Holy Ghost Fathers, the Presentation Brothers, the Holy Faith
Ststers and the Loreto and St. Louis Order. The first two mentioned - Jesuits
and Holy Ghost Fathers — have provided a more exclusive grammar school
education, mainly for upper middle class boys, and have traditionally been
associated with exclusive boarding schools. Their equivalent in girls’ education
are the Loreto and St. Louis orders, both catering for middle to upper middle
class girls. Associated historically with expensive boarding schools they pro-
vide a quite academic c¢ducation emphasising the personal and intcllectual
development of pupils and the development of accomplishments in music
and art (see Atkinson, 1969, p. 77).

Holy Faith Sisters orientated their education to poor girls like the Mercy
and Presentation Sisters, though they were also concerned with counteracting
prosletism (Gertrude, 1967). The Presentation Brothers developed as an off-
shoot of the Christian Brothers but, although sharing the same original apos-
tolate toward the education of the poor, they now tend on average to serve a
somewhat higher status clientele; and tend also to emphasise the personal
development and pastoral care of their pupils to a greater extent.

Summary - Secondary Schools

Within the Secondary sector, therefore, there is wide variation both organi-
sationally and ideologically amongst the religious authorities running schools.
Much of this variation is parily the result of the diverse origins, charters and
traditions of the various religious orders, which comprise the majority of
Secondary school owners and managers.
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Organisationally, different religious orders or other school authorities vary
in the type of authority structure within which individual schools arc incor-
porated. These range from situations of almost complete autonomy (e.g.,
Protestant schools, lay Catholic schools), to situations where the school is
subject to a highly centralised authority structure, as in Chnstian Brothers’
schools for instance. Of the religious congregations with a number of schools
in Ireland, the Mercy Sisters is the least centralised, operating on a federal
diocesan basis; while the Christian Brothers is the most centralised. The
mayjonty of religious societies have loose hierarchical structures, with National
Provincialates usually. Senior school appointments tend 1o be made by Pro-
vincials but, once appointed, Principals tend to enjoy a high degree of auto-
nomy. And, in comparison to other schools, such Principals are usually
appointed for set terms so that additional potental for flexibility is built
into the structure in this way.

We noted two possible dimensions to a religious congregation’s or Order’s
cducational philesophy; first, its social group orientation and secondly the
curricular or educational values it wishes to implement or objectives it wishes
to achieve. We found that these two dimensions tended to be related 10 one
another in an identifiable pattern. Although all of the religious orders, irres-
pective of their social group orientation, stressed formal religious training,
(the Chnstian Brothers most so, the Mercy least so), those orders catering for
lower middle or working class clienteles tended to emphasise pragmatic
educational goals. At the other extreme, the Holy Ghost Fathers, the Jesuits,
and the Loreto Sisters tend to cater for an upper middle class clientele and
accordingly thelr educational objectives tend to stress intellectual and per-
sonal development goals to a fur greater extent.

VVocational Schools

There arc 245 Vocational schools in Ireland which provide the general
second-level courses for 21 per cent of all pupils at second level, although over
24 per cent of pupils first cntered Vocational schools (Department of
Education, 1982/83). These schools, however, provide almost 80 per cent
of all secretarial, pre-employment and specialist technical courses arranged
for second-level pupils. Vocational schools are owned and operated by sub-
commitiees of the relevant lecal authorities — the Vocational Education
Committees.

The seeds of the present Vocational system were sown with the establish-
ment of the Department of Agriculture and Technical Instruction in 1900,
One of the aims of the Deparument was the setting up of a central technical
institute in each county. The Vocational Education Act (1930) revised this
system, on the basis of recommendauvons put forward by a Commission of
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Inquiry, and thus was formed the legislative basis of the present arrangements.
It was under the charters of this Act and subsequent Government memoranda
(particularty Memo. V.40, 1942} that the Vocational school sysiem was
developed up to the late 1960s.

One of the main functions of the new scheme was to provide *‘continuation
education”: “to continue and supplement education provided in elementary
schools, and include general and practical training in preparation for employ-
ment in trades, manufacturing, agriculture, commerce and other industrial
pursuits” (Vocational Education Act, 1930). Vocational cducation was,
therefore, explicitly geared to providing a practical post-primary education
for those not going to Secondary schools. As the important Departmental
Memorandum (V.40, 1942) put it — “The immediate purpose of day con-
tinuation education, as organised under the Vocational Education Act, is to
prepare boys and girls who have to start carly in life for the occupations
which are open to them”. These occupations require primarily manual skills,
and “continuation courses have, therefore, a comrespondingly practical
bias”: training for skilled and semi-skilled manual occupations for boys and
in commercial courses and domestic economy for girls. In both cases the
design of the courses was based on a considered evaluation of the educational
and training needs of young boys and girls entering the local labour market
or the domestic economy. And, this, in terms of the quite marked sex role
division of labour that was current at the time, posited a quite separate edu-
cation for boys and girls. Both social class and sex role distinctions were,
therefore, built into the provision of Vocational education from the beginning.
Up to 1966 a quite separate curriculum and examination structure existed
for Vocational schools — Vocational schools not being allowed and not pro-
viding the more academic Intermediate and Leaving Certificate courses.

After 1966, however, with the intégration of the Group Certificate and
Intermediate Certificate curricula and the provision of these more extended
and more academic courses, the relauve isolation of Vocational schools
markedly declined; so that by 1980/81 approximately 85 per cent of all
Vocational schools provided partly or fully integrated junior and senior cycle
courses, The curriculum provided, however, is still markedly different from
that of the conventional Secondary schools (see Hannan, Breen et al., 1983,
pp- 170-190).

That the implicit social class bias in Vocational school provision resulted
in quite marked class differentials in school entry has become clear from a
number of studies of schools since the 1960s (OECD, 1966; Swan, 1978).
The Hannan, Breen et al., (1983) study showed marked differences even in
the carly 1980s (ibid, p. 90). In addition it was evident that higher ability
pupils were being “creamed off”’ by local Secondary schools, with about
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80 per cent of Vocational schools suffering disproportionately from this
and taking in a highly disproportionate number of pupils with both literacy
and numeracy problems (ibid, p. 91).

Amongst the educational reforms of the late 1960s the attempts to co-
ordinate all local schools within a catchment area so as to avoid duplication
of effort and maximise comprehensive schooling floundered because of
opposition mainly from the Secondary school authorities. They felt there
was little to gain in such a marriage of “unequals™, where it already was the
“superior” partner. As Coolahan points out: “Irish social attitudes still
tended to disparage manual and practical type education, and aspiring middle
class parents preferred the more prestigious academic type education which
led o greater opportunities for further education and white collar employ-
ment” (Coolahan, 1981, p. 103).

What happened with the rapid educational expansion that followed the
introduction of “free” education in 1967 was that Vocational schools were
placed much more directly in a competitive position with local Secondary
schools, and usually they (Vocational schools) lost out: except in thosc few
(less than 1 in 4) areas where there was only a Vocational school (White Paper,
1980, p. 6). Clientele self-selection, and the more selective/competitive
position of local Secondary schools, meant that Vocational schools tended
10 attract or receive a disproportionate intake from lower socio-economic
groups as well as the least academically able pupils (Swan, 1978; Hannan, Breen
et af., 1983, pp. 90-92).

The administration of the Vocaiional educational system lies with local
Vocational Education Committees (VECs), the majority of whom are elected
members of the local authority; the others being appointed from local
employers, trade unions, religious and other persons interested in education
(McElhgott, 1966, pp. 104-106; Coolahan, 1981, pp. 96-97). Each Committee
is elecied or appointed by the local authority and holds office for the same
period as the elected authority. Once csiablished, however, the VEC is
independent of the local authority. The administration of Vocational schools
is attended to by the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the VEC. The CEQ is
responsible to the VEC for the organisation and administration of the scheme
and all the schools within its jurisdiction. The chain of authority in the
Vocational system then extends from individual school Principal, to Chicf
Executive Officer of the VEC, to the Vocational Education Committee it-
self. Where a Vocational school has a Board of Management this represents
an intermediate step between Principal and CEQ.

The teaching staff of Vocational schools is accredited to the relevant VEC
not, as i Secondary schools, to the individual school. And the VEC has the
power 10 transfer teachers, or to spread their services over more than one
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school within its jurisdiction. Principals and Vice-Principals, however, are
appointed to a specific school. The school Principal is at all times subject to
the authority of the VEC's Chief Executive Officer, who is entitled to
enquire about any aspect of the Principal’s administration of the school.
Thus they are not as autonomous as Secondary schoo! Principals.

Comprehensive and Community Schools

The development of Comprehensive and Community schools was based
on the perceived need to ‘“‘comprehensivise” local educational provision —
accepting contemporary views on educational provision in Britain and Europe,
as well as the nced to provide post-primary schools in areas where none
existed. They were expanded after abortive attempts by the State to increase
cffective local co-operation between the bipartite Secondary-Vocational
system during the 1960s. They were set up 1o provide pupils with as broad
and (as the name suggests) comprehensive a range of subject choices possible,
within the one school building. To this end, the curricula incorporated both
academic and technical subjects, and rigid streaming practices were to be
avoided. In order to make wide choice economically feasible, schools had to
be large. This pressure, as well as the overall liberal “‘ethos” of the whole
comprehensive concept, led 10 a policy of co-cducation and non-selectivity.
In their construction also “streaming” of pupils was explicitly rejected and
priority was placed on “mixed ability” teaching. (See Department of Educa-
tion. 1969.)

The Community school concept was a development of the Comprechensive
school philosophy. This entailed the development of the local school as an
educational facility at the disposal of the whole local community, as well as
being the provider of a comprehensive education for all local second-level
schoolgocers. So, as well as incorporating many of the distinctive features of
Comprehensive schools, the Community school secks to liaise closely with
the local community through opening its doors to various forms of educa-
tional and communal recreational and leisure activities. It also seeks to imbue
in its pupils an awareness of ‘“community” and the ‘“responsibilities of
citizenship”.

Comprehensive schools were introduced in 1963, and the first 3 schools
had opened by 1966. Twelve more Comprehensive schools were sanctioned
by 1972 —some in areas in which there had never previously been a post-
primary school such as new suburbs, but others resulted from the amal-
gamations of existing schools. After this date no new Comprehensives were
approved. From 1972 similar schools which were built became “Community
schools”. There are some differencesin the size and representatives of Boards
of Management of both schools — the Comprehensive board being much
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smaller and less representative — but the main difference lies in the wider
communal involvement and responsibility of Community schools {Coolahan,
1981, pp. 219-220). The Board of Management of a Comprehensive or Com-
munity (henceforth called “Community” schools only) school appoints
teachers and administers the school’s budget. It has much the same formal
functions as a manager in a Secondary school, but tends to be far more active
and powerful. It differs from the Board of Management of a VEC's Com-
munity College in that it is not responsible in turn to any higher authority,
other than the Department, in the execution of its functions. Community
schools, then, have no formal intermediate bodies mediating between the
individual school and the Department, as have the majority of Secondary
and all Vocational schools.

In Community schools, the Board of Management, or a subsidiary Appoin-
ments’ Board, appoints both Principal and Vice-Principal. Often the appoint-
ments are permanent, after an initial ycar-long probationary period; but it is
more usual for them to be indefinite. Although there are variations across
schools within this sector, Principals tend to have much more limited auto-
nomy than most Secondary or even some Vocational schools. Important
decisions are referred to the Board of Management, and some of the major
decisions are referred dircctly to the Department of Education (Hannan,
Breen et al, 1983, p. 88). The greater extent to which individual schools in
this sector liaise directly with the Department of Education is probably a
factor of their having no intermediate hody between the school and the
Deparument, as well as the fact that the schools are actually owned by the
Department. Schools deal individually with the Department in negotiating
the school budget and obtaining services and entitlements.

As to social class intake, Comprehensive and Community schools tend 1o
have broader and more varied intakes than other school types in keeping
with their educational objectives, as well as reflecting the fact that they are
usually much less subject to competition within their local catchment areas
(Hannan, Breen et al., 1983, p. 90}.

By 1983 15 Comprchensive and 41 Community schools had been estab-
lished, catering for 12 per cent of all second-level school entrants in 1981782
(Department of Education, 1982/83).



PART II

RESULTS FROM SCHOOL SURVEYS ON SCHOOL DIVERSITY: THE
DECISIONMARING AUTONOMY OF PRINCIPALS, EDUCATIONAL/
CURRICULAR IDEOLOGY, AND THE SOCIAL GROUP AND ABILITY
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL INTAKE

The following conclusions are based mainly on the extensive interviews
which were carried out with 95 school Principals in a national sample of
second-level schools in 1981 (Hannan, Breen, et al., 1983, pp. 27-29; sece
Interview Schedule Appendix I). In addition interviews were also carricd out
with a smaller sample of 68 Carcer Guidance Teachers in schools where they
were present. Finally interviews were also carried out with a sample of over
5,000 pupils in Intermediate Certification classes, while all Leaving Cert.
(N = 3,967) pupils’ classes in the sampled schools were also interviewed.
These pupil interviews provide the main data on the social class origins of
pupils. The results of these various interviews which bear on our main ques-
tions are given below: first dealing with the decisionmaking autonomy of
Principals, secondly with the curricular/educational ideology and stated
cducational objectives of the Principals and their schools, and thirdly with
the main social group orientation of and actual social class composition of
pupils in the various schools. We examine the extent to which the beliefs and

values of school Principals, as well as the social group characteristics of pupils
in the various schools correspond with the original school “charters” and
objectives.

The Autonomy of Principals

Of the three school systems discussed, Principals in Sccondary schools
have by far the highest level of decisionmaking autonomy about the type of
schooling process they provide while Principals in Vocational schools have
the least (Hannan, Breen. et al., 1983, p. 88). Community and Vocational
school Principals are much more highly constrained by the need to refer
decisions to higher school or public authorities than the Secondary school
Principals. Most major decisions, especially those involving extra budgetary
expenditure or ones involving major organisational changes, have to be
referred to the school management board or, for the Vocational schools, to
the CEO.

Although Secondary school Principals, on average, have much more auto-
nomy they also show significantly more between-school differences in this
respect than is true of Vocational or Community school Principals. There is,

41




42 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

as we have seen, already wide variance in the ownership of Secondary schools
and in their organisational attributes. Of the 531 Secondary schools, 4 per
cent are owned and operated by Protestant and other denominational
bodies — but each of these schools operates almost autonomously although
strong management boards characterise those schools. Six per cent are owned
by lay Catholics, again operating autonomously but generally with weak
management boards if any. Almost all of the remainder are owned and
managed by Catholic institutes or local diocesan clerical authorities — who
vary significantly in their authority structure. There are over 60 such religious
institutes involved in Irish education, but 13 of these own and operate
around three-quarters of all such schools. Indeed 2 religious institutes, the
Mercy Order and the Christian Brothers, own 41 per cent of all religiously-
owned Sccondary schools in Ireland. If such corporate bodies are tightly
co-ordinated and have consistent educational goals, or share consistent
educational ideologies, then such groups of schools are likely to resemble
each other closely in their schooling practices.

Ovecrall, therefore, almost 3 out of 4 Secondary schools are owned and
operated by 13 religious orders, each of whom operate a large number of
schools. A school’s incorporation within such a large encompassing body not
only reduces a Principal’s autonomy in most cases but has many other con-
sequences on school goals and operating procedures. Schools which are
members of such superordinate organisations have a central authority to
refer to, which normally keeps local school needs under review. Such cen-
tralised managements also normally transfer Principais and other religious
staff from one school to another. They can also, though rarely, be called
upon for additional funding. If mainly a teaching religious order, like the
Christian Brothers or Mercy or Presentation Sisters, there is, in addition to
the normal overseeing of a school’s operation, a centralised procedure for
the rcappointment and transfer of Principals (and some clerical teachers)
cvery five to six years, and moreover the possibility for a fundamental
review of the whole Order’s teaching work arises in the periodic “chapters”
of each order. In some respects, therefore, the very fast reaction of these
privately-owned Sccondary schools to the Free Education Scheme in 1967
must have been influenced hy their organisational advantages over Vocational
schools. They have an ownership, management and staff which, in most
cases, is single-mindedly dedicated to education and has strong ideological
commitments to their particular role in it,

There are various degrees of such hierarchical organisation. For our pur-
poses, the following three encompass most variations:

{t) the individual school is not a member of any larger corporate group-
ing, but operates as an autonomous unit;
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(i) the school is a member of a larger corporate grouping, but this takes
the form of a fairly loose federation which exerts minimal control on
the individual Principal;

(iii) the school is incorporated into an organised system with a central
directive authority, to which individual Principals or local school
authorities are responsible.

The following allocation (Chart 2.1) of congregations and other groupings
to the categories in our threefold typology, is based on reviews of the
literature available and extensive interviews with informants which have
been described earlier. Only the larger congregations are categorised.

Chart 2.1: The Extent of Hierarchical Organisation of School Authorities

Likely Level of Autonomy of Local Principal

Relatively autono- Large corporate Large corporate grouping
School mous. Each school  grouping, control with central directive
type is independent with moderate degree authority

of local autonomy
(e.g. Federations)

(High Autonomy) (Moderate Autonomy) {Low Autonomy}

Secondary (i} All lay Catholic =~ Mercy Sisters (107) A * (Moderately Hierarchical)
Schools Presentation Srs. {50}
(N =35) Charity (15)
(ii) Most single Some Diocesan Holy Faith (12)
schools owned by schools Louis (9)
religious orders De La Salle Brs. ("
(N=23) Patrician Brs. (8)
(iii) Protestant and Presentation Brs. (8)

other denomina- B+ (Highly Hierarchical)
tional schools Jesuits (4)
(N =23) Holy Ghost Fathers (6)
(iv}) Most Diocesan Christian Brs. (83)
schools Dominican Srs. (10)
Loreto Srs. (10)
Vocational All vocational schools (245)

schools

Community/ Community and
Comprehensive Comprehensive
schools schools

(N = 56)

*B schools appear to be more tightly controlled and directed from the centre than A
schools.
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Autonomous Schools

There is no larger grouping: the individual school acts as an autonomous
unit. Into this category fall the Protestant and interdenominational schools,
the Jewish and German schools, the lay Catholic Secondary schools, and
the congregations with only a single school. The Principals of most lay
Catholic schools appcar to have the greatest freedom of action, and are
answerable only to the parents of their pupils.

Although in some respects the Protestant school system is centralised —
by the administration of a number of joint committees — each school, to a
very large extent, operates independently, Most have independent Boards of
Trustecs and Boards of Management, however. These, to a large extent, are
elected by and co-opted from parents and supporiers of the school. The
Board of Management appoints the Principal, usually, if lay, to a permanent
position. Once appointed, the Head has considerable autonomy, though less
so than with Catholic Secondary school Principals because sfhe has a local
Board of Management to which many non-routine decisions would have to
be referred. And, of course, all major items of expenditure, all major aitera-
tions of building, or of the teaching and schooling process, would have 10 be
agrecd with the Board of Management.

Besides the Protestant schools most other “‘autonomous” schools are
owned and managed as single units and have therefore almost complete
autonomy — although in the case of some Diocesan schools the local Bishop
may retain considerable power in his own hands.

Moderate Incorporation (Federation)

There are a number of different school-owning authorities which fit with-
i this category: most Diocesan schools which are subject to episcopal control
and appointment of Principals, and religious organisations that are organised
as federations like the Mercy Sisters.

The most important group of schools in this category — in terms of number
of schools and pupils — are those run by the Mercy Order. To some extent,
like the Catholic Diocesan colleges for boys, the local Mercy congregations
ran their schools as part of an organisation over which the local Bishop had
the highest authority. However, since the mid-1960s the Bishop no longer
exerts the same control as previously. Generally now all schools and convents
within a diocese have been consolidated under a single authority whereas
previously a number of Foundations existed within cach diocese. There has
also been some movement towards interdiocesan organisations. Each diocese
is now headed by a Mother General, who is empowered to transfer personnel
within the diocese.

Principals, like most other religious orders, are appoinied by the religious
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superiors for a period of 5-6 years, Many school Principals tend to have very
wide autonomy, with little interference from central authority in the manage-
ment of the school. It is indeed sometimes said that Principals are appointed
to office on the basis of their adaptability, to maximise the benefits of local
autonomy. Even expenditures which require substantial sums of money, or
changes in structure of buildings, can be made locally. As well as the Principal,
Mercy schools tend to have, almost universally, a separate manager who has
financial responsibility. This manager is usually head ofl the local convent
and is appointed by the local Superior. Often managers have previously acted
as Principals, so that they and the local convent are available for consultation,
advice and support.

Loosely Hierarchical

Here, the school is a member of a broader grouping which has an effective
regional or national structure and hierarchical authority, but one which is
not highly centralised. A large number of the major congregations involved
in education come into this category — Presentation, Charity and Holy Faith
Sisters; De La Salle, Presentaton and Paurician Brothers.

Presentation Sisters, the second largest women's congregation, had similar
diocesan origins and active mission to the Sisters of Mercy, but became more
deeply subject 10 local episcopal authority in the course of the nineieenth
century. Within the last decade, however, it has reorganised iwself into two
provinces in Ireland, and through this escaped the boundaries of local episcopal
control. It is, therefore, a nationally organised and hierarchically controlled
body, unlike the Mercy congregation for instance. Although it is less hier-
archically structured than the Christian Brothers, for example, personnel can
be moved [rom one convent and diocese 1o another, while school Principals
are appointed and transferred from one school to another.

Authority is invested in the religious Superior who appoints the Principal
almost invariably for a 5-6 year term. The school has a separate manager-
bursar who is also appointed by the religious Superior. The manager is rarely
head of the local convent, unlike in the case of the Mercy. Usually the manager
has had extensive experience of school management and, living in the same
community as the Principal, can generally offer advice and back-up for the
Principal. Except for major expenditure and major structural alterations of
buildings, all schooling decisions can be made with high local school autonomy.,

A similar comment is appropriate to the Irish Sisters of Charity and 1o the
Holy Faith Sisters. In the casc of these congregations, some change has occurred
in the devolution of authority from a strong central office of Mother General
to local communities. Like the Sisters of Mercy, the Sisters of Charity have
many other involvements besides schools. The Sisters of Charity and the Holy
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Faith and Presentation Sisters all rcsemble the Sisters of Mercy in their
relative lack of surplus resources: all originated as indigenous congregations
concerned with the education of the poor, a point which is dealt with more
fully in the next section.

The Sisters of the Holy Faith are similarly quite centrally organised,
operating on a national Provincialate basis. The levels of authority run from
Mother General (national level) to Regional Superior but it is the Mother
General who appoints each school Principal, whose office is for an indefinite
period. There is a separate manager appointed to each school, with a clear
division of labour between her and the local Superior.

The Irish Sisters of Charity tend to be quite highly hierarchically organised
also. In Ireland, the Order operates as one unit, with a national Provincial.
Appointments of school Principals are made from within the Order, and last
for indefinite periods. The Principal, once appointed, has almost complete
autonomy except for the limited cases when high expenditure or building
alterations are necessary. The Principal is also aided by a scparate school
manager or bursar, who is usually head of the local convent.

De La Salle Brothers are organised as a national Provincialate, with a
national provincial and council structure, Their continental origins appear 10
have inclined them towards relative freedom at local level, with subsequent
diminution of centralising tendencies. It is the religious Superior of the local
house who acts as school manager, and who appoints the school Principal, an
appointment which is usually for a 6-yecar term. Most schooling decisions are,
therefore, taken at a lecal level. On the other hand, De La Salle personnel
tend to be constantly mobile, and their well maintained link with the inter-
national congregation promotes openness to new ideas.

The Marist Brothers similarly operate on a national Provincialate basis,
and it is the Provincial who appoints the Principal-Manager of each school.
Once appointed, however, the Principal is relatively autonomous and each
school more or less operates on an independent basis.

Presentation Brothers, Pairician Brothers and Brigidine Sisters are all
indigenous congregations with a diocesan basis of organisation. The Presen-
tation Brothers are organised on a national Provincialate basis. Schools are
owned by the congregation’s Trusiees. The national Provinctal appoints
school Principals, whose terms of office tend to be an indefinite period not
exceeding 10 years. The school has a separate manager (a member of the
Order), who is not usually the same person as the head of the local monastery.
By and large, however, local Principals appear to be quite autonomous in
the day-to-day running of the school.
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Highly Hierarchical

The religious institute is a well-organised corporate sysiem, which is highly
centralised under a single authority. The chief cxemplars of this mode of
organisation are the Christian Brothers or the Jesuits or Holy Ghost Fathers.
The Dominican and Lorcto Sisters are also somewhat similar.

The Christian Brothers, unlike most other indigenous orders, have always
been organised as a trans-diocesan congregation. They now form two pro-
vinces in Ireland, divided by a line running through Dublin city westwards to
Galway. The congregation is tighdy organised on a hicrarchical national
basis. It is not under the control of local Catholic bishops; indeed, in its long
history in Irish education, conflicts with local bishops have been quite frequent
(sec Dowling, 1971). The activities of all members in cach province are
monitored by the Provincial, with the aim of using each member with maxi-
mum efficiency. Members are regularly transferred, and Principals usually
spend 6 ycars in any 1 school. Constant turnover allows a regular reassessment
of achievements, and a fresh input from the new Principal. The Christian
Brothers arc not by any means the only congregation to ensure regular trans-
fers, but they are by far the largest 1o do so. This requires a consistent and
standardised policy for their schools, and an efficient central authority to co-
ordinate transfers and oversee continuity. A school Principal, integrated into
this larger organisation, is necessarily very sensitive to the traditions and
methods of the Brothers. While educational innovation does not usually begin
at individual school level, widescale change can be implemented throughout
the system in a short period of time.

The Loreio and Dominican Sisters, both congregations of continental
origin which had adapted themsclves to peculiarly Irish conditions, are not
as tightly organised as the Christian Brothers, but they do have a central Pro-
vincialate. Rather like the Holy Ghost and Jesuit Fathers, individual Principals
have a good deal of freedom, guided by the traditional ethos of their institute.
But wansfer of personnel and, in some cases, linancial co-operation between
schools, are cenurally organised. The Dominican Sisters’ schools are more
highly geographically concentrated, facilitating informal as well as formal
contacts, but the Lorcto schools have various other inter-school ties, such as
a common set of exams and a strong games lcague, which heighten the sense
of corporate identity.

The male clerical orders have a strong basis of autonomy and independence.
They are usually foreign in origin and international in strucuure, and schools
they operate are often prestigious and fee paying — like those run by the
Jesuits and Holy Ghost Fathers. The Holy Ghost Order operates a single
national Provincialate, with, however, slightly less perceived centralisation of
power than in other religious orders with a similar structure. The formal
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governing structure of schools is much like that of other centralised orders
with a Principal appointed usually from within the order for an indefinite
period, although at least 1 school has appointed a lay Principal. The Jesuits
also arc organised on a national Provincialate basis. The Irish Provincial
appoints school Principals for a usual 6-year period. There is no school
manager apart {rom the Principal, and quite often a Board of Management is
referred to for most schooling decisions. In both cases, however, it is not so
much the centralising authority but the unifying ethos and cducational
traditions of these Orders — including their obvious middle-class orientation
that has most influence on schooling practice.

This model of the corporate structure of religious orders and of the relative
autonomy of Principals is taken from previously published reports and from
interviews with knowledgeables. In the following table we give the results
from our interviews with the Principals of the various types of schools as to
their views of their relative autonomy. The results strongly support the view
that Vocational and Community school Principals are much more tightly
controlled by authority than the great majority of Secondary school Principals.
But they do not support the hypothesis that the experienced degree of
autonomy of Sccondary schools’ Principals conforms closely to their degree
of formal incorporation into hicrarchically organised religious orders.

Both Vocational and Community school Principals are much more con-
strained by their need to refer many decisions on a regular basis, on budgetary
and other routine managcment matters, to their Boards or to the Chief
Executive Officer of the Vocational Education Committee. There arc some
differences between counties and individual schools in these respects but,
relative to all Secondary schools, there are significantly greater controls on
their schooling management decisions than is true of all Secondary schools.
Only Principals in those Protestant schools which have school boards, or
schools run by religious orders with small numbers of schools but with a very
clear hierarchical (national Provincialate) structure are equally constrained
by superordinate authority,

Interestingly, however, Principals in the Christian Brothers” schools fecl
almost as equally free of such intrusive authority as does the much less
hierarchically structured Mercy congregation. Except for major expenditure
items bevond the normal school budget, or other major decisions such as
alterations in school buildings or changes in subscriptions or fees, ctc., most
such Principals fecl free to make all other routine and non-routine decisions
within their own schools. Of course such Principals are appointed for a very
short period and operate within the generally clearcut ambit of the order’s
educational philosophy and goals. So, compared to the management structure
of Vocational and Community schools — where Principals are appointed for




Table 2.1: Perceived Level of Autonemy of Principals in Schooling Decisions — in
Different Categories of Schools

Perceived Level of Autonomy of Principals*

1. Almost Completely

2. Moderately

3. Has to Refer All Non-

Autonomous, Except Autonomous Except Routine ltems on a Total
School for Major Budget for Questions Like Regular Basis to Board, No. of
Authority Changes, Building Fees, Donations, Executive or Religious Schoots
Alterations, etc. Budget, or Building Superior
{High) {Medium) (Low}
1. Vocational schools 0 12 14 26
2. Comprehensivef
Community schools 0 5 7 12
8. Mercy Order 9 3 1 13
4. Christian Brothers 8 3 1 12
5, Other Female Religious
Orders 10 2 2 14
6. Other Male Religious
Orders 5 1 8
7. Lay Catholic 0 2 1 k1
8. Protestant schools 0 2 1 3
Total 52 30 29 91

)(2 = 40.09; df {collapsed to 12 cells) = §; p < .001. Data on the Autonomy Scale for 4 schools incompletc.
*This is a highly reliable 6 item Guttman Scale (CR = .92; Coefiicient of Scalability = .65) which ranges in score from 1.0
10 7.0, The 6 questions refer 1o the extent to which the Principal could make certain decisions themselves or had to refer
them to higher authorities: (i) 94 per cent and (ii} 93 per cent of Principals respectively said that they themselves made
decisions about subject additions to the curricula, provided they remained within the quota; as well as any changes neces-
sary in the way they categorised or allocated pupils 10 classes; (iii) only 55 per cent, however, felt they could ¢ither increase
fees, or ask for (increases in) voluntary contributions from parents without referring 1o higher authorities; {iv) 44 per cent
said they could themselves decide 1o add other subjects to curricula if it involved expenditure above the quota; (v) only 28
per cent reported they could make major alterations in buildings without referring the matter; and (vi) only 6 per cent said
that they could incur major expenditures above the normal budget without referring the matter to higher authorities. (See
Principal’s [nterview Schedule, Q.19, Appendix L)
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life, and there is no overarching (total) institutional system to which they
belong and within which they have been intensely socialised — CBS Principals
are much more likely o share such schooling preconceptions and objectives
than are Vocational school Principals.

The experienced autonomy of Principals then gives us a somewhat different
ordering of school authorities than that given by the formal hierarchical
structure of their organisation. This is particularly obvious in the case of
Christian Brothers' schools and Protestant schools. The former are far less
directly constrained by their religious authority than the latter are by their
immediate school management board. So most serious but ongoing school-
ing management decisions do not have to be referred to any higher authoriy
by a CBS Principal, but have 10 be discussed with the Board by Principals in
Protestant schools. In fact, by and large, it is the presence of these school
level boards of management that exercises the main authority in most Secon-
dary schools, as well as in Community schools, not the superordinate religious
authority. As we shall scc later, however, being a member of such a large
hierarchically organised grouping clearly introduces consistencies in schooling
provision and structure — which it is clear, however, cannot be directly
attributable to imperative control.

The Social Group Orientation and Educational Objectives of the Different
School Authortties

The basic educational objectives or philosophy of any public educational
body or of a religious organisation operating schools will amost inevitably
shape the values which underlie school Principals’ or school authorities’
decisions about curriculum content, subject options, ways in which pupils
are categorised and allocated 1o classes, etc. We have clearly demonstrated
this effect in regard to subject provision and allocation in our previous pub-
lication (Hannan, Breen et al, 1983). Individual school Principals or local
school decisionmakers do not normally refer such decisions to higher authority,
but make them in the light of those values and objectives to which implicit
consent has been given, and indeed, prolonged socialisation guaranteed, by
being a long-term member of a religious instiwute, etc.

Most religious institutes which opcrate Secondary schools were set up to
achieve quite specific missions: whether this be to provide a basic education
for the poor, the recruitment and training of voung members of their own
order, the education of young ladies from mainly middle class backgrounds
in intellectual development and social accomplishments, or the development
of the intelleciual abilities of their pupils to as high alevel as possible. Equally
Vocational and Community/Comprehensive schools were set up to achieve
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quite specific social and educational objectives and have quite clearcut char-
tering missions.

Even though the original inspirational ideals of a religious institute may
no longer enliven present educational practice in any detail, it will neverthe-
less have shaped the development and received culture of the organisation.
The pressures to which all schools are now subject, to prepare pupils as well
as they can for the public examinations, have had a clear effect on most
educational organisations. The rapid decline in recruitment to religious orders,
as well as the rapid increase in pupil and teacher numbers has clearly diffused
the influence of such founding charters on current school practice. In addition
many religious organisations involved in education have recently radically
revised their educational charters. Still the weight of historical adaptations
of founding objectives is bound to have a very significant influence on the
design of educational processes.

The educational priorities of a religious institute and the social stratum
from which its pupils arc drawn are generally closely corrclated. This may be
affirmed explicitly by an institute. More commonly, however, individual
schools maintain openness of access but, where a choice of school exists
within a locality, parental perceptions of the character of the corporate
group Lo which each school belongs and the type of education it provides,
usually ensures that a local division of labour emerges amongst schools which
differenuates pupils by their social group of origin and type of education
provided. This is so particularly where there is a clear social choice — between
Vocational and Secondary schools for instance. But even where two or more
religious orders operate locally such a social division of labour usually
emerges according Lo parental perceptions of the different schools’ traditions.

Protestani schools, not being as locality-bound as others {or clientele, are
somewhat less subject 1o parental assessments of this kind. Such schools pro-
vide for a small, specific religious group which, although represented in all
social strata, are dominantuy middle class, even upper middle class, in com-
position,

Vocational schools in their origins and founding objectives were clearly
designed for the education of working class, small farm or lower middle class
pupils who cither could not afford 1o, or were not suitably qualified for,
Secondary education, and their teaching objectives and curricula were clearly
designed 1o achieve very praciical and short-term vocational objectives. And,
by and large, as their numbers expanded in most local authority arcas from
the 1930s to the mid-1960s their role expanded to fill a social and educational
vacuum left by the private Secondary schools: ie., small towns and open
country arcas not serviced by Secondary schools. They also gradually assumed
cducational goals and tasks oriented 1o manual-technical and apprenticeship
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style raining for boys and commercial, service and domestic science specialities
for girls. Their assumption of the full second-level educational functions afier
1967 — when they were first allowed 10 educate their pupils for the more
academic Intermediate and Leaving Ceruificate examinations — has usually
meant that they gradually comprehensified their curricula and instructional
programmes as their pupill numbers increased. In most respects now large
Vocational schools are very littde different from Comprehensive schools.

The Comprehensive and Community schools, although varying somewhat
in their governing structure and educational objectives, are both comprehen-
sive schools which are usually located as sole schools within a local catchment
arca. They arc. therefore, consciously comprehensive in curricular objectives
and atm to scrve all social groups and ability levels within the community.,
And as can be seen in our previous publication (Hannan, Breen et al., 1983,
p. 90) they generally have a much wider social mix of pupils than other
schools. Their original “charter” emphasised comprehensiveness in intake
with no sclection. Tt explicidly discouraged streaming and banding practices
and encouraged the crosion of the academicficchnical differentiation of the
curriculum within schools (Atkinson, 1969, pp. 170-172; Coolahan, 1981,
pp. 195, 218-220). As an official parental advisory publication put it in
1969:

Students in these schools are not “streamed””. That is to say we do
not find separate classes for clever siudents, or moderately good
students, or slow students, Most students, after all, are good at
some things and not so good at others. Instead of “sircaming” the
students, the comprehensive school puts them into middle or “non
streamed” classes, (Department of Education, 1969, p. 28)

As we shall see later in this case, as in many others, although the ideal is not
achieved it does have a clear impact on schooling decisions.

Any school authority’s educational orientation, whether religious or
secular, develops out of its original founding aims, although particular his-
torical circumstances along the way may have redirected the course of its
mission and its working objectives. Nonc the less, many of the differences
which are observable between the educational philosophies of contemporary
rcligious orders, can be accounted for by differences in their original founding
aims. There are three main elements of importance in any school authority’s
educational philosophy:

(a) the clientele 10 which the authority dirccts itself,

{b) the educationalfsocial goals it pursues, and

(¢) the educational or curriculum content which it deems appropriate
for this clientele.
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These three elements are, in fact, muwally dependent. The clientele largely
dictates the educationalfsocial objectives sought as well as the curricular
emphasis, while the curriculum ofien implics a particular clientele.

In regard to the clientele, the initial aims of a religious order or other
school authority tended 1o define who was to be educated. This may have
been a very explicit primary goal of the authority: ¢.g., as in the casc of those
orders set up specifically 1o educate and improve the conditions of the poor
(c.g., the Mercy and Presentation Sisters and the Christian Brothers). Thosc
orders involved in the education of the middie or upper middle class tended,
on the other hand, not to primarily define their clientele in these terms, rather
such a clientcle followed on as a result of other more primary aims. For
example, many orders’ educational involvements were embarked upon with
the intention of perpetuating or instilling in their pupils certain values rang-
ing from individual character development to the valuc of cultural pursuits
(c.g., Ursuline). Other orders had specific educational goals such as the
achievement of very high intetleciual or cultural standurds among their pupils,
¢.g., Society of Jesus, Dominican Sisters. The identification of these orders’
schools with such values and goals auracted, as a rule, & more secure middle
class clientele, while the primacy of these goals implied a less pragmaiic
curriculum than that offered to the poor by the orders discussed carlier.

Other orders became involved in education in order 1o find and prepare
suitable recruitment material for their own organisations, thus implying a
largely middle to lower middle class pupil body (e.g., the Diocesan colleges
and Holy Ghost Fathers). But other teaching orders were specifically invited
into Ireland 1o educate upper middle class pupils who previously had sent
their children to Catholic boarding schools in England (c.g., Loreto, Sacred
Heart, Religious of Christian Education, ete.).

In the following chart we attempt a classification of educational authorities
by their social group oricntation. We would like to stress that we make no
claim for complete accuracy in this classification. It is being proposed for
analytical purposes only in order to explore the underlying reasons lor cur-
ricular and schooling process differences amongst schools. The information
from which it was constructed comes from a number of sources: historical
analyses of the origins of Irish second-level education {Corish, 1971; McEIli-
gout, 1966; Atkinson, 1969); from documents and histories of individual
orders (e.g., Fiwzpatrick, 1945; Burke-Savage, 1950); by interviews with
informed persons from the individual religious orders and educational bodics,
and finally our formal intervicws with 95 school Principals. In the following
chart then we classify all of the main educational authoritics by their pre-
dominant social ¢lass onentation and their primary curricular emphases.

Besides the relatively greater size of their clientele, Secondary schools




54 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

have a much older lineage than Vocational or Comprehensive/Community
schools and will therefore be dealt with first.

As can be seen from Chart 2.2, and we hope to demonstrate below, Irish
Secondary schools are quite clearly differentiated by their mission or their
social, educational and religious objectives. Some religious orders — like the
Christian Brothers or the Mercy and Presentation orders — were specifically
founded to educate the poor, the illiterate and ignorant; or, as the Mercy
Constitution puts it, “for the relief, cducation and protection of the poor”.
For most of their history and using most of their resources they concentrated
their efforts on basic or primary education of the very young. It was only
from the end of the nineteenth century onwards — and particularly from
the inception of the Intermediate Education Act of 1878 — that they started
to provide Secondary education, many of their “Secondary” schools indeed
being additions (*‘Secondary Tops”'} to their own primary schools.

So the founding objectives of the Christian Brothers, Presentation and
Patrician Brothers and of the Mercy and Presentation Sisters, were to serve
the interests of the Irish small farm or working class poor. In all areas religious
education was very important — particularly in the context of the fear of
proselytism which persisted long after the Penal Laws were relaxed or
abolished. For such orders, therefore, both formal religious teaching and
moral education were very important objectives (Atkinson, 1969).

The female congregations, like those of Mercy or Presentation, however,
although stressing religious education to the same extent as their male col-
leagues, tend in recent times to phrase it more in terms of personal and moral
development goals, and within the context of a pastoral care programme.

For most religious congregations concerned with working class and lower
middle class girls’ and boys’ education, a division does exist between both
sexes’ education in terms of the educational and wider socialisation priorities
being pursued: that for boys’ education being far more pragmautic, formal
and catcgoric; that for girls’ education being more directed toward moral and
personal development and interpersonal adjustment.

Unlike these congregations the Diocesan colleges have always been almost
exclusively second-level schools, originally devised as junior seminaries. Al-
though having no clearcut social class orientation their academic and economic
requirements were such that their clientele were dominated by the sons of
middle sized to larger farmers and of the urban middle or lower middle
classes. Their currictlum emphasised the teaching of the classics yet, as
Atkinson (op. cit., p. 59) says, the model used was, unlike the English grammar
school, based on the classical tradition of French educationalists, emphasising
as well as the classics, French, History and natural philosophy.

Finally, a number of Secondary schools were specifically set up to serve




Chart 2.2: Classification of the Social Group Orientation and Educational ideologies{Objectives of Schoal Authorities

Social Group Orientation or Founding Charter Orientation

Educetional ideviogy, phidosophy Educational effort directed Unclear but not Explicitly middle class
and objectives toward the poor, the explicitly to the poor;
illiterate, the ignorant implicitly to middle or
{primarily working class) lower middle class
A. Practical, pragmatic, but with {1y Bowys'Schools:
religious education/preparation Christian Brothers
emphasised. De La Salic Brothers
Personal development and (ii) Gerls'/Coed Schools: Presentation Brothers
pastoral care also emphasised Mercy Sisters Holy Faith Sisters
Presentation Sisters Sisters of Charity

Practical, pragmatic educational {ifl) Vocational Schools

priorities
B. Classical (Grammar scheal) Diocesan Colleges
education
C. Academic, intellectual grammar Boys’ Schools:
school education (the develop- Jesuits
ment of individual ability, Holy Ghost Fathers
responsibility and personal Most Protestant Schools
development) Girls' Schools:
Loreto
St. Louis
Ursuline
Protestant Schools
D. Comprehensive curriculum Comprehensive/Community Schools: all sacial groups and all ability groups
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the cducational needs of the middle classes. Some religious orders like
Loreto, Sacred Heart or the Religious of Christian Education were specifi-
cally asked in by members of the Catholic hierarchy to take care of the
educational needs of their middle class church members. Others, like the
Ursulines or St. Louis or the Jesuits, etc., because of their continental dedi-
cation to the education of the middie classes (indeed 1o an upper middle
class clientele) came in and acquired equally exclusive clientele.

In all these latter cases the curricula and teachingfinstructional approach
emphasises the pursuit of academic excellence or intellectual goals, the
development of individual judgement and responsibility and, in the case of
girls” education, the development of accomplishments and social graces.

The above characteristics of the different religious orders and secular
organisations invelved in education is taken from the published literature on
the subject and informal interviews with knowledgeables. (See Hannan,
Breen et al., 1983, pp. 23-30.) We can, however, check the validity of that
characterisation from the information gathered in our national surveys of
Intermediate and Lcaving Certificate pupils in post-primary schools, and
from our exiended interviews with Principals. In general, as we will sce
below, these independent data sources strongly supported the above con-
clusions. First the actual social class composition of the different pupil
bodies within schools is described. And finally the explicit educational aims
and objectives of school decisionmakers is explored,

Social Class Composition and Educational Disability Characteristics of
Different School Authorities

The proportion of cach authority’s student body who are from working
class backgrounds is taken as an index of the actual or “operative” social
group orientation of that Order or sector. This information is from the
extensive interviews which were carried out with pupils in Intermediate
Certificate classes in a national survey of second-level schools in 1981, (Sce
Hannan, Breen et af., 1983, pp. 27-29.) These cstimates of the social class
characteristics of pupils in the different schools are somewhat biassed in that
almost 10 per cent of pupils had left schools before their Intermediate Cer-
tificate year. Such carly dropouts, however, are highly sclective of working
class children and children in Vocational schools (se¢ Breen, 1984). As a
result, the figures, if anything, understate the extent of class differentiation
that occurs amongst schools — mainly overstating the class characteristics of
pupils in Vocational and working class Secondary schools. The results are
given in Table 2.2 below.

It is very clear that Vocational schools and Community schools cater pre-
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Table 2.2: Proportion of Intermediate Certificate Pupils from Working Class Backgrounds
by School Type/Order. Sample of Intermediate Certificate Pupils, 1981, {Working class =
pupils whose fathers had skilled, semi-skilled or unskilled manual occupations}

) . Christian Sisters of Alf {hgh Status Other®  Other* Lay
Vocational Community Mercy and Religious Orders .
Brothers . Status Status Catholic
Schools Schools Presentation and Protestant -
Schools . Male Female Schools
Sisters Secondary Schools
%
54.7 50.6 27.1 41.2 9 28 47.6  25.8
N
{310) {715} (570) {1.346) (334) (279) {768) (231}

*Other status male (religious) orders= Presentation, De La Salle, Marist Brothers and Diocesan schoals.
Other status female {religious) orders = Holy Faith, Brigidine, Jesus and Mary orders. High status orders
= jesuit, Holy Ghost, Sacred Heart, etc., orders.

dominantly for a working class clientele with over half the pupils in both
schools coming from working class backgrounds. Had pupils from poor furm-
ing backgrounds been included, the ratie would be close 1o two-thirds.
Interestingly Secondary schools run by nuns whose orders are chartered to
serve the intercsts of the poor have almost equally high levels of working
class pupils — the Mercy, Presentation, Holy Faith, Brigidine, Charivy, cic.,
Orders. Obvicusly the expansion of their educational role from the late
1960s onwards has meant that these schools incorporated more working
class girls into their schools than did Vocational schools.

Amongst the male religious orders both the Christian Brothers’ schools
and other religious orders dedicated 1o the education of the poor had sub-
stantially lower proportions of working class pupils than have the relevant
female orders. As was made clear in our previous study these schools did not
expand their facilities and numbers after 1967 at the same pace or in the same
way as did those schools run by nuns (Hannan, Breen et af., 1983, pp. 53-59),
and Vocational schools held their share of male post-primary school entrants.
While the numbers of Sccondary school girls more than doubled in the 10
yvears after 1967, the number of Secondary school boys went up only by
around 60 per cent. Over time, in facy, while girls’ Secondary schools expanded
rapidly to include working class and lower ability pupils, boys’ Secondary
schools did not to the same extent and, in some schools, became increasingly
selective inintake on ability grounds.

Many schools, on the other hand, which had historically directed their
activities toward the upper middle class — most Protestant Sccondary schools
and schools run by certain religious orders like the Jesuits — quite clearly
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achieve their objectives. There is minimal working class representation in
their schools. In our sample it is only in these few schools which, despite
their original chartering objective, came into the “Free Scheme™ after 1967
that one now finds such students.

The general view of the social class orientation of these different school
authorities, therefore, which come from our review of their origins and
charters is strongly supported by these findings and is further witnessed by
the following results in the severity of numeracy and literacy problems pre-
valent within these different school types. These data are estimates given by
school Principals and cross-checked against cstimates given by the Career
Guidance Teacher (see Questionnaire, Appendix I, Qs. 71 and 72).

Vocational schools particularly face very serious disability problems
amongst their pupil intake — with over 2 out of 3 Principals reporting that
over 15 per cent of their pupil intake — had serious numeracy and literacy
problems. This is about ten times the proportion reported as present in
Christian or Presentation Brothers’ schools as well as in all high status Catholic
and Protestant schools. Both Community schools and those opcerated by the
Mercy and Presentation Orders have the next most serious disability pro-
blems; again indicating quite clearly the “open school” policy of both school
types, as well as the openness or dedication of the latter two religious orders
to poor or working class pupils” education. Many of the other religious orders
dedicated to the education of the poor have equally sericus educational
problems in their school intake but the number of schools in our sample
is too small to identify any of these.

Both sets of results, therefore, strongly support our earlier conclusions
about the social class “bias” of the different school authorities. Vocational
schools are clearly serving a highly residual class and educational clientele —
dominantly working class pupils, a high proportion of whom have scrious
numeracy and literacy problems. Community schools are comprehensive in
their class intake and in a higher than average educational problem intake.
But those female religious orders who have oriented their apostolate to the
education of the poor have almost equal levels of working class and educa-
tional disability rates. On the other hand boys’ Secondary schools, particularly
those run by male religious orders, are the most highly selective, even many
of these orders which are directed toward the needs of the poor. And, finally,
at the opposite cnd of the continuum to Vocational schools, are the small
number of exclusive upper middle class Secondary schools with very few
educational disability problems.

So, in their actual behaviour, those orders of nuns whose chartering objec-
tives gave priority to the education of the poor and the deprived appear
generally to have implemented their objectives — i.e., Mercy, Presentation,
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Table 2.3: Number and Percentage of Schools Principals who Estimate that Over 15 Per
Cent of the Pupil Intake Have Serious Numeracy and Literacy Problems (N = 92,
relevant information is ungvatlable from three schools. Source: Principals’ Interviews.)

No. (%) of Schools Ffigh Status

Who Have More  Vocational Community PMM“‘C)" , Pr Cﬂf};. Catholic Orders s Oth;;

Than 15% of Pupil  Schools Schools ‘3’ atron ;.renha 'O and Protestant ec:n bry
Intake With funs rothers Schools Schoo

(i) Serious 17 5 6 1 1 3
Literacy (71%) {42%}) {40%) (7%) (10%) {18%)
Problems

(ii) Serious i6 6 6 i 0 6
Numecracy (67%) (50%) {40%) {T%) (0) {85%)
Problems

Total Number of

Schools 24 12 15 t4 10 17

p<.00t.

Charity, etc. That these outcomes were not chance or unplanned outcomes
hecame very clear in the course of our interviews with their school Principals.
Of 18 school Principals who were members of the Mercy, Presentation and
Charity orders 12 explicitly emphasised that the main mission of the order
was toward the poor, underprivileged or deprived and linked their school
policy to providing for that goal. In addition to an original written charter
many of these 12 emphasised the live nature of that commitment by emphasis-
ing the extent to which it had been discussed and emphasised at the local
diocesan or regional chapters of the order as well as the recent updating of
official documents which had emphasised this socially directed role.

Of the 14 interviews with the Principals of Christian Brothers’ and Presen-
tation Brothers’ schools in only 3 cases was the current objective of “educating
the poor” emphasised — as in “a bias toward educating the poor”. But in 5
other interviews the Principals emphasised the original founding charter’s
bias toward the poor, but then explained that changes in circumstances
occurred which had gradually shifted the bias toward the middle classes. In
the remaining 5 cases no explicit mention was made of these foundation aims
at all. It was clear. however, that in a majority of interviews these founding
aims constituted a living and potentially delegitimising set of unrealised valucs,
with 2 Principals saying that many Brothers believed that the order ought to
go back to and serve its founding aims, while a number of others provided
explicit rationalisations for allowing this departure from the founding aim:
i.c., the extension of the value to cover “poverty of spirit’’, changes in the
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social class characteristics of local catchment areas after the school was
established, the long-term effects of the academic curricular bias, etc. Clearly,
therefore, although there has been a loss of commitment or ability to imple-
ment the founding goals or values of these orders they do constitute serious
objectives for a minority, and a source of disquict for a majority. Compared
10 the equivalent female orders, however, these chartering values cannot
generally be regarded as actual or operative goals of school management and
this is very clear in the pupil clientele catered for by the Brothers.

Ideological Orientations

Principals were also interviewed about their schools’ educational objectives
and mcans used for attaining objectives — 3 open ended questions with 2
supplementaries (i.c., 5 in all) being asked (Questions 9, 10, 11 in Principal’s
Interview Schedule, Appendix [). The responses to these questions were
coded and siatistically analysed and yielded 3 separate and very clearcut
“factors” or scales which summarise the scored responses of Principals
across the 5 separate questions. These 3 goal orientations and linked curricular
arrangements gave priority to: (i) religious-moral education; (i1) instrumental-
pragmatic cducation; (iii} pastoral-care or personal development goals and
arrangements to achieve these goals. Other educational priorities or goals
were mentioned but these were mentioned by small minorities, or conversely
by pluralities in ways which did not vield reliable indices. For example,
“intellectual development’ goals were given priority by less than 10 per cent
of Principals, and “socialisation” goals - which emphasised teachingflearning
for participation in active citizenship roles — were emphasised by about a
third of Principals. But in both cases their relationship 1o other related *goals™
and to school type yielded no consistent patterns.

When the 8 separate categories of schools are collapsed to yield a sufficient
number of respondents for statistical purposes these 3 dimensions of Princi-
pals’, or school authorities’, goal orientations exhibit guite distinct patterns,
Vocational school Principals have different goals to Community/Comprehen-
sive and Sccondary school Principals, while schools run by female religious
orders have equally distinet orientations to Principals in Christian Brothers’
or other boys’ schools {see Table 2.4),

“Christian Education”

The setting of “Christian Education” as a goal and the specific provision
of Tormal courses of religious and moral instruction are given priority as a
very important goal for most religious orders involved in education. It is
cmphasised or treated in different ways by different organisations, however.
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lable 2.4: Educationel fdcologies* by School Type — Summary Table. Number of School Principals of Each School
Fype Who Emphasised (i} Christion/Moral Education: fii) Persono! Development/Pastoral Care Goals; (iii) Pragmatic-
Instrumental Goals. {Score of 0 = Velue Not Mentioned; 2 ® Mentioned Twice at Lcast)

Fducational
Ideologies . Other
High Status Other (lLower .
{S‘;?"(:f:‘ ;::". lFoe. Comm. CB:}' Matr Orders  Status] Male -"::-}‘f Hg:‘::m I':;::‘:; {Tests of statisticel
non. h - + . .
once: Score of 2 Schoel Schools Bras Protestant  Orders Sisters Ovders Female vignificance)
, Schools  lay School
mentionsd 2 or Order
maore times N N N N hy N N N
Scale
Srore 7
(i) Christian} XN'=29
Maoral o 25 1 2 2 & 8 | 0 di=5
Education p<.00).

- 1 1 1 + 1 2 4 3 4 {Scoren 142 coltapsed
Formal + smalter categories
Religious 2 o 0 8 1] 3 4 ] 3 collapred)
Procammes

Total 26 12 4 L} 11 13 4 7
(i} Persorul xZwigs
Development | O 11 9 7 0 4 2 0 1 df=5
Goals p .0l

+ 1 8 4 3 2 5 5 1 2 (Scores 1+2 collapsed
Pastoral + spmaller categories
Care 2 7 8 4 3 2 9 3 4 collapsed)
Programmes

Total 26 ¥ 14 5 1 16 4 1
{iii) Pragmatic 0 1 3 5 3 5 s [ 6 x2=s24
Goxl di=8

. 1 [ 6 7 2 + 5 1 o p<.001
Explicit {4 ol ymaller categories
Curricubar 2 19 3 4 0 2 3 1] 1 collapsed}
Provision

Touwl 26 12 14 A I 16 + ?
N Nw=
Number of 2% 12 14 5 " 16 4 ; 85 (Totat)
Schools

*Scales: Each scale is constructed from responses 10 3 scpanate questions dealing with: (i) working objectives of the ichool *'what are the
2 most imporiant objectives, or impenant changes, which the school aina 1o bring about in itx pupils?™; and {ii} "'In what concrete ways
dues the schiul go abeut achicving these gouls? The number of timet *Chrisian educarion™ or “morad education™, €1c., is mentioned or
axplicit curmicutarfinsitutional, cte., means mentioned to achicve those of similar goals it counted: 0 = not mentivned at all; | = mentioned
once: ? = mentioned T or more Limes. The tame procedure was employed for “Pragmatie Goals™, and **Personal Develnpment”™ programmes,
ete. (See Questioms 9, 10, 11, of Principals” Quertionmaite, Appendia 1.)

Over 90 per cent of Vocational and Community school Principals did not
mention it cither as a goal or a curricular provision in response to any of the
3 relevant questions. This does not mean, obviously, that religious/moral
education is not provided — it is in all schools; but it is not a burning issue or
preoccupation with these Principals as it is in most Sccondary schools (67
per cent of all Secondary school Principals mention it).

That the articulation of such goals is not an indication of whether a religious
cducation of any kind is provided within schools becomes clear when we
compare girls’ Sccondary schools with boys’. It is, in fact, in boys’ schools
that specifically formal religious/moral instruction is most emphasised, not
in girls’ schools. This is particularly so in Christian Brothers’ schools where
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formal religiousfmoral instruction is emphasised in all schools — with formal
provision emphasised in the curriculum and timetable. Only in some of the
female religious orders dealing with working class or lower middle class
pupils is there an equivalent emphasis on religious instruction. But, as we
shall sce, even here it is provided in a rather different context than in most
boys’ or CBS schools. The Mercy and Presentation Orders place much less
emphasis on formal religious instruction per se, emphasising that religious/
moral development should take place within the context of personal develop-
ment programmes. So, it is mainly male religious orders with lower middle
or upper working class clientele that gives this goal highest priority. Schools
run by female religious orders and schools catering for upper middle class
clientele give it much less priority. The publicly-owned schools give it least
priority. In the latter case, of course, formal religious instruction is often
given by religious teachers from outside the school.

Personal Development and Pastoral Care

Personal development goals and pastoral care programmes arc most de-
veloped in Community schools, girls’ Secondary schools and indeed most
Secondary schools run by female religious orders. Almost 2 out of 3 such
schools place substantial emphasis {mentioned twice or more} on such
objectives and attempt to provide relevant pastoral care programmes. They
arc least emphasised in Vocational schools and in boys’ Secondary schools,
particularly those oriented toward catering for working class or lower middle
class pupils. The chartering objectives of specific religious orders — par-
ticularly female orders dealing with girls’ education or coeducation — appear
to emphasise personal development goals and link these in many cases to
religious/moral development. Community schools as a group, on the other
hand, being so recently established, have developed an explicit formai policy
on pastoral care provision and such programmes are most developed in these
schools. They are, on the other hand, of least significance in Vocational
schools — except in the large ones, as well as in Christian Brothers’ schoals.
In both cases pragmatic or instrumental goals, or goals which place priority
on maximising educational achievement arc most emphasised, and in these
cases moral or religious education/development are not explicitly linked with
personal development or pastoral care programmes. Such moral or religious
education linkages with personal development programmes are clearly
evident, however, in the few upper middle class boys’ Secondary schools in
our sample. In these respects, therefore, ideological differences between
schools are quite marked.
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Pragmatic/Instrumental Goals

Vocational school Principals in particular are highly instrumental and
pragmatic in their goals and curricular planning: placement in jobs, a basic
education for most pupils (who generally are not scen as ‘“high fliers™) is
the main operative goal of these schools. Nincteen of the 26 Vocational
schools clearly ¢mphasised these goals. Community school Principals come
closest to this level of priority on instrumental goals. But only 3 out of 12
such Principats accord it the highest priority. All Secondary school Prin-
cipals place it at much lower priority and there is not much variation amongst
Secondary schools in these respects. Schools run by religious orders with
missions to cducate the poor, and with objectively higher levels of educational
disability in their pupil intake, do place higher priority on this goal but this
difference is not very significant. Also male orders place slightly higher
emphasis on it than female orders but again the differences are not very
significant. Even dealing with the same social class intake and similar educa-
tional disability problems there appear to be, thercfore, clearcut differences
between the Secondary and the publicly-owned schools, between the male
and female religious orders, and between orders with different chartering
objectives.

To summarise, therefore, Vocational schools place a high priority on
pragmatic-instrumental curricular and instructional goals, and significantly
less emphasis than most other schools — particularly Community schools —
on personal development goals. Like Community schools, however, Vocational
school managements place less explicit emphasis on formal religious instruc-
tion. The main difference between the two publicly-owned school types thus
relate to the much greater emphasis on formal programmes of pastoral care
in Community schools and a much greater pragmatic-instrumented bias in
Vocational schools. Peculiarly, providing a “Christian Education” is a much
more salient goal for some male religious orders — particularly the Christian
Brothers. And in their case it is less linked to personal development concerns
than is true of female religious orders or religiously-run schools catering for
upper middle class pupils. Equally a more instrumental bias is evident in
their case. Schools catering for upper middle class pupils generally emphasise
intellectual and personal devclopment goals, and link religious/moral instruc-
tion to these. Their education also appears to be less directed toward immediate
educational/occupational outcomes or the achievement of pragmatic/
instrumental goals than to long-term intcllectual development, ecte. The
former goals are most emphasised in schools catering for working class pupils
or pupils being sponsored for upward mobility.

Besides school type, therefore, there is an extremely clearcut correlation
between the social class composition of the pupil body in a school and prag-
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matic curricular goals (Table 2.5). Almost 60 per cent of schools which are
dominantly working class in composition (Categortes 5 and 6} have pro-
nounced pragmatic/instrumental goals, compared to around 10 per cent of
schools which are dominantly middle class in composition (Categories 1 and
2). Equally working class schools are much less likely to emphasise formal
religious instruction and somewhat less likely also to give priority to personal
development goals and pastoral care programmes, the latter mainly areflection
of their predominantly vocational nature.

Table 2.5: Summary Table of Relationships Between the Median Social Class of Schools’
Pupil Body and the Principals’ Curricular Objectives/Priorities. Proportion of Principals
Not Mentioned, or Emphasising, Each Curricular Goal.

(N = 94 schools total Insufficient information to characterise 1 Principal.)

Median Social Class of Pupil Body
Relative Priorities Given to
1 3 4 6
Different Educational 2 s
Objectives/Goals Upper  srigaie Lower  UPPEr 4 king oW
Middle Class Middle Working Class Working
Class Class Class Class
(1) Christian Education and
Formal Religious Instruction:
(i} Not mentioned = .29 .39 41 57 .90 1.00
(ii} Mentioned 2+ umes = 14 .39 .26 17 .05 0
(2} Personal Development/
Pastoral Care Goals:
{i) Notmentioned = 14 31 26 35 21 .40
(i) Mentioned 2+ times = 51 38 56 18 .47 .40
{3) Pragmatic Curricular Goals:
(i) Not mentioned = 57 .54 48 22 .26 0
(1) Mentioned 2+ Limes = .14 .08 .26 .35 .53 .80
Number of Schools: 7 18 27 23 19 5

While religious instruction is lcast emphasised in schoals which have work-
ing class pupils ~ mostly Vocational schools, it is most emphasised in boys’
lower middle or middle class schools — mainly Christian Brothers’ schools as
we have secn, There is no consistent linear relationship between the median
social class of the pupil body and personal development or pastoral care pro-
grammes — unlike the other two goal correlations. These depend much more
on the particular school authority, or the sex of pupils as we have seen —
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mainly Community schools and girls’ Convent schools.

Comparing schools, therefore, which cater mainly for upper middle class
with those which cater for lower working class pupils we see that the former
are mainly religious run and academically directed Secondary schools which
emphasise academic, educational achievement goals; and which generally link
personal development programmes to religious/moral education. The latter
are predominantly public schools which emphasise highly instrumental or
pragmatic educational (instructional) goals, and they usually separate formal
religious instruction from pastoral care programmes. These [atter programmes
tend to be well developed for working class pupils only in the Community
schools or in some Mercy/Presentation schools. The predominant goal or
value orientations, therefore, of Irish post-primary schools provide quite
distinct school ¢nvironments for male and female pupils from different social
classes.

Conclustons

There is a wide institutional diversity in Irish post-primary cducation,
with three main sectors — Secondary, Vocational, Community. The latter
two school types have charters that are quite distinct from those of the
Secondaryfgrammar schools, in general tending to be both more vocational
and more comprchensive in nature. Within the Sccondary sector a wide range
of organisations exist with distinct educational orientations and client charac-
teristics. There appears, also, to be a close interrelationship between aschool’s
“charter”, its educational goals or ideology, its client selection characteristics
and the educational and social placement role which these schoaols serve.
Three main variables, however, appear to mainly determine how school
organisations are likely 1o translate their objectives into school programmes:
the gender and social class characteristics of the clientele, as well as the
related principal “social placement” or social mobility role served by the
school. A third factor, however, appears to be almost equally as important
— the nature of the educational philosophy guiding the organisation: with
the same sex and social class mix, Vocational schools and the Presentation
Order, for instance, are likely to provide quite different types of education.
Of course these latter institutional and idcological dilferences amongst
schools to a large extent also influence the gender, social class, and ability
selectivities of schools.

The founding charters and the rather particular histories of these dilferent
school authoritics, combined with their diverse emergent roles, have resulted
in quite divergent groups of schools with varying clienteles, cducational
objectives as well as operative goals. We can crudely summarise these school
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organisational differences in the following way, as well as indicate their
consequences for educational differentiation (Chart 2.3).

Chart 2.5: The Divergens Ingtitutional Characterisiics of Irish Second-Level Schools

School Authoritiny

Founding Charier and
Emergent Roles

Educational Philosophy
or Ideology

Characreristics of Client
Croups

Likely Effects on
Educational
Differentiation

Vocational School

Community and
Compeehensive
Schools

Christian Brothers
and Prescstation
Brothen

Merey Sisters and
Prescntation Sisten

Middle 1o Upper
Middle Class
Secondary Schooh
{various religious
orden snd most
Protestant Schools

Practical Vocatiosal and Tech-
nical Education; with s reeent
acquisiton of an academic
senior cycle function.
{Maindy Coed Sehools)

Comprehensive in chaster
and role.
{Card Schools}

Founded to educate the poor.
General academic education
Howcver provided, Grads

d

Highly prapmatic and
intrumental,

Moderuiely practical but
Comprchensive, High
agtention to personal
development and pastoral
care goals, ldea) of mixed-
ability teaching in original
“eharter”,

Relighous and moral lor-
mation ahd character
development. Priority to

T of pp d
mobility roles Tor able upper
working ¢lass and lower
middie class boyi.

{Bays' Schools)

Founded 1o cducate the
poor. Girls' education at
second tevel but have become
progremively coed, Genenl
academic 1ype gencral educs-
cational mode! with practical
“vocational” oricntation for
girts.

{Girls ' and Coed Schools}
Qanically grammar school
in character and orientation.
At its extreme concerned
with the reproduction of
upper middie ctats culture,
(Boys’, Cirls’and Coed
School)

goals,

Personzl development
stressed. Pragmatic with
HroRg community
orientation,

Highly acadcmic individunl-
ism and individual achicve.
ment sireased. Personal
development also emphagised.

Working class or 1mall farm
origint with a high ptopor-
tion of educationally
dissdvantaged pupils.

Broad class clientele though
with a low percentage of
upper middie class pupils.
Modeniely high percentage
of educationally deprived
pupils, though less 1o than
Vocational Schools.

Middle to lower middle class,
and more able upper working
class. Low percentage of
sctiously dimdvaniaged
children,

Sl farm, working class
and lower middic to middle
class. Modenae 10 high levels
of intake of educationatly
disadvantaged pupils.

Upper middle class, and
aspiring upper middle class.

Modemic (o high pro-
bahllity of differenti-
stion,

Modenate probability
of diffcrentistion,

High probabllity of
differentiationso s to
maximise the achicve
ment of lower middle
and working class
pupils.

Low probability of
differentiation,

Low to very low pro-
bability of differen-
tiation.

These quite distinctive types of schools with their diverse origins and

distinct objectives strengthen the argument put forward in Chapter 1 for
institutional or cultural rather than “technical-rational” factors cxplaining
why individual schools vary in their differentiation strategies. On purely
technical grounds we would expect that the greatest differentiation would
occur in schools showing greatest variation in their intake on social class,
ability and cducational disability grounds, as well as in schools with greatest
variation in their “planned outputs” —i.e., in Group Certificate classes
being prepared for entry to apprenticeships, etc., Intermediate classes being
preparcd for entry to clerical training courses, and Leaving Certificate classes
being prepared for University entry, ete. In this sense Comprehensive/Com-
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munity schools, or the larger Vocational schools should show greatest
variation in the schooling process. For institutional and ideological reasons,
however, we have hypothesised that differentiation will in fact be greater in
schools whose main aim or acquired objective is to select and sponsor an
elite of pupils — particularly male pupils — from their intake for upward
social mobility, who are assigned ‘‘favoured treatment” so to speak. These
schools, therefore, are not necessarily more diverse in the origins or abilities
of their pupil intake, indeed they are likely to be less diverse in social class
and pupil intake than most Vocational, Comprehensive or Convent schools.
Obviously, variation in “technical characteristics” of pupil intake as well as
variation in projected or planned output will have an effect on “differential
treatment”’ strategies; but the quite diverse origins, roles and functions of
our second-level school system, described in this chapter, clearly indicate
that such institutional differences are likely to have even greater effect on
strategies of schooling differentiation. In the following chapter we examine
the extent to which different elements of the schooling differentiation pro-
cess fit together to form a coherent set, and in Chapter 4 we retumn to
examine the extent to which our hypothesised relationship between insti-
tutional factors and greater differentation actually holds.




Chapter 3
THE STRUCTURE OF THE SCHOOLING PROCESS

The first objective of this chapter is to derive a valid and reliable typology
of the schooling process: to find out what the underlying similarities are
amongst the different variubles involved in the schooling process, and to “fic”
them to alimited set of types. A similarity or *‘affinity of form” is postulated
as existing amongst a set of variables which define schooling: the way the
pupil “‘raw material” is categorised, the packaging and allocation of the curri-
culum, the nature of the “scarch process” employed by teachers and pupils
in fitting the curriculum to individual pupil’s needs, etc. Once we have derived
a valid and reliable typology we can then examinc its antecedents {“causes”
and its consequences.

Initially three scts of variables defining the “classes of action” taken by
schools appear most relevant: (i) the nature and extent of categorisation
(“*streaming™) of the pupil intake; (i1) the nature and extent of curricular
differentiation — the different “treatments™ allocated to different categories
of pupils; and (iii) the extent of openness of the “search process” amongst
pupils, teachers and parents in deciding on subject and level choices as well
as in final occupational choices. Before proceeding to examine the nature of
the relationship hetween these three sets of variables we [irst describe the
way in which we mcasured each variable as well as the quite wide variation
that exists amongst our sample of schools in all of these respects.

Variation m the “Schooling Process™

The detailed study of schools carried out for our earlier paper (Hannan,
Breen et al., 1983) provides the basic data for this report. In that project a
national sample of 95 schools was studied in detail — and it is the data taken
from the extensive interviews with school Principals and Carcer Guidance
Teachers that provide the evidence for this report. A copy of the main inter-
view schedule concerned is provided in Appendix L. In the following we pro-
vide a briel outline of the kind of data available which will be used to devise
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measures of the overall schooling process, so as to derive a valid and reliable
typology of the work processes actually used by schools.

As we have already indicated three “schooling process” variables are of
interest — (i) the nature and rigidity of categorisation of pupils; (i) the
extent of differentiation of the curriculum as it is applied to different cate-
gories of pupils; and (iii) the extent of subject/level choice lelt to individual
pupils, their parents and individual subject teachers.

Pupil Categorisations

Initially, in applying Perrow’s “‘materials technology™ theory to an analysis
of sccond-level schools, the main variabie of concern is the way in which
the “raw materials”, (i.c., the pupils), are defined: whether the pupil is seen
as unique, as a little understood entity, as an “exceptional case”; or whether
the pupil is defined in narrow “‘educable” terms (in terms of some notions
of “general ability” usually}, and as easily categorisable into a limited number
of types with few exceptions presenting themselves. Where cach pupil’s
individuality is emphasised and where the many exceptuons to an “average
type” are not casily analysable or predictable, thereby rendering a formal
and routinisable “search process” difficult, we might expect to find a much
more open ‘‘search process™; i.c., mixed ability classes with subject level
choices. On the ather hand, if the work is to be carried out on what are per-
ceived as “well understood”, easily analysable “‘raw materials” (pupils), we
may expect to find a highly formal and routinised ‘‘search process”, i.c., a
highly streamed class with little choice of subjectsflevels, ctc.

These two extreme situations are somewhat analogous to the extremities
of the mass-production/hand-crafting continuum. In one instance, we have a
school where pupils are perceived as well undersicod and easily categorisable
and where the schooling process has been highly routinised. Here, rigid
streaming, clear cwrricular and instructional differentiation by stream, with
limited individual choice by pupil and teacher, is often characteristic. A major
goal of this study is to explicate the way these routinised procedures of pupil
categorisation arc constructed and related to differential curriculum deltvery,
rigidity of class boundaries and the organisation and allocation of subject
teachers.

At the other extreme, pupils may be perceived as unique or highly indivi-
dualistic units, with numerous exceptional cases, not easily placed inte a
limited sct of categories. Here, we may expect to find a much more open and
flexible schooling process which is responsive to individual student’s needs,
and teachers’ and parents’ demands. This distinction in the schooling process
is somewhat analogous to that offered by Bernstein (1571). The rgidly
rationalised educational system with its separate highly differentiated subject-
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based curriculum is akin to what Bernstein describes as “the collection code”,
which is associated with strong classification — i.e., rigid boundaries between
curricular contents — and strong “framing” or little control by pupils over
the selection, organisation and pacing of knowledge transmitted and received
in the pedagogical relationship. The less rationalised system, however, is
only roughly analogous with Bernstein’s *“‘integrated code”, which stands at
the opposite end of the continuum.

However, even schools of the latter type will experience the pressures
which constrain all organisations to rationalise their activities. Indeed Perrow
(1967) saw it as the aim of most organisations to increcase their technical
knowledge and thus increase the reliability and efficiency of their “scarch”
and processing procedures. Schools then will tend to, in time, succumb to
the considerable pressures upon them to simplify and reduce the uncertain-
ties and ambiguities of the work process.

Of course schools vary widely in their intakes — as we have already seen.
The most selective of schools — those who select their intake and reject many
applicants — are a minority. Yet 26 of the 95 schools surveyed rejected or
actively discouraged some applicants — less than a third of these being lee pay-
ing. Even these figures, however, considerably understate the amount of local
between-school selection and discrimination that occurs. For example, the
median number of male applicants to our sample of schools was 52, but the
median number of entrants was 33 in 1981. A substantial amount of sorting
obviously occurs, therefore, before boys enter second-level schools at all, For
girls the difference between the numbers of initial applicants and final entrants
was somewhat less pronounced but an equally obvious sorting process occurs.
The “search process™ as to choice of school is, therefore, almost as important as
the choice of schooling applied once pupils enter schools. The main basis of re-
jection of applicants appeared to be on particularistic rather than achievement
grounds, that is on the basis of sibling or parental connections with the school,
or belonging to a catchment area, or attendance at an attached primary school.
But in 10 schools the main criterion used was performance in an entrance
examination,

Over 40 per cent of schools, however, use some kind of assessment or
performance test before pupils enter the school although only 10 schools use
this for screening entrants. An additional 34 per cent of schools apply an
asscssment test relatively soon after pupils enter the school! — a small number
(11) using both types of assessment tests or examinations, The great majority
of schools, therefore, apply an assessment test or examination to their pupil
intake before or very soon after they enter the school, and about two-thirds
of these (66%) use the results of these tests or examinations to allocate pupils
to different classes in first year, or to determine whether to put pupils into
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honours classes in Irish, English or Mathematics.

As we can clearly see from the following summary of results from our
sample of 95 schools, schools vary widely also in the extent and nature of
“streaming” of their pupil intake.

Table 8.1: The Extent and Nature of Categorisation/Differentiation of Pupils at Point
of Entry, at the Intermediate Certificate and Leaving Certificate Levels

Intermediate Leaving
Entry Certificate Certijicate
Classes Classes Classes
Extent of Streaming of Classes 1980/81 1980/81 1980/81
%
(1} Only 1 class 9.5 14.0 30.0
(2) Purely mixed ability classes (with 34.7 28.2 34.4
remedial or low ability classes) (3.2) (3.2) -
(3) 2 broad bands 6.4 11.7 8.9
{4) 3 broad bands 10.6 6.4 3.3
(5) Streamed (streamed boys with 34.7 40.4 22.4
separate girls' class) (6.3) (4.3) {0)
{6) Boys and girls in separate classes 4.2 4.3 1.1
% 100 100 100
Total No. 95 94 90

Almost 10 per cent of our sample of schools had only 1 class at entry. In
addition 4 per cent of schools set up separate boys’ and girls’ classes at entry.
The remaining schools varied from one extreme where one-third *‘streamed”
their pupil intake very rigidly, to another extreme of one-third with mixed
ability classes. Rigidly streamed classes, in this sense, refer to schools which
allocated pupils to relatively homogeneous ability groupings and ranked their
entry classes from high to low in terms of the average assessed ability of the
pupils concerned. This hierarchical organisation of classes was seldom made
so explicit, however, most school decisionmakers attempted to avoid the
explicit labelling of classes of pupils in an obvious hierarchical order. A
minority of streamed schools was quite open, however, making quite explicit
the hierarchical grading. Mixed ability classes, on the other hand, were usually
set up by allocating pupils randomly to classes or in some general order such
as the first or last name of the pupil.

Between these two extremes are 1 in 6 of all schools which “Broad Band”.
These are generally larger schools — usually the Community schools — with
over 4 entry classes, where the school decisionmakers either dichotomise or
trichotomise the ability distribution of pupils and usually allocate pupils on
a random basis to classes within each of these relatively more homogeneous
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ability “bands”. Between class boundaries are, therefore, much less pro-
nounced within these schools, but a clear ordering of either 2 or 3 “bands™
of such classes does exist.

As can be seen from Table 3.1 as one moves from entry to Intermediate
Certificate classcs the extent of streaming increases. This is partly because
a number of schools do not stream until late in first year or at the beginning
of second year. But it is also the result of a slight decline in recent years in
the extent ol streaming or banding present in junior cycle classes. In the 3
years preceding the study 15 per cent of schools (N = 14) had changed from
having banded/streamed to mixed ability classes, and another 5 per cent had
changed from rigid streaming to “broad banding”. This was counterbalanced
te some extent by 11 per cent of schools which had gone in the opposite
direction — changing from being mixed ubility to being banded or streamed.
The general trend, however, was in the opposite direction.

As dropout levels increase with years in school the proportion of schools
with only 1 class increases from less than 10 per cent at entry, to 14 per cent
at the Intermediate Certificate level to 30 per cent at Leaving Certificate
level. In the transition to senior cycle, however, almost half the larger schools
changed their streaming practices. Onc in 5 of the schools changed from rigid
streaming or banding in the junior cycle to mixed ability classes or to no set
classes as such in the senior cycle. An additional 10 per cent of schools had
to change from streaming/banding of classes because of declining numbers
and were left with only 1 class. Four schools out of the 90 with senior cycle
programmes had, however, gone in the opposite direction with the recent
introduction of “banding” inte the whole school.

At Intermediate Certificate level almost 40 per cent of schools have cither
only I class or completely mixed ability classes. This is ncarly balanced by
an almost equal proportion of schools who “stream” their classes very rigidly;
the proportion who “band” remaining roughly the same as in the {irst year.
These figures, however, somewhat understate the extent of this ability/
aputude differentiation. A high proportion of the larger Vocational and
Community schools also differentiate their enury classes by the terminal
examination to which they direct their pupils. Almost a quarter (24%) of
schools, mosdy Vocational and Community schools, had terminal Group
Cert. classes, for instance, for their lowest ability pupils. These were perceived
as having such serious literacy and numeracy problems that special 2 or even
3 year Group Cert. programmes had been set up for them. In addition a
small number of schools maintained separate 4 and 3 yecar Intermediate
Cert. streams for “fast” and ‘“‘slow learning” categories of pupils. So the
above figures undersiate the extent of ability/aptitude differentiation or
categorisation that occurs in post-primary schools.
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In constructing these different “treatment groups” — mostly on the
basis of assessed ability, aptitude or performance — ¢ither formal stan-
dardised tests are used (usually the Drumcondra tests) or else, in a minority
of cases, standard 1.Q. or aptitude tests. In addition some schools used their
own ‘“‘cntrance examinations’ — usually based on the Primary school curri-
culum. But in almost all cases school decisionmakers appeared to use such,
widely varying, assessment tests unquestioningly. There also appeared to be
little movement between classesfcatcgories as one moved from first to the
Intermediate Certificate year. In other words the underlying ideological and
psychological rationales for the use of such “‘tests” — although varying
widely in content across schools — appeared to be largely taken for granted
and remained largely unquestioned. A small minority of school decision-
makers, however, had recently changed their sorting/categorising behaviour,
mainly because they had become worried by the effects of rigid streaming on
the lower ranked classes; particularly effects on the morale, behaviour and,
in some cases, alienation of pupils in these classes.

Overall, however, the impression is of a very high degree of enforced stan-
dardisation of the intake “raw material” by schools — particularly in the
Junior cycle. Some relaxation of the strictly hierarchical class assignment on
the basis of ability occurs after the Intermediate Certificate — partly due to
a reduction in numbers and a decline in the resultant variance in performance
as low performers dropped out. But this partly occurs also because there
appearcd to be a general belief that the increasing age and maturity of pupils
allowed them to make more rational and productive choices at this stage.

As a corollary of such “ability” segregation of pupils there is an associated
social or interactional segregation — that between groups of pupils allocated
to different classes. The greater the extent to which homogeneous groups of
pupils are educated together — by taking the same subject classes together,
for instance — the greater the constraint on inter-pupil interaction across
such class boundaries and the greater the encouragement of *“within class”
networks of supportive peer group relationships (sce Lacey, 1970, pp. 74-95).
Combined with the hierarchical ordering of classes on the basis of ability
grouping, and associated curricular-academic ranking, such an hierarchical
and socially scgregated set of pupil peer groups creates a particularly intimi-
dating set of social and cultural boundaries to pupil achievement in the
lower classes (see Hargreaves, 1967; Lacey, 1970; Rosenbaum, 1976; Qakes,
1985).

The relationship between such class boundaries and streaming will be
examined later. Here, as we can see from the results in Table 3.2, high between-
class boundaries arc pretty universal in the junior cycle with only 10 per
cent of schools teaching classes of pupils in such a way that most subjects are
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not taken together — thus opening up to a large extent both subject and inter-
personal friendship choice across class boundaries or loyalties. At the other
extreme were about half of all schools (46.3%) where such between-class
boundaries were maximised.

Table 3.2: Distribution of Sample of Schools in Terms of the Average Number of Subjects
that Classes of Pupils Take Together in the junior and Senior Cycle

. s Junior Cycle Senior Cycle
Boundaries between Classes of Pupi Classes Classes
% %
{1} No “classes” as such:
No required subject that all pupils in
class take together 1.1 144
{2} Only non-exam subject (PE and RE)
taken together as a class 1.1 15.6
{3) (2) +1 or 2 other subjects 7.4 15.6
(4} (2) + 3 - 6 other subjects 44.2 45.6
(5) (2) + >6 other subjects 22.1 5.6
(6) All subjects taken together 24.2 2.2
% 100 100
Totl No. 95 90

Such organised social segregation of pupils is much less pronounced at the
senior cycle, however. Here 30 per cent of schools do not have rigid class
boundaries as such. Of course some of these are the small single class schools
which maintain wide choice of subjects. But more than half have 2 or more
“classes™ where, however, therc is a minimal consolidation of “within class”
interaction. And, through mixing with pupils from other classes in their
optional subject choices, maximum encouragement is given to “‘between
class” interaction. Of course many of these schools are ones where rigid class
segregation occurs in the junior cycle so that friendship networks and peer
group loyalties, or inter group jealousies, had already been solidly laid.

As we shall see later the combination of streaming with such between-class
boundaries creates a quite hierarchical structure of closed, ranked classes at
one cxtreme and at the other extreme a very open mixing of pupils of dif-
ferent ability levels. A consolidation of peer membership and reference group
influences are likely 1o be maximised in the former case and to be minimised
in the latter.



THE STRUCTURE OF THE SCHOOLING PROCESS 75

Subject and Level Distinctions Amongst Classes of Pupils

Once pupils are categorised and segregated by their presumed ability or
performance levels most schools use rules which allocate different subjects
or levels (Pass or Honours) to different classes, or which exclude certain
classes of pupils from particular subjects or levels. The level (Pass or Honours)
at which a subject is taken is the most obvious distinction in these respects.
However, even in highly streamed schools some flexibility is allowed in
subject and level choice in these respects.

The bases on which such decisions are taken, the extent to which dis-
tinctions are made between classes of pupils in these respects, and the timing
of those decisions varies considerably across schools as we can see below in
the results given in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3: The Provision of Honours Level Courses and the Timing of Decisions on Level
{Pass or Honours) for Intermediate and Leaving Certificate Courses, and Examination

. < Schools . s Schools
Intermediate Certificate Leagving Certificate
§ ‘ fica (N=95) wving Certif (N=90)
% %
{i} Percentage of schools providing Percentage of schools providing
separate Honours level courses 64 separate Honours level courses 51
in Irish, English andfor Maths for most subjects in the Leaving
for Inter Cert, {2 or more): Cert:
(3 + separatec honours) (51)
(i} Allocation to Honours level Allocation to Honours level
courses depends on allocation 39 courses depends on allocation 18
to top streamed classes: * to top streamed classes:
(iii}) All Honours level courses pro- Most Honours level courses are
vided are “‘set” with pupils from 40 “set’” and pupils from all classes 44
all classes being allowed to take may take them if able:
them if able:*
Timing of Honours Decisions Timing of Honours Decisions
(iv}) During 1st year: 18 Immediately after Inter Cert.
results: 34
(v) During 2nd year: 35 End of pre-Leaving Cert. year: 27
(vi) During 3rd year: 48 After “mock” Leaving Cert. in
Leaving Cert. year 20

*(ii) and (iii) do not add up to (i} because they refer to all schools where even 1 separate
Honours level subject is provided.
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Two-thirds of these schools provide separate Honours courses {classes) in
Irish, English and/or Maths at junior cycle level. But in a high proportion of
these cases these courses are reserved for the top sireamed classes. This
elitist provision is must less pronounced in the senior cycle — even discount-
ing the smaller number of pupils und classes involved. At the other extreme
are the mainly “mixed ability” schools, or schools which “broad band”, and
which “sct” their separate Honours/Pass level courses. In these schools pupils
from all classes are free to take or compete for Honours level courses. Schools,
thercfore, which are large enough — with at least 2 classes — to provide such
scparate Honours courses in most subjects, are roughly evenly divided in their
behaviour between those who: (a) “set” Honours classes, allowing pupils from
different “classes™ 10 take them; and (b) schools which rigidly differentiate
their pupil intake into higher and lower ability classes and rigidly differen-
tiate between these in the allocation of levels and subjects.

The timing of these decisions also varies widely. About | in 5 schools
make such levelfsubject decisions on entry to {irst year. An additional 1 in
3 schools make such decisions during the second year, the remainder at the
end of the sccond and beginning of the third vear. Most such decisions are
taken by school Principals or Career Guidance Teachers or, more rarely,
subject teachers; mostly on the basis of cither ability or examination per-
formance tests. Only in a small proportion of cases (11%) is it left formally
open 10 negotiation between pupils/parents, and teachers - although infor-
mally. ol coursc, intervention by middle class parents particularly, are likely
to be more [requent and more “successful” than by working class parents
(see Lacey, 1970, pp. 125-154). Rigidly streamed schools which use “broad
banding”, and most unsuwreamed schools, ‘'set” Honours courses in Irish,
English and Maths — i.c., set up separate Pass and Honours classes in each
subject, 10 which pupils from cach *class” move. In the lutter case final
“levels™ choices are usually left later in the cycle and are usually more
open to negotiation between pupils, parents and subject teachers.

At senior cycle level almost 80 per cent of such decisions are wken at
the beginning of the Leaving Certificate course or by the end of the first
vear of that course. But in 1 in 5 schools, decisions on which level will be
taken in the final Leaving Certificate (LC) examination are only made after
the results of the “Mock” LC have come out. At that stage a minority of
poorer candidates who had taken the Honours level courses are discouraged
from taking the final examination at Honours level.

The average school in our sample tecaches 12.5 examination subjects in
the senior cycle and around 2 more in the junior cycle, with very wide school
vartances in both cases. Less than half of this variance is explained by size of
school, however (Hannun, Breen et al., 1983, pp. 156-224). Most of the
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remainder appears to be explainable by the nature and effectiveness of
school-level decisionmaking. Also the provision of separate Honours level
courses, or of specialist groups of subjects — like Science or Technical sub-
jects, for instance, although equally rclated to size of school and highly
corrclated with the size of the curriculum, left very wide lecway for manage-
ment initiative.

As we have seen there is remarkable vanation in the way Honours and
Pass level courses or subjects are applied within schools at junior cycle, At
one extreme are about a third of schools where an extremely rigid curricular
differenuation occurs — with very litle choice ieft 1o the individual pupil. In
these schools substantial differences exist amonygst classes of pupils in both
the level and identity of subjects they are allowed to take; Le., upper streams
being allocated academic subjects and Honours levels, and bottom streams
Pass levels and technical subjecis, cie. In about 40 per cent of schools
(Table 3.3) HonoursfPass level distinctions are made purely on the basis of
streaming — if in top strcams pupils are allocated Honours levels, and if in
hottom streams Pass levels only, Even within Honours tevels, Maths is often
treated differently to Irish and English — being altocated completely o the
top stream, with the other 2 subjects being assigned to the top 2 or 3 classes.
Therefore, although two-thirds of all schools provided separate Honours/Pass
courses in Irish, English or Maths, more than half of these schools had inwo-
duced very rigid allocation rules as to which classes of, usually highly streamed,
pupils can take these subjects.

At senior cycle level the overall provision of Honours level courses is equally
pronounced — with just over half the sample of schools providing separate
Honours level courses in at least 3 subjects, and around a third of schools pro-
viding separate Honours courses for more than 5 subjects. Although generally
subject choice is wider in the senior cycle about one-third of schools providing
the Leaving Certificate course make rigid distinctions in the allocation of
subjects to different sircamed/banded classes, with even 1 in 6 schools pro-
viding Honours level courses only to the top | or 2 classes.

As we shall see, these subject and level distinctions are not determined by
school size constraints; nor indced are the correlations amongst. those variables
sufficienily pronounced 10 indicate that we are dealing with a simple and
straightforward “sueaming™ phenomenon. Although clearly correlated with
streaming, schools still varied widely in the extent to which they used such
pupil “ability” distinctions in allocating subjects or levels, or in the extent 1o
which such choices were allowed at the individual pupil and subjectfteacher
level. The interrelationship of choice, streaming, and curricular differentiation
in the overall schooling process is more complex and needs more analysis
before a satisfactory typology can be determined.
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The “Search Process': The Extent of Choice and the Level of Involvement
of Pupils and Subject Teachers in Educational Decisions

If there are rigid schooling practices which act to minimise the degrees of
frecedom pupils and individual subject teachers have in fitting pupils 10 the
curriculum available in the school, then a number of obvicus conscquences
follow for pupil-teacher-parent autonomy at the classroom level:

(1) Decreased involvement of teachers in pupil-choice of subjects and
related aspects of schooling. Lite autonomy left to pupils, parents,
teachers in curricular chotce.

(2) Liutle improvisation or spontancous choice making of subjects,
teachers or levels is allowed. This suggests limited adaptability 1o
individual pupil needs or change in pupil needs. At the extreme classes
of pupils are rigidly caiegorised, their “destiny”” centrally determined.

(3) Restrained and more formalised pupil-teacher interaction. The roles
of tcachers and pupils are much more rigidly and formally defined
and the boundaries between them are made much clearer.

The use of the more formalised “collective code", as Bernstein (1977, pp.
79-115) pointed out, has, therefore, a number of organisational consequences
for schools. At this stage we are not interested, however, in these wider
organisational implications, but in the way the overall process is organised at
the classroom level. In regard to the “search process”, therefore, the main
variables we are interested in are the extent of choice allowed to pupils, or the
range of educational options open to them, and the extent to which teachers
and parents are involved actively in that choice making. In the following two
tables we provide some idea of the amount of school variance involved at
both junior and senior cycle levels.

Again we can sec a lot of variance between schools in all of these respects.
In almost half the schools at junior cycle level there is very little choice and
very little involvement of pupils, teachers or parents in choice making, None
of this is necessarily due to restrictions in the number of subjects actually
available in the school for junior pupils. As often as not it is due 1o discrimi-
nations made by school decisionmakers about what kinds of ‘“classes” of
pupils are to be taught which kinds of subjects. At the other extreme there is
somewhat over a quarier of schools with very wide choice of subjects and
relatively high subject teacher and parental involvement, Much wider choices
exist, however, at the senior cycle level as can be scen in Table 3.5.

Choice, as we have already seen, is a lot freer at the senior level. Almost
all but the smallest of schools have some choice and up 10 two-thirds have
substantial choice — as can be seen from Table 3.5. On the other hand, most
of this choice making is carried out in the context of organised mectings
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Table 3.4: Extent of Subject Choice and Extent to Which Parents and Teachers are
Invofved in Pupil Choice Making. Number of Schools with Various Levels of, and
Participation in, Choices

No. of Optional
Subjects Offered
to all Pupils at
Intermediate
Certificate Level

Extent of Individual Subject
Teacher Involvement in Choice
Making for Intermediate
Certificate Year

Extent of Parental Involvement
in Choice of Intermediate
Certificate Subject

No.of No. of  Teacher involvement  No. of No. of
subjects schools in choice making schools schools
1. None* 42 L. No or little choice 44 1. No choice or parents 35
or little teacher in- not involved
volvement in choice
2.1t02: 13 2. School organised 25 . Parents are involved: 28
central {official) but meetings with
“help” with choice school staff not gener-
ally organised
3.3t04: 15 3. Moderate to high 26 . School organised meet- 32
level of teacher in- ings with parents re
4.> 4. 25 volvement with choices
choice
Total Total Total -
No. ¥ N % N 93

*Optional subjects may still be offered within streamed or banded classes of pupils.

between individual pupils (or a class of pupils} and the central school decision-
makers — the Principal, Vice Principal or Career Guidance Teacher, Only in
1 in 4 schools are the subject teachers explicitly and formally included in
this decisionmaking process. And only in 12 schools are formally organised
meetings arranged between parents and individual subject teachers in these
respects. Most of the officially organised school negotiation/advisory sessions
with pupils/parents are with the schools® officials (Principals, Vice Principals
or Carcer Guidance Teachers), not with individual subject teachers.

The three sets of variables we have examined — extent of streaming/
categorisation ol pupils, the extent of subjectflevel distinctions amongst
categories of pupils, the extent of “choice’ left to pupils and subject teachers
as to what kind of cducation to apply 1o each pupil — as we shall sec are
moderately inter-correlaied, particularly in larger schools. But the inter-
relationships invelved are not very straightforward. And neither individually
nor collectively are they explainable simply as straightforward technically
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Table 3.5: Extent of Subject Choice and of Subject-Teacher and Parental Involvement in
Subject Choice at Sentor Cycle Level

No. of Optional Subjects
Made Available to All
Pupils in Senior Cycle

Extent of individual Subject
Teacher Involvement in Subject
Choice for Leauing Certificate

Extent and Nature of Parental
Ifnvolvement in Choice

No. of No. of Extent of Involvement  No. of
schools schools schools
1, No choice: [ . No or very little choice 11 1. Parcnts not involved 26
or little schoolfteacher formally by schools; or
involvement in choice: individual arrangement:
2. 1-3 subjects: 13 2. Only school officiais 49 2. Parental involvement 64
involved directly: organised/facilitsted by
A . school:
3. 4-6 subjects: 14 8. Subject teachers involved 24
and other school officials: Total 90
4.>6 subjects: 55 4. F)n]y; sudbjcct teachers 6 Type of Arrangement
- inv :

(Missing Data) (2) neive 1. Organised meeting with 12
individual subject teachers
arranged for parents:

2. Organised mecting 48+
arranged with school
officials - Principal/
Vice-Pringipal or Carcer
Guidance Teacher for
parcnts:

3. Other arrangements: 26

Total No. schools 90 Total No. 90 Total 90

*Information unavailable for 4 schools as to type of parent-scheool arrangements made.

determined responses to increasing pupil numbers or increasing variance in
pupil characteristics, In the following section we propose a conceptual
approach to examining these interrelationships.

The Structuring of the Schooling Process

To simplify our discussion, if we take the three sets of school processing
variables we have used so far and dichotomise cach variable, we get the

following:

Variable 1:

Categories A,

A

2:

Pupil Conceptualisation/Categorisation:

Streamed classes {by ability of pupil).
Mixed Ability classes of pupils
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Vartable 2: Curriculum Packaging:

Categories B, : Differentiation in applying the curriculum to dif-
ferent categories of pupils.
B,: No differentiation in application of curriculum.

Variable 3: Search Process (Pupil-teacher interaction in the search for
schooling “solutions™):

Categories C,: Not Elaborated/Closed — decision made centrally,
little pupil-teacher choice.

o1 Elaborate/Open — high  choice and high level of
pupil-teacher interaction in choosing.

C

Taking the dichotomised variables 1, 2 and 3 together there are eight
possible combinations of the categories as can be seen below in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: The Limits of Covariation Amongst the 3 Sets of Schooling Variables:
Eight “Types". (2x 2x 2}

Search Streamed Schools (A1) Unstreamed Schools (A2)
Process Curriculum Differentiated (B) Curriculum Differentiated (B)
(C) chm N°(2) ch(l) NO(Q)
Closed,, A BC, A, B,C, A,B,C) A,B,C,
{Most Likely) (Not Feasible) (Not Feasible) {Possible)
Openm A B C, A, B,C, A,B,C, AyB,Cy
(Possible}) {Not Feasible} (Not Feasible) {Most Likely)

Of the cight possible combinations a small number of categories could
not logically or realistically occur. Rigid streaming with no curricular dif-
ferentiation by stream makes no sense — either in logic or practice. Schools
stream pupils to create homogencous ability groupings so that they can apply
a separate curricular/teaching process to each ability category that is thought
to be suitable 1o their capabilities and likely careers (Hargreaves, 1967,
Lacey, 1970; Rosenbaum, 1976; Oakes, 1985). It makes no sense to stream
pupils by their assessed or assumed ability levels unless with the explicit
intention of applying a differentiated curricular and teaching process to each
stream. And if both of these conditions hold, then, almost by definition, one



82 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

cannot have a highly elaborated ‘“search process” by pupils, parents anc
teachers, in an attempt to find unique teaching/curricular solutions to fit
each individual pupil’s necds. So, according to our logic, types A B,Cy,
A, B,C, are exuremely unlikely to occur — streamed schools with no curri-
cular differentiation. If one has a streamed pupil body, with clear curricular
differentiation (A, B, ), however, it is still possible to have an elaborate and
highly involved pupil-teacher “scarch process”™: by having a large number of
optional subjects, although empirically less likely to occur than type A| B, C, .
Schools which so centrally control pupil categorisation and curricular dif-
ferentiation are much less likely to allow wide freedom of subject/level
choices to teachers and pupils. Still it is possible to leave open a moderate
level of optional subject choice, depending on the number of subjects taught.

The contrasting argument that the use of mixed ability classes is unlikely
1o coincide with clear curricular differentiation or a minimal *‘search process”
appears equally logical, If schools have genuinely mixcd ability classes then
they do not or should not distinguish between such classes by curricular or
teaching practice; i.e., A2 15’.2C2 is the most likely combination. However, if
schools do not have many “extra” or optional subjects available, subject
choice may be very limited, so that type A, B, C, is possible in these circum-
stances. Mixed ability classes with cuwrricular differentiation make no sense,
however, and is extremely unlikely to occur (i.e., A,B,C, or A,B C,).
However, schools which are in process of changing their teaching strategies
from “streaming” towards “mixed ability” tcaching may retain some such
mixtures of types for ashort time. Or schools with poor teacher participatory
characteristics may have very limited teacher involvement in the *‘search
process” —irrespective of the number of optional subjects available to pupils.

The two “ideal 1types” of A, B, C, and A,B,C,, at both extremes of the
continuum, are the most logically consistent schooling process outcomes —
at one extreme with rigid streaming, high levels of curriculum differentiation
and a “search process” which is mainly orgunisationally, not interpersonally,
determined; and at the other end schools which have mixed ability classes,
minimal curricular distinctions applied to classes, and a highly elaborated
“search process” operating at the individual pupil level.

As we have pointed out, however, other outcomes (profiles) are likely to
occur, though less logically determined, particularly outcomes like A, B, C, .
Here with mixed ability classes and a curriculum which is applied without
constraints across the different classes of pupils the school may not achieve
even a moderate level of teacher involvement in the “search process™. This
may be due either to very few optional subjects being made available by the
school or the failure of school management and teacher commitment to
getting involved in a “‘scarch process’”. And at the other extreme, of course,
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it is possible 1o have streamed classes which are, however, only differentiated
by curricular type and level to a minimal extreme, and with high teacher
involvement (A B, €, ) in a relatively unrestricted “search process” amongst
a set of optional subject choices made available to individual pupils.

It is apparent in discussing the makeup of these profiles that the three
variables — pupil categorisation, curricular differentiation, choice or “search
process” — have different organisational sources and characteristics. The
first two result from school management decisions: to stream or not, to
develop and apply a curriculum in a differentiated way or not. And the
implementation of these decisions is usually handled through formal adminis-
trative procedures within the school. Although individual teachers’ role
expectations, motivational commitments and basic interests are closely linked
to implementing these schooling process decisions, and they may have been
highly involved in, or consulted about, the relevant decisions, the working
out of these decisions in practice — particularly where rigid streaming occurs
or where an claborate curricular differentiation occurs — is usually a product
of a centralised and routinised arrangement within the school. The same
cannot be said, however, about the “search process”. This demands direct
teacher involvement and commitment — irrespective of whether it oceurs in
the constrained subject/level choices available in a highly streamed/differen-
tiated school or the much wider and freer choices available in a mixed abilivy
and undifferenuated curriculum school.

Underlying Principles which Structure these Relationships

lmplicit in the above discussion is a belief that underlying these schooling
decisions there are certain suructuring principles. An obvious one is the extent
to which schooling has become a routinised, organisationally unproblematic
process in which almost everybody involved knows their place and their tasks
well and carries them out in a routine and unquestioned way. This was obvious
in the relatively high proportion of schools which had not changed: their
streaming or curricular allocation practices for at least 10 years preceding our
survey and in addition had not even changed their pattern of corefoptional
subject sets in either their junior or senior cycle programme. Over 40 per cent
of all schools, for instance, had made no change in their junior cycle “optional
package” of subjects in the 5 years preceding the survey: and about 30 per
cent of schools had been equally conservative in regard to senior cycle
“opticnal subject packages” offered 1o pupils. Although this conservative
tendency is related to purely circumstantial factors — like growth or decline
in pupil/teacher numbers and so on — the routinisation and the taken for
granied nature of the schooling process in a large number of schools could
not be so easily explained away.
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Organisationally, there is pressure on any school te simplily and routinisce
both its work processand its “scarch process™. “Organisations uniformly scck
to standardise their raw material in order to minimise exceptional cases”
(Perrow, 1967, p. 197). This, in turn, allows for a more routinised “‘search
process” and “work process”. Thus, the three variables — streaming, curri-
culum differentiation and a minimal search process — are individual aspects
of an overall process of greater routinisation and rationalisation of the school-
ing process. In this kind of school a lot of what is problematic in the schooling
process has been organisationally resolved in favour of one “selution’ which
minimises work effort — at least in the formally defined teachingflearning
tasks 1o be carried out within the classroom. The “what”, “how”, “who”
and even “why’ have been formally preordained. Other work tasks, of course,
have not and cannot be foreordained — control within the classroom, motivat-
ing pupils to lcarn, the dynamics of pupil-teacher interaction within the
constrained classroom environment, etc.

In the above set of profiles, therefore, one might say that the more Is
that turn up in a school profile the more burcaucratically or organisationally
resolved are the problems — rather than interpersonally negotiated. And, at
the other exureme, the more 25 that appear in a school profile the more
“active” all the individual workers are within the school in the process of
constructing the schooling experience.

In terms of our theoretical framework, therefore, as we have already noted,
itis, in fact, those schools which do not stream (A, ), which do not differen-
tiate curricula (B,) and which have claborated search process (Cy), which
might be deemed to be the most active in the construction of the schooling
process. There is more sustained ¢ffort required on the part of the school,
and on the part of individual teachers, if they:

(1) teach individuals as unique persons and do not categorise them by
“type” {i.e., do not stream);

(2) treat the curriculum openly, with fluid boundaries and wide choice
(1.e., do not differentiate the curriculum);

(3) maximise the energy and effectiveness of the search process.

However, we cannot simply add scorcs together as in the normal Likert
scale or as in most indices. If we simply add all three scores together it would
be possible to get the same outcome “score” for 2 schools which had quite
different schooling processes. For example, the following two profiles have
exactly the same “score” if we add up the values across:

Profile A B2C2 = Profile A, B2Cl =5

However, the profiles have quite different meanings: the first school, though
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streamed, has little curricular differentiation and wide choice, the second
though *“‘unstreamed” as such, and with little curricular differentiation, has
little choice. Since the 8 profiles represent qualitatively different solutions
from one another, they cannot, in fact, be quantitatively compared to one
another (Shye, 1978, p. 265). The Guttman-Lingoes “‘implicative’’ approach,
which takes such “meanings’ into consideration, is a much morc useful
model to use (ibid.).

The assumption implicit in our discussion of the likely relationship
amongst these “schooling process” variables could be summed up in terms of -
a “closed” versus “open” system model (using these terms in a slightly dif-
ferent sense from that normally used in the organisational literature). On the
one hand we have organisations where decisionmaking is centralised and
where rolesftasks are highly differentiated and routinised. At the other extreme
are organisations where decisions are diffused, and where relationships are
open to negotiation, and the work process demands an claborate “*search pro-
cess”. For example, at one pole one could posit streamed schools whose
“organisational solutions” to their schooling processes have remained un-
changed for a long time, and at the other pole mixed ability schools with
wide subject choice, high teacher involvement and a continuous process of
negotiated change and adjustment to schooling arrangements.

This conclusion may suggest a simple unilinear and additive set of relation-
ships amongst the variables and this as we have seen is not, indeed cannot be,
so. There are both logical and empirical constraints on the way these variables
may be related to cach other. The “scarch process”, for instance, could be
regarded very much as an outcome of pupil categorisation and curriculum
differentiation decisions. If changes are made in pupil categorisation then
changes have to follow in curricular differentiation, and subsequently in the
scarch process. Changes towards less rigid streaming make no sense unless
schools also release the constraints on what subjects or levels the new classes
of pupils can take — whether these are loosely “banded’ or “mixed ability”
classes. Changing the criteria on how pupils are allocated 1o classes as well as
the rigidity of between-class boundaries would have very little impact on
pupil learning or subject teaching without also changing the content and
nature of the subjects and levels allocated 1o these classes and the rigidity of
rules which constrain pupil choices of subjects’ levels. On the other hand,
changes could quite conceivably occur in the {atter two variables without
any change having been made in pupil categorisation: subject option choices
could be widened for all streamed classes and access to Honours and Pass
level courses would be widened by “setting”, etc.

Thus, there is a highly interactive relationship betwcen the variables —
particularly between pupil categorisation and curriculum differentiation —
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and the flow of influence would seem to be as follows: Changes in Pupil
Categorisation — Changes in Curriculum Differentiation + Changes in the
Scarch Process.

Thus, from a school’s definition or categorisation of its “raw materials”, it
follows that a certain mode of treating that raw material is largely determined,
and this in turn affects the “search process”. This, however, assumes a simple
unidimensional model of change — from an “open” to a *‘closed”, and
organisationally determined, teaching process; or from an organisational
solution which had become centralised, highly routinised and organisationally
differentiated to one where there is'a very high level of pupil-teacher-parent
involvement at an interpersonal level in the schooling process. In the follow-
ing analysis we first examine the extent to which our data fit such a uni-
dimensional model.

The Relationship Amongst the “Schooling Process” Variables:
Is it Unidimensional?

In our attempt to see whether these various measures of schooling process
fall into a unidimensional pattern, 6 measures of pupilfcurricular categorisa-
tion or allocation and of the pupil-teacher “search process’” were used. All
scales were scored from low to high in terms of the “closedness” or “open-
ness” of their teachingfschooling effects — of the school’s adaptiveness to
individual differences. At one extreme are schools, which stream pupils into
rigid ability categories, which make many subject type and level distinctions
in adapting the teaching process to individual needs of pupils, and have low
pupil and teaching autonomy in fitting pupils to the choices that exist. At
the other extreme are schools which have mixed ability classes, which have
fluid boundaries between classes, which use a completely open curriculum
with all subjects/levels available to all “‘classes” of pupils, which have many
subject options open, and which have high teacher involvement in the “scarch
process”, etc.

The following 6 variables were first chosen to represent the range of school-
ing process “solutions” adopted by schools in both the junior and senior
cycle, They are constructed from responses to detailed questions asked to
Principals of schools in the survey.

1. Streaming of Classes' (i)

4

completely streamed in junior and senior cycle.

—
Il

completely mixed ability in junior and senior cycle.
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2. Subject Distinctions® (ii)
Extent of subject and level distinctions used by school in allocating
subjects/teachers to different classes of pupils.

4 = very high level of distinction amongst classes of pupils in allocating
}  subjecusflevels.
1 = very low level of distinction or none.

3. Class Boundaries' (iii)
The number of subjects taken together by the typical class of pupils
within the school in junior and senior cycle. (The boundaries, or flows
between classes, are measured by this variable.)

3 = almost all subjects taken together as a class in junior and senior
i cycle.
1 = very few or none taken together as a class.

4. Choice of Subjects' (iv)
Extent of pupil choice of subjects at the Intermediate and Leaving
Certificate.

3 = low or none.
}
1 = high number (> 10 at Leaving Certificate).

. Teachers’ Involvement in choice® (v)
Extent to which teachers are involved in pupil choice making for
subjects and occupations and guidance, etc.

4 = low involvement of teacher or none.
4
1 = high involvement of teachers.

. Parents’ Involvement in choice! (vi)
Extent of parents’ involvement in pupil choice in school and their
interaction with teachers.

3 low or absent.
4
1 high.

i. (i) “Stream " -- has 4 values; 4 = completely streamed classes on basis of assessed ability, 32 =2
or 3 rigid bands of classes; 1.0 = completely mixed ability classes. (i) “Subject distinction” is a scale
constructed from 6 items each scored 1.0 if subjectflevel distinctionsare made, or @ — if not. These are
summed and divided by no. of applicable items. Three questions refer Lo junior cycle and 3 to senior
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For each variable the values are rank ordered {rom the most organisationally
“closed” or most restrictive (3 or 4) to the most “open” or most participative
(1). The values of all of the scales, therefore, are ordered so as to consistently
index degrees of schooling differentiation, or degreces of centralisation of
schooling decisions. The highest value in all cases is the most “closed” one,
or the one having the highest degree of differentiation of pupils and curricula
as well as of centralisation of schooling decisions.

In the following table we provide the correlation amongst these 6 vari-
ables for those schools with at least 2 separate classes of pupils at Leaving
Certificate level. Details on the construction of these scales are given in
footnote 1. Our hypothesis was that they would be all positively though
moderately correlated.

We restricted consideration to schools where there was at least a necessity
to have more than 1 class in Leaving Certificate to allow the decisions to
be relevant and meaningful at that level, Restricted in this way it is obvious
that all relationships amongst the 6 variables are positive, with the strongest
set of relationships found amongst 5 variables — “Streaming””, “Subject Dis-
tinction”, “Class Boundaries”, “Teacher Involvement” and *“Choice” {Table
3.6). Parental involvement in choice making, although positively correlated
with all of the other variables, has a low overall level of association. This
suggests that, while teachers’ level of involvement is to a substantial extent
predicated on the school’s organisational “openness”, in the above scnse,
this is not equally true of parental involvement. Different social and organi-
sational factors are obviously involved in the latter case.

Further analysis of these relationships showed that the larger the school
the greater the level of intercorrelation involved amongst the 5 variables
mentioned above. In other words the greater the size and associated com-
plexity of the organisational 1asks involved the greater the extent of coin-
cidence of decision outcomes across all variables. The following table shows
this very clearly.

In very small schools (<200 pupils) there is no consistent relationship
amongst the 5 items — as one might expect when there is only 1 to 2 classes.

cycle distinctions by schools between streamed classes of pupils in being allowed to take Honours courses
or not, and distinctions in the “packages of subjects” allocated to such distinctive classes. (iii} “Class
Boundaries™ = 2 items, 1 forjuniorand 1 for scnior cycle, measuring extent to which “classes” of pupils
take allfsome subjects ogether as a class, or scparately as individuals from different classes: 3 = classes
where pupils take 6 or more subjects together, 1= only non-exam subjects taken together. (iv) “Choice”
is a scale made up of morc than 10 items indexing number of optional subjects made available to ali
pupils/classes in the junior and senior ¢ycle: 2 = No optional subjects, I = 1-4 optional subjects, 0=5
or more optional subjects, (v) “Teachers' Invelvement® is a scale constructed from 4 items reasuring
teachers’ involvement in pupils’ choice of subjects and in their occupational choices: 3 = No choice or
subject teachers not involved in choice =* 1 = high subject teacher involvement in choice. (vi) “Parents’
Involvement " scale is exactly equivalent to “Feachers’ Involvement™ scale.
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Table 3.6: Intercorrelations Amongst 6 Scales Measuring Aspects of the “Schooling
Process” (N = 63)

] I . er

Scale Stream Dz:‘;}::'ton Bouc;i::i;:r:'es Choice [anoei:Z:tent
Streaming 1.00
Subject Distinction 50* 1.00
Class Boundaries 40* 45* 1.00
Choice of Subjects 34* .25% .27* 1.00
Teacher Involvement 39* .20 27* 54 1.00
Parents' Involvement .16 .10 31+ 19 A7

*Correlations significant at the .05 level, one tailed.

Indced there is aslight though consistent negative set of relationships between
the extent of subject distinctions present, and the 4 other variables involved.
Howecver, the sample of such small schools is so low that only onc of these
corrclations is significant; though the overall average intercorrelation is
negative. This average intercorrelation increases consistently and positively
with school size. This is particularly true for the corrclations between
streaming, subject/level distinctions and all other variables. The average inter-
correlation and “alpha” increases consistently with size.

Our main hypothesis on “structuring”, therefore, is strongly supported in
these respects. These variables are clearly unidimensionally related, the extent
of covariation in decisionmaking increasing consistently as size of school
increases. Increasing size appears to constrain or force organisations’ choices
or strategics 1o be consistent with cach other. As we have already stated we
do not wish 1o treat these variables as simply addiuve, however, and, there-
fore, construct a straightforward Likert scale — although it would yield a
highly reliable one. The relationships are highly interactive or “implicative”
and Gutuman ordinal scaling procedures are much more revealing in these
CUSes.

Scaling the “Schooling Process” Variables

We first attempted a simple unidimensional scaling approach using the
ordinary Guuiman scalogram procedure. Il there is only one dimension
involved in cither the total set of variables isolated or amongst an identi-
fiable subset this will become apparent.

A unidimensional Guttman scale is also a “reproducible’™ one: in that it
allows us 1o know precisely from the score assigned to some person, or
school, which items were true for that person. It is, therefore, more meaning-
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Table 8.7: Intercorrelations Amongst the 5 Main Scale Items for 4 Different School Sizes
School Site School Size School Size School Size
Scale Varables < 200 Pupils 200400 Pupils 400-600 Pupils > 600 Pupils
{N = 19 schools) (N =36 schools) {N = 24 schoois} {N = 16 schools)
{i) (ii) (i) (i) (i) if} (i} (iv) (i) (ix) fii)  (iv) i) {i} (iii} (i)
a
=
(i) Stream 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 8
(ii) Sub. Distinction ~08 1.00 46" 1,00 .25  1.00 .39 1.00 Iy
{iii) Class Boundaries ~-33% -50' 1.00 .27% -.05 1.00 317 58! .00 41" 700 100 g
(iv) Choice 02 -33% 17 100 .16 -.21 .24* 100 .34 .1 59" 100 .64' 357 .34 1.00 E
{v} Tcacher Involvement .04 -.2¢ .01 .18 .04 =-19 .31' .65' .38’ .04 .18 - .41' .63 .0 .39% .99 &
o
Z
_ _ _ - o
Average Intercorrelation R=-14 R=.17 R=.32 R=.42 |
Cronbach’s Alpha a = ncgative a =.51 a=.70 a=.79

lStmisl‘.ically significant at the .05 level, one tailed.
?Suatistically significant at the .10 level, one tailed.
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ful than a simple index or a Likert scale, for instance. The overall score ofa
Likert scale — which is the sum of scores from a large intercorrelated set of
individual item responses — can be arrived at in a number of different ways,
not allowing one to know how particular individuals responded to any single
item or identifiable combination of items. Each Guttman scale, however, has
a fully identifiable set of responses — allowing for a minimal level of error
(Torgerson, 1958, pp. 298-350; Oppenheim, 1966, pp. 143-151). From each
individual’s score we can tell — within certain allowable error limits — which
items were positive and which negative.

All items in a Guttman scale, therefore, are ordinal, “cumulative” and
“reproducible’ — they are ordered in an increasing or cumulative degree of
“difficulty”. Those who answer or are in agreement with higher order
questions, etc., will have agreed with lower order ones. Like lead, glass and
diamonds, they are ordered in an increasing degree of “hardness” or “diffi-
culty”. It is hypothesised that certain aspects of the schooling process occur
in the same way — in terms of clearly linked and cumulative decisions. For
example, only large schools can stream their intake — one has to have at
least 2 classes. But such schools need not do so. However, (i} if they stream
their pupil intake in terms of their assessed “ability” or performance levels,
(ii) they can make very clear distinciions between such ranked classes in
terms of the level of subjects and type of curriculum assigned to them, even
the quality of teachers applied. Clearly such curricular/teaching distinctions
presume streaming — but streaming does not necessarily lead to rigid curri-
cular/teaching distinctions. (iii) If both the above conditions are met then
very clearcut boundaries can come to exist between different classes of
pupils within the same year group — with pupils sharing few subjects or
teachers. Pupils within such classes will tend to increasingly restrict inter-
action to pupils within their own class. However, this need not occur. Many
subject levels/types can be “set”, such that pupils from the lower classes
might be allowed to take Honours English, or Mathematics, for instance;
while students from higher classes may be allowed to “drop down’’ to take
Spanish, or Pass Irish or Technical Drawing and so on. Such schooling pro-
cess decisions almost necessarily cumulate in an ordinal, implicative, fashion.
{iv) If, however, schools do stream and there is little such “‘setting” or move-
ment between classes, with very clear between-class boundaries, then other
consequences almost necessarily follow — unless the school ntervenes to
prevent it occurring. If subject/level decisionmaking has been so reserved to
central school decisionmaking, then interactive decisionmaking amongst
pupils-teachers-parents over what subjectflevels individual pupils should or
should not take has been very severely curtailed. However, some school
authorities may decide to leave as many decisions as possible at this level —
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through maximising optional subject arrangements and good timetabling pro-
cedures, etc. Whichever choice is taken has considerable consequence for the
interactive nature of the “search process” amongst pupils, their parents and
teachers.

So these cumulative schooling decisions have clear “implicative” relation-
ships for each other. They proceed from “lower level” decisions, which sill
leave many options open, to increasingly more constrained choices as options
become reduced. As one organisational decision follows another, in something
like the above sequence, “later” options are cumulatively and progressively
reduced.

The procedure of Scalogram Analysis allow us, thercfore, to test whether
a sct of items are: (i) unidimensional (unmasking an underlying single dimen-
sion}, (ii) ordinal and “reproducible” — arranged according to their cumulative
degree of “difficulty”. A *Cocfficient of Reproducibility” is computed to
test the extent to which such item scores fall into such an ordinal, cumulative
arrangement. An error level of 10 per cent is normally accepted in the above
sense — or a “Cocfficient of Reproducibility” of .90 or higher.

When we restrict the scale analysis to schools where there are 2 or more
Intermediate Certificate classes in the school and use the most strict definition
of what is: {a) rigid streaming; (b) rigid subject and (Pass/Honours) level
distinctions bewween classes of pupils; {c) rigid distinctions between classes
of pupils — with most/all subjects taken together as a class; (d) no or very
litthe choice amongst subjectsflevels by pupils; and (c) littde pupilfteacher
interaction over such choice making in general, a number of almost perfect
Guttman scales emerge depending on the “cutting points”? used for each
item. Parents’ involvement in subject choice making did not fit into this
pattern to the same extent, so it was dropped. Apparently such “external”
parental invelvement in the school is not explainable by the same logic as
that determining “internal” school decisionmaking.

The following table provides the best solution — the onc with the least
number of errors. All of the following “solutions” are achieved by hand, the
SPSS Guttman scaling procedure does not minimise either subject or item
errors.

The Guttman scale emerging from the analysis of the 80 schools with 2 or
more Intermediate Certificate classes is an almost perfect unidimensional
scale, with a Coefficient of Reproducibility of .93 and a Coefficient of

2. Gutiman scales are based on dichotomous items, ¢.g., Yes{No, True/False, Present/Absent, etc.
Where there are items with multiple responses, as in the 5 items above, these are collapsed into 2 cate-
garies. However, there are 4 possible points at which one can dichotomise a 5 category responsc scale
—i.e., from rigid streaming (=4} to complete mixed ability classes (=1). A certain amount of trial and
error will reveal which cut-off point yields a scale with the least error. The “cutting point' then is the
point in an item scale at which one dichotomises such responses.



Table 3.8: The Guttman Scaling of Five Schooling Process Variables, Some “Cutting Points"” which Indicate Very
Rigid Differentiation**

Varighles**
A 8 c Fi E
Extent of Extent of Exiens of Extent of Extent of
SubjectfLevel Choice of Mnvolvement “Streaming ™ Boundary
Distinction Subjects by of Teachers Hierarchical Between Distribution
Amongst Classes  Pupils in funior in Pupils’ Ordering of Classes of of Schools on  Distribution of
of Pupils and Senior Choice Classes of Pupils Guttman Scale Schools on 9
(“Subdist™) Cycle (" Teachinv") Pupnls (“Clascore’’) Based on Cuttman Scale e
Scale {“"Choice*) {**Stream™) Schools with Based on all rm“
Type X = extensive X = almost X =uverylittle X = rigid X = rigid }” Least 2 Schools o
. . . : . nter Cert.
subjectflevel no subject little or no sfreaming boundaries Classes {N =95} c
distinctions choice teacher or banding between (N = 80) S
fnvolvement in of classes classes (more} [
pupils* choice of pupils than 5 subjects : -
making taken together} o
(Score >>.60) (Score > 1.5) (Score >2)  (Score >2.5)  (Score >2) -
{Range 0-1.0) {Range 0-2) (Range 1-3)  (Range 14) {Range 1-3) :-I:i
5 X X X X X 9 9 m
4 0 X X X X 18 22 2
] 0 1] X X X 18 13 =
2 0 0 0 X X 16 16 g
1 0 0 0 0 X 12 22 -
] 0 0 ] o ] 12 13 Z
(%]
No. of "X"s 10 26 43 48 61 80 -
No. of errors | 3 9 8 6 27 3
No. of "X"s 10 30 53 49 75 0 95 g
No. of errors I s 17+ i2e 6 0 9 o

*These ervors arc particularly large parily because of distinctions between classes based on sex rather than ability.

**+{A) “Subdist” is a scale constructed from b items scored 1.0 or 0 which measures the presence or absence of different subject and level
distinctions amongst classes. These are summed and divided by No. of applicable items. A score of .60 means that half of items were positive
- indicating a high level of subjectflevel distinctions between classes. {D) “*Stream™ — has 4 values = completely streamed classes on basis of
assessed ability, 3/2-2 or 3§ rigid bands of classes; 1.0 = completely mixed ability classes. {B) “Choice™ is a scalc made up of more than 10
items indexing number of optional subjects made available to all pupilsfclasscs in the junior and senior eycle: 2 = no optional subjects; 1 =
i-4 optional subjects; 0 = 5 or more optional subjects, (C} " Teachinv" is a scale constructed from 4 itcms measuring teachers' involvement
in pupils’ choice of subjects and in their occupational choices; 3 = no choice or subject teachers not involved in choice = 1 = high subject
teacher involvement in choice. {E} “Clascore™ - 2 item scale measuring extent to which “classcs” of pupils take allfsome subjects together
as a class, or scparately as individuals from different classes: 3 = classes where pupils take 6 or more subjects together = 1 = only non-exam
subjeets taken together.
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Scalibility of .77. In other words in reproducing any set of individuals’ exact
respenses {rom the score assigned one, would be correct 93 times out of 100.

A Gurtman scale is both implicative and “reproducible”. Thus for any
school once we know its “score” or scale type, we can reproduce (with 93
per cent accuracy) its pattern of responses on each variable. Thus schools with
a “scale type” or score of 5 had as its most *‘difficult” item (or one least
likely to occur) substantial subject and Honours/Pass level distinctions being
made between classes of pupils. Here the 9 schools involved generally allocated
Honours level courses to the top streamed classes, and Pass courses and some
subjects — usually technical or vocational subjects — to the bottom 1/2
classes. If schools were so characierised then this “implied” that such schools
also had: (a) almost no choice of subjects — almost all were allocated; (b) litile
consequent involvement of teachers and pupils in choice making; (c) rigid
streaming or “banding” of pupils, and (d) had relatively rigid boundaries
beuween classes of pupils. In other words such subjectflevel distinctions
occurring in highly strcamed schools have clear “implications™ for subject
choice, teacher involvement in choice, and distinctions or clear boundaries
between classes of pupils. The reverse is not the case — as is obvious from
Scale Types 4 and 3. If schools have rigid streaming and little teacher involve-
ment in the litile subject choice that is available, this does not necessarily
imply that there are high levels of subjectflevel distinctions: it may only
mean the presence of few subjects or levels. The relationships between items
here tend to be unidirectional — ic., if A then B,C, D, E;butif E, D, C and
B occur then A need not occur. So schools which stream rigidly, and have
limited choice making at an individual pupil-teacher level, can still leave
some leeway in the allocation of subjects/levels to classes.

The most “difficult” and the most predictive items, therefore, deal with
curricular differentiation and the *'search process’ not with pupil differenti-
ation. If such rigid curricular distinctions are present and the “search process”
is highly routinised and rigidly interpersonally constrained within schools,
it almost universally predicis a schooling process which also uses adminis-
trative procedures or rules 1o categorise and segregate pupils into distinct and
hicrarchically organised groupings who receive quite distinct “schooling
treatments”

Nine of our sample of larger schools have these very rigidly controlled
characteristics (Scale Type 5). An additional 18 schools (Scale Type 4),
with 2 or more Intermediate Certificate classes, have less rigid subject/levet
distinctions but have very little subject choice — in most cases having fewer
subjects overall. They have as a consequence low teacher involvement in
choice, high levels of streaming/banding and rigid hierarchically organised
“closed” classes of pupils with little between class mobility, These 18 schools,
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with less rigid “treatment differences” between classes of pupils, do however
allow some “sctting” for Honours level courses. Some choice of Honours/
Pass levels is left at the pupil level as are certain subjects like French, Spanish
or Technical Drawing which are “ability differentiated” in the former Type 5
schools.

Absence or scarcity of choice necessarily constrains teacher involvement
in choice, but low teacher involvement can occur cven with considerable
choice (Scale Type 3). Obviously whether subject teachers get involved to a
modecrate or high extent with pupils’ subject decisions depends also on the
school ethos and management encouragement. Even where there is a con-
siderable choice, and less rigid subjectflevel distinctions between streamed
classes, teachers may still not get involved in the choice process (Scale Type
3). An additional 13 of the larger schools fall into this scale type.

That rigid streaming/banding can occur in schools where there is at least
a moderate level of subject choice and teacher involvement in that choice is
obvious from the 16 schools which fall into Scale Type 2. Streaming or band-
ing of pupils, therefore, can take place in schools which make very rigid and
major distinctions in the type of schooling process they apply to different
streams or bands, or in schools which make minor distinctions in these
respects. Considerable choice and substantial teacher-pupil interacuion around
that choice can still occur in schools which organise the pupil intake into
rigidly streamed classes.

And even where one has either truly “mixed ability” classes or minor
bandingfstreaming distinction, as in Scale Types | and 0, one can do so where
there are rigid between-class boundaries or where there arc not. Almost a
third of all larger schools fall into these 2 scale types — equally distributed
between the 2 types, Some mixed ability schools allow their pupils a very
wide choice of subjects so that there are no clear class boundaries. Others,
partly mixed ability because they have few optional subjects or levels anyway,
allow little choice and pupils take mostfall of their subjects within the same
class of pupils.

This scale, therefore, allows us to categorise the larger schools in our sample
into a highly reliable and hierarchically ordered set of schooling types. One-
third of schools have very clearly defined, rigid and hierarchically ordered
scts of classes with little subject choice and little teacher involvement in choice
and usually clear subjectflevel distinctions being made in the kind of curricula
applied 1o these different categories of pupils. These schools, therefore, have
highly differentiated schooling processes in which central administrative
decisions structure the schooling process. At the other extreme are almost an
equally large proportion of schools which have either mixed ability or very
low “banding’ amongst their pupils and low between-class boundaries. These

b
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schools generally have wide subject choice and high teacher involvement in
that choice. Here the decisions on schooling practice are being left to a large
extent to emerge from individual pupil-teacher-parent discussions. The
remaining schools fell somewhere between these two polar extremes.

But what was even more confirmatory of the surprising degree of uni-
dimensionality of the scale was that many of the “errors” occurring in the
higher scale types — particularly Scale Type 4 — occurred in Vocational
schools where there were 2 classes rigidly segregated by sex. In these schools
equally rigid subject distinctions occur as in ability streamed schools and
equal restrictions on individual pupil choice and in teacher involvement in
the pupil “search process” but they are based on sex notability. If we recode
these “errors” to being equivalent to rigidly streamed schools the scale gains
considerable reliability (CR = .94 and CS = .82). These are very high co-
efficients for any such set of relationships.

There is, thercfore, a quite extraordinary degree of cohesion in the manage-
ment of the “schooling process” in Irish second-level schools and a substan-
tial degree of variation amongst schools in these respects.

When we include those scheools which have only 1 Intermediate Certificate
Class this conclusion becomes even more strengthened. Although the “error”
level jumps slightly —as can be seen from the {extreme) marginal row and
column of Table 3.8 — we still gev an extremely reliable scale with CR = 92
and CS = .74. As we can sec also from Table 3.8 the relative order of the
items on “streaming” (D), and the extent of teacher involvement (C), becomes
reversed — although both items are left as they were to maintain the corres-
pondence with the original scale order derived.

Of the 15 schools which were originally excluded because they had only
I class and therefore were not in a position to stream, most fell into Scale
Types 1 or 4. Although they usually do not or cannot stream they have very
little choice and little consequent involvement of teachers in such subject
decisions. Eight of these schools were Vocational schools and 7 Secondary
schools. Of course we do not know what these schools would do if their
pupil numbers were to increase substantially but their subject provision and
choice-making behaviour would suggest they would tend to rigidly differen-
tiate pupils and curricula,

The above set of scales provided the best “solution” — the ones with the
least number of “errors” in the Guttman scale. Of course a number of other
cutting points could have been used and some of these give only slightly
higher levels of error. Almost all “solutions”, however, gave almost equivalent
scale forms, the rank order of “difficulty” of most items retaining their
relative position in most solutions. We can, therefore, regard most of these
scales as being almost equivalent in form, indicating a dominant unidimen-
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sional structuring of the schooling process variables involved. Such schooling
process decisions “fit together™ as if decisions on one schooling variable were
systematically related to decisions on other ones in terms of our hypothesised
dimension — {rom an increasingly “open’ to an increasingly “closed’ system
of schooling: from rigid pupil categorisation/strcaming, to little pupil choice
and an increasingly bureaucratic “search process”, and consequently ever
greater subject/level distinctions between classes of pupils.

Variants of the “Schooling Process” Scale at funior Cycle Level

As we have already seen the Guttman scale already derived is based on
measures of streaming, subject distinction and choice, eic., which are averaged
over both the junior and senior cycle. But as we also have seen the schooling
process in the senior cycle is substantially less rigid than in junior cycle. For
this reason and because we shall be using the scale to examine the effects of
such schooling variation on pupils’ progress and behaviour, etc., for our
separate samples of Intermediate Certificate and Leaving Certificate pupils
we decided to do a separate scaling exercise for junior and senior cycle levels.

In the table overleafl we give the results of the junior cycle scaling exercise.

Using the 5 previous variables and using the cutting points as indicated m
Table 3.9 we derived an almost perfect scale again with an overall CR = .93,
As can be seen from the results presented in Table 3.9, however, 2 of the
variables — “Choice” and “Teachinv” — are almost perfectly correlated. So,
with “Teachinv” giving much higher levels of “error” and, since it does not
give us any further significant discrimination over and above that provided
by “Choice” we can drop it from the scale, If we do so the error levels drop
considerably and the CR increases to .97, an almost perfect Gutiman scale.
In other words by taking “purer” measures of the schooling process at junior
cycle level the scale reliabilities increase considerably.

Its “face validity”, of course, has also improved considerably since the
ordinal position of one¢ of the crucial variables has changed. Now *‘Subdist”
and “Streaming” arc almost exactly collincar — the most “difficult”™ (or
least frequently occurring) condition is very rigid subjectflevel distinctions.
This occurs only in conditions where there is very rigid streaming. It s
possible here to derive two “cutting points” for “Subdist” — rigid streaming
with extremely rigid {4) subject and level distinctions (i.e., Scale Type 7),
and less rigid subject and level distinctions with rigid streaming or “banding”
{Scale Type 6). Where both of these conditions are met there is very little
subject choice left at the individual pupil level, and there is no subject-
teacher involvement in any such choice making that does occur. Consequently,
very high interactional boundaries occur beuween the different streamed
classcs of pupils. These “boundaries” between ranked classes of pupils are




Table 3.9: The Guttman Scaling of funior Cycle Schooling Process Variables (*“‘Cutting Points” of Variables are Provided
at Base of Table)

Extent of Ext Extent of Extent of Extent to Number of
Subject{Level s * em.af Choice of Teacher which Pupils Total Schools with
Distinctions Irgammg Optional Involvement Take Subjects N o;a > 1 Class of
Scale Between Classes of Pu ”.:: Subjects by in Pupil Together as a ! ;C': "uof Pupils at
Type of Pupils F.S}‘.treapn:) Pupils Choice Making Class 20 Inter Cert.
(Subdist} {Choice) {Teachinu) {Class Bound) (N = 95) (N = 80)
No. No.
7 3 4 s 3 k] 7 7
6 2 34 3 2 2 25 25
5 1fo 2/3 201 2 2 25 25
4 0 0 21 (2 2 22 1
3 0 0 0 2 2 1
2 0 0 0 0 2/1 8
1 0 0 0 0
No. of “X"'s 7/40 58 70 66 L 95 80
No. of errors 0 1 11 17 4 33 82

*Subdist'” has 4 values (0-3). It was possible to derive 2 cutting points: at 3, with very high levels of subjectflevel distinctions, gave a per-
fect scale type “predicting”™ very rigid streaming, almost no choice, no teacher involvement in choice, and high boundaries between classes.
If “cut™ at 2, slighty lower level of subject distinction, it gave an almost equally perfect scale type but with slightly less rigid streaming/
choice restriction practices. “Streaming” has 4 values (1-4): 1 being completely mixed ability or a single class, to 4 which is a completely
streamed set of classcs. “Choice” of subject has 4 values (0-3): 3 with none or just 1 opticnal choice of subject available to all classes; to
0 where there is a very high degree of choice of subjects. “Teachinv’ cqually has 8 values (1-3); 3 with no subject teacher involvement in
choice making, to 1 with very high levels of involvement. “Class Bound" has 4 values (1-4), 4 where almost all subjects are taken as a class,
to | where almost none are,
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maximised in Scale Type 7 schools — where a rigid hierarchy of streamed
classes exists with little or no leeway to give expression to individual pupil
differences which are not very highly correlated with class rankings. The
central school authorities decide who is to go where and what they are to
do, constructing a very tightly constrained educational achievement process.

In total there are 7 schools with extremely rigid streaming and equally
pronounced subject/level distinctions imposed between classes of pupils.
There are 25 schools with slightly less rigid streaming or banding and less rigid
curricular distinctions amongst classes of pupils (Scale Type 6 — the second
row of Table 3.9). Here partly as a result perhaps of such lower rigidities
and somewhat more choice of subjects, with more sophisticated timetabling
in some cases, there is higher teacher involvement in choice making and more
open boundaries between classes of pupils — more movement up and down
to take Honours levels, for instance, or technical and vocational subjects, etc.

[t is possible, however, to get “banding”, particularly the less rigid banding,
without subject/level distinctions being made on the basis of which class
pupils belong to — though some minor distinctions are, of course, present
(i.c., Scale Type 5 — Row 3 of Table 3.9). If this occurs then subject choice
and teacher involvement in choice making is much less restricted. This greater
openness in choice of subjects/levels may be brought about by having greater
provision or by better timetabling and more open options being made overall.
The boundaries between such “banded” classes, though still present, are not
as rigid as in higher scale types. Widening the choice of options and releasing
the constraints on who can take particular subjeccts and levels has positive
consequences on pupil-teacher and pupil-pupil interaction across class boun-
daries. There are 25 schools in this scale type. In total there arc over 70 per
cent (57) of schools, therelore, with either rigid streaming or “‘broad bandings”
at junior cycle level; with varying degrees, however, of subjectflevel distinc-
tions between streams/classes and associated variation in subject choice and
teacher involvement in such choice making, and with a small minority of
schools (7) being very highly differentiated.

There are, in addition, 22 schools which have no such streaming or banding
arrangements but have severe restrictions on pupils’ subject choices and little
involvement of teachers in these choices (Scale Type 4). Half of these have
only 1 class {11); the others usually having very limited subject or level
offerings or poor timetabling of those they have, though being large enough
to have many offerings.

As can be scen only 3 schools fall into Scale Type 3 — schools which do
not stream or band and with some subject cheices, but with limited or no
teacher involvement in that choice. Two of these scheols have only 1 class —
the other school having many subject/level offerings but where pupil/parent
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choice making does not incorporate subject teachers as advisors, etc. For
most purposes however, the scale type can be amalgamated with Scale Type 4.

An additional 8 schools fall into Scale Type 2 — schools where, despite
being mixed ability and with some subject choice and teacher involvement in
these choices, there are still substantial boundaries between classes of pupils.
Each class takes a moderate to large number of subjects together and very
few subjectsflevels are “set”. Timetabling also appears to be particularly
underdeveloped. Only 2 of these schools have only 1 class — so the other 6
are not too small to allow greater mixing amongst classes of pupils.

At the mixed ability extreme are¢ 5 schools which do not “stream” or
“band”, which have wide choices, high teacher involvement in such choice
making and relatively fluid or permeable boundaries between classes of pupils
(Scale Type 1). These arc the truly mixed ability schools — but, as can be
secn, they are extremely few in number,

As can be seen from these results, when we restricted consideration to the
junior cycle we found not only a slightly more reliable and valid (on face
value) scale but also one which gives us a slightly different distribution of
schools. Thirty-two schools are highly streamed or banded with substantial
subject/level distinctions amongst classes of pupils, with little individual
choice left, limited pupil-teacher interaction over choice-making, and rigid
boundaries between classes of pupils. The carlier results, given in Table 3.8,
provide a slightly different number (31) but with somewhat different and
less clearcut distinction beiween Scale Types 5 and 4 (Table 3.8), than
amongst Scale Types 7 and 6 in Table 3.9, The latter provides a “cleaner”
and more meaningful distinction between the two scale types.

But it is at the other extreme of the scale where the differences are most
marked: there are only 11 unstreamed or non-banded schools with 2 or more
classes which have substantial subject choice and teacher involvement in the
Junior cycle; whereas the equivalent for Table 3.8 — based on averaging the
Junior and senior cycle results — was 24, 1t is apparent, therefore, that wlithough
Scale 1 (Table 3.8) docs give us an overall or average view of the schooling
process 1t would be much better to use more specific measures when we arce
examining cither the correlates or consequences of such arrangements at
cither the junior or senior cvcle levels.

Interestingly adso there are clearer interpretations possible of the organisa-
tional basis of the junior ¢ycle scale. The three most discriminating items —
“sureaming”, subjectflevel distincuions and extent of choice — result from
organisationally imposed decisions. And 3 of the Scale Types (7. 6. 5) result
from differences in the type and level of sophistication of these decisions
and actions. The other 1wo items — the level of teacher involvement and the
“permeability” of cluss boundaries — are by and large, outcomes or con-

1
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sequences of such organisationally imposed practices — which may or may
not be planned for or taken into consideration when decisions to *‘stream”
or not, or to make rigid subject/level distinctions amongst streamed classes,
were being taken. To a large extent one would suspect that these are social
organisational consequences which arc not initially considered. They may,
however, be as important in their educational consequences as the original
decision to stream or not.

School Size and Rigidity of the Schooling Process

As we have already seen the intercorrelations amongst the various items
of these scales increase with size of schools — all of them apparently relating
to size constraints in the same way. As one can sce, however, from the
following table this is clearly not the case.

Tabte 3.10: Correlation Between Number of Subjects and Number of Pupils in Schools,
and “Schooling Process™ Variables

Streamin Subject Class Choi. Teacher Querall
AMIE  Distinction  Boundaries % wolvement Scale

Number of Pupils

Total (N =95) .30 10 .51+ -.25* -.36* -.16
(>> 1 Class at Inter :

Cert, N = 80} {.11} {-.04) {—.24)* {-.27)* (-.29)* (—.t1}
No. of Inter Cert,

Classes (N = 95) .15 .06 -.14 -.25% -.18 .18

*Suatistically significant at p <<,05, two tailed test. It should be remembered that “Choice”, “Teachiny”
and *‘Class Boundarics” are scored from high = 0f1 to low = /4 (sce Table 3.9 footnote).

Obviously there is no consistent relationship between the overall scate, or
its constituent variables, to size of school. Some of the component scaled
items have clearly negative reiationships to size of school: “Class Bound”,
“Choice” and “Teachinv”. The greater the size of school the greater the
extent of subject choice and teacher involvement in such choice, as well as
the lower the extent to which pupils take all or most of their subjects to-
gether. But, as one might expect, the larger the school the greater the extent
to which schools stream and, to a limited extent, the greater the extent of
subject allocation differences amongst such streams. The constituent item
relationships are going in different directions, But in all cases this “size con-
straint” explains very little of the overall variance —a maximum of 9 per
cent in “streaming” propensity and of 13 per cent in the case of “teachinv”,
for instance. Given these findings it is obvious that our scale on “schooling
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process” does not measure a simple technical-organisational response to
increase size. It is rather, we would argue, based on strategic decisions (Child,
1972) by school authorities — on the basis of their underlying assessment of
the “basic long term goals and objectives of the enterprise™ (Chandler, 1962).
These are based on their underlying values and conceptions about how best
to handle their individual schooling project. It is also, however, obviously
affected substantially by administrative or organisational constraints not
indexed by size of school. It may well be that larger schools with greater
bureaucratic and administrative rules and procedures, and greater co-ordinative
imperatives — the division of labour being much more easily interpersonally
co-ordinated in small schools — require much higher levels of formal co-
ordination amongst different administrative arrangements. Whatever the
reason it is clear that despite these contrasting individual correlations with
school size, increasing school size clearly imposes consistencies on organisa-
tional decisionmaking, whether those strategic decisions are to stream or not.

There is, as we have seen, a very clear set of implicative relationships amongst
these constituent variables: one decision implying another. And the larger
the school the greater this covariation, the extent of linking of decisions, or
of organisational arrangements, increasing with organisational size. These
linked decisions, of course, may be ecither toward increasing “‘openness” or
“closedness” of the schooling process applied. It appcars as if either certain
administrative constraints or else certain consensus secking processes within
schools forces school management toward greater linking of these decisions
in larger schools. In any case it clearly appears that constraining “environ-
mental” variables, such as increasing school size, do not of themselves explain
the process.

As we shall see in Chapter 4 those strategic decisions are very highly struc-
tured — they vary systematically by the sex and social class of the school’s
clientele, as well as by the characteristics of the school owning authority.
The nature of the pupil intake, and the nature of the “schooling output”, or
operative objectives of the school, as well as its educational philosphy or
ideology, also appear to be very important. What has been most striking
about the results in this chapter is that, in most cases, such “schooling pro-
cess” outcomes clearly appear to be more the result of “strategic decisions”
(Child, 1972) taken by school management than of any environmental
pressure or constraint — certainly not by school size per se.

In some schools, however, decisions to stream, for instance, had been
taken at least a decade earlier. In many of these schools the whole set of
schooling practices — initial entry examinations, assignment of pupils Lo
classes, assignment of subject/levels to classes, allocation of teachers to
classes, the division of labour, and the co-ordinative and hierarchical struc-
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ture of the school —had become highly routinised and entrenched. Schooling
arrangements had become so firmly established in their historical and well
worn paths that most tecachers and school management personnel had
developed significant personal interests in the maintenance of the current
structure of the school. It would prove very difficult to change such school-
ing arrangements. Such “strategic decisions”, in other words, once made have
very constraining influences on subsequent choices and behaviour.

Conclusion

The results of our analysis, therefore, clearly support a simple unidimen-
sional view of the schooling process. Very rigid streaming is almost univer-
sally associated with very rigid subject distinctions and with little subject
choice or teacher involvement in that choice making. But less rigid streaming
or “broad banding” can occur with little subject/level distinctions — though
not without any distinctions atall (Scale Type 5). Referring buack to Figure 3.1
— A, B, C| is the ideal type — but only a small number of schools (sce
Tables 3.8 and 3.9) fit into it. Buu less rigid streaming or banding can be
associated with only minimal subject/level distinctions — although it is never
found without significant reductions in subject choice, restrictions in subject
teacher involvement and moderate high boundaries between classes; ie.,
Type A, B, C, (in Figure 3.1} is not found.

If unstreamed on the other hand — this condition never occurs with subject/
level distinctions; i.c., A,B; does not occur as was predicted (Figure 3.1).
Indeed, almost by definition, it cannot occur, But unstreamed schools can
occur with considerable “closedness” in the “scarch process”; ie., A,B,C,
can and does occur. In {act it does occur far more frequently than A, B, C,
(Figure 3.1), the type that was expected to occur most frequently. The main
reason here is the restriction on the size of the curriculum. Indeed if we
exclude all schools with only 1 Intermediate Certificate class, Scale Type 4
with considerable “choice” and “teacher involvement™ has roughly the same
number of cases as Scale Types 1 and 2 the most open and most “mixed
ability™ schools.

With these minor exceptions, therefore, the hypotheses originally advanced
are strongly supported by the data — the 5 variables examined do fit together
in a highly consistent form as hypothesised.

In the following chapter we explore the underlying reasons why different
kinds of schools arrange their “schooling process” in these quite distinct
ways. Before proceeding 1o explain such variation in the schooling process
we need to initially check the meaningfulness or “face validity’” of the scales
uscd to measure it. This we do below in a preliminary way, by examining in
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some detail the characteristics of the top 7 schools which are most differen
tiated by pupils’ ability level and curricular allocation (Scale Type 7, Table 3.9),
as well as the bottom 11 least streamed schools.

The Most Streamed Schools

All of the 7 schools (Table 8.9) which are most streamed and differentiated
by curricularfteaching strategics are Secondary schools. They are all owned
by male religious orders, 5 by the Christian Brothers. The other 2, originally
all boys’ schools, had recently taken in girls, one on a shared co-institutional
basis, the other on a completely cocd basis. All but 1 of these schools are in
the frce scheme. Five of these schools have more than 3 classes of pupils at
Intermediate Certificate level. In other words these arc dominantly large
male Secondary schools with generally high academic aims and with curricula
which, in the top classes, are highly academic and demanding. Honours level
courses in Irish, English, Maths, are taught o the top streamed class(es); and
Pass level courses, and some technical subjects (usually Technical Drawing,
Spanish, Commerce or Home Economics) are taught in the lower streams.

These schools have cither entrance tests or examinations soon after pupils
enter the school. And on the basis of these examinations — usually the
“Drumcondra’ Irish, English and Maths tests, based on the Primary school
curriculum — they allocate pupils to the different streamed classes. Both this
asscssment and allocation of pupils to classes is a highly centralised process —
involving both Principals and Career Guidance Teachers usually. Equally
centralised is timetabling, decisions on optional/corc courses, and the alloca-
tion of subjects/teachers to classes.

On average these schools serve a middle to lower middle class clientele,
and are all focated in urban arcas — 3 of them in Dublin, Three of the schools
are highly selective in their intake (the Dublin schools). Of the other 4 schools,
although all are lormally unselective of their intake, 2 report that they clearly
get the better pupils from the local catchment area shared with other com-
peting schools. Since 5 of these schools are cither selective or highly com-
petitive in their intake they do not have any serious numeracy or literacy
problems amongst their pupil intake. So, in general, it is not greater cduca-
tional ability variance in their intake that explains their rigid streaming
behaviour.

To conclude, therelore, these highly streamed schools are large, dominantly
male, Secondary schools with clearcut academic educational objectives and
with socially selective and social mobility functions. Their pupil intake is
comprised of a generally male middle to lower middle class clientele whose
dominant educational objective scems to be closely linked to achieving social
mobility. The impression one gets from these schools is that the position of
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the lower ability pupil is not being cqually catered for — being generally
assigned a rather attenuated version of the academic curriculum.

Unstreamed Schools

Of the 11 most unstreamed or “mixed ability” schools (Table 3.9) with
more than 1 class of pupils, all but 3 arc Secondary schools, and these are
“new"” Community schools formed from amalgamating local small Secondary
and Vocational schools. All these schools serve roughly the same kind of
social class mix as the highly streamed schools, though 4 are somewhat
higher social status — 2 being fee paying. They tend, however, to be smaller
schools.

But what most distinguishes these from the former schools is the fact that
they are, with 4 exceptions, all owned and operated by female religious orders
and that arc all either girls’ schools or coed schools. One of the exceptions
is a high status [ee paying Secondary school, the others Community schools.
These schools, therefore, deal with a different clientele, provide a schooling
that appcars to have quite different objectives to the highly streamed schools
and arc motivated by quite different values, particularly as these are articulated
within the religious orders or managements which run these schools.

Four of the schools involved are selective in their intake, but the others
are not only unseclective — 4 of them being located in “one school” catch-
ment areas — but generally appcar to have a slightly higher proportion of
numeracy and literacy problems in their pupil intake than the highly streamed
schools. In fact 4 of them appear to serve a much more diverse social class
and ability range of pupils than the highly sircamed schools.

Child’s (1972) view of the role of “Strategic Choice” in determining the
working process of organisations receives some support in these findings. As
we have already seen the rigidity of the schooling process has no significant
correlation with school size. Judged in terms of extremes of schooling it also
appears to have little relationship with the social class or ability characteristics
of the pupil intake as such. But as we shall also see in the next chapter, such
“Strategic Choices” appear to be strongly instutionally influenced.



Chapter 4

WHY SCHOOLS VARY IN THEIR SCHOOLING PRACTICE: THE
INFLUENCE OF TECHNICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS

Two contrasting sets of hypotheses can be proposed as to why schools
vary so much in their schooling processes — basically “technical-rational” as
against volitional and institutional forces. On technical-rational grounds it
can be argued that the degree of standardisation and differentiation of school-
ing 1s a result of rational calculation by school managements about how best
to deal with differences in their size, the variance in the intake characteristics
of pupils, or the extent to which schools have to cope with different popula-
tion subgroups with specific educational needs; c.g., a high proportion of
educationally deprived pupils but also a high proportion of academically
able pupils. Such *“technical” solutions would, of course, assume consensus
on concepts, theories, appropriate methods as well as ideologies and values
in education.

Under institutional assumptions we proposed, however, that the internal
working arrangements of schools are not technically determined but closely
rellect the various institutional origins and charters of different school-owning
authoritics, as well as the important social placement or mobility, or social
reproduction, roles such schools play. Within this latter perspective schooling
1s not seen as a straightforward rational or technical response to an unam-
biguously defined set of goals, problems and tasks which have straightforward
scientifically validatable solutions; rather it is the result of differences in
objecuives and values and strategic choices made on the basis of these different
priorities amongst school-owning authorities.

We hypothesised, therelore, that it is the different explicit “charters”, as
well as the acquired educational and social placement functions, of schools
that account for the variance in the schooling process applied to a school’s
intake, rather than any variance in the objective ‘“‘technical” characteristics
of the intake. These different explicit charters — whether characierised by
the tripartite, formal divisions between Secondary, Vocational or Community
schools, or less formally within the privately owned Sccondary school sector
— usually specify, or at least imply, a particular educational orientation to a
specilic sex or social group as well as imply a particular type of education to
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be applied thereto. These different educational charters are discussed in detail
in Chapter 2.

Besides explicit founding charters, different school organisations have
acquired distinct educational functions over time, For example, Christian
Brothers’ Secondary schools, although explicitly founded to serve the educa-
tion of the poor, through their progressive adaptation to the State’s method
of funding second-level education and within the ambit of State regulation,
have tended over time to move away from the provision of a basic education
for the poor to an increasingly more academic grammar school education for
lower middle or upper working class boys or those from small farms, the
brightest of which are selected and sponsored for upward social mobility.
And, as we saw in our previous study (Hannan, Breen et al., 1983, pp. 188-
190) tend 10 provide a quite specialised science-Maths or “Commerce” cur-
riculum to achieve these ends.

On the other hand, the Mercy Order has never quite directed its encrgies
to such specific achievement goals. This is partly because it mainly tcaches
girls, whose educational and occupational achicvement goals are not generally
secn as being as salient as those of boys. But it is also because of other dif-
ferences in the basic educational goals of the religious order concerned.

We hypothesised, therefore, that rigid pupil, curricular and instructional
differentiation would be most characieristic of the following types of schools:

{a) Those which teach boys rather than girls, the education of boys being
far more class andeducationally differentiated (Hannan, Breen et al.,
1983).

(b} Schools which act us sponsoring working class, small farm or lower
middle class pupils for upward social mobility.

(¢) Schools which serve a wider sct of educational, social placement and
social mobility Tunctions. The larger Vocational and Communityf
Comprehensive schools have ar more comprehensive objectives than
the more homogeneous functions of Secondary schools.

(d) Schools which serve a working class or lower middle class clientele,
rather than an upper middle class clientele. Streaming is expected 1o
be least characteristic of schools which aim to consolidate the
position of the upper middle class.

(¢} Scecondary schools operated by certain male religious orders whose
charters. educational goals and philosophics emphasise selection and
sponsorship of lower working class or lower middle class pupils for
upward social mobility: i.e., Christian Brothers, Presentation Brothers,
etc.
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So, institutional hypotheses indicate that three variables are of most sig-
nificance; the social class origins of pupils and the social mobility function of
schools, the sex of the pupil body, and a clear independent cffect of the
cducational philosophy or ideology guiding the specific school authority.
“Technical” variables, as such, arc not expected to have much effect.

Analysis and Results

The analysis of the causes of variation in the schooling process focused on
7 key variables. These are dichotomised into: (a) “technical” or environmental
variables — size of school, extent of literacy and numeracy problems in the
pupil intake, variance in other pupil intake characteristics like social class
composition or parental educational levels; and (b) “‘institutional” or “voli-
tional” factors —sex of pupil body, median social class composition of
pupil body, and the chartered educational objectives of the authority running
the school.

Technical-Rational Factors

Basically the technical argument says that variation in educational pro-
cessing results from equivalent variation in intake (“raw materials™) — with
different processes heing applied o differing intakes. So the wider the
variance in intake the greater the variance in processing. It is presumed under
the technical argument that most schoo! decisionmakers basically share the
same sct of educational values and goals and the same technically rational
approach to their implementation or achievement. So larger schools and
schools with greater variances should show greater differentiation in pro-
cessing. The institutional argument on the other level says that differentiation
depends mainly on the goals and values of the decisionmakers — it is the
result of choices they make based on the underlying criteria they use in
choosing one schooling solution rather than another: internal school choice
and policy, rather than external or environmental factors, being the main
influence.

The correlation results given below in Table 4.1 summarise the bivariate
relationship between these two contrasting sets of variables. Six variables
are selected to represent “iechnical” factors — size of school or number of
pupils, extent of literacy/numeracy problems in pupil intake, and the degree
of selectivity or competitiveness of pupil intake — all four variables measured
in interviews with school Principals; extent of variation in the social class
and educational background of pupils — which were estimated from the
responscs of pupils 1o questions about their fathers’ occupational status and
education at Inter Cert. level (sec Hannan, Breen et al., 1983, pp. 23-29 for
details). We do not have any measure of pupil “ability” or “performance’ at
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entry. Although most schools had results for entry examinations, or stan-
dardised test scores, these measures varied so widely from school to school
that comparable data were not available. In addition many of the examinations
or tests used were not very reliable or were of doubtful validity. It would,
of course, be preferable to use such initial entry tests. However, they are
highly correlated with the social class and educational background charac-
teristics of pupils — and are, to that extent, indirectly measured here. But, in
addition, we have included two measures of the extent to which a school’s
intake includes lower ability pupils, and two measures of the extent of the
ability selectivity of the intake and of the extent to which the school is
“competitive” in its intake. These school level measures do clearly “tap”
the “ability selectivity™ of schools. We are nevertheless only too conscious
of the absence of reliable “‘ability” or aptitude measures for school intake.
So, it is for this rcason that we later use a very conservative method of
estimating the influence of “‘schooling differentiation” on school outputs.

The resulis clearly indicate that the 6 individual “technical” factors are
not very important predictors of the schools’ propensity to differentiate
their pupils or curricula. Except for size of schools there are no statistically
significant correlations present. Larger schools tend to be somewhat more
differentiated in the junior cycle (r = .30). And (Secondary) schools which
are highly selective/competitive in their pupil intake and get “better” or
more able pupils, are somewhat less inclined to differentiate. Both correlations
are, however, very low and statistically insignificant. There is no consistent
corrclation between schooling differentiation and the extent of literacy or
numeracy problems in the pupil intake. There is no consistent bivariate
relationship beuwween variation in a school’s social class intake or variation
in the parental educational background of pupils and propensity to differen-
tiate. So, it is not the level of differentiation in intake that accounts for the
level of differentiation of schooling process. This low correspondence
between such technical-rational and environmental factors and schooling
practice holds for all variables included in the overali differentintion scule
{except for exient of subject choice — where larger schools have somewhat
more choice).

Combined, these 6 “‘technical” factors explain less than 3 per cent of the
variance in the overadl seale, or 14 per cent of the varianee in the Inter Cent.
school process scale (see Table 4.2). The main technical variable of significance
is size. Once size is controlled for, only the extent to which schools have a
large lower ability intake, retains any significance. Larger schools are, as
hypothesised, more likely to differentiate their schooling process. Paradoxi
cally, however, once size is controlled for schools which have a high inwke
ol lower ability pupils are somewhat less likely to rigidly sircam their intake




Table 4.1: Relationships Between *Technical” and “Institutional” Variables and the Propensity to Differentiate Pupils
and Curricula. (Schools 2 | class; N = 80 Schools; Values of r = 22 or Greater, are Statistically Significant at .05 Level,
Two Tailed)

Correlations unth Schooling Procesy
Process Variehles (Pearson's 1)

Independent Variables

Indices/Scales Used

Individuc! ftems in Scole

Inter.
Overall -
Scale g:,: Stregming Subject 2.-:“.."’ of
: of Pupils Distinction oice of
Subjects to
Pupils
A. Technical Variables
. Size of school {i) No. ol pupils =15 .30 A2 NE -1
2. Extentof literacyf  (ii} % pupil intake with literacy/
numeracy problems numeracy problemst 06 -.07 -.14 -.06 =16
in intake
3. Degrec of back- {iii} Degree 10 which sfhonl is
ground selectivity selective in intake ~.15 .03 .05 -3 -7
of pupil intake
{iv} Exient 1o which school is
competitive in it intake? -.10 -1 -1 -.08 -.02
4. Extent of variation  [v)  Sec, class variance in pupil intake
in the pupil’s social 50 school 05 -.01 -1 02 =0l
class and educational (vi} Varation in parental edug. level
background of pupil intake to school? =12 -.04 -7 -.02 -1
B. Ingtitutionalf
Volitional Factors
5. Typefscx of school  (vii} Doys” Sec. schools .28 .29 .20 .23 .32
[viii) Girls" Sec. schools -.15 =17 -.06 -.08 -4
6. Identity of school  {ix} Community schools -.10 -.05 -.10 -.02 ~.490
Authority {x) Vecational schools 22 -.02 .13 ~.02 .28
(xi} Christian Brothers' schools .28 81+ .23 39 3
{xii) Mercy schools =11 =12 -.07 -.13 -.06
7. Median social class  (xiii) Median soc, class of pupil body 15 .21 -.01 .12 B
and educational [xiv) Medtan level of parental education -.18 ~.07 .05 .0l -.09

background

*Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level,
Indices of literacy and numeracy are very highly correlated {r = .95).
'SL?IC wh;ch ;inczsurex extent to which school is over-subscribed in intake and selects its pupils (4 = highly selective) or is completely un-
seleciive (= 0),
Scale which measures extent to which school is thought to get better and more able pupils in its intake (= 4) or 1o suffer from * cream of
by other local schools (= 0 or 1).
Variation in fathers® educational level in Inter Cert, classes. Results for mothers’ education are even less signilicant,
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or differentate their curricula. Variation in the social class background of
pupils is positively corrclated with differentiation, as predicted, but the
coefficient is not significant. So, there is no evidence that variation in the
ability intake of schools — nor in the familial social or educational background
of pupils — are independently and positively correlated with streaming and
curricular differentiation. There is very little evidence, therefore, for the
“technical” hypothesis except for the effect of school size. Indeed increasing
proportions of lower ability pupils in a school appear 1o have a negative
effect where a positive effect was predicted.

Table 4.2: Stepwise Multiple Regression of “Technical’ and SocialfInstitutional School
Variables on the Tendency of Schools to Differentiate their Schooling Process
(Inter Cert./Scale, Schools With More than 2 Classes)

{s) (is)
A. Technical Variables Beta Beta
School size {No. of pupils in entry year) 34* .35%
Extent of selectivity in intake' -.10 -.14
Extent of literacy /numeracy problems in pupil intake -.26* -.15
Variation in social class intake of school A1 .06
Variation in parental educational level of pupil intake -.06 -.18
B. Institutional Variables
Girls' school (Dummy) - -.535*
Boys’ school (Dummy) - 12
Vaocational/Community school {Dummy) - -.52%
Median social class of pupil body — 27*
R" = 14 .52
F = 2.2% 3.4*
No. of schools** 14 4

*Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.
**There are 80 schools with two or more classes at Inter Cert. level but only 74 with full
data on alf variables in the regression.
'The other scale on schoal competitiveness made no additional contribution and was ex-
cluded.

The reason for some of these discrepant resubts and for the low overall
level of variance explained by such “‘technical” factors becomes obvious
when one introduces social-institutional variables into the regression. Institu-
tional and ideological factors clearly intervene in the ways different school
authorities handle such ‘“technical” factors. Part of the explanation, for
instance, as to why schools with higher proportions of children with literacy
and numeracy problems are less likely to stream rigidly, is mainly explained
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by the fact that Vocational and Community schools have much higher pro-
portions of pupils with literacy and numeracy problems (r = .45) than other
schools. They also tend to have much lower within-school variances in the
social class of intake of pupils. As a matter of policy, however, Vocational
schools {and Community schools) are much less likely to stream rigidly than
most boys’ Secondary schools, although they almost universally “broad band™
when large enough.

Socral-Institutional Factors

As we can clearly see from the results presented in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 —
there are much clearer relationships between institutional factors and school-
ing practice. Boys’ Secondary schools (particularly Christian Brothers’ schools)
and schools which cater mainly for lower middle or working class pupils
are far more likely to stream their pupils and differentiate their curricula
than others. Girls’ schools, and schools which cater mainly for upper middle
class pupils are least likely to siream. Vocational and Community/Compre-
hensive schools are also somewhat less likely to rigidly differentiate their
schooling process — once all other factors are controlled for, although in
their case they are more likely than others to broad band. The next strongest
relavonship is with the median social class level of the pupil intuke to the
school — of roughly equal importance to school size. The more working
class the pupil composition, the greater the tendency to differentiate. It is
not, therefore, the vartance in the social class inwake of schools, nor variation
—in so far as we can judge —in the ability intake of pupils, that explains
variation in schooling process differentiation, but rather the average level of
pupil intake as well as the policy of the school authority.,

It appears, in fact, that Secondary schools which cater mainly for poten-
tally upwardly mobile, lower middle or working class, boys are most likely
to rigidly differentiate their schooling practice. So, boys’ Secondary schools
which select or “'sponsor™ a proportion of their more able intake for upward
mobility appear to have the most differentiated schooling process. Many of
these schools. however, also tend 1o have high “dropout rates”, as we shall
see later; so their schooling differentiation is also highly predictive of their
“output” differentiation. On the other hand, upper middle class Secondary
schools are leastlikely to strcam or differentiate their curricula. Consolidating
the advantage of the upper middle class appears 1o require that most of their
children are “wreated” relatively equally, or that the choice of the schooling
process applied is left 1o the pupil and hisfher parents.

For example, of the 7 most highly differentiated schools, all are Secondary,
with 5 boys’, and two coed schools. But 5 of the 7 are Christian Brothers’
schools, whose average parental occupation status varies between lower
middle 10 middle class. But what is equally important is that a substantial
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number of pupils in these schools were being prepared for University entry
— with 39 per cent of Leaving Cert. pupils, on average, aspiring to University
enury, and 21 per cent actually going on to University afier completing the
Leaving Certificate.

On the other hand, however, just over 37 per cent of pupils who ¢ntered
these schools drop out before the Leaving Gert., most after the Inter Cert.
In other words we are dealing here with a sct of schools whose schooling
processes and outcomes are very highly differentiated — although the formal
curriculum is, in general, highly academic. Over a third of lower ability pupils
arc carly leavers and generally enter manual occupations, but at the opposite
pole between a quarter to one-third go on to University and enter profes-
sional and upper middle class positions. Lower ability streams take a “‘Pass”
level general curriculum; and upper streams a highly academic, Honours, and
generally specialised set of courses. These schools are clearly biased towards
sponsoring upward mobility fora select minority of pupils, and do not appear
to pay much atiention to the educational or occupational achievement of
lower abilityfachievement pupils.

At the other exireme are 8 Secondary schools which have completely un-
streamed or mixed ability classes with undifferentiated curricula. None of
these schools are boys’ schools — one is coed, the others are all girls’ Secon-
dary schools. Four of the schools are upper middle class schools - 2 being
fece paying. The other 4 are middle 10 lower middle class girls’ Secondary
schools -- 2 run by the Mercy Order, and 1 by the Presentation Order. Most
of the Principals, when interviewed, explicitly emphasised the positive values
of mixed ability classes. Mixed ability 1eaching appcared to be a conscious
sirategy used to implement certain egalitarian values or to achieve certain
cgalitarian objectives — some Principals emphasising the advantage of such
arrangements to lower ability pupils. In these 8 unsireamed schools 38 per
cent of Leaving Cert. pupils aspired to go to University, and 18 per cent
actually went on to University. Although third-level entry figures arc some-
what lower in their case it is clear that most of the schools strongly orient
their programmes in that direction; but in ways that do not marginalise the
lower ability pupils. In this case only 14 per cent of pupils dropped out of
school before completing their senior cycle. So, taking this into considera-
tion, educational achievement levels are, in fact, substantially higher in this
cuse if we take as our base the total cohort of pupils that first entered these
schools. '

As we can sce, therefore, environmental and technical factors are much
less important than institutional and ideological ones in determining a
school’s processing characteristics. The details of these institutional relation-
ships are made clear in the following two tables.
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Table 4.3 shows the relationship to school types and sex mix. All of the
most highly differentiated schools are boys’ Secondary schools, while none
of the least differentiated are.

Table 4.3: Distribution of Secondary, Vocational and Community Schools by Schooling
Processing Differentiation (Inter Cert. Scale; Schools with Two or More Classes at Entry,
N =280}

Inter Cert. Schooling Differentiation Scale

Type Type Type Type Type Total
7 6 5 4 3,21 {N)
Rigidly Mixed Ability
Differentiated Undifferentiated
Secondary schools

Boys' 7 5 3 6 - 21
Coed - 3 5 - 2 10
Girly' - 6 6 - 6 18
Vocational schools - 7 6 5 1 19
Community and Comprchensive schools - 4 5 - ] 12
Na. of schools 7 25 25 11 12 80

x? = 24.8, df. = 8, p <.005 (Table collapsed by adding Rows 2 + 3, and 4 + 5).

Almost all the larger Vocational schools are “banded” or moderately
streamed — in terms of the segregation of these pupils into different ability
groups, and they maintain generally moderate curricular boundaries between
these classes. Equally, most Community schools are moderately differen-
tiated in this way. However, on average, in neither case is the degree of ability
differenuation of pupils or of curricula, or restriction of subject choice, as
great as in boys’ Secondary schools. But in Vocational schools and in some
Comprehensive schools, clear differenuation by sex of pupils occurs — a very
rare occurrence in coed Secondary schools or in most Community schools.
There is in general a shared view amongst Community school Principals,
particularly, that rigid streaming is bad, and their ability differentiation is
construcied by much less rigid methods — mosily “broad banding”.

In the following table we give the distribution of Secondary schools by the
religious order running the school. The sample is too small to show any statis-
tcally significant resuli, but the trends are in broad agreement with other
results.

Almost all Christian Brothers’ schools in our sample streamed their classes
10 some extent -- most Lo a very high extent. The number of schools run by
other male religious orders in our sample is too small to make definite state-
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Table 4.4: Distribution of Secondary Schools by Religious Congregation Running the
School and Schooling Differentiation. (Schoels > 1 Class}

Other Male  Other Female

E.x t.ﬂ:“ of Christian Mercy High Status Congrega-  Congregations

Rigidity of . . ., . R Other
the Schooli Brothers® Congregation Congregations tions {Presentation, Schools Total

Process " sehools Schools Schools (Presentation, Holy Faith, choo
De La Salle, etc.) etc.)

Low (1-3) 1 L] 2 - 2 0 8
Mod. (45) 3 7 3 2 3 3 21
High (6-7) 8 3 - 3 5 2 21
Total 12 13 5 5 10 5 50

ments. 1t appears, however, from our interviews with the Principals involved
that the ideology underlying a school’s goals or observable outputs, and the
processing arrangements implemented werc nowhere as clearcut as in Christian
Brothers’ schools. The long established role of the Christian Brothers in Irish
education, which appears 1o have emphasised their selective sponsoring of
the more able working class and lower middle class boys for upward social
mobility, appears also to have been based on a sirategy of sclective and dif-
ferentiated schooling to achieve that objective.

Like the Community school Principals, some Secondary school Principals
clearly had consciously decided not to sitream or differentiate their pupil
body and provided a more general and more open process of schooling which
would encourage each pupil to achieve their full potential through maximising
choice and minimising centralised schooling decisions. This was most charac-
teristic of convent schools and lay schools whose clientele were dominantly
upper middle class. But such conscious organisation of schooling practice
was not the usual pattern. The extent to which most schools differentiated
their process, however, depended crucially on the social class characieristics
of their intake.

The Soctal Class Characteristics and Social Mobility Functions of Schools

When related directly 1o the median social class characteristics of their
pupil clientele, it is clear that the lower the mean social class of the school’s
pupils the more likely the school is to provide a rigid schooling process (r =
.21). Working class schools are almost twice as likely as upper middle class
schools to be highly streamed and differentiated.

It may well be that such middle class schools have substandially less *“ability”
variance in their pupil intake than working class schools have, and that it is
this *ability variance’ imperative which is intervening. Certainly the more
middle class schools have substantially lower proportions of pupils with
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Table 4.5: Percentage Distribution of Schools Catering for Different Social Classes by
Extent of Rigidity of Schooling Process (> 1 Inter Cert. Class)

Median Social Class of Pupil Body
Extent of Rigidity

of Schooling Upper Middle/Lower Lower Middle/ ‘:J'd‘f_‘ ‘"zf: af" “’: Total
Process Middie Middle Class Upper Working ‘;’n:;f Fm::'r" ota
(Inter Cere. Scale) Class (& Large Farmers) Class (<30 Acres) (¥)
{£+2) {3 4) {(5+6)
%

Low (1-3): 25.0 16.7 10.0 10.0 12
Medium (4-5): 43.8 458 60.0 30.0 36
High {6-7): 31.8 37.5 0.0 60.0 32
Total % 100 100 100 100 100
{N} (16) (24) (20) (20) (80)

r=.2], p<.05.

educational disabilities. However, once school size is controlled for there is a
negative relationship between the estimated proportion of the pupil intake
to schools with literacy and numeracy problems and schooling differentiation
(see Table 4.2). And the positive association between the median social class
level of a school and its score on the schooling process scale is maintained
even when such factors are controlled for. Equally, although there is a
moderate correlation between the median social class of a school’s intake
and the extent of social ¢lass variance in the school’s pupil intake (r = .23} —
the lower the social class of intake the higher the variance — there is only a
very low correlation between social class varniance, or parental educational
variance, and such schooling differentiation practices once school size is con-
trolled for and when all institutional factors are controlled (Table 4.2). All
of this strongly indicates therefore, that such differences between schools
in their schooling process cannot simply be explained by equivalent variances
in their ability and social class intakes. In addition schools which sclect their
pupil intake, or which successfully compete locally for the more able pupil
clientele, are not less likely to stream or differentiate their curriculum — if
any relationship exists it is in the opposite direction. In any case, such school
practices are most characteristic of middie class boys’ Secondary schools,
which are, in fact, most likely 1o stream.

The typical social class level of pupils’ parents within a school expresses
not only the intake characteristics of pupils — indexing their familial and
neighbourhood resources and influences — but also broadly indicates a
school’s goals or expected outputs. What it is that schools set out to achieve
with their inputs or, rather, what educatonal outputs are typically achieved
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and could, in an ideal world, be aveided or changed if schools wished, is
highly predicted by the class composition of a school’s inputs. Upper middle
class schools in our sample, for instance, almost universally ‘“‘succeed” in
bringing all their pupils up to Leaving Cert. level, and a high proportion of
the graduating class go on to third-level education (30-40 per cent usually);
with a much higher proportion {60-70 per cent) aspiring 1o go on to third
level. In other words these schools have quite homogeneous educational and
social placement functions — to mediate and transform high familial expec-
tations and resources into third-level enury certifications. Besides this general
uniformity in expectations, intentions. goals or expected outcomes, both the
typical familial cultures of the upper middle class, and the corresponding
culture of the school, emphasise those aspects of personal character and con-
duct which maximise individualistic achievement {see Kohn and Schooler,
1980). Sclf direction, personal responsibility and individualistic achievement
values are maximised in such upper middle class familics and in their patterns
of socialisation and functioning. These values can only be maximised in mixed
ability schools which allow wide levels of choice and individual expression.
So, even where there may be as wide a range of ability levels in pupil intake
as in lower middle class or working class schools, pressure 1o conform to
high parental expectations and to a more demanding clientele would force
such schools towards a more open schooling process arrangement.

The managers of lower middle or working class schools do not, on the
other hand, face that kind of parental or familial environment. Indeed as
Kohn (1983) and others have pointed out, working class culture tends to
emphasise passivity, conformity and obedience, as well as substantially lower
expectation levels. Where such schools, therefore, attempt to maximise educa-
ticnal mobility chances for the more able of their pupil intake they can do
so through a much more selective procedure than in schools where parents
would be better informed, and more vociferous and active. So ability variation
could, in these circumstances, be translated into formal ability groupings and
school determined curricular allocation and institutional procedures,

When we attempted to classify schools by using a more complex set of
“input’ and “output” variables combined — including the average social class
level of the pupil intake, the extent of “dropout” before pupils took the
Leaving Cert., and the extent to which Leaving Cert. pupils subsequently
went on to University — we get a much more informative and revealing clas-
sification as given in the following table. Although this new classification is
highly correlated (r =.73) with the median social class of the school intake it
provides a clearer picture and is almost self-explanatory.

To some extent, however, this classification, although highly illustrative is
not unambiguously interpretable. The point selected to dichotomise the
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schooling process scale maximises the differences. To a limited extent also,
as we shall see in the next chapter, streaming per se appears to be a significant
causal factor in dropout rates. The table, however, is so illustrative of the
relationship between social class of origin, the social class of “destination”
of pupils and the schooling process applied that it is worth producing it here.

Atoneextreme arc 6 Secondary schools (3 fee paying) with a predominantly
upper middle class clientele. There is almost no dropout problem in any of
these schools. Almost all pupils stay on to do the Leaving Cert. and, of those
who complete the Leaving Cert., between 30-50 per cent go on subsequently
to University. Three of these schools have basically mixed ability classes with
wide choice of subjects and levels and the least centralised direction of
schooling choices, as well as maximum subject-teacher involvement in this
choice-making behaviour, etc. Of the 3 schools which show most schooling
differentiation none belong to the most highly sireamed or differentiated
category.

At the other social class extreme are 13 working class schools, 12 of which
are highly streamed. These have high subject/level differentiation, with high
central direction of the schooling process. Nine of these schools are Vocational
schools, the rest girls’ or coed Secondary schools. There are very high “drop-
out rates” from these schools (between 40-90 per cent of intake) and, except
in the Secondary schools where a small number did go on, almost none of the
Leaving Cert. pupils went on to University. Obviously, a quite differentiated
set of outputs is being provided for in these schools. At the top are a tiny
proportion of University entrants (<5 per cent). Next are Leaving Cert.
pupils — mostly female — being positioned for entry to clerical or related
lower non-manual occupations. The high performing boys are being prepared
mostly for skilled manual apprenticeships. But at the bottom of the achieve-
ment scale most boys are dropping out of these schools into unskilled or
semi-skilled manual employment or, in nearly half these cases, into unemploy-
ment. Although, therefore, the average level of achievement in these schools
is much lower than in the former case the salient range of educational and
occupational destinations for which pupils are being prepared is much greater.
Whatever about the objective situation it is obvious that such “output objec-
tives” are being perceived as much wider in scope and, therefore, are thought
to require substantial differentiation in the schooling treatment applied. The
extent to which there is school management centralisation of decisionmaking
in this case, of course, is substantially aided by the lower level of expectations
and more quiescent or less demanding behaviour of working class parents.

Between these two extremes are most schools which, although showing a
clear trend towards greater differentiation in lower middle or working class
schools exhibit remarkable variation in schooling practice even within the
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Table 4.6: The Relationship Between the Social Class Origins and Destinations of Pupils
in School and Schooling Practice (N = 70 Schools, with > 1 Class and with Leaving Cert.
Classes Where Full Information is Available)

Level of Schooling
Differentiation (I.C. Scale)

Social Class Origins of Pupil and Social

Mobility Functions of School High Levels of - Total

Low-Moderate Pupil and
Differentiation Curricular
Differentiation

(1-4) {5-7)
1. Upper middle (1-2)* class pupils with very
low dropout** rates (< 5%} and high 3 3 6
educational achievement levels (Univ. {(.50) (.50) (1.00)
entry levels 2> 30%)
2. Middle class schools (2-3) with low drop-
out rates (< 20%) and high educ, achieve- 6 4 10
ment levels (20-35% to Univ.) {.60) (.40) {1.00)
8. Lower middle class schools, with moderate
to high dropoul rates {30-40%) but 6 15 21
moderate educational achievement {.29) (.71) {1.00)
levels {15-25% = Univ.}
4, Lower middle class schools (3-4) with
moderate to high dropout rates (40-60%) 2 6 8
and low educational achievement levels (.23) (.75) (1.00)
(10-20% = Univ.)
5. Working class schools (4-5) with moderate
dropout rates (c.40%) and low achievement 22 ( 795) 1130
levels (5-10%) (.25) ) (1.00)
6. Working class schools (4-6) with moderate | 12 13
to high dropout rates (40-30%) and very low (.08) (.92) (1.00)
{< 5%) or no University entry ’ ’ ’
Total 21 49 70

R =.25;p <.05.

*The figures in parenthesis after social class code indicate the median social class or, more
accurately, the socio-economic status, categery involved.

**Dropout rates” refer to proportion of original entrants who leave school before the
Inter. or Group Cert. or before the Leaving Cert. level.
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same social class/mobility category. The sex of the school, the religious order
or secular organisation running the school, and the size of the pupil body
appear to be the most differentiating variables involved. Girls’ schools, schools
run by female religious orders and smaller schools are least diffcrentiated.
Boys' Secondary schools, particularly Christian Brothers’ schools, are most
differentiated. And while both Vocational and Community schools rarely
use mixed ability classes with wide pupil choice of subjects and levels they
rarely also stream as rigidly as boys’ Secondary schools.

The consistency with which certain school authorities stream or band or
centrally control the schooling process does not appcar, however, in most
cases to flow {rom consciously articulated strategics by individual school
managers or decisionmaking elites within schools. They appear to be based
on shared or taken-for-granted conceptions amongst corporate school authori-
ties of both the role or function of the school within the wider educational
system or the accepted socictal placement function of the school. In many,
if not most cases, therefore, the “decisions” to stream and to treat or process
cach stream in a distinct way are now of historical interest only: the practice
has become crystallised and completely taken for granted.

Conclusions

Clearly, social and institutional factors, not technical-rational ones, are the
most important in explaining differences in the schooling process. Part of
this cffect is “environmental” — the particular socialfinstitutional niche that
a school may come to occupy in its local community. But this, of course, is
mainly a chosen niche — it is not determined by factors external o the
school. The sex, social class and pupil intake of schools and the social class of
destination of school leavers appear to be the main structuring variables in
this respect; if one conceives of this influence operating through the demands/
expectations of parents and pupils and the demands/expectations of “output
customers” — employers, third-level colleges, ctc. However, it is quite clear
that the schooling process decisions are not simply matters of such external
“environmental” influence or even of individual Principals’ decisions, but are
of wider corporate or institutional construction. The quite distinct “choices”
made by Vocational and Community schools’ Principals, as well as Christian
Brothers and Mercy Sisters, clearly indicate the corporate nature of such
decisionmaking which reflects the distinct charters of those schools.

Greater pupil and curricular differentiation is most characteristic of boys’
Secondary schools, particularly Christian Brothers’ schools, or schools which
teach working class and lower middie class pupils. It is particularly charac-
teristic of boys’ working class (or smull farmer) schools which select or sponsor
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a small proportion of the pupil intake for upward educational and social
mobility. It is also characteristic of the more “comprehensive’ schools which
both attempt to maximise educational achievement for an academic elite,
but also attempt to provide a vocational education for the able pupils: i.e.,
schools, particularly Community/Comprehensive and the larger Vocational
schools with quite diverse operative goals. Whether such dispersion in the
goals of schools — whether unintended as in some boys’ Secondary schools
or planned as in most “‘comprehensive” schools — and consequent differen-
tiation in the schooling process applied to pupils, has equivalent polarisation
elfects on the output of schools is examined in the following chapter.




Chapter 5
SOME EFFECTS OF RIGIDITY IN THE SCHOOLING PROCESS

Introduction

If early selection into elite classes or tracks in a post-primary school® —
“allow time for schools to prepare the recruits for their elite positions”, as
Tumer (1960) says, it also allows them sufficient time to socialise those not
so lucky . .. *“to accept their inferiority”. Both this elevation of the “most
talented” and the placement of the less well endowed in vocational streams
is based on theories and methods of “meritocratic selection” — generally
based on various intelligence and achievement tests. These methods allow
schools to dilferentiate pupils at a very early age and allocate them o stratified
“tracks” or “'streams” on the basis of “objective” allocation criteria and, by
and large, 1o hold them to those ranked classes for most of their schooling.
To a large extent, these allocations, as Rosenbaum (1976} puts i1, are a
“school arbitrary”. Even the best measures of academic menit or talent are
not 90 per cent reliable or valid as measured at any single point of time.
Individuals also mature at different rates and such underlying capabilities, in
any case, change over time. Most schools, however, which stream use a much
less reliable and highly variable set of “ability”” measurements.* Finally, even
where the most stable and most predictable measures, such as “IQ" or “verbal
reasoning ability”, are used, they explain less than one-third of the variance
in later examinations (Greaney and Kellaghan, 1984, pp. 159-162). In prac-
tice, however, the assignment of pupils to streams or tracks is rarely bascd on
such rigorous criteria as standardised abilityfaptitude tests alone: pupils’
social class characteristics, their personal motivation and application, the
organisational needs and constraints operating within a school — for example,
the distribution of teachers’ qualifications and of school curricular and

3. In our sample of most streamed schools at least 2 of the 7 Secondary schools involved had attached
Primary schools in which classes were streamed from age 8 or 9.

4. Of the 7 schools which are most highly streamed, 5 have Career Guidance Teachers who gave
formal pre- or post-entry assessment tests — mostly the Drumcondra range of performance and assess-
ment tests. Bui a range of other formal aptitude, verbal reasoning, mathematical and reading tests are
also used. Most other schools use formal entrance exams based on the courses in Irish, English and
Maths in the Primary school curriculum, or post-entry examinations based on the first year curriculum.

122
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physical resources, and student management and discipline constraints —
are almost equally important (Shavitt, 1984; Barr and Dreeben, 1983; Nach-
mias, 1980; Hout and Garnicr, 1980; Rosenbaum, 1976). In other words
streaming is used to serve many other schooling objectives than merely
efficienty and fairly segregating pupils by their capabilities and talents so as
to maximise their differentiated achievement potentials.

Once such decisions are taken, however, such stream or “wrack’ placements
tend to be permanent, with most of the few changes that do occur moving
down a stream, not up (Rosenbaum, 1976). As is clear from the review of
research in Chapter 1 there is no consistent evidence that “streaming”, or the
use ol homogencous ability groupings, is more effective in raising the average
achievement levels of pupils than the use of mixed ability or heterogeneous
ability groupings. Such differential allocations to streams, however, have been
shown to have important influences on the subsequent educational achieve-
ment of individuals, even controlling for individual pupil ability and aptitude
differences, or differences in socio-economic backgrounds, ctc. (Rosenbaum,
1976; Alexander and McDill, 1976; Alexander, Cook and McDill, 1978;
Nachmias, 1980; Shaviu, 1984). In other words, streaming or tracking not
only does not fully mediate valid “ability” or “performance” potential — in
that it accurately categorises, orders and processes pupils by their potential
— it severcly constrains the mobility of the wrongly placed and sirongly
reinforces the interpersonal ranking of pupils both between and within such
streamed classes (sce Peterson, Wilkinson and Hallinan, 1984, for review).
Streaming tends o “artificially™ increase the differences or variances in
achievement amongst pupils.

This process of increased differentiation within streamed schools can occur
in a number of ways. A number of research studies have shown that early
dropout rates are higher in lower “vocatianal” streams or “tracks” in schools,
even controlling for all relevant ability and social variables (Shavitt, 1984;
Halsey et of., 1980}). So rigid streaming does appear to discriminate against
the lower achieving/ability classes. At first sight this would suggest that the
average level of achievement of entry cohorts is depressed by rigid dilferen-
tiation of schooling. However, this need not be so if the higher “ability”
classes in such schools hive compensating higher levels of achievement.

Such processes as tracking or streaming have been shown to enhance the
correlation between social origins and educational achievement (Heynes,
1974; Bowles and Ginus, 1976; Alexander et al., 1978). The correlation
between socio-economic luctors and scholastic aptitudes is normally so high
that tracking placement tends, on average, to reinforce und enhance, rather
than attenuate that correlation (Shaviwt, 1984). The structural differentiation
imposed by curricular tracking and streaming, therefore, mediates and, in




124 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

many studies, accentuates the effects of background factors on academic
achievement — with “‘tracking” and sorting processes within schools substan-
tially and independently affecting educational achievement levels (Alexander
et al., 1978; Yuchtmann and Samuel, 1975). One of the most comprehen-
sive British studies (Newbold, 1977) found that lower ability pupils gained
more in mixed ability classes without any evidence that high ability pupils
were held back. There was cvidence of greater variance in achievement in
streamed schools — with lower achievement, higher dropout rates and more
disciplinary problems in streamed classes (pp. 42-72).

As a structural arrangement which differentiates total year groups, there-
fore, such potential polarisation effects of curricular differentiation are best
mcasured by both the average attainment levels of the total entry cohort
and its total within-group variance in attainment. It is quite possible for
strcaming, as is obvious from the above example, to have no discernible effect
on the average attainment or achievement levels of all pupils first entering
schools — such as the average number of years completed by all first year
entrants before leaving post-primary schools, or the proportion successfully
passing the Intermediate Certificate examination — but yet to have a sub-
stantial effect on the total (entry) year group variance in achievement.
Indeed the “polarisation thesis™ suggests that the greatest effect of streaming
and curricular differentiation is to increase the variances — perhaps to push
the top achievers up in some cases, but also to push the achievement of the
bottom classes downwards (sce Halsey et al., 1980; Shavitt, 1984).

In concluston, therefore, the main hypotheses being explored in this
chapter are that (1} streaming has no discernible or consistent effect on the
average educationad attainment or achievement levels of pupils, controlling
for all relevant social buckground and ability variables; and {1n) that streaming
significantly and substanually affects the variances in levels of educational
achicvement, with highly streamed schools having significantly greater vari-
ances in these respects than unstreamed schools, all relevant variables baving
been controlled for.

Belore we proceced to the analysts, however. we need to examine some
particular characteristics of Irish post-primary schools which clearly differen-
tiate them from American, British, Northern Irish or Israeli ones — where
most of the relevant research work adverted 1o has been carried out. Com-
prehensive non-selective post-primary education has proceeded much further
in Britain than here although the residues of selective schooling are still
substantial. But in the British case such schooling takes place under the aegis
of a locul education authority which in earlier times in Britain tested, evalu-
ated and assigned 11 year old pupils to selective or unselective post-primary
schools; although there was always a small proportion of “public” schools
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free from such corporate allocation. To a large extent Northern Irish post-
primary education still retains much of the earlier British pattern. American
high schools are usually “stand alone” comprehensive schools, again under
the aegis of a local education authority. In Ireland, however, there is neither
universal local provision in a single post-primary school, nor a superordinate
local education autherity to “‘objectively” sort and assign pupils to different
schools on some universally applicable criteria. No published data are available
on the extent of selectivity or “frec-market” competitive allocation to local
schools. Obviously such “between-school” differences have clear implications
for what happens within schools — both those who win and those who lose
in the local education market. We have some limited information on this in
our study and, since this is important for the subsequent analysis, it is provided
in the following section.

The Selectivity of Irish Schools and their Variances in Quiput

As the results in the following table make clear only a small minority of
second-level schools face no effective local competition — at most around
20 per cent, usually in remoter rural communities. The rest face varying
degrees of competition — with parents and schools “free” to allocate chil-
dren to one or other local school.

Table 5.1: The Number of Second Level School “'Centres” by the Characteristics of their
Catchment Areas 1978/79

Characteristics of Non-Urban Catchment Areas

Large Urban No. of "Centres"
(g:;‘;‘_‘ At least 2
c km, Secondary One One
h’n-:):n'.ck and I Secondary Twe Secondary Community/ One One
- ' Vocational and 1 Schools (Boys® Comprehensive Secondary Vocational

Wat , etc. . .
aterford, etc )Schoo[ in Area  Vocational and Girls '} School School School

No. of Schools
230 128 5 55 29 14 70

Sources: White Paper on Educational Development, 1980, p. 6; and List of Recognised Secondary
Schools, 1978(79, S1ationery Office, Dublin,

The usual result of that local competition is quite pronounced in terms of
class, sex, ability, aptitude and social and cultural differences in pupil com-
position in the different local schools. This local, and usually hierarchical,
division of labour has generally emerged over time into an unecasy and
jealously guarded local equilibrium. The effects of differential streaming
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practices in this kind of schooling system — where some schools will not
take lower ability pupils and other schools (mostly the smaller Vocational
schools) have a concentration of all the lower ability and problem children
in the local community — may be quite different to those found in the
school environments of most American or British studies,

In the following table we provide the results of interviews with school
Principals of their assessment of the extent to which their school suilers or
benefits from such local competition as well as linked data on the extent to
which the school has actually been in a position to select its intake — the
extent to which the school had more {irst year applicants than places available
and actually did reject applicants. In total 26 schools had more applicants
than places and had to turn away some applicants — 9 schools being substan-
tially over-subscribed. The third column contains information supplied by
the Department of Education and estimated from published statistics® on
the actual extent to which schools within officially defined “catchment”
areas have shown relative growth or decline when compared to other schools
within their area.

Only 1 in 4 schools in the sample are in official single school catchment
areas, but less than 1 in 6 Principals reported that there was no other local
competitive school as such (Col. 1}. In examining the official figures on
relative changes in a school’s pupil numbers over the decade from the early
1970s to the early 1980s, around one-third of schools had fared badly in
this competition — cither losing numbers, or increasing their numbers at a
substantially lower rate than all other local schools. Interestingly, 36 per cent
of Principals reported that in such local competition their own schools had
suffered “a lot” or “somewhat” from such local competition. So somewhat
over one-third of schools suffer in their intuke — both in relative numbers
and in the ability-range of their intake. Most Vocational schools are in this
position.

At the other extreme are 23 schools (almost all Secondary) which are
highly competitive. These have done much better than other local schools in
gaining pupil numbers over the 1970s. In addition there are 5 fee-paying
Secondary schools, of their nature being highly class selective schools: i.e., a
total of 31 per cent of moderately to highly selective schools. The Principals’
assessment of the situation gives somewhat similar results: 18 schools (i.c.,
20 per cent) gain considerably by “creaming off” the “better’ pupils locally
— having more applicants than places and generally using entrance examina-
tions or tests to select pupils. Using another measure there are 25 schools
which are moderately to highly selective from an over-subscribed potential

5. List of Post-Primary Schools: 1978, 1981, Published by the Stationery Office, Dublin.




Table 5.2: Distribution of Sample Schoels {for Which Complete Data are Available) by Extent to Which the School Faces
Competition from Other Local Schools Within the Catchment Area

(1) Extent of “Competition”” Amongsi
Local Schools: Principals” Assessment of
Extent to Which Own School Suffers from

(2) Extent of “Selectivity " in Pupil Intake:
Principals' Assessment of Selectivity of
Intake; and Actual Extent to Which School
Can Select from an Applicant Population
Which is Greater than Number of Places

{3) Actual Local Competition. Extent to
Which There are Other Local Schools, and
Extent to Which These Have Been Datng
Better or Worse than Sampled School in
Pupil Numbers Growth Over the 19705
(calculated from Departmental records with-

“Cream Off" Available in official school catchment areas}
Vanable No. of Schools Variable No. of Schools Vartable No, of Schools
1. School suffers “alot” 21 . Completely unselective 40 1. School faces a lot of 29
from local “cream off” schools (all taken who local competition and has
{school gets more apply) lost numbers (1971 to 1981)
lower ability pupils)
2. Schoot suffers “some- 15 . Very little selection — 25 2. Faces some local com- 10
what' from “'cream off” some discouragement of petition but has maintained
over supply of applicants numbers
3. No other school in arca 14 . Moderately selective 16 8. Faces local competition but 23
schools — of an over- has done better than others
supplied applicant {i.e., has increased numbers
population at a greater rate than other
lacal schools)
4. Other schools in area 22 . Highly selective schools 9 4. Highly sclective fee-paying 5
but do not suffer from from a substantially over- schools
“cream of supplied applicant
population
5. Own school gets better 18 5. School is on its own in local 23
pupils area
Total 90 Total 90 Total 90
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intake. Of the 26 schools who do not accept all applicants only a minority
use assessment tests itlone to select their entry, 10 do use an assessment test
but most of those schools also apply other selective criteria, like locality,
presence of siblings in the school, ete. The majority, therefore, use rather
particularistic criteria — like relatives having been at the school or locality or
ability to pay the fees in a small number of cases.

So, overall, only around one-fifth of schools are “stand alone” schools.
Over a third suffer to some extent from a rather destructive local competition
~in that they get the poorer and less able pupils. This is true particularly of
Vocational schools. At the other extreme are between 20 to 25 per cent of
schools — almaost all larger Secondary schools — who gain from this selectivity,
some considerably. The remaining schools hold a relatively neutral position,
So, even before pupils get into second-level schools a considerable degree of
scgregation and differentiation has already occurred — for which individual
school Principals or management take no responsibility, and over which, in
fact, they individually have little control.

As we have scen already the extent to which an individual scheol actually
differentiates its own pupil body in applying its schooling process bears
almost no relationship to the extent 1o which it is selective in intake, and has
a very limited relationship to the extent to which its intake includes a large
proportion of lower ability pupils or even a wide variance in its social class
composition. Such within-school differentiation is only to a limited extent,
therefore, the outcome of an application of a widely shared rational-technical
model of school level decisionmaking. Certainly social class or ability dif-
ferences per se do not appear to be important variables in predicting such
curricular differentiation. But the sex and class of origin of intake and the
presumed class of destination of output are very important discriminators,
as are certain institutional characteristics of school authorities.

Even though such selectivity factors may have little power in predicting
whether and how severely schools stream they may have substantial effects
on the outcomes of streaming. So in the following analysis we control for
these effects.

As we have already scen, streaming and “tracking” practices within schools
clearly segregate and order pupil groups by not only their “ability” but by
the nature of the assigned curriculum. This “ranking” of pupils, on the basis
of their general ability or achievement and schooling “treatment”, tends to
result in a clear stratification of pupils and of pupil-teacher interaction, This
is particularly so where there is a very rigid segregation of such ranked classes
of pupils, as in Scale Types 7 and 6 for example. Such differences in evaluations
and cxpectations of pupils and teachers are likely to have very significant
cffects on both teachers’ and pupils’ achievements and general behaviour (see

Rosenbaum, 1976; Oakes, 1985).
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As we shall sec rigid streaming and curricular differentiation has a small
negative effect on dropout rates in the junior cycle. Such effects on dropout
rates could normally be expected also to have direct consequences for the
average level of education achieved by all pupils who first enter schools.
Higher dropout rates should normally result in lower average years of school-
ing completed by an entry cohort. However, high dropout rates might be
compensated for by disproportionately high educational achievements by
the residual high ability classes. In some of the boys’ Secondary schools we
studied this implicit polarised school strategy was clearly in evidence: all
efforts were directed to maximising the achievement of the high achievers
while the low achievers were effectively ignored. However, in other schools,
rigid strcaming did increase the overall variance in achievement without
affecting the early dropout rates: the achievement of the higher ability
classes was increased without any negative effect on the lower streams. In
this case, of course, the mean achievement level increased. So the means and
variances can be affected in a number of different ways by streaming.

The following 6 examples of the “outputs” of highly sireamed schools
lustrate clearly how both the average attainment as well as dispersion in
pupil attainments can differ widely from school to school, as well as indicat-
ing some of the main factors that influence these outcomes. The total entry
cohort (1976/7) to each school is classified according to the level at which
pupils subsequently left full-time education. Ordinal scores are assigned to
each of 4 terminal attainment levels (sec Figure 5.1) which roughly corres-
pond to the number of years that the relevant pupils have spent in school
before leaving, or the minimum they are expected to spend for those achieving
a CAO (University) place.

The two lower-middle class boys’ Secondary schools (A and B) have low
early dropout rates and relatively high Leaving Cert. completions and Univer-
sity “place”” achievements. They have roughly the same average attainment
levels — but the dispersion or variance in “output” of School A is somewhat
wider than in School B. Both Vocational schools (C and D) have dominantly
lower working class recruitments and very high carly dropout rates. They
have consequently very low Leaving Cert. and University “place” achieve-
ments. Both have dispersions or variances in output that are substantially
lower than School A — with achievements concentrated between the 2 lower
attainment categories. The 2 working class girls’ Secondary schools (E and
F) have both substantially higher average attainment levels and somewhat
greater variances in output, being roughly equivalent to School B. But their
distributions of attainments are quite different to those of School B, with
both having substantially lower average attainment levels and substanually
lower schooling completion rates.
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Figure 5.1: Percentage Distribution of the Total Entry Cohort to Six Highly Streamed Schools in 1976177, According to g
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*These are the valucs (scores) used to derive the mean or average achievement levels and variances of each school. There is an element of
arbitrariness in assigning these particular scores, but the use of alternative scores (e.g., 2.5, 3.5, 5.0, 6.0} give almost cxacuy equivalent
results.
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Schools, therefore, vary widely in both their average attainment levels and
in their overall variances in pupil output or achievement. The extent of
streaming or curricular differentiation practised is only one of a number of
factors which influence these outcomes: the average and range of the social
class of intake of pupils, the extent of ability selectivity of that intake, the
sex of pupils and the type of school attended are of cqual or more importance,
so that these effects need to be controlled for if we wish to examine the
independent effects of streaming.

Some of the main effects of such schooling differentiation are examined
in the following sections. The main hypotheses being explored are that rigid
pupil/curricular differentiation by schools has no consistent effect on average
attainment levels but has a significant polarisation (or variance) effect on
attainments or “outputs”, irrespective of, or "holding constant”, all {or
most) other independent variables that would be likely to have the same
influences. We first examine its cffects on the overall average or mean
achievement levels of the total entry cohort to schools. We use 4 measures of
average attainment levels — (i) the average standard (number of years) of
schooling achieved by the total entry cohort; (it} the proportion of the entry
cohort achievingatlcast 5 Ds in “Pass™ subjects at the Leaving Cert. examina-
tion; (i) the percentage achieving at least 4 Honours at Leaving Cert. level;
and (iv) the percentage achieving a (CAO) University place. In addition we
examine its effect on early dropout rates.

Finally, we examine its e¢ffects on school “output variances’ — specifically
the standard deviation and cocfficient of variation (the standardised variance)
in the distribution of the total number of pupils originally entering individual
schools over the subsequent total number of years (and standards) completed
before leaving school. In addition we examine other more specific “output
variances”, particularly those for Intermediate and Leaving Certilicate exam
results. In almost all cases these outcomes are estimated or measurced at the
total school level — or rather at the individual (entry) year group level. These
achievement measures are, therefore, based on all pupils who first entered
schools.®

6. Of course, if all the relevant information had been available for individual pupils the analysis could
have been donc at both pupil and school level. In our case, however, relevant pupil level data are not
available Tor those pupils not surviving to Intermediate Cert. level — particularly so in Vocational
schools and working class Secondary schools. Using such residual data for the main junior and senior
cycle examinations, for analysing the effects of pupil and school level, would therefore give quite
biased results. Schools, for instance, with high dropout rates show higher average achievement levels
and lower within-school variances for both Intermediate and Leaving Cert. examination results, con-
trolling for all other relevant variables. Although, therefore, we would ideally prefer to model both
pupil and school level cffects as indicated by Aitken and Langford (1986} we are quite confident of
both the validity and generalisability of the analyses carried out here,
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The purpose and consequence of streaming is 1o differentiate amongst
students — to “‘create” differences amongst them. If one wants to examine,
therefore, the overall effects of such pupil and curricular differentiation, and
particularly our hypothesis as to the polarisation effecis, one first needs to
measure these at the total school or yeuar group level. Examination performance
data are usually only available or comparable for particulur examinations —
Intermediate or Leaving Certificate for instance. Such examination results,
however, are available only for that part of the entry cohort surviving to that
level and, therefore, may give a quite biased picture of what has happened to
the total entry cohont.

Our measures of pupil attainment are, however, limited in a number of
ways. We cannot mcasure the potential differential cffects of the schooling
process on higher and lower ability pupils, for instance, since we have not
measured the ability of pupils on entry to schools. We cannot then separaie
the effects of streaming from initial differences in ability or aptitude for
individual pupils. So, in general, we cannot assess whether pupils allocated
to homogencous higher ability classes in streamed schools gain an advantage
over cqually able pupils allocated to mixed ability classes in other schools;
nor indeed test for the opposite effects on lower ability pupils (see Alexander
and McDill, 1976; Newbold, 1977). Nor can we measure the effects of stream-
ing and curricular differentiation at a class level rather than at a total year
group or school level for much the sume reason (see Kellaghan, Madaus and
Rukow, 1979). We cannot separate the effects of iniual abilivy/aptitude
differentiation from the effects of pupil allocation practices by schools
which are based on assessing ability/performance. Since streaming is a school
organised allocation of pupils to classes on the basis of their assessed “ability™,
highly streamed schools will have much greater between-class variance in
achicvement than will mixed ability schools. Indeed if done cffectively
mixed ability schools should show little or no difference in average perfor-
mance amongst classes,

Because, however, we have data on the attainments of all pupils entering
schools — for the first year entry cohort in 1976/77 — we can measure
the average attainment levels and the variation in attainment levels for these
pupils. Since pupils leave post-primary schools at different stuges there are
no comparable examinations or tests that are or can be available for all

pupils. The only comparable measure applicable o all entry pupils is the
total number of years or standards that pupils have completed before they
leave school, and this is the main measure we will use in this research. Per-
formance at the Intermediate and Leaving Certificate examinations will
also be used, but it should be remembered that, if high pupil/curricular
differentiation practices by schools have a significant “cooling out” ¢ffect




SOME EFFECTS OF RIGIDITY IN THE SCHOOLING PROCESS 133

for lower ability pupils, the bottom tail of the ability/performance distri-
bution will be cut off at an early stage in such schools. It is clear from our
own results, for instance, that high dropout rates are associated with reduced
variances and increased grades in the Intermediate and Leaving Certificate
examinations. So il strecaming is associated with high dropout rates as some
research indicates, then measuring its effects from junior, or worse, senior
cycle examination results, would give quite biased estimates of its effects.

Results

The Effects of Schooling Differentiation on the Average Achievement Levels
of all Pupils who Enter Schools

We use 4 main measures of the average outcome cffects of a rigid and closed,
versus liberal and open, schooling process: the average number of yeurs com-
pleted by an entry cohort o schools, the proportion of the entry cohort
who achieved atlcast 5 Ds as well as the proportion getting at least 4 Honours
in the Leaving Certificate cxamination, and the proportion of the entry
cohort who achieve a University (CAO) “place”. In all cases, as we shall see,
variation in the severity of the schooling differentiation applied has no sig-
nificant positive effect on those educational outcomes — tending to have a
slight overall negative effect.

In assessing the ¢ffects of streaming we decided to use the most conservative
statistical method of testing for the effect — that of hierarchical regression.
Using this method we test for the effect of streaming (its additional contri-
bution to the explained variance) on various measures of average “cohort”
achievement {or of variances in achievement) after the effects of all available,
relevant and causally prior explanatory variables have already been controlled
for. The null hypothesis is that the “streaming” variable does not add sig-
nificantly to the variation already explained by the preceding “causally prior™
variables. This is a conservative statistical test in that any “shared variance”
effects streaming may have with any of the preceding control variables are
arbitrarily assigned to these preceding variables. We use this method for a
number of reasons. First, many of these variables are actually causally prior
—like family background of pupils, etc. But the main reason is that we do
not have any measures of the actual *“ability”, etc., distributions of pupils to
the different schools, although we do have a number of measures of the
extent of ability selectivity of schools, as well as estimates of the proportion
of low ability pupils in school intake. In addition social class variables —
like the occupational status and education of parents — are moderately to
highly correlated with “ability” measures and these we can control for.

We also control for “school type” — Vocational or Comprehensive/Com-
munity schools versus Secondary schools — so that the undoubted additional
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ability selectivity that has been observed to occur for Vocational schools can
also be controlled for (Kellaghan and Greaney, 1970; Greaney, 1973, Rudd,
1972; Swan, 1978). We are not, therefore, testing for the effectiveness of
Secondary versus Vocational schools — Breen {1986) has already done that
for senior cycle performance and shown that there is no significant difference
in cffectiveness between Secondary and Vocational schools for boys, and
only a slight difference for girls (pp. 57-90). Used as additional control vari-
ables, therefore, “school type” partials out any additional variance beyond
that attributable to pupil intake and school selectivity factors, and that can-
not be clearly attributable to the extent of differentiation of the schooling
process itsell. We are confident, therefore, that we have been able to control
for the effects of most of the confounding variables in the analysis. By so
weighting the cards against ourselves in testing the main hypothesis we are
confident that the results achieved can be taken as valid estimates of, at
least, the minimal effects of streaming.

Before we investigate the effects of streaming on the overall average achicve-
ments of the entry cohort to schools the first measure examined is that of
early school leaving or “dropout™ rates which can affect both the average
achievement levels of a cohort as well as the overall variance in achievement.

Early School Leaving Rates

Early school leaving or “dropout” rates are calculated for a single year
entry cohort (1976/77) for each school. Reliable figures are available for
the number of pupils who entered in 1976/77, and the number who survived
to take the Intermediate Certificate examination in 1979, or the number
entering in 1975/76 for those who took a 4-year Intermediate Cert. course
or a 3-year Group Cert. course. The junior cycle “dropout” rate then is the
proportion of the entry cohort who left between entry and Inter Cert.
examination stage. The senior cycle “dropout” rate is equivalently calculated.

Although early school leaving can generally be evaluated negatively in that
leaving without qualifications leads to disproportionately high levels of
unempioyment (Hannan, 1986) a much higher proportion of those who leave
after the Intermediate Certificate get jobs and apprenticeships; indeed many
leave so that they can take up apprenticeships. The latter would be par-
ticularly true of those leaving Vocational schools. Nevertheless in all cases
job opportunities improve with level of educational qualifications so it seems
reasonable to treat senior cycle “‘dropout” rates as unwelcome.

School leaving rates are substantially greater during the senior than at the
Junior cycle level. For the 90 schools for which we have reliable rates, the
average dropout rate per school before Inter Cert. was 10.9 per cent, with a
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wide variance (standard deviation of 14.3). Between Inter and Leaving Cert.
levels the average dropout rate (N = 85) was 32 per cent, with an almost
equally pronounced variance (standard deviation = 26). The following table
provides a breakdown by school type.

Table 5.3: The Averege Dropout Rates and the Range in Dropout Rates for the 3 School
Types at Both Junior and Senior Cycle Level

Total No. Secondary Vocational CS:;Z::::;?:Z .
of Schools Schools Schools Schools
Dropout rate in Junior Oycle
Average dropout rate* (per
school) -10.9 -7.7 -16.5 -18.7
Siandard deviation of school
dropout rates 14.% 11.9 15.4 13.5
Number of applicable schools 90 55 25 10
Senior Cycle Dropout Rates
Average {per schoo!) dropout rate -31.9 -19.8 -57.8 -41.1
Standard deviation of school
dropout rates 26.0 20.5 18.2 19.0
Number of applicable schools 85 52 23 10

*Unweighted by school size.

Vocational schools and Community schools have substantially greater
dropout rates than Sccondary schools at both junior and senior cycle levels
—being more than twice as great at junior cycle, and Vocational schools having
about 3 times the rate of Secondary schools at senior cycle level. As pointed
out, however, Vocational schools particularly suffer from ability selectivities
and the traditional educational-occupational paths of Vocational school
pupils — from the Group or Intermediate Certificate into apprenticeships,
ctc. — still holds in a substantial proportion of Vocational schools; although
over time this particular Vocational stream has also come to suffer increasing
competition from Leaving Certificate pupils (Breen, 1984). For the purposes
of this study, however, we use “school type” only as a *“‘control variable”
— using the Vocational school category, for instance, as an additional con-
trol on ability selectivities — with no implication that Vocational schools per
se cause increased “dropout™ rates.

As we might expect high dropout rates are most characteristic of schools
with predominantly working class compositions and of schools, like Vocational
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schools, in which low ability/performance pupils are concentrated. And it is
these intake differences amongst schools that mainly account for differences
in dropout rates. Correlations with social class and ability selectivities are
much stronger at the senior cycle level than at the junior (see Appendix
Table 5.1). Obviously early dropout (before the Inter Cert.) is a more prob-
lematic and less predictable phenomenon than at senior cycle — though the
same set of independent variables predict in the same fashion in both cases.
Only 5 independent variables have statistically significant relationships with
the junior cycle dropout rate. It is substantially higher in schools where the
median social class composition of the pupil body is predominantly working
class, in Vocational or Community schools, in schools which have high
literacy/numeracy problems in their pupil intake, and in schools which stream
and rigidly differentiate their curricula. On the other hand, schools which are
highly selective in their intake are less likely to suffer from dropout problems.
All of these correlations become greater at the senior cycle level.

Of course many of these independent variables are intercorrelated (see
Appendix Table 5.1) so that their combined effect is not as great as their indi-
vidual effects suggest. The median social class level of a school is moderately
to highly correlated with school type. Vocational schools are predominantly
working class schools, for instance, with high ability and social selectivities
in its intake. And the extent of literacy and numeracy problems in a school’s
intake is highly correlated with the social class composition of its intake as
well as with school type. Besides these shared variances amongst the indepen-
dent variables, one other pair of variabies is highly correlated — size of
school and size of community. The larger the school the larger the size of
town or city in whichitislocated. Combined in a multiple regression equation,
therefore, these relationships change (see Table 5.4).

The relevant significant test used Lo evaluate the effects of (9) the “school-
ing process” (streaming) scale, is one based on the incremental variance that
resulted when variable 9 was added to the regression equation: whether it
adds significantly to the variation in dropout rates not already explained by
the independent variables 1 to 8.7 In neither case is the coefficient statis-
tically significant (p < .05), though in both cases it is negative. It is, how-
ever, significant at the 10 per cent level for both the junior cycle rates and
senior cycle level results.

Clearly the major influence on dropout rates is accounted for by the social

2 -ni
(R% 197 Ry M1
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7.

where N = No. of cases and K = No. of variables.
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Table 5.4: Stepwise Regression Results (Standardised) of School Dropout Rates with
(f) the Social Class and Related Characteristics of Schools; and (i) Controlling for These,
the Effects of Schooling Process on Dropout Rates. The Dependent Variables are Scored
from =. 70 (70 Per Cent Dropout}to +10(Where Numbers Grew up to Intermediate Cert. f)
{Schools with 2 or more classes at Inter Cert. level, N = 75 for Inter and N = 73 for
Leaving Cert.}

Dropout Rates to Dropout Rates to
Inter Cert. Leaving Cert.
() (ii) (i) (ii)
Beta Beta Beta Beta
1. Size of school .20 24+ .01 .06
2. Median social class level of school -.33** -.24%* —.5B** = 19
3. Extent of literacy fnumcracy levels
in pupil intake -.09 -.12 -.03 -.06
4. Extent of competitiveness of school -.04 -.04 01 .01
5. Vocational or Community schools
(=1) (else = 0) -.33%» ~.3gxx .27 -.33%#
6. Boys’ Secondary school (=1} (else=0) -.19 -.16 -.12 -.10
7. Girls’ Secondary school (=1) -.01 -.07 .08 .02
8. Size of place {1 = Dublin; 8 = open
country) X b Jaex 01 .01
9. Schooling process scale (IC Scale) - -.1g*! S AL
F= 4.8% 4.7% 11.9* 11.4*
R? = .36 .39 60 .62
N= 75 75 73 73

*Using ordinary F test significant at 10 per cent level.
**Jsing ordinary F test significant at 5 per cent level.

tIn a small number of private fee-paying schools, addidonal pupils were taken on after
first year and very few pupils left school,

! The F test employed to test the effects of (9) the “schooling process (streaming) scale”
is that based on the incremental variance explained when variable 9 was added w the
regression equation: whether it adds significantly to the variation in dropout rates not
already explained by the independent variables 1 to 8 (see foatnote 7).

class composition of the pupil intake — working class schools have substan-
tially higher rates of school leaving. This effect increases in significance at
senior cycle level. Even controlling for such class factors, however, Vocational
and Community schools have substantially higher rates of dropout than other
schools: primarily reflecting the substantially greater ubility and social
selectivities of their intakes. Larger schools tend to do better, as do schools
located in smaller towns and rural areas, though in both cases this holds only
for junior cycle dropout. Clearly, therefore, the larger middle class girls’
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Secondary schools have little or no dropout levels; while the smaller working
class urban boys’ schools, and particularly Vocational schools, have the
highest dropout rates. Although these independent variables are moderately
intercorrelated, they have significant independent effects. Combined they
explain 36 per cent of the overall variance in dropout rates in the junior cycle,
and just over 60 per cent of the dropout rates at the senior cycle. It is, there-
fore, surprising to find that the extent of schooling differentiation practised
has an additional small negative effect at both junior and senior cycle levels,
even when all these predisposing variables are controlled for. This additional
effect is, however, significant only at the 10 per cent level. Although neither
coellicient reaches statistical significance at the conventional 5 per cent
level the fact that both coefficients are negative and almost reach significance
does give some, though not unambiguous, support 1o the hypothesis that
strecaming increases the dropout rate. This effect appears to impact almost
exclusively on the lower ability streams or bands. Whatever the underlying
reasons — whether the negative “labelling” effect, or the differential effective-
ness of the schooling process on high and low streams, pupils in streamed
schools — controlling for all relevant factors — are then somewhat less likely
to remain in school than in mixed ability or less rigidly hierarchicaily arranged
systems. This result holds even when we have excluded all the “shared vari-
ance” that this measure of schooling differentiation has with the preceding
control variables. This finding, though not statistically significant, does con-
form closely to many research findings in other countries (see Schafer and
Olexa, 1971; Newbold, 1977; Halsey et al., 1980; Shavitt, 1984}).

At senior cycle level over half of the variance in schools’ dropout rates is
accounted for by two variables: social class composition and whether the
school is a Vocational/{Community school or not — much of the latter variance
being accounted for by their greater ability and social selectivities. The main
variable, however, is the social class composition of the school, which shows
a much greater impact at senior cycle level. At this level when all of the above
predisposing variables have been controlled for, the schooling differentiation
scale still retains a slight negative effect; though again this effect does not
reach statistical significance.

As an additional test we ran separate regressions for the larger Secondary
(N = 47) and Vocational (N = 17) schools. In both cases we get almost the
same pattern of results — with a more substantial impact of schooling dif-
ferentiation within Secondary schools. Because of the substantially reduced
degrees of freedom, however, only one of the schooling differentiation co-
efficient is significant at the 10 per cent level — that for senior cycle dropout
rates for Secondary schools.

To conclude, therefore, rigid streaming and curricular differentiation prac-
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tices appear to have a slight consistent, though statistically insignificant,
effect in increasing junior and senior cycle dropout rates. This effect 1s
present, however, even where the effects of all other relevant factors have
been controlled for. As already discussed this would normally have the con-
sequence of reducing the average achievement levels of the total entry cohort.
However, rigid streaming may have a compensating positive impact on the
upper streams in such schools, such that the overall averages are not affected
— though the variances would necessarily be increased. What these effects are
on average achievement levels is examined next.

Average Number of Years of School Completed by Entry Cohort

First, the effects of a set of family background and school selectivity vari-
ables on the average level of educational attainment (average number of years
completed in school) of the 1976/77 entry cohort is assessed. These measure
differences amongst schools that are due to their social class and ability
selectivities. As can be seen from Table 5.5 variations in these school input
variables are the best predictors of the average output — combined they
explain over 54 per cent of the variunce in the average number of years of
schooling achieved. The social class composition of pupils and the average
level of education of parents, combined with the extent of ability and social
sclectivity of schools, explains most of the variance in average school output
achievements. The addition of the three school type variables adds substan-
tially to the explained variance with Vocational schools having a consistent
negative effect. Boys’ Secondary schools also have a slight negative impact —
that is compared to coed schools or, particularly, girls” schools, Two “back-
ground” factors — rather than the specific “effects” of the school itsell —
are taken to account for both these results: the greater propensity of boys
in general to leave school early — even in coed schools — and the substantially
greater ability sclectivity of Vocational schools (Rudd, 1972; Greaney,
1973; Swan, 1978). Vocational schools themselves are also expected to have
an additonal “negative” impact on average attainment levels due to their
customary role in preparing boys for apprenticeships, etc. The negative
cffects of both school types, therefore, cannot be taken as evidence of their
cducational ineffectiveness. They are merely used here as additional control
variubles — not as tests of their educational effectiveness.

The combined effect of school input characteristics and school type
variables explains 65 per cent of the total variance in the overall average
attainment level of the school eniry cohort. Schools of low socio-economic
and parental educational composition (and with low variance in these respects),
and particularly Vocational schools, have low average levels of achievement.
Upper middle class Secondary schools, and particularly girls’ Secondary
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Table 5.5: Regression of Average Schooling Completion Level — Average Number of
Years Completed by Entry Cohort to School — With Pupil Intake Characteristics, School
Characteristics and the Severity of the Pupil{Curricular Differentiation Process Applied
by Schools
(N = 71 schools; standardised regression coefficients)

(i (i) i)
Independent With Input Input + School Type Input + .S:choo[ Type
. - + Schooling Process
Variables Characteristics .
Variables
Beta Beta
Beta
School Input Characteristics
1. Median social class of pupil
intake per school —.5E%* —.54%* ~52%%
2. Average parental level of
cducation .13 11 .09
3. Extent of competitiveness and
selectivity of school intake A2 ~.07 =.05
4. Extent of literacy/numeracy
problems in pupil intake -.11 -.12 -.14%
School Type Characteristics
5. Boys' Secondary schools -.20%* -.16*
6. Girls’ Secondary schools 12 11
7. Vocational schools -.28** -.25*
Severity of Schooling Process
Differentiation
8. Schooling process scale =14
N= 70 70 70
F= 19.2%* 16.7+* 15.4%*
R? = 54 .65 67

*Statistically significant at the 10 per cent level.
**Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.

schools, have high average levels of achievement. Controlling for socio-
economic input composition effects, as well as school selectivity effects still
leaves a substantial negative impact on Vocational schools and boys’ Secondary
schools, however, with no consistent effect for other school types. In both
cases there may well be specific negative “school effectiveness™ impacts,
aver and above those duce to the obvious selectivity and apprenticeship roles,
of Vocational schools particularly — but for this study’s purposes we are not
concerned with explaining why both school types have such negative effects,
merely using them as control variables to exclude effects that cannot be
directly atiributable to streaming and curricular differenutiation.
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Once these school input and school type variables have been controlled
for, differences between schools in the rigidity of their schooling process still
retain a slight negative effect on average levels of achievement, although this
effect is not significant at the 5 per cent level. It is, however, significant at
the 10 per cent level. Again we ran separate regressions for Secondary and
Vocational schools and got equivalent results to those of Table 5.5 — neither
of which are statistically significant, however, because of the reduced degrees
of freedom. We repeated this same procedure with subsequent regressions,
but only where we get different resuits will we subsequently discuss these
additional analyses.

This slight negative, though statistically insignificant, impact of streaming
and curricular differentiation is consistent with the earlier effects on dropout
rates — suggesting a consistent negative impact. However, it may well be that
there is a compensating growth in the numbers graduating at the other end
of the educational ladder — the proportion achieving Pass or Honours grades
at Leaving Certificate level, or going on to University. This possibility 1s
examined in the following two sections.

Proportion of the School Entry Cohort Reaching Leaving Certificate Level
and Achieving at Least 5 Ds in the Examination

The proportion of all entry pupils who attain the minimum “passing”
mark at the Leaving Certificate examination is a good measure of a school’s
overall academic achievement level — its success in both retaining pupils in
school and ensuring they achieve a minimum level of senior certification.

As we can see from the following regression results, however, most of the
between school variance in this respect is accounted for by the input charac-
teristics of schools themselves — although some of this, of course, is partly a
reflection of the direct and indirect sclectivity of schools. The average socio-
¢conomic level of the pupil intake cohort, and the extent of its educational
and social selectivity are the main variables predicting the school’s level of
“academic achievement”: upper middle cluss, selective Secondary schools,
with no literacy/numeracy problems in the intake have very high levels of
achievement; while lower working class or small farm schools who suffer
from the “cream off” effects of such local selective schools, and who have
consequently a disproportionate fraction of the local lower ability pupils
have the lowest level of “achievement”. Such “ocutput achievements’’, there-
fore, are primarily functions of input social class and ability selectivities —
their combined effect explaining almost two-thirds of the variance in sentor
certificate output.

The addition of the three school types {(dummy) variables to the regres-
sion adds substantially to the explained variance. Controlling for previous
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Table 5.6: Hierarchical Regression of the Percentage of the 1976/77 Entry Cohort
Achieving 5 or More Ds in the Leaving Cert. Examination by 1981 — by School Input
Characteristics, School Type and by Schooling Differentiation Scale
(N = 70 schools with greater than I class at Leaving Cert. There were 8 schools with
incomplete information on Leaving Cert. results, or in 2 cases, where schools had no
senior cycles)

iInd iabl (v (%) ()
ndependent Variables Beta Beta Beta

(1) Pupil Input Cheracteristics

1, Median social ciass level of pupil body —.48** =.52%* =51
2. Average level of mother’s education 14 12 12
3. Extent of literacy/numecracy problems

in pupil intake -.17* -.16* -.16*
4, Extent of competitiveness and selectivity

of intake 16%* -.02 -.01

(i) School Type

5. Boys' Secondary school — ~-.09 -.08
6. Girls’ Secondary school - 25%* 25%*
7. Vocational school - ~-.19* -.18%

(fif} Extent of Schooling Differentiation

8. Schooling process scale - - -.04
N= 70 70 70
F= 26.7%* 25,2%* 21.9*%*
R? = 62 74 .74

*Statistically significant at the .10 level.
**Statistically significant at the .05 level.

social background and selectivity factors, girls’ Secondary schools have
substantially greater success than all other schools — particularly boys’
Secondary, Community and coed schools. And Vocational schools have
somewhat lower achievements in these respects than all other schools. Com-
bined, the three additional school type variables add 12 per cent to the
explained variance —so that both pupil input and school type variables
together explain three-quarters of the variance in the minimum Leaving Cert.
achievement level of the entry cohort per school.

The addition of the schooling process variable in this case adds nothing to
the variance explained — it has no discernible independent effect on such
average achievement levels. Certainly, judged in terms of the proportion of
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the entry cohort it succeeds in getting as far as the Leaving Cert. and obtaining
a minimum level of achievement in the examination, it has no discernible
average effect. Whereas, therefore, such schooling process effects do appear
to influence carly dropout rates and the overall average attainment level —
though none of those effects is individually statistically significant — it has
no independent effect at all on the proportion achieving minimal Leaving
Certificate grades.® However, it may very well increase the small proportion
achieving very high standards at the Leaving Cert. level — one of the main
rationales used by schools for using rigid streaming methods. The proportion
of the entry cohort achieving 4 or more Honours level grades in the Leaving
Cert. examination is a good measure of such elite achievement. The resulis
of a regression using this as the dependent variable are given in Appendix
Table 5.2. Here the social class of intake of schools, parenial educational
level, the extent of selectivity of intake, and school type are highly predictive
of school achievement levels. However, once the effects of such school input
and school type variables have been controlled for the extent of pupil/
curricular differentiation used by schools has no effect on output. So schooling
process differentiation is not predicuve of such elite achievement levels.
However, it may wcll be that elite segregation of the highly academic
streams in rigidly differentiated schools may have positive social and social
psychological effects for them, independent of any purely academic effect.
Such effects might still influence such elite aspirations and achievements as
third-level entry. This possibility is examined in the following section.

Proportion Achieving University Entrance Levels

As a measure of the academic “success” of a school the proportion of its
entry cohort of pupils who achieve University entry is not, of course, an
unambiguous measure of a school’s effectiveness — since so much depends
on the particular social class characteristics of a school’s prospective University
students. Unflortunately, we do not have any estimate of technical college
(or RTC) entry, a much less socially selective flow. Nevertheless, like our
preceding measure of academic ‘“‘success”, this measure does give some
additional information on the relative elfects of streaming or curriculum dif-
ferentiation on the overall academic effectiveness of schools. Table 5.7 pro-
vides the relevant multiple regression results.

As can be seen the family background socio-economic characteristics
explain two-thirds of the variance in academic achievement levels — with

8. Scparate regressions run for Secondary and Vocational schools gave similar results for Secondary
schools but showed g slight, though statistically insignificant, pesitive cffect for Vocational Schools
(N=17).
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Table 5.7: Hierarchical Regression of Proportion of the 1976/77 Entry Cohort Who
Achieved Acceptance to University {CAQ) Place, with School Input Characteristics,
School Type, and Schooling Differentiation Scale
(Standardised regression coefficients)

. (i) {if) (ifi)
Independent Variables Beta Beta Beta

(f) Pupil Input Characteristics

1. Median social class level of pupil intake ~.48* -.46* -43*
2. Average level of mother’s education 40* 533> 32+
3. Extent of literacy fnumeracy problems

in pupil intake -.03 .00 -.01
4, Extent of sclecdvity of school intake ~-.01 -.01 01

(i) School Type

5. Boys’ Secondary schoal - .23* 27
6. Girls’ Secondary school - .04 .04
7. Vocational school - -.00 05

(iii} Extent of Schooling Differentiation

8. Schooling process scale - — -.15*
N= 72 72 72
= 32.5%* 21.0* 15.9%
R? = 66 .70 72

*Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level. (In the case of variable § this is the *in-
cremental F” test.)

parental educational variables (particularly mothers’) being almost equally
as important as socio-accupational variables. Once these are controlled for,
other school selectivity variables retain no effect. However, the addition of
the three school type variables adds another 4 per cent to the explained
vaniance — primarily due to the substantial positive effect of boys’ Secondary
schools. Even controlling for such social class background variables boys’
Secondary schools are subsiantially more likely to have higher rates of
University entry than other schools — even though girls’ schools are more
likely than boys’ to bring pupils up to at least Pass Leaving Cert. level. Their
pupil composition is, of course, much more selective than girls’ schools.
Given that roughly the same proportion of each sex goes on to University,
this finding suggests a much stronger self-selective academic bias within
boys’ Secondary schools, as well as greater school “effectiveness”™ in this
respect. However, as we saw earlier, this elite achievement may well be
purchased at the expense of lower achievers within these schools, as boys’
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schools also show evidence of higher dropout rates and lower average attain-
ment levels for the total entry cohort.

Controlling for all these schools’ input and school type variables leaves 30
per cent of residual variance. The school process scale does add another
2 per cent to the explained variance. Although small this is highly statistically
significant. As in the preceding cases, the sign of the coefficient is also
negative: the greater the rigidity of pupil curricular differentiation the lower
the achievement level. Clearly this, and the previous results, indicate that,
considered at a total school level or from the point of view of all pupils who
initially enter, there is no overall positive attainment effect of rigid streaming.
The hypothesis of a positive effect can be clearly rejected, while that of a
negative effect receives some consistent support. Such differentiated school-
ing, therefore, has no apparent effect on increasing the average levels of
education received by a school’s entry cohort, nor the proportions meeting
minimum standards at the Leaving Certificate examination; and it has a
slight, though statistically significant, negative effect on the proportions
going on to University.

In conclusion, therefore, the argument put forward for streaming or
“tracking’ by schools — that it allows them to maximise the educational
achievements of their student intake, can be clearly rejected — particularly
for that proportion achieving elite standards as well as for lower achievers.
Certainly in terms of the average attainment levels of a cohort, or in the per-
centage of an entry cobort who artain moderate to high levels of Leaving
Cert. results — and clearly in the percentage going on to University, “‘stream-
ing” has no consistent and independent positive effect. So one cannot support
it on that basis. Nor does streaming, on average, minimise early dropout
rates. Assigning low ability pupils to special homogeneous ability classes and
using particular curricula to suit their needs — again one of the main arguments
put forward for streaming — also, on average, does not work either. The
hypothesis of a positive effect on dropout rates can be clearly rejected. In
fact, there is some consistent though statistically insignificant evidence that
it is inclined to increase their alienation and early dropout.

On most grounds, therefore, one has to reject as invalid the posited claims
for “streaming” that it maximises the achievement potential of both the
high and low ability pupil. Indeed, by and large — though not strongly so —
we would have 1o come to the tentative conclusion that it tends, on average,
to depress achievement levels within schools. We examine the extent to which
it influences polarisation or wider differentiation in achievement in the
following section,

9. In the separate regressions for school types the cffect of schooling process differentiation in
Vocational schools was even more clearly negative, though not significant.
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The Effects of Streaming and Curricular Differentiation on School Output
Variances

The main hypothesis being tested in this section is that the use of streaming
and curricular differentiation by schools increases the variation in attainment
amongst pupils over that occurring in its absence, controlling for all other
relevant factors that affect variation in achievement. The null hypothesis is
that of no independent effects. We first use two overall measures of school
output variances. Initially the standard deviation in output is used as the
main dependent variable. This measures the dispersion of individual school
leavers over the years or standards of education reached by the time they left
school. The standard deviation in attainments of the total entry cohort was
calculated from school records and Principals’ interviews for the total number
of pupils first entering schools in September 1976 up to the time of com-
pleting the Leaving Cert. examination in June 198119 (see Figure 1.1 for
illustrative examples). Since the average number of years completed by enury
cohorts varied widely from school 10 school the standard deviation is not the
best measure of relative within-school inequalities in attainments, so the co-
ellicient of variation — as a measure of relative variation — is also used: t.e.,
the standard deviation divided by its mean (see Blalock, 1960, pp. 67-74).
Both measures are distributed normally with the coefficient of variation
being more satisfactory (sce Appendix Table 5.4). For vanables like age or
educational level, cte., the coefflicient of variation is a very satisfactory, scale
invariant, measure of inequality (see Allison, 1978). It allows us to compare
the within-school inequalities of attainment/achievement on a scale which
uses the same units of measurement but which is standardised by the average
level of auwminmentfachievement, allowing us to compare inequalities in
attainment between schools which vary, {or instance, from ones with very
high Leaving Certilicate completion rates to ones with very low; or those
with higher or lower average grades in the Leaving Certificate. However, stan-
dard deviations do provide measures of absolute differences berween schools
— along the same scale — so it is worth examining first.

These two measures of within school variance or inequality in achievements
refer 1o the wotal population of students who first entered each school.
Whether, however, streaming also brings about wider variances in achieve-
ment at both the Intermediate and Leaving Certificate examinations is also
checked. Of course, both examinations are taken by increasingly more selective
components of the original entry cohort of pupils. Nevertheless, the process
ol streaming and curricular differentiation is also applied to them — although
less rigidly so as one moves up to the Leaving Certificate level.

10. Schools with 5-year cycles. Schools with 6-year cycles were measurcd from September 1975 to
June 1981.
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Standard Deviation in the Number of Years of Schooling Completed

There were 71 larger schools — with more than 1 class at Inter Cert. level
— for which we had complete information on all variables relevant to this
analysis. Fifteen schools were excluded because they were too small. Two
additional Vocational schools were excluded because they did not operate a
senior cycle programme — their junior cycle leavers going on to other schools.
And there were 7 schools for which we did not have sufficient reliable infor-
mation on all the variables concerned to include in the regression. These 71
schools are used in the rest of the analysis. Independent checks — using less
stringent criteria for inclusion — carried outindicate that the results can safely
be generalised to the total relevant sample.

The family and social background characteristics of pupils first entering
schools combined explain a quarter of the variation of within-school variances
in output. The social class characteristics of the school are the main discri-
minating variables — particularly the median level of social class of intake
and the extent of class differentiation of pupil intake, as well as the degree
of ability and social sclectivity applied by the school. Lower middle class or
working class schools and particularly those with wide social class variability
in intake — the newer “open” and more comprehensive schools — have
substantially larger variances in output, as one would expect. However,
greater direct selectivity in intake is not reflected in lesser variance in “out-
put” — in fact quite the reverse. The more “selective” schools — generally
amonyg the boys’ Secondary schools — have, in fact, wider variances in output
once social class and related variables are controlled for. At the other extreme,
to the more open or more “comprehensive”, schools are the upper middie
class, generally fee paying, schools with very litde variance in output —
usually only between those who leave after completing the Leaving Cert. and
those who go on to University.

The addition of the three dummy variables for school type adds 7 per cent
to the total variance explained, which is highly statistically significant. How:-
ever, none of the individual school types shows any statistically significant
relationship to output variance once the preceding social class and ability
selectivitics have been controlled. Combined, these two sets of variables
explain around a third of the variance in output, with boys’ Secondary
schools and Vocational schools showing somewhat greater output variance
than the girls’ or Community or coed Secondary schools (the controls), and
girls’ Sccondary schools in particular having somewhat less variance.

The addition of the school process variable substantally and significantly
increases the variance of output by almost 8 percentage points even with all
the preceding vanables controlled for. The null hypothesis can be clearly
rejected: rigid streaming and curricular differentiation substantially increases
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Table 5.8: Regression of “Variance in Quiput” of Schools — the Standard Deviation in

the Number of Years of Schooling Completed Before Leaving School by 1975/76 Entry

Cohort — on Pupil Intake Characteristics, Schaol Characteristics and Extent of Streaming
and Curricular Differentiation Within Schools. Schools > 2 Classes

(i) (i) i)
Independent Variables * With Input Input + School Input, School Type Plus
Variables Type Variables School Process Variables
Beta Beta Beta
{Standardised) {Standardised) {Standardised)
{i) Sehool Input Characteristics
1. Variance in fathers’ leve! of
education .18 .29« .30%**
2. Variance in fathers' occupational
status 27+ 26%* 24
8. Median social class level of
pupil intake .24* 26%* 24+
4. Average level of maternal
cducation of pupil intake -.18 -.19 -.17
5. Extent of selectivity of intake .30%* 36* 39"
6. Extcnt of literacy/numeracy
problems in intake .07 .08 A2
{¥i) School Cheracteristics
7. Boys' Secondary schools - .13 .04
8. Girls’ Secondary schools - -1 -.11
9. Vocational schools - .25 .16
{iii} Severity of Schooling Process
Differentiation
10. Schooling process scale - - 29+
N= 71 71 71
F= 8.29+» 8.02** 8.7%»
R?= .24 81 .38

*F statistically significant at 10 per cent level.
**Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.

Varables: 1 =

fl

2,3

7.9
10

Variance in fathers' level of education (1 = Primary school only; 8 = University
degree), based on responses by pupils in Inter Cert. classes in schools.

Fathers' occupational status as reported by pupils in Inter Cert. classes in school
(1 = professional = 8 = unskilled manual). Variance and median estimated from
responses of pupils in Inter Cert. classes,

Average measured from same variables as in 1.

Selectivity of school (I = school is “creamed off" substantially =5 = school gets
better pupils and is selective).

Literacy/numeracy levels from Principals’/Carcer Guidance Teachers’ estimates (1
= <5%, ¢ = 2>25%).

Dummy variables,

School process scale for both junior and senior cycle — Guttman scale (see Chap-
ter 4).
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output differentiation. This strong conclusion supports a lot of more recent
research work on the effects of streaming and tracking which show that
although these practices have no “main effect” on student achievement, they
have significant polarisation cffects — tending to create greater inequalities
between students at the ends of the ability and social class contintum (see
Hallinan, 1987, pp. 41-69 for review; and Peterson, Wilkinson and Hallinan,
1984, pp. 229-240).

Coefficient of Variation in School Output — A Standardised “Within School”
Measure of Inequality

The following table gives the equivalent regression analysis for the coef-
ficient of variation measure. As can be seen much more of the variance is
explainable using this more discriminating inequality measure.

Table 5.9: Hierarchical Regression of “Inequality in Quiput® of Schools — Coefficient
of Variation in the Numbers of Years Pupils Spend in Individual Schools — on Puptl Input
Characteristics, School Characteristics and Extent of Streaming and Curricular Variation
in Schools
(N = 71 schools with > I Inter Cert. class)

Independent Variables (9 (i) (iii)
Beta Beta Beta

School Input Characteristics

{All measured for pupils in Inter Cert.
classes)

. Variance in fathers’ level of education

. Variance in fathers' cccupational status

. Median social class level of school intake

. Average level of mothers' cducation of
school intake

. Extent by selectivity in school intake

. Extent to which literacy/numeracy
problems occur in school intake

(ft) School Characteristics

7. Boys’ Secondary schools
8. Girls’ Secondary schools
9. Vocational schools

(iti) Severity of Schooling Process

10. Schooling process scale

N=
F=
R? =

*Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.




150 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

Again there were 71 schools with 2 or more classes in the Inter Cert. for
which we had full information on all variables included in the regression.
School input characteristics explained almost one-third of the variance in
output — mostly due to the social class composition of the school: the lower
the median social class of the pupil body and the general level of education
of parents, and the generally greater the variance in both of these respects,
the greater the relative variance in output. Upper middle class schools with
pupils whose parents have high levels of education — and with little variance
in both these respects — have very little variance in output. Almost all pupils
who first enter these schools complete the Leaving Cert. and the only variance
remaining is due to the dichotomy between those who leave education at that
stage and those who go on to University. At the other extreme, schools with
a lower working class intake, with poor parental educational characteristics,
but with wide variance in the social class and educational mix amongst
parents, experience very wide variance in output.

The addition of the three “school type” variables to the regression equation
adds significantly to the amount of variance e¢xplained — by 12 percentage
points. But only Vocational schools show a significant effect — by about
10 per centon their own. So, to a large extent, independent of intake factors,
Vocational schools have a significantly greater variance in educational output.
Given their historical vocational charters and their recently acquired more
academic functions — attempting to maximise Leaving Cert. achievement
with a highly unselective pupil intake, but at the same time to maximise
the vocational opportunities (apprenticeships, etc.) of those leaving after
junior cycle exams — this is bardly a surprising finding. Nevertheless, this
dispersion in the objectives and outputs of such schools — Group and [nter
Cert., technical and apprenticeship objectives of boys, girls’ commercial/
secretarial objectives, and a small academic Leaving Cert. stream, ctc. — may
have serious consequences for the organisational effectiveness of such small
and unselective schools.

It is interesting that, when one controls for the effects of school type,
“school selectivity” becomes highly significant; controlling for most relevant
pupil intake and school type variables: schools that sclect also significunt]}:“
differentiate their output.

Even with all these statistical *‘controls”™ the effects of rigid streaming and
curricular differentiation are quite pronounced. The introduction of the
“schooling process” variable into the regression equation adds a substantial
6 per cent to the amount of variance explained in the overall inequality
measure.

Of course, we have not controlled for all the relevant pupil composition
variables — particularly ability variables. However, given the various social
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class and educational input characteristics controlled for, as well as variables
measuring school selectivity and type, the quite substantial addition to
variance explained by the introduction of the streaming/differentiation
variable provides very strong support for the polarisation hypothesis.

So, both measures of the level of inequality in attainment within schools
show that to the extent that schools stream, and make ¢lear distinctions
amongst categories of pupils in the type of curriculum and teaching process
applied, they substantially increase the variances in educational attainment
over and above that which occurs where schools do not use such methods.
That these organisationally created distinctions in achievement are not to
the overall or average benelit of all pupils is clear from the results given in
the previous section; they tend to increase the early dropout rate, do not
increase the proportions achieving Pass or Honours grades at the Leaving
Cert. level, and tend 1o have a slight negative effect on the proportions of
the original cohort going on to University. Before coming to final conclusions
on this issue, however, it seemed worthwhile to check whether such rigid
school processing has an equal polarising effect at the Intermediate and
Leaving Certificate levels for those sclective proportions of the inital enury
cohort who survive to these levels.

Intermediate Certificate Examination Performance

For those who survive to the Intermediate Certificate examination level
differential allocation to academic or Pass level “‘general education” or
vocational ““tracks” within highly streamed schools has an obvious and direct
effect. But whether this formal school allocation process actually creates
greater variances in, for example, the number of higher or Honours papers
taken at the Intermediate Certificate level than actually occurs “spontane-
ously™ in unstreamed schools — where the interaction of pupils, parents and
teachers at individual classroom level mainly determines which level of Irish,
English or Maths is taken from the “set” of Honours and Pass level courses
taught — is an open question. Most recent rescarch work carried out abroad
(Shavitt, 1984; Nachmias, 1980; Hout and Garnier, 1980) shows both that
the allocation process tends to have clear social class and ethnic biases inde-
pendent of ahility/performance, and that greater output variances occur
where such formally determined curricular allocation processes occur (see
also Alexander, Cook and McDill, 1978]).

At the Intermediate Certificate level we have three relevant measures of
variance in performance: variation in the number of Honours levels taken,
and variation in the number of “academic” subjects'! as well as variation in

11, Academic subjects arc defined as Honours Irish, English and Maths and the recognised academic
subjects of French, German and other languages, History, Geography, Science, Art, Music.
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the takeup of vocational subjects.!? Pupils were interviewed in the Christmas
to Easter term before they took the 1981 Intermediate Certificate examina-
tion — so we do not have the results of that examination.

There are 71 schools with 2 or more classes for which we have complete
data for the regressions. The average standard deviation in the number of
Honours subjects taken is 1.1 per school, but there are very wide differences
amongst schools in this respect (standard deviation = .28). The variable is
again normally distributed, although the distribution is tightly clustered
around the mean. There is, of course, a high correlation (r = .71) between
this variable and within-school variation in the total number of academic
subjects tuken by pupils in the Intermediate Cert. course. The average
school standard deviation in this case is very wide at 5.1, but showing wide
dilferences amongst schools in this respect (standard deviation = 1.4). Both
variables are normally distributed. We first examine the absolute differences
amongst schools in the discriminations they make between Pass and Honours
students at Intermediate Certificate level.

School input or pupil composition cffects account for over a third of the
differences between schools in their extent of Honours/Pass level distinctions
(see Appendix Table 5.5). This is mainly due to the exient of social selectivity
of schools: schools with wider social class and parental educational intake
have substantially greater distinctions amongst Pass and Honours pupils. But
schools that select their pupils on ability grounds and that, in fact, get pro-
portionately fewer pupils with literacy and numeracy problems have also
much wider variances in output. The absolute differences in the level of
Honours/Pass distinction are not, therefore, due to a large intake of lower
ability pupils. The addition of “school type™ variables adds substantially to
the explained variance: boys’ schools, but particularly Vocational schools,
have significantly less within-school variance in these respects than girls’ or
coed Secondary schools or Community schools, The Honours/Pass distinctions
within Vocational schools is usually between these who take 1 or no Honours
course, whilst within the more selective boys’ Secondary schools the distri-
bution of those taking Honours courses is very much biased toward the other
end of the distribution.

Addingin the schooling process scale to the regression contributes somewhat
to the explained variance, but very moderately and not significantly so, highly
differentiated schools showing only minor additions to the within-school
variance. The process of streaming and curricular differentiation by schools,
therefore, does not tend to create significantly greater achievement differences
amongst Inter Cert. pupils than would otherwise occur.

i2. “Vocational Subjeccts” = the three technical subjects, plus Domestic Science and Commerce.
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With two important exceptions we get much the same results when we use
the variance in the number of academic subjects taken at the Intermediate
Certificate level as the dependent variable (see Appendix Table 5.6). In this
case the average familial social class and educational backgrounds of the pupil
body clearty have a much greater impact — the more working class the com-
position of the school the greater the variance amongst pupils in their uptake
of academic subjects. Schools with wider socio-economic intakes do have
much wider output variance, but the differences are not statistically signifi-
cant once school type is controlled for. As in previous cases schools which
have a high intake of low ability pupils, or pupils with serious literacy/
numeracy problems, also have lower variances in output; primarily because
they are located in Vocational schools and these teach relatively fewer
academic subjects and have much lower variances in these respects.

The addition of two school type variables has much the same effect as in
the previous case, substantially increasing the variance explained. Controlling
for all the preceding variables, boys’ Secondary schools and Vocational
schools show substantally less variunce in the uptake of academic subjects
than girls’ or coed Secondary schools or Community schools. Everything
clsc being equal, boys’ Secondary schools maximise the number of academic
subjects tiught 1o most pupils — not surprising since they teach few vocational
or aesthetic subjects —and Vocational schools minimise such takeup or
indeed, provision.

With all of the preceding pupil input and school type variables controlled
for school differenuation, however, does add substantially and significantly
to the explained variance, Streaming and its assoctated curricular differen-
tintion clearly polarises academic subject tukeup, as is the primary intention.

Peculiarly, within-school variation in the number of vocational subjects
taken by Intermediate Cert. pupils has no independent relationship to the
rigidity of streaming and its associated curricular dif ferentiation. Almost all
the explained variation is accounted for by the type of school involved —
Vocational and Comprehensive schools show substantially more variation
than all others while Sccondary schools, and particularly girls’ schools, show
substantially less. But, controlling for all relevant variables, the rigidity of
the streawming process retaing no statistically significant effect; any effect
present being negative.

As already discussed the standard deviation is not a good measure of
relative within-school incquality. Although it does provide a measure of the
absolute incquality differences amongst schools. Since, however, the mean
attainment levels dilfer radically from school to school a much more effec-
tive measure of relative mmequality is the *‘coefficient of variation’ (see
Allison, 1978). In the following table, therefore, we regress within-school
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inequality in the number of academic subjects taken on school input, school
type and schooling process variables,

Here the effects of social class are much more pronounced than with the
(absolute) standard deviation —so thatit dominates all other effects. Working
class schools show substantially greater inequality in the uptake of academic
subjects even when all other relevant variables have been controlled or allowed
for. Combined, the pupil input variables account for a third of the variance
in this school inequality measure — with working class schools showing much
greater inequality in these respects than others. Of course working class
schools are also far more likely than others to be Vocational or Community
schools, and slightly more likely to be coeducational Secondary schoals. All
of these provide much more “comprehensive” curricula — a wider mixture of
technical/vocational and academic subjects — than Secondary schools. The
latter, of course, usually have more Honours and academic subjects. So
given the “elite” academic sponsorship role that such schools possess they
also obviously create much greater inter-pupil differentiation in the uptake
of academic versus vocational subjects.

Once social class and other pupil intake variables are controlled for only
boys’ Secondary schools exhibit any significant difference in the provision/
uptake of academic subjects — exhibiting significantly less inequality in
academic subject uptake than others. Of course boys' Secondary schools
also display significantly less variation in academic/vocational subject pro-
vision than other schools. Combined pupil intake and school type variables
account for 38 per cent of the variance in this school inequality measure.

Once, however, pupil intake and school type variables have been controlled
for, the schooling process scale does add substantially to the explained
variance — an additional 8 per cent in fact — which is highly statistically
significant. Even with all of the preceding statistical controls, schools that
rigidly differentiate their pupils and curriculum exhibit significantly greater
inequality in academic subject provisionfuptake. Such schools, therefore,
impose greater inequality than would otherwise occur. The same tendency is
evident when inequality in the number of Honours subjects is used as the
dependent variable, though in this case the effect is only statistically significant
at the 10 per cent level.

Even at the more selective Intermediate Certificate level, therefore, school
imposed pupil/curricular differentiation processes clearly have an impact on
academic inequality within schools. Such school policy effects are most
obvious in increasing inequality in academic subject takeup, and to a less
significant extent in Honours level subject takeup. Other variables, however,
are more important — particularly the social class of intake and type of
school. Working class schools and Community/Comprehensive schools as
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Table 5.10: Hierarchical Regression of Inequality in junior Cycle Academic Uptake —
the Cocfficient of Variation in the Number of Academic Subjects Taken up by Pupils — or
Pupil Intake, School Type and Schooling Process Varigbles
(N = 71 schools with > 1 Inter Cert. class)

(i (i) (i)
With School Sci;o;!;np;:t SS;ho;)lTInput. ,
Independent Variables Input ang >choo choar Type an
Variable Type Schooling Process
avees Variables Variables
Beta Beta Beta
(i) School Input Characteristics
1. Median social class by pupil
intake 50* AT* A1*
2. Average level of mothers’ edu-
cation of pupil intake .06 19 .25
3. Variance in social class of
intake of pupils 17 16 12
4. Variance in parental educa-
tional level of pupil intake -.01 01 .08
5. Selectivity of schools -.13 -.15 -.13
6. Extent of literacy fnumcracy
problems in pupil intake -.10 -.15 -.09
(i) School Types
7. Boys' Secondary schools - i -.536*
8. Vocational schools - .05 -.13
{rii)
9. Schooling process scale - - 31%*
N= 71 71 71
= 5.4 4.9 6.0
R? = 33 .38 46
*Statistically significant at .05 level.
well as coed Secondary schools have greater variation and inequality in
academic, Honours and vocational subject takeup. This is partly a function
of subject provision (which, of course, is policy determined) but also a
function of what appears to be, in some schools, a clear “sponsorship role”

being adopted for an clite of upwardly mobile lower-middle or working class
pupils. That this is likely to be a *'school determined” rather than an “environ-
mentally imposed’ outcome is suggested by the finding that the non-selective
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schools and schools with /ower proportions of educationally disadvantaged
pupils exhibit higher absolute levels of within-school variation in the takeup
of Honours and academic subjects. That such school imposed policy has a
substantial impact on subject takeup is very evident when the independent
effects of streamingfcurricular differentiation were examined — where such
practices clearly increased inequality in academic subject takeup.

Incquality Effects at Leaving Certificate Level

Measured at the Intermediate Certificate level, when very litile dropout
has occurred in most schools, the effects of rigid pupilfcurricular differen-
tiation are, in general, polarising — even when we control for most relevant
pupil composition and school type variables. By Leaving Certificate level,
however, we are left with a quite selective sub-population of pupils in most
schools: the average school dropout rate to Leaving Certificate level is 39
per cent but it varies extremely widely across the different school types —
with an overall standard deviation of 25. So, although such rigid streaming
and curricular differentiation may have quite discriminatory effects at
junior cycle level the experience of the quite selective cobort reaching Leaving
Certificate level may be quite different. In addition, as we saw in Chapter 3.
strcaming and curricular differentiation is much less pronounced at senior
cycle level.

As can be seen from the results presented in Table 5.11 these expectations
are, Lo a large extent, met. Variations in the schooling process variuble have
no independent effect. once the main school composition and school type
variables have been controlled for. With this restricted Leaving Certificate
sample, however, the combined set of independent variables has somewhat
different effects than at Intermediate Certificate level or earlier. Although
schools with wider socio-economic variance in intake have somewhat wider
variance in output, working class schools and schools where the parental
educational level of the pupil intake is low have significantly less variance
than middle class ones. Presumahly by Leaving Cert. level, with the very high
level of dropout suffered by working class schools (see Tables 5.3 and 5.4),
only a limited range of the more able ol the iniual student group is left;
whereas, with almost no dropout amongst the upper middle class schools the
total initial range of student ability is still present. As a result, working class
schools show little variation around a generally low average level of achieve-
ment, whereas middle class schools exhibit much wider variance around a
gencrally higher average level of achievement. The more selective schools
again, as previously, experience somewhat more variance in examination
results. So the more “middle class” schools, who retain their more compre-
hensive ability ranges and pardicularly those with wider socto-economic




SOME EFFECTS OF RIGIDITY IN THE SCHOOLING PROCESS 157

mntakes, experience much greater variation in examination achievements at
the Leaving Certificate level.

Table 5.11: Regression of Within-School Differentiation (Standard Deviation} in Leaving
Cert. Grades Received on the (i) School Input, (ii) School Type, and (iii) Schooling
Process Variables
(N =71 schools)

{r) fii) (iii)
Effects of School Input
and School Type and

Independent Variables Effects of School  Effects of School Input

Input Veriables and School Variables

Schooling Process
Variables
Beta Beta Beta
{i) School Input (Pupil) Variables
1. Median social class of pupil
intake =.34* -.30* —-.32%
2. Average maternal educational
level amongst pupil intake .30+ .12 .14
3. Variance in social class of
pupil body .09 .10 .09
4. Variance in fathers’ ievel of
education of pupils .12 .03 .05
5. Extent of selectivity of school 26* .20 .20
6. Extent of literacy/numeracy
problems in pupil intake .09 .13 .16
(i1} School Type Vanables
7. Boys’ Secondary schools .19 16
8. Vocational schools - —-.29%* -.27*
(1ii)
9. Schooling process scale - — 10
N= 71 71 71
F= 11.1* 10.1* 9.1%
R? = 51 56 57

*Suatistically significant at the .05 level.

Boys’ Secondary schools, however, show somewhat greater variation in
output than all other schools, even controlling for all preceding variables.
Vocational schools show substantially less. While the latter conforms to our
findings for the Intermediate Certificate results, the former does not. Why
the much more selective boys’ Secondary schools should show more variance
in this respect than the much more *“‘comprehensive” girls’, coed Secondary
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and Community schools is not at all clear. The bivariate correlations, how-
ever, with school type are very pronounced at Leaving Certificate level, sub-
stantially more pronounced, in fact, than for any of the Intermediate Cer-
tificate variance measures. Although much more selective at that stage than
girls’ schools, in boys’ Secondary schools the top achievers tend to do better,
but the bottom worse than in other schools. As for Vocational schools they
show consistently less variance than any other schools — for reasons already
discussed. Middle class boys’ Secondary schools, of course, suffer minimally
from dropout and are most likely of all schools to stream rigidly when large
enough. But streaming is not the full explanation: even controlling for the
rigidities of strecaming, boys’ Secondary schools still show substantially
greater variance in examination performance than others.

However, when we control for school type, and for pupil composition
effects, therigidity of streaming retains no additional, statistically significant,
effect. By this stage the worst of such streaming effects have worked them-
selves out of the system and streaming in any case is much less rigidly
enforced.

We get much the same result when we use the more accurate, coefficient
of variation, inequality measure (see Appendix Table 5.7); except in this
case the only variable that retains any significant effect on within-school
inequality is the ability/selectivity of schools — where schools with a high
intake of lower ability pupils exhibit substantially greater inequality in
cxamination achievement. Although boys’ Secondary schools tend to exhibit
higher inequality than girls’ or coed schools and Vocational schools less, and
while highly differentiated schools also exhibit somewhat greater inequality
than mixed-ability schools, these effects are minor and not statistically
significant. So that by the end of the senior cycle, when substantial selective
dropout has already occurred, such school-imposed discriminations appear
to have little additional effect.

Conclusions

1. Both main hypotheses proposed are supported by the analysis of
results: streaming and curricular differentiation does not increase the
average level of educational attainment of an entry cohort to schools.
There is, indeced, some tentative evidence that it decreases average
attainment levels. The process of pupil and curricular differentiation,
however, does increase the variance and level of inequality in the
achievement levels of the total entry cohort over and beyond that
which would occur in its absence. In dropourt rates, in the average
number of years or standards of schooling completed before leaving,
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and in the percentage of the entry cohort to schools attaining University
entrance levels — a rigid schooling process tends 10 have a slight but
consistent negative impact. And in terms of all measures of dilferenti-
ation or polarisation ol overall pupil attainment or achievement, a
differentiated schooling process also has a consistent polarisation effect,

At the Intermediate Certificate level - when some dropout has already
occurred, particularly in working class schools — such rigid schooling
differentiation has clearcut polarising effects on the wtakeup of academic
subjects and some, though statistically insignificant, effects on the
number of Honours subjects taken. Again there is no evidence here that
it increases average achievement levels.

For that select proportion of the cohort, however, who survive to do
the Leaving Certificate examination there is no statistical support for
the hypothesis that streaming increases polarisation in levels of examina-
tion achievement; although it does tend to decrease the proportion of
the entry cohort going on to University, Clearly, therefore, by this stage
the maintenance of rigid distinctions amongst ranked classes of pupils,
constructed of “homogencous ability” groups, neither maximises
examination achievements nor minimises academic and social distinctions
amongst pupils. It does, however, tend to decrease University entry
proportions.

Appendix Table 5.8 contains the relevant regression of each tndividual
pupil’s overall level of Leaving Cert. examination performance (scored
using the UCD, CAQ, method) on individual level family background
variables, preceding cducational performance level (Intermediate Cert.
results), and school type variables, as well as the schooling process
scale. The latter has no independent effect for either boys’ or girls’ level
ol examination performance. This holds even with preceding examination
performance excluded from the equation. So, being in a streamed versus
unstreamed school has no gverage academic advantage for pupils at
Leaving Cert. level. For any measures of average academic achievement
we have used, therefore, streaming has no discernible positive academic
effect for the towal number of pupils attending school; or even for the
selective sub-populations that remain in school until Leaving Certificate
level; indeed in many respects it tends 1o have an overall negative effect.
It has, however, a clear and consistent polarising effect — particularly
at junior cycle level.

In a later paper we will examine the effects of sireaming or “tracking”
on individual pupils who are placed in upper or lower streams or bands
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at senior cycle level, where schooling is highly differentiated. Most pre-
ceding research has shown a clear negative impact of being placed ina
lower stream controlling for all relevant family background and ability/
performance variables; as well as a positive effect for placement in a
higher stream. Unfortunately we do not have all the necessary informa-
tion to test these hypotheses at junior cycle level, where streaming
appears to have its greatest impact. Some preliminary work at senior
cyclelevel — using the Intermediate Certificate results as a proxy measure-
ment for the preceding ability/performance characteristic of pupils —
shows some support for these hypotheses. This is a very “strong” find-
ing given that “streaming” is likely to have its greatest effects at junior
cycle level and these effects are controlled for by holding Intermediate
Certificate results constant. If upheld in later work this finding would
help to explain how differentiated schooling brings about greater dif-
erentiation and inequality in educational attainment.




Chapier 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS OF STUDY

Introduction

This study had three objectives: (i) It investigated the nature and exient
of distinctions made by school authorities amongst their pupils, as well as
distinctions in the type of curriculum and teaching process applied to different
pupil categories. (it) It sought to identify the reasons why different kinds of
schools differ so widely in the nature and severity of the schooling distinctions
made. (iil) And thirdly, it examined some of the muin consequences of these
school-imposed distinctions on pupils’ educational attainments.

The majority of Irish second-level schools “‘create” distinctions amangst
categories of their pupils by “measuring” their presumed educable capabilities,
by assigning them to different “streams” or “bands”, and by making clear
distinctions amongst these categories of pupils in the type of curriculum and
instructional process applied to them. The nature and extent of pupil and
curricular differentiation varies widely amongst schools, but there are clear
underlying structural and culwural, or ideological, reasons why this is so. In
making these distinctions school decisionmakers do have objectives — although
many of these are more clearly implied in school practice rather than being
expressions of conscious policy. In many schools such schooling distinctions
have been in place for a long time, the objectives and outcomes of which
are so taken for granted that they are accepted as “natural” and inevitable.
Many studies have shown that such school practices as “streaming” or
“tracking” have substantal differenual effects on the educational perfor-
mance and subsequent occupational achievement of individuals who are
placed in diffcrent streams, taking into account all initial ability differences
amongst pupils. So these practices operate in many cases Lo transmit and
even amplify social class and related inequalities from generation to generation;
yet in many cases again school decisionmakers appear not 1o see or he con-
cerned about these consequences even though they may be quite obvious to
well informed outsiders.

These and related policy issues surrounding such school imposed dilferen-
tiation have been the subject of considerable public controversy in the United
States, Britain and many European countries since, at least, the mid-1960s.

161




162 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

In Ircland, however, there has been barcly a murmur above the level of the
individual school. Conferences of teachers’ unions, religious orders involved
in teaching, school-owning and managerial authorities, policy discussion
documents ¢cmanating from the Department of Education, or the recently
established Curriculum and Examinaton Board, have not dealt au all with
these issues. Why? The way in which a school applies its curriculum is almost
as important as the content and structure of the curriculum itsell. Yet the
process by which schools apply or organise their curriculum and instructional
processes — not Lo mention the actual pedagogical practice within the secrecy
ofl the classroom — have not been the subject of any discernible open dis-
course or dispute. Why? Tuis clearly not because school decisionmakers and
the teaching proflession all agree with cach other on this question — such
decisionmakers, in fact, vary widcely in their practices and relevant philosophy.
It is not because there is no plaiform for debate — the relevant annual con-
ferences are well attended and have attentive conference and mass media
audiences. Clearly these matters are not issues that have high agenda priority.
Why?

There is a closely related school practice that has equal importance for
pupils’ life chances and that has equally low priority — the socially prejudicial
allocation of pupils amongst schools. This issue of setectivity versus “‘com-
prehensivisation” has equally been the subject of much research and of heated
dcbate and political controversy in the United Kingdom (see Oxford Revicw
of Education, 10, 1, 1984), as has the issue of selective academic schools in
the United States (Coleman, 1982; sec Harvard Educational Review, 1981
for review of earlier edition).

There are, we believe, five main reasons why this public inattention exists.

1. There is almost no Irish rescarch on the subject which could be used
as a stimulus 1o the debate. (An exception is Kellaghan, 1967.) This
in itsell, of course, is even maore puzzling, since academic researchers
should be very open to the international literature and be less ideo-
logically influenced. There is, however, very poor funding of educa-
tional research at second level and no apparent central policy on the
matter.

2. The schooling processes involved and their educational consequences
are not, however, publicly visible — so pupils and parents who suffer
[rom the current system have no way of publicly comprehending and
registering thetr dissatisflaction. Those who suffer most in any case
are likely to be least influenual.

3. The State, either at central or locat level, does not accept responsibility
for the way schools are operated: either for the allocation of different
categories of pupils to different types of schools, or for dilferential
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streaming or tracking within schools. State policy indeed had, at an
carlier stage, implicitly colluded in the development of “selective”
schooling: i.e., in the expansion of the Vocational school sector — by
“filling in the gaps™ so 1o speak, left by the selective provision of
Secondary schools. Only in recent times by the development of
Comprehensive/Community schools in newly developing urban areas,
or in the few comprehensive amalgamations occurring in the smaller
towns, has the State operated an effective local comprehensive pro-
vision policy. The more vigorous policy of comprehensifisation pursued
in the early 1970s was so successfully fought off by local vested
interests that the State effectively withdrew s carlier policy. This is
— or used to be — in marked contrast, for instance, to the behaviour
of the British state; except, peculiarly, in Northern Irelund where
comprehensive schooling appears to be almost equally unpopular.

Schools, the great majority of which are privately owned, do have
to conform to State regulations in regard to the nature and content of
the curriculum applied — though this still allows schools considerable
degrees of freedom (Hannan, Breen et al., 1983). Schools also are
centrally regulated by timetables and by attendance and public
examination requirements as well as certain certification procedures.
And they have to conform to particular organisational rules in order
to be publicly funded. There is also a minimal monitoring inspectorial
arrangement. But, by and large, second-level schools, although funded
almost completely by the State, are, within these broad parameters,
free to run their own affairs untouched by external State authority.
They are also, by and large, free 1o compete with each other for local
academic talent.

4. By and large, the ideological ““climate” and class lorces within Ireland
are such that the pursuit of egalitarian citizenship rights has no active
political priority or urgency. Partly as a result, the educational pro-
cess over the past 20 ycars has clearly worked to the benefit of the
majority of middle class, and moderate to large farmer class, as well
as upper working class families — the majority of families and voters. '3
Consequently any deleterious effects it might have had on the minority
of working class or poorer families (only 8 per cent of children come
from the families of unskilled manual workers) are not publicly

18, In 1981, 20 per cent of children under 15 years {N = 1,043,729} were present in families of
non-manual workers, 13 per cent in familics of farmers, 24 per cent in the families of skilled manual
workers, and 17 per cent in familics where the chicf breadwinner was a semi-skilled manual worker or
a service worker {other non-manual}. Only 8 per cent were in families of unskilled manual workers,
Census of Population of Ireland, 1981, Vol. 7.
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“seen” or projected and have been ignored. So any dissatislaction
present is publicly voiceless and unorganised.

Equality of opportunity was certainly a stated goal of reform of
the 1960s but it has never been actively pursued by the State in the
samec way that it has in Britain, the Scandinavian countries or even
the United States, for instance. In the former countries equal educa-
tional opportunity had a high priority in successive post-war social
democratic politics. In the United States equality ol citizenship rights
and equality of opportunity also has had a long history of interven-
tionist political and State action, although not based on successful
class movements as in the UK or Scandinavia. Given inconsequential
class politics and a low priority in the agenda of successful populist
movements, political forces have never been committed enough nor
strong enough to even attempt the institutional reflorms necessary to
initiate serious equality of opportunity reforms.

The philosophy underlying and legitimating the State’s considerable
expansion of educational provision since the mid-1960s, has been
rooted in theories of “human capital” formation, within the context
of a pragmatic economic and technical rationale about the means 1o
obuain these ends (Tnvestment in Education Report, 1966). The main
educational objectives paid attention to, have been those of technicul
knowledge and skill acquisition or socialisation; i.e., the traditional
view that the main objectives of schooling are the socialisation of
individuals, with priority attached to cognitive development (see
Dreeben, 1968). Here the main social effects of schooling are thought
to result from the aggregation of individual effects — having no, or
unimportant, institutional or organisational intervening effects. As
Meyer (1977) or Ramirez et al., (1980) indicates, this view ignores
completely the social allocation functions of schools, which may
operate to consolidate or even amplify processes of transmission of
social inequalities from generation to generation. Schools have sub-
stantial institutional powers to allocate pupils and certify pupil
achtevements. Both different types of school, and streams or bands
within schools, publicly differentiate and validate the educational/
occupational achievement paths of different pupils. This institutional
power of schools to control or channel the future life chances of their
pupils {(Meyer, 1977) has thus far remained unexamined and uncon-
trolled. Educational achievement has been found to be the most
predictive variable of occupational and economic attainment in
industrialised countries (Cummings, 1979; Treimun and Terrel, 1975;
Blau and Duncan, 1967). And in newly industrialised countries this
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correlation is even more pronounced (Meyer, Turner and Zagorski,
1979) as well as in Ireland (Whelan and Whelan, 1984). Variations in
the institutional power and effectiveness of highly structured schooling
in these respects need to be paid much more attention.

Examinimg Schooling Differences

Our conceptual approach to the study is based on models used in the study
of organisations. The main approach is that of Perrow (1967, 1970) which
emphasises that the determining characteristics of organisations like schools
is the way they process their materials — i.e., their “technology™: the way
they select and categorisc their pupil intake — the number and complexity
of the types of categories into which pupils are sorted, and the extent of
standardisation and centralisation of decisions as to what kind of educational
process is appropriate to cach category. At one extreme are schools which
sort their pupils into a small number of categories whose distinct natures are
perceived to be rather similar and well understood, thus enabling each category
to be separately processed with few individual exceptions occurring. This is
an organisational “solution” charactenstic of highly streamed schools with
highly programmed, routinised and centralised schooling processes. At the
other extreme, are a small number of mostly upper class, mixed-abiliLy
schools where each pupil is an “exceptional case”; and “schooling process”
decisions are left for negotiation berween individual pupils, teachers and
parents. As Perrow (1970) points out, the inherent nature ol the materials
does not determine the organisational process. This is, as Child (1972) points
out, mainly a matter of the *‘strategic choices” made by decisionmakers
within organisations, within the set of environmental constraints present.
Child’s (1972) work emphasises the role of choice amongst alternative organi-
sational solutions —i.e., in “choosing” and in categorising pupils, in the
choice of curricula and teaching resources, and in their deployment to the
dilferent categorics of pupils; as well as in structuring relationships amongst
teachers, pupils and parents and so on.

This voluntaristic conceptual approach is used not only to guide the way in
which we categorised our own rescarch materials but also to determine the
main hypotheses proposed to explain why different schools adopted different
“schooling process” solutions. Two contrasting sets of hypotheses were
proposed: (i) Such stratcgic schooling decisions are determined largely by
technical-rational or environmental considerations. {ii) They are influenced
largely by “institutional” and voluntaristic factors — i.e., highly structured
differences in the founding charters or “missions” of different school-owning
authorities, as well as in their historically acquired roles in the schooling and
social placement of each succceding generation (Meyer, 1970; Kamens,
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1977). The former ser of hypotheses stresses these commonsense theories
which are usually employed by school decisionmakers to explain why they
stream or rigidly differentiate their pupils and curricula. The latter stresses
the institutional and voluntaristic factors which are proposed here as the main
explanatory factors,

Under “technical-rational” and commonsense assumptions the degree of
differentiation of the total schooling process is seen as a function of:

(i) Sizc of school: the larger the school the greater the differentation.

(i) Extent of vaniance in the ability level of the pupil intake — the larger
the variance the greater the differentiation.

(i) Comprehensiveness: the more comprehensive the local catchment of
the school the greater the differentiation.

Under “Institutional/Volitional” assumptions we hypothesised that the
extent of schooling differentiation was directly related to:

(a) The explicit founding “charter” or “mission” of the school or group
of schools; and the inspirational philosophy guiding the authority
{community) which governs or owns the school(s);

(b} Social class of the clientele and the social placement (mobility}
function of the school — both often acquired rather than planned;

(c) The sex of the pupil body — with boys’ education hypothesised to
be much more instrumentally differentiated than girls’ education.

The Structure and Charters of Irish Second-Level Schools

Irish post-primary schools vary widely in their “objectives” — both those
stated and consciously pursucd, and those which are clearly implicit in the
kind of educational “inputs” chosen and “outputs™ produced. Schools vary
widely in their “choice” of the social characteristics ol persons/pupils they
educate — mainly by sex, social class, religion and ability selectivities. To a
large extent these “choices” are institutionally determined — given in the
founding charters or State legitimated functions assigned to the different
school types. But these different educational *missions” have also emerged
as strategic adjustments by individual school-owning authorities to changing
national and local environmental opportunities and constraints. Given a
range from the upper middle class Protestant or Catholic fee-paying Secon-
dary schools to Christian Brothers’ selective boys’ Secondary schools or
Mercy or Presentation “comprehensive” and coed schools, to “selective”
lower working class Vocational schools, it is obvious that the charters or
“missions” of different school-owning authorities vary widely and systemati-
caly. As a result, within most communities a highly stratified system of
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selective schooling emerges from the free competition between the different
school types in cach local catchment area. The analysis of such local selec-
tivities by different school authorities within our own survey of schools
showed wide social class and ability sclectivities amongst schools which were
highly structured and institutionally determined (Chapters 2 and 4). As
became quite clear in Chapter 4 these marked differences in the rote and
functions of different schools were the most predictive of their “school
processing’ decisions.

The Extent and Structure of Pupil/Curricular Differentiation

We used five separate measures of pupil and curricular differentiation in
the analysis: (i) the extent of “ability” differentiation of pupils amongst
classes (“streaming”); (i) the extent of curricular differentiation by class of
pupil — between Honours and Pass level and by type of subject; (iii) the
extent of choice of subject and level options available to pupils; (iv) the
extent to which subject teachers were involved in subjectfcareer choices;
and finally (v) the extent to which clear boundaries existed between different
classes of pupils within schools.

A majority of schools practise some form of “streaming” — with around
40 per cent of schools having relatively rigid streaming at Intermediate Cert.
level, and only 1 in 4 schools having mixed ability classes as such. And almost
40 per cent of schools allocate Honours and Pass levels, and differentiate
subject types, by the pupils’ class rank within streams or “‘bands”. Although
almost all schools have substantially more subjects than are taken by the
average pupil in the school, most schools place considerable constraints on
subject and level choices. In fact, around 40 per cent of schools allow almost
no choice at all at junior cycle level. In most cases this is not due to the
scarcity of subjectsflevels available. Even where subjectflevel choices are
present, however, the process is often organised by school “management”
rather than by subject teachers. It is no surprise to find, therefore, that in
only 1 in 4 schools arc subject teachers highly involved in such choice mak-
ing, or parents facilitated in discussing subject/flevel “choices™ with subject
teachers. As a result of these processes of school-imposed pupil/curricular
differentiation, over a third of all schools (with more than 1 class} maintain
very rigid boundaries and distinctions between ranked classes of pupils on
the basis of their presumed “abilities” or educational potential.

The relationships amongst these 5 crucial “schooling process™ variables
are highly structured. On average there is a moderate to high level of inter-
correlation amongst the 5 variables. But what is equally significant is that the
larger the school the greater these intercorrelations become. This does not
mean that the larger the school the greater the tendency to differentiate pupils
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and curricula, to reduce pupil-parent choice and to increase the boundaries
between classes. What it does mean is that if a choice is made Lo “stream”
pupils, then certain curricular, *“choice™, pupil-teacher-parent relationship
characteristics and distinctions between ranked classes of pupils necessarily
follow: i.c., that once a “streaming” choice is made it has organisational
effects which appear to follow almost inevitably. On the other hand, where
schools decide to relax their rigid streaming practices this decision also has
an opposing set of “knock-on” organisational consequences.

Of the 80 schools in our sample with 2 or more classes at Intermediate
Cert. level, 7 were extremely rigidly streamed with all the above organisa-
tionally differentiated characteristics: rigid streaming of pupils, rigid curricular
distinctions, little choice, no subject-teacher involvement in any choice making
that occurs, with very little parental involvement, and very high resistant
boundaries between ranked classes of pupils. An additional 25 schools had
less rigid streaming or had 2/3 “bands”, with some “mixed ability” classes
within each “band”. There were less rigid, but still substantial, subject/level
distinctions between the streamed/banded classes, somewhat less restricted
pupil-teacher-parent choice making as well as less rigid boundaries between
classes. At the other extreme were 12 schools which were “mixed ability”,
5 of which allowed such wide choices that almost no pupil-class distinctions
existed.

There is a small direct and positive correlation between school size,
tendency to stream, differentiate the curriculum, and organisationally stan-
dise and regulate the schooling process. So, at least to that extent, such
schooling differentiation is directly environmentally determined. The cor-
relation, however, is very low — explaining less than 6 per cent of the variance
in the schooling process scale; and the relationship of school size 1o “choice”
and to the strength of between-class boundaries is actually of the opposite
sign.

Why Differentiate?

Other than school size other “technical” variables — such as the ability
and social selectivity of schools, and the extent of variation in the social and
cultural backgrounds of pupils — do not predict the extent of schooling
differentiation practised. With other variables controlled school size does
have a modecrate effect — about double that of its direct effect. But almost
all the other “technical” variables have actual negative effects. Schools which
select their intake, that have a larger proportion of literacy/numeracy pro-
blems amongst their intake and have wider overall variation in the social/
educational background of pupils, are less likely to stream rigidly. So, other
than size, the “technical” hypothesis has to be clearly rejected. The propo-
sition put forward by most school decisionmakers for streaming — that the
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wide variance in the ability and aptitude levels of their pupil intake forces
them to rigidly differentiate the schooling applied — receives no support in
this study.

On the other hand, the hypothesised effects of institutional and social
class factors receive major support. The median social class level of the
pupil intake, the sex of the pupil body and the type and identity of the
school authority are the muain variables predicting variation in the extent
of differentiation of the schooling process applied. Boys’ Secondary schools
(particularly Christian Brothers’ schools), and working class or lower middle
class schools are far more likely to stream and differentiate their curricula.
Vocational and Community schools, largely by explicit policy, do not stream
as such but almost universally “broad band” their wider ability intake when
large enough and do not make as rigid distinctions in applying their curricula.
It is boys’ Secondary schools — which cater for a lower middle class, small
farmer or upper working class clientele and which select or “sponsor” a
proportion of their more able pupil intake for upward social mobility — which
have the most differentiated schooling process. These schools, however, also
tend to have moderate to high “dropout” rates so that clearly the lower
abilityfaptitude pupilis not being equally catered for. These schools maximise
the achicvement of the top while appearing to “cool out™ the lower achievers,
socialising them for failure (Willis, 1977).

At the other extreme upper middle class Secondary schools, particularly
those catering for girls, are least likely to differentiate their schooling process.
The cultural consolidation of the advantages of an upper middle class back-
ground s being achieved by a highly individualised schooling in which a lot
of autonomy is allowed, or developed, at the individual pupil level.

The difference in the schooling “treatment” of boys and girls can perhaps
best be understood within Bernstein’s view that the increasingly instrumental
and rational-technical orientation of education (for boys) has led o an
increasing pressure to differentiaily sort, instruct, certify and legitimate the
dilferent types and qualities of educational output, or “market slots” being
aimed at by schools (see Cherkaoui, 1977). At its most cxtreme, in some
Secondary schools educational achievements and examination success are
defined narrowly, instrumentally and externally. Here the “better pupils”
are being selected and sponsored for upward mobility into the higher “‘places”
available. Those whe do not succeed in this narrow and unidimensional
achievement game are being “cooled out” in the bottom classes, where the
education provided is not being specifically geared to any particular “market
slot”.

Within many working class schools, or schools catering mainly for the
children of poorer farmers, ctc., whether Vocational or Secondary, a very
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severe process of schooling differentiation is applied which suceeeds only in
sponsoring a small minority of the pupil intake for upward mobility —in
terms of good Leaving Cert. results and third-level entry — but who have a
large group of low uchicvers who cither drop out carly or fail their junior
cycle examinations. Here again clear evidence of disproportionate attention
to the top and rclative inattention to the lower achievers was obvious.

At another pole arc the girls’ convent Secondary schools where the
“expressive-moral” functions of education are assigned cqual value with the
instrumental-achievement ones. Here socialisation into the wider moral order
is a much more important goal than in boys’ schools. As an organised “moral
milieu”’ such schools are very important in Ireland, whose integrative goals
place high priority on socialisation with the moral order as well as on the
personal development of their pupils. Here schooling dilferentiation is mini-
mised. This gender-based division of labour along the instrumental fexpressive-
moral axis broadly reproduces distinctions present in the larger society.

This social class, gender, and wider institutional basis to schooling differen-
tiation indicates both the “pressure” of external, highly institutionalised
expectlations on school authorities as well as the importance of the *‘strategic
response” of school decisionmakers to their external environment. As an
example, it is clear that upper middle class parents are far more demanding,
more informed about their children’s schooling, and less intimidated by
school authorities than working class parents. Yet it is clear that many middle
cluss schools do formully differentiate or differentially “sponsor”, the
brighter children of the middle class while the less able — and such “less
able” pupils may well be at or near the average ability level for the total
cohort in many selective Secondary schools — receive a very attenuated
academic type education: te., school policy actively intervenes despite
parental pressure. At the same time many working class and lower middle
class schools — particularly convent schools — with comprehensive ability
intakes do not differentiate their intake as a matter of policy. Indeed many
of these schools had specifically rejected it as a policy. So, both these wider
institutional forces and schools’ strategic choices are clearly involved in
schooling process decisions.

The Effects of Streaming and Curricular Differentiation

The research literature reviewed suggested two main hypotheses: (i) no
consistent effect of streaming and curricular differentiation by schools on
the average attainment or achievement level of all pupils first entering
schools; (ii) that increased schooling differentiation would have a significant
polarisation, or increased inequality, effect on the attainments of such an
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entry cohort controlling for, or holding constant, all other relevant variables.

“Holding constant all other relevant variables” is a statistically necessary
requirement since schools vary so much in their pupil intake characteristics.
It is not easily achieved, however, and is not fully satisfactorily achicved in
this study. In their social class intake schools vary from the | in 12 which
arc upper middle class, mainly fee-paying schools, with little social class
vartance and minimal numbers of pupils with serious numeracy and literacy
problems, to the very comprehensive class and abilivy intakes of a substantial
proportion of convent Secondary schools and Community schools. At the
other extreme arc the majority of Vocational schoels with intakes pre-
dominantly from working class or even lower working class families and,
suffering from the “cream off” effects of other local schools, having high
proportions of lower ability pupils. These school intake differences do not
appear to have changed much from the carly 1970s (Kellaghan and Greaney,
1970; Rudd, 1972; Greaney, 1973).

We do not unfortunately have measures of the “ability” characteristics
of pupils on entry to post-primary schools — although we do have relatively
good measures of the extent of ability and social class selectivity of schools.
To some extent, therefore, our results have to be treated with some caution.
However, we do use a very conservative method of assessing the relative
effects of strecaming and curricular differentiation which, if used where
cvidence was available of the actual “ability™ characteristics of intake pupils,
would underestimate the full impact of the schooling process variable.
Taking all these points into consideration, plus the robustness and con-
sistency ol the main results, we remain confident of the generalisability of
our results.

The results of extensive analyses of the effects of streaming and curricular
differentiation within our sample of schools and pupils strongly support both
sets of hypotheses: controlling for most relevant vuriables such schooling
differentiation has no consistent effect on the average achievement level of
the entry cohort —although there is a tendency toward increased early
dropout rates as well as reduced proportions going on to University in highly
differentiated schools; but such school-imposed differentiation substantially
increases the inequality in output of schools, both for the total entry cohort
but also for that part of the entry cohort which survive to Intermediate Cer-

tificate level. For the most selective part of the cohort that survived to the
Leaving Certificate, such variations in the schooling process applied had no
consistent variance or inequality effects.
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Implications

(i) It is clear that the differentiation of pupils and curricula is a school-
imposed “arbitrary” that mainly reflects the values, goals and “operative
objectives” (or “avoidable outcomes”) of school-owning and managing
authorities. It is not given or determined by purely objective and technical
considerations. This schooling policy or approach, however, has not generally
resulted from explicit, conscious and thought-through strategies by school
decisionmakers to achieve a chosen set of ordered objectives, In many cases,
in fact, such “decisions” are of historical relevance only, the persistence with
streaming and curricular differentiation having morc to do with the functions
or interests it serves for the more important or influential actors involved —
c.g., school management, teachers, parents and pupils in upper streams and
SO On.

From a school management or from teachers’ points of view there is no
doubt that “streaming” and its associated practices is an easier schooling
solution than mixed ability teaching, and that it can be clearly and “objec-
tively” explained or rationalised by taken-for-granted “commonsense”
rationales. The centralisation and *‘objectification” of schooling decisions,
the routinisation of schooling procedures, the concentration of the teachers’
role on “knowledge transmission” to homogeneous ability classes, and the
difficult-to-avoid consequence of this process of streaming classes along one
single academic performance dimension, are all organisational tendencies
characteristic of rigidly streamed schools. Where present at its extreme the
almost explicit denigration of the educable capacities of pupils in lower
streams results in high dropout and failure rates. But the habitual practices
of such schools allow most of its workers to overlock or ignore these out-
comes. And when streaming of pupils is accompanied by streaming of teachers
the outcomes are even more severe (see HMI, Mixed Ability Work in Com-
prehensive Scheools, DES London, 1978).

Given that such rigid streaming practices bring about greater educational
inequalities than would otherwise occur those presumed schooling rationales
need to be vigorously questioned.

(i) However, it is clear that the greater inequality in educational attainment
observed in streamed or rigidly banded schools can occur in a number of
ways. Within the same set of streamed or banded schools — holding most
other relevant social and educational variables constant — their greater van-
ation in educational outcomes occurs despite significant differences in the
average achievement levels occurring within each category. For instance,
amongst the most highly streamed boys’ Secondary schools, which have lower
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middle class {(average) clienteles, the modal attainment level for some schools
is the Leaving Certificate level, while in others it is the Intermediate Cert.
category. The dropout rate in the former schools is substantially lower than
the latter. In lower working class Vocational schools using stringent “banding”
arrangements, the modal attainmentlevel in all cases are those who completed
the Group or Intermediate Certificate level. In some of those cases, however,
the early dropout rate was extremely high and the Leaving Certificate achieve-
ment level was minimal; while in other cases the early dropout rates were
minimal and Leaving Certificate attainments were moderate. Overall, how-
ever, average achievement levels were not increased, while high achievements
for a small elite were “paid for” by the very poor attainments of the low
achievers.

Nevertheless, although in almost all streamed or banded schools the variances
were much greater than in mixed ability schools these greater within-school
inequalities can occur in ways that either benefit or damage lower ability
pupils. There is almost as much difference in achievement means and variances
within each schooling differentiation category as there is between them.

It appears, therefore, that what schools actually do with, or how well
they use, streaming or curricular differentiation practices is almost as impor-
tant as the choice of one form of streaming or mixed ability schooling rather
than another. Both the objectives actively pursued by schools and the organi-
sational ethos and management effectiveness of schools within each *'schooling
process’ category are also very important “choices”. So, the importance of
strategic decisionmaking as well as management effectiveness extends far
beyond the choice of whether to stream or not.

It may appear somewhat paradoxical to report the case of at least 1 school
which chose “streaming” to maximise the achievement of their lower ahility
pupils — but it is put forward to illustrate the important role of enlightened
and committed human action in the achievement of important and agreed
goals. This particulur Secondary school — using the word school mainly to
denote the community of teaching and management personnel involved —
having jointly discussed and worried about their high early dropout and exam
failure problems for some time, decided to start streaming their intake with
the objective of directing maximum teaching effort to the lower ability
pupils. To this end they (teachers and management staff combined) decided
to: {a) allocate a much higher teacher-pupil ratio to the bottom two classes
(15/1) than to the top (30 to 32 wo 1); (b) allocate teachers who were
committed to or were most suitable and effective in teaching lower ability
pupils; (¢) institute special remedial classes in English, Irish and Maths;
(d) develop an approach toward teaching the conventional academic junior
cycle curriculum which maximise pupil interest/involvement; (e) expand
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contact with parents, etc., to increase home support, etc. As a result, after
5 ycars the dropout and failure rates had been substantially improved and
the whole ethos and effectiveness of the school had substantially improved.
The roles of planning, staff discussion, teacher commitment and effective
leadership and “management”, etc., were central to this successful innovation.
The example also illustrates the central role that such conscious, planned,
rational and commitied hwman action plays in an effective organisation. This
example also illustrates, of course, some of the consequences of the opposite
organisational syndrome: of tken-for-granted, routinised or habitualised
roles, conventional practices and imbedded special interests in maintaining
rigidly and conventionally streamed schooling processes. So that, when
school authorities change from conventional streaming practices to mixed
ability teaching procedures without substantive planning, preparation, train-
ing and tecacher commitment to the new process it will not work (HMI, 1978,
op. cit., pp- 27-34, 57-62).

(iii} Onc cannot, thercfore, unambiguously recommend moving directly to
“mixed ability” teaching o all highly streamed schools as a solution to their
“dropout”, discipline or motivational problems with pupils in the lower
streams, not without considerable rethinking, reorientation, retraining and a
substantive change in teacher-pupil-parent relationship. Even where a school
does not change completely from streaming over to “mixed ability” teaching
—e.g., by retuining “remedial classes” (by withdrawal from the normal
classes) and “sctting” of Honours/Pass levels — the school as a “teacher-
learner community” will need to undergo substantial change in attitudes and
behaviour before a successful transition can be managed. This transition may
be felt quite severely by some teachers and schoal Principals. As we saw in
Chupter 3 the organisational processes involved in proceeding in a “streaming”
or “mixed ability” direction are quite different and quite complex. So if a
school decides to proceed toward mixed-ability teaching the change will
demand not only willingness to change but teacher commitment and manage-
ment effectiveness in managing the process.

Where the ability range of intake is very wide, of course, loose “banding”
with remedial classes and with considerable “setting” of levels and subjects,
using malleable class boundaries, might be casier and more attainable goals
than completely mixed-ability teaching. These schooling arrangements con-
siderably increase learning opportunities, avoid rigid boundaries between
classes, und minimise the rigid stratification of classes (and teachers) that is
characteristic of highly streamed schools. In general it would be better to
“unstream” gradually and successfully than fail gloriously at mixed-ability
teaching.




SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 175

(iv) Rigid strcaming appears to have almost inevitable effects on the nature
and organisation of tecacher-teacher and teacher-pupil, and even pupil-pupil
relationships. It tends to isolate the pupil-teacher relationship to that of the
rather technical classroom teacher-pupil role. It tends to centralise decision-
making and reduce teacher and pupil-parent interaction. It would, therefore,
tend to make it more difficult to create that orgunisational climate and ethos
that appears to be most characteristic of highly effective school organisations.
Where schools have been rigidly streamed and wish to go in the opposite
direction they face substantial “inertial”” forces which will be very difficult
to overcome. Good and effective schooling does appear, however, to require
that kind of organisational climate and structure that is almost incompatible
with rigid streaming. From the result of this research we would unambiguously
rccommend that schools move away from that pattern. How far they should
go toward [ull mixed-ability teaching will depend on management and teacher
commitment as well as skilled help and advice.

(v} The dcarth of advisory services on management training courses for
school managers and Principals in their pursuit of more effective teaching/
schooling processes is @ major lacuna in Irish education. Given the substantial
decline since the late 1970s in the number of school inspectors!® as well as
the conunued diversion of their time and energics to other non-school roles,
there is apparently less help available now to individual schools or teachers
from this source than at the beginning of the 1970s. There have been some
in-service courses on school management — but very few and infrequent. We
would, therefore, recommend strongly that such services/courses be provided
— even by the provision of some funding for in-service courses or training
workshops provided by outside “experts”. In the context of an expenditure
provision of almost IR£450 million for post-primary education in 1986 a
modest expenditure of even £50,000 o £60,000 pa — one eighth of 1 per
cent of the annual budget — on such schooling management programmes —
in concert with the school owning/managing bodies — would, we feel, have
a substanual impact.

(vi) There is no single educational forum in which school decisionmakers
can discuss schooling issues and problems, and develop policy responses such
as arc dealt with here in this report. The absence of any local or national
educational authority, or even voluntary Schools Council, means that there

14. In 1980 there were 86 inspectors concerned with all of post-primary education on the Depart-
ment of Education’s list, with 11 additional vacancies listed. By 1986 thesc had been reduced to 73
with only 1 vacancy listed. (State Directory, 1980; 1986). Even between 1979 and 1984 the number
of second-level teachers had increased by over 2,000. (See Statistical Report, Department of Education,
1979/80, and 1983/84.)



176 SCHOOLING DECISIONS

is no single forum which facilitates and encourages management development
or planning und policy-making functions at any tevel higher than the individual
school, religious order or VEC, etc. Up to this point neither the CMRS nor
the IVEA, as national representative school-owning bodies, have devoted
much attention to these issues. In its expenditure decisions the Department
of Education does not accord these issues much importance. The remit of
the Curriculum and Examination Board does not cover this area of schooling
practice. In fact the terms of reference implicitly accept a rather narrow and
technical view of schooling practice — concerned with the content of what is
taught or the formal procedures of provision and examination, etc. Indeed
most direct State educational provision gencrally seems to be based on such
a technical, “objecuvist”, formal instructional viewpoint — since it makes
such little provision for developing the management competencies of school
authorities, has retsined a minimal monitoring or management role for the
State itself, and makes such little provision for in-service courses.

The results of this research clearly indicate the importance of such school
organisational processes. Without changed State policy, however, we cannot
expect much change in individual schools’ behaviour.

(vii) Finally, the scarcity of research on second-level schooling in Ireland is a
serious impediment to the development of good policy-making. This research
itself is a by-product of other work which had received major funding from
the Department of Education, however, the State needs a much more active
policy in stimulating and funding policy relevant research. )

The absence of a central monitoring and policy development body and the
poverty of educational research at second level both indicate an extraordinary
degree of institutionalisation of traditional or conventional schooling/teaching
arrangements in Ireland, such that what schools do are very widely accepted
as “natural” and historically given processes which have no viable alternative
— they have such a concrete “objective reality” in most people’s conscious-
ness that current practice is completely taken for granted (see Bourdieu and
Passcron, 1977, pp. 1-69). The role of research is to question that “reality”
and reveal its underlying nature, meanings and consequences. Without that
critical examination of everyday, taken for granted, practice, policy making
cannot be very effective. But in the absence of effective policy-making and
decisionmaking bodies even the best and most policy relevant research is of
academic interest only.
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Econonifc and So0cial Resecarch Insultute

Curricular Differcnces Project

Lchopl Number

lateniewer
Date
Principal’s Schedule - 4
3. Hame of $chool
7. Addrcy
L} 1Wame of Inicrvlewee: Potiun
b) Sex: M F
(4] Statuy of Interviewoe lay mn
Erligtous
Ntocesan piies (2
Rellpinug onder pricyt (3)
Teaching brother (S }]
Teaching sister ()
Prosesiant miniser {6}
Other (specify) {1

4, Type of School:

2 Secondary 1

(2]

vocauon:l
Comnuniny/Compretentive __ 3

Communiry College 4

)] Caollc Lav-iun 1
Cathoile Religious mua 2
Pratesiant 3
laterdenominadonat 4

VIC ¥

(4] Fee-paviag 1

Kea*fee paying 2




d)

€)

APPENDIX I
poardingonty ___ . )

Boawding 3l day - 2

Dayealy-

Boyy 1
Gl 2
Coed, _ 3
Colnstitutlonal L]
ovy, Gy
No, of Puplls); Rozders _—

Day pupils —_—

Yea: achoo) wai establithedi

&chonl Ownetship and Miapacrment

6. Vho owns the school? Lsy Cathotic

kN

Otdes of nuns

et

(T2 ¥}

Ordctof priesss

Order ¢f brothess &

Secular (dlocesan) priesty _ 3
Church of Iicland/froicnant &
Othet = Interdenominationsl 1

YEC ]

Communlty Comp

If ovned by tellgions order:

Name of ocder

FROT oiveraronan. Q10

{1} How mazy ichools run by the order in l1eland?

(b)  Aie they organiwed Into a single unit (ot aumber of uniu?)

{¢} What 11 the wnit of which this schoo] {3 3 member?

{d) What ls the name of the higher authorlry?

(e} Cotnpated to other owders, would you 33y that the order I3 mose Ughtly organised and
coatrolied, er mote loesely argaaiced and controlled)

1) Much more ghily organlicd and conmelled

{
2) Abouc equally organised and conirolled {
¢

3)  More leosc!y organiyed with much mote lecs] ayrozomy
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IF AN Canfg

10,

12

Lzt the aeder 3y wuch have a panicular edugational philesphy (01 sct of gencral objectives) which

{1 follows In cach schoel?

b {3 P 1 [ 21 T 2 Q13
() 14 the policy spelled out in any patticular decument? No...... 1
) {1 TR ? Dewails;

(b} Docs 42 ree 1y riviop_apditecied hogwoon Ay paisigubar roeid gronp)

Individual schoals vary 1n the kinds of changes or tmprovements which they aim to bring about
in thedr pupils fram fise ey 1o the school 1o finally leaving Lt In term of the main working
objectives of this school: what arz the two most Emportant abjectives, or bmportant changes which
this school aims 1o bring sbout in the pupilia 1l the school 1y ened,, please Indicate f there
ase different alms for bays and girly

1L

It what conczcte ways docs the school go about achieving thote goals,

(c. g through cursicular provisien, organisational sructwes, resowrces e1c. } (2 cxamples)

1.

Are there any specific rules or policles tald down by the higher body {including the VEC)

that must be adkered 1o by the school (n the following areast

[1)] School organisaton of pupils (classing, sweaming, senting, ete.) Yes{ ) No( )

IF YES (Specify)

(M) Cunlcular provision and subject packaging Yes{ ) Ne( )

IF YES (Spccify)




13.

15.

"

APPENDIX !

tias the 1chool?

{i) 1 50ard of goveinon Yes{ ) No( )
[(1}] 2 Boxd of management Yes{ ) No{ )
[{}3)] 1 Board of wustced Yes( ) No{ )
(iv) woine individual arangement Yesl ) Ro{ }

I KO TO ALL GO ON TO QUESTION 4.

I YES {v) What {3 the compaition of the Board or of individual management?

(vl How arc the members appoinicdfelected?

{¥11) How long docs thelr appoinimeat jant

Who appoints she Principalt VEC
Religlous supctlor/provincial
Board (local}

Elecied by (tocal) rellglous
commuenity

Onhes (peedly)

How long docs the appoinement 1t}

Docs the schoo! Mave 3 manager apait from the Frincpab Yes{ )

Qf a religlousrun school). is this the hesd of the howte/conventy Yes( )

Ne{ )}

No{

)
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18 {s) Docs the 1ghool have 3 Vice- peiocipaly Ya( ) Mo )
k) whe appolnts the Vice~pincipsl? “The ptincipal with an
appotmiment board [
vEC ([
Relipiown superion [ ]
Boasd of povernon t )
Oxher {speelly) [
() Fer how lang ¥
(3] J» the Viee printipal noamally appoinied (tom among the schoot ssfly Yes{ ) He{ )
1%, Imegmay/ Cateinat deeision making
I she eonteat of rwning the schoal, what kind of declsions e taken by you within the school,
wnd wiat kind of deciuons hive ta be refered to 4 Righer authorlty Foe enaeple, [f you weee
to add anothet subject 1o the curticulum - 1emadhing within the tcacker quota = would this decision
be raade In the schoal {interpally) or would you bave 10 tefer [t (o higher sxshority
Make
Internatly  Refer
i) Ad4 anetnes subject 10 e curriculum, remaining within wwach uots i [ ]
[41}) Add soohies sobject 10 the curticulum, lavolving employing teacher
above the quets, and dbove yowr noemal budger [ ] ()
(It}  Are pazcnis 10 donste or inctcase donations o the schootfor, If fre-
Mying. incicaswe the fees [ ] {)
{Iv}  Imezeduce pew method of Mlogsgng puplls 1o clases * e, g. fom mixcd
ability to sttcamlag of visa - vé s () { )
" Make & majoc afigraclon [ wchool bufldlags, but within pormdl expendliore { ) )
() Madar erpendlimes beyond budget {e, g, £18, 000} {1 Lo ]
JLACes
. {0 How mapy wachens docy the ihool employ, within the quotalt

—_——

(L] Haz the pombes of theae teachpn changed within the pan  yednt

| L PN 1 | TP 1

IF YIS {2} by wbnnur(-')

(b) Did this rewle Lo subjects belog last{ ) 25 sdded to the curtieulum { )2

If Yer o either; what b {added}
ar lost
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1, (2) How many £x*quota teachen drc employcd:
Total, Full-dme
Tota], Pact~-yme

(73 How &rc there ex~quotd wcachers linznccdt

Schoo) funds (fees)

Funds from the Order

Funds ralsed Ly parcats

Unpaid
Othes

Yo [
Yes(
Yeu

Yes {

Religiousy

Religtous)

R

Ne {
No(
He(
Ne

Stafl Crpragliailen

. Procs the school have formal stalf meetdngsy

L T |

-

]

¥F YES: {a) low olten arc they held?

2 o % per term ,

Y per spnum ...,

20880 per yedr .. ...,

1ot more per mofith . .v.unvin..

Rever, of &t least nat every year..
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u, What kre the number and type of ~posts of reiponsibllay™ In the 1chool?

No. Maje No, Female What {s bis/her matn
responsibilites:

(2) Yice Puncipal (2}
(b} Na of A Posts? (b}
(¢} Moo of B Postsy (c}

(4} “Special Tunction Allewance-
Teachers d)

25 How suceessful re these posts of responsibllity tn the adminisuation of the schoot?

Very successful {1)
Somewhat wccesful (2)
SUghtly suceessful (%3]
Unsurccessful {4)
26, (8} Ase he teachers ocgantsed Ento subjeet depariments of facultic: In the schooly
Yer { ) Ne( ) 28

(b) IF YES, what Is the main function of thess depts/faculilesy
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11 () Are heac ay othee teachee ot adminiieacion offices or wectares widhin the schooty

(€ g year froups, Juniod tf senker cy<le proups crc: Clas: Teacherny Dedmy; Wardens eic )

Yes {1} Ne(?)

{b) I YES, please describic theie funetiont and evaluste helr effcctiveness, giving tome redson

fou your £ valuation:

Oflice. o Suuctureft) Respocalbility How effeerive 15 it
or
Putpase Very Seenewhar  Slight Nt
1 2 ] 4

™ Congluding on the dirtributlon ¢f responibilly amengs the diffurent #13¢f members: (4) who 2ctually

13 the rain docdston makert: dad (b who wauld usually be consubied when ticse decislony dze leing

made b
Individual | Clasiilead Dean or Faculty | Caccer Vie Piincipal
weacher(s) {maner) cquivalent ¢ H. Do Guldanee | Feincipal
o yeas llead o teacher
Eauiv.
{1} If schiorl has the
posislon eheck () {7 [ [ ) ¢ ) i) [ 3] {1}
and dereribe
{"ukle”)
{2} Time wabling (1) [T} (1) {1 (1) (48 )
1) Pedd:
{i1) Consited ik () {un} ) {1) ({1} )
() Allocaion nf
Teachen - () (1 (i (y | (h $H
who takes
which ¢ lauen
(i) Detide tin (413 (1) (L} (i} {11} (M)
{H) Censulied
(4} Adéing'Dropping a ) (1) 1) ) (1) (13 o)
subj. fum tie Curric.] (i) (1) (1) (i3 () (1 {13
(5) Allocasiag senloe (1) (i} n 18] () 1) )
studeats to vhich
clancy (i) () {14 {1} i) ) {1}
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CARELR GUIDANCE/PASTORAL CARE

k-

LI

ELN

Docs Uie school have a career guldance tcacker?

) £ PP, 1 - P 1 ‘a0
{a) No? Sex
() I helshe/iliey quota ., oeenvnniannn 1

O CX QUOI . v vuvanrrnnrreasns &

(c) How long has the school had a career guldance teacher)

In shelz cholce of whjcety a1 (a) juntor and (b) senlor cyele level, whe {3 the main peron In

the school thiat beljn them declde?

(a) At Junior cyele?

(b) At sentor cyclel

(<) And who do they conslt with met when leaving school about chooslng job/earce s?

I unything eke organised for the puplls Lo prepaic them foc the woeld of work}

Yes{ } He{ }
IE YES; What?
¥Yiuits to fums In lecality ( )
Lectures from seprescniatives of fums,
Indusuiics {)
Cagcers Exhibition {)
Mock Interviews (1}

Onher:
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Does the tchool sun presemployment courses?

Ho....vevnn Yesovienannn 2

(a) o which ycars/classest

{b) Derafls of Courses;

JEA CQID, SCHOQL:  Are there scparate counes for boys and girlr

Yes{ ) Ho{ )

I YES: Detajlsy

(a} Dues the school have a pasineal care profzamme or some other system of dealing with pupi)

peisaral  developinent or wellare (ether than carcer guidance) §

‘ Yes( ) ‘ No( ) 35

(b} IF YES, could you desctibe how it operates?

{e) What aze the aims of the propramt

(d) Whe i1 Involved In tunning the programt
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1, What sub)ects are taught 1a the school this year in the Junlor Cycle - L. ¢. later. and Crowp Cort,

Hot Taug ht Lut not Taught for Taught for
SUDJECTS Taught for exams Group Cert. |Iater Cert.

Inter. and Group

Irish - filgher
Irish - Lower

English - Higher

Enplish - Lower

Maths - Higher
Matha - Lower

Itistery and Geography

Belenco

French

German

Spanlsh

liome Economics

Commerce

Woodwork

Metaluork

Mechanieal Drawing

Art
Musle

Italian
Latin
Greck

Hebrew

Civica
Physical Education

Religleus Educatlon

Group Cert. only

Book-kecping

Commercial Arithmetic

Rural Science
Shorthand - Geaeral
Typewriting - Geacral

Sharthand - Sccretarial

Typewriting - Sccretarial

Cookery

Necdlework

Lauadry 2z Nouschold Management | -

Domentic Sfenee
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"2, What subjects are aupht In the sehool this year at Seaior Cycle lovel = 1.e. for the Leaving Cert.

‘Please indicate whether subjects are tausht at Ordinary or Higher Leovel.

Not Taught but not Taugle for 1.eavi
SURJECTS Taunht for exam, Ordiaary Level

Irish
Engllsh

Maths

History

Geography

Physics

Chemisiry

Phystes & Chemisiry

Biolopy

French

German

Spanish

lleme Economles - Genoral _

Homge Feonomics - Social
and Sclentilie

Accounilag

Business Organisation

Technlcal Deawiag
Aris & Crafts

Music

Applied Maths
Mcchanics

Econotnics

Feonomle illsiory

Agricultural Scicnce

Agricultural Economics

Italian

Laila
Greok

Hebrew

Building Construction

Englncering Workshop -
Theory and practice

Civics
Physieal Education

|
Rellglous Education
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31,

38

¥

—
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Have any sshfects been dropped frony the cutbeulum In the past 5 yean?y

Yes{ ) Ne{ )

()
(€
(G

—

{e

IF YFS, what were theis whjecesy

To whom (ir terms of sex and abilityywere tiese subjects waughn

Wiy were they deopped?

What happened 1o the 1eacher(s) who uscd toicachthem?

Haye any pew subjects been added 1o the ewrriculum dn the past 5 yearsy

Yes( ) No( )

)

(b}

)

e}

1F YES, what weie they?

To whom (In 1ecns of sex and abllivy) were \hese subjects jaught?

Wi 2 now teacher emptoyed to teach thena? Yeal } No{ )
I YES, how wii the [eacher financed?
Did 1lse addition of thewe subjects lnvolve eapenditure on new Jactiidesy

Yes{ ) Ro( )

IF YES, how wis this findnecd?

(}

{t}

<)

1f you could 4dd 3 pew sublect to your curriculem, what would you addy

1,

z
What would you have to do/ger to be able to do thist

What s the maln constraint you sce In adding subjects like chis to your curticulum?
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Admistion Prneedures

40,

41,

42,

43.

{2} bibere & pdmary scheot attaclhed o this sehool Yes( ) No{ )}

I YES what ptoporifon of cach yedr's pupll (ntake comes ftom thcie

Under 25%
25% - 50%
50% - 75%
Over 15%

)
[
[
()

Do you have a stable numnlbes of “feede:™ primary schools whose pupils come to this sthoold

(a) No.?

—————

{h} Atcaley all localschoolsy  Yer. ...,

PP | Hoiswianinns 2

Yes..... veeeee 1 1] IR |

How nany applicaints weee there in 1979

thow many finally eame?

Male Female

1320

lego_ .. .}

Are all e pupils who apply to this school piually accepled?

Yerooiiiiiaeas 1 , Hoveeriapaons 2

I HO, what celterla are used {n deelding who to accept aad who net 10 aceeptt

(a) Ase pupils assessed for aptltude o ability before, of aftcr, eniy 16 the tchool?

—

(¢) IF YES (both}, is this assessment uied in altocating students to classes {n flest year?

YES, before enoy () YES, aficrenoy { ) | Nejther { )

(b} IF YES before, 13 thfs dsscssment used to selcct those who d1e dccepied by the schoolt

Yes{ ) No{ }

Yes{ ) No( }
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Allocation to Claizes and Subjeet Chofee; Junier Cycele

46, (3}  Oo what baals aze pupils allocated to classes on enay to e schooly

Alphabeticallyftandomly ... .\oiieniivare 1
Perlzomance In “assessment 10317 cueienaraes 2
Subjocts ¢hosCR . vuvviiiatiiinrianiananne, 3

Other (pecily) o vvvvniiiiniirariiniiane, 4

{b) Co what basis are pupils allocated to clagses, on ¢nky Into 2nd yeary (1 - 4)

47, Ate enuy elasses chens {2} AN mixed abllity { }; (b) AN sweamed { ): (¢} Banded( )

(Deraibe}
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The Stncture EATY (Flrsty oy (Finn Enty (Fian) Greny C=ot, Lesving Cert
of Carssy Yeuar Year o Yeat taasen Clauses
pELLE S 1978758 197800 1% 19rasEt 1933/82° s/
Mo, of M Eo|x £ x L | £ | LA Y EoIn £
Punily
Lo, of
Clagey
Clay Ability Clan Atbiliny Clan ALy Cizn Aby Clan  Ablllty | Clan AbllNey Clan Abiliy
Level Level Lewel igvg Levgl levsl evel level aexel  Sesg) cre! Lgvel igvel AT
Civhitoa asd
Level of
Clas
{Suerming,
Bunding}
* Dorthe flrt i

= Cztno. of
tn cach year

== Then ata il
{a) had changed
liomm 1978779

* What was year of cnuy of euzent teemal G, G, elant
1 lfereat fom 19718779 {3 year G, C.) Gzt ency cell slo 1L/,

1 XIINAddV

10¢
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SUNICT gualey

4E. 11 A COED, SCEQQT,  Intheir finl and wcond yeas, are some wbiects takea oaly by boys, onwe
enly by giils?

I Vet No....o.o..o. ?
Poys Ghls

IFE YFS #) which whjeetx It yesur ), —_— 1.
2. 2

3, X

2od year 1, 1,

2. .

EN 3.

b) Taking the fizss 2 jubiccis mentioned a1 13ken only by boyw can Eirls 1ake bese whiccn
1f they wanted 102 | (IO 1 He........... %

€) JEG Why notr

d) Have any gitds ashed 10 t3ke any of shese subjecis in the past 2 yeand Yes( )} Ho{ )

e} I B0 What would be aceded 10 allow the achaol 10 Jet glels take these tubjecut

) Taking the fint 2 wbjects menzloned 3y taken by pitls onty; can boys taks thesg mbdjeety if they
wanied w? Yot iiiiiiiaa. 3 He ..., 2

£} Have any boys avked 10 sabe any of theswe ubjecls In the past 2 yeand Yer{ ) Ne{ )
B} Wiz would be needed o sllow bays 1o take these whicen?

49, (1) Do pupils have 2 cheice of jubigen In the junior cycle?

) (3 PPOTOIP ] |, PO |
(b} ITYES, when do they have 10 choox ! {b) IT KO, do alt puplls take the 3ame subject)
on alry to 18 year{ ) Ya( ) L] Ko{ ) {b)
on entry to Ind yest( ) {c) Do all classes Lake the rame subjects Yes { ) No( )
Onher IF YES 3 &(1i)
GC

{¢} Hiom what s el apriont dud the present IL.C., G C, ¢lamer choowe thelr whjecns (1i) Deseribe the dificzenr
wublect packages for dffszem clasies

LC. Clawg Leved of OPTIONAL
1980/81 CORE 1, 2. LR PACKAGES
Irish Earllah Mashs

)
G € Clags 19601
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49, (d) Weie the opulonal packages (if any) constructed before () or afier { ) pupils

wete fitn plven a eholee?
(¢} How long have thew packages remained unchanged?

(i Docsthe school iavelve the parcats Ia the pupiltchioles of juaior cyele whipcis?

|‘fn( ] | Ne{ )

16 ¥ES: In what way?

When does this occurt

50, When do pupils declde on the Jgvel at which they will take tiidh, English, Maths for the later Certt

51 4)0n what bagls 2ic pupils allowed 10 take  higher level English/Matln o Lilsh

b) I APPLICARLE, What L C. ¢laixes 2rc allowed 10 take the higher Jevel courses!

52, Are separate clases beld for higher and lower lovel pupils, In these subjectsd {fuih, English, Matks)

Ivn( ) | Ne( )

If NO, what scrangements aze made?

53, In thelr choice of wbjects. and of whjcet tevels in the junior cycle, ase pupils given any guldaace?

l‘!e:( } l No( }

il YES, what form does this take?

203
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Alloctiion tn Clasers and Subject Choice: Senior Cytle

3, in the 1zansitlen to wnlor cycle, ate sudenns reallocated to different ¢lasies?

lYCl( } l No( )

1{ Yes, {3} oen what basis are the new clases formed

Abillty test { )
Ferformance En I, C. ()
Subjeet group cholce ()

Othet

(b} What % would change In this way?

o, () {€) Are Senioe cycle classes then all mixed ability ( ) sueamed{ ) banded t 3}
5835, Do pupfls hive 3 cholee of subject in ahe senfor cycler
Yer.ooo.o... P | L 2

IF RO, Do all pupkls t3ke the same subfects?

Yer... 1 No... 2 (b)

Lo all ¢lasict take the same subjects Yes { ) No j vy |
() From what sct of opiions do 1enior ¢ycle pupils choose thelr subjeess, {Taking the presemt L. C. ¢lan)

CORE Level of OFTIONAL
Llay SURIECT S ttish [ogpligh  Mahs PACKAGES

NB: This question has 1o be answered In all cases; i.c. Corc foprioms for each glasy!

86, {4) At what point do students declde on their senior eycle whjects?

81 (a) Ate they glven any guldance In thzir eholce? l Yes({ ) I No{ )

IF YES, what farm docs this guidance take?

b} Who Is Invelved 1a giving the guldance?
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59,
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Docy the school nvelve paren fa the pupll’s choice of L G subjects?

I—m( ;| Ho{ )

what formn docs chis tahet

When doct ils occar?

At what stage do pupibs Mnally deeide on the Jevel at which they will 12ke sbjects for the

Lel\‘i-:ng Ceit?

Asc 1zparate clawes held for higher ang ordinary level pupils In gach subject?

Yes{ ) Hotf )

LENO, what anangements ate made?

what L, €, cldsses are allowed 10 1ake the honouns couascs in haths, Scignce, Faglish/brith/freneh

Eoes the 1choo] 1ay down any conditlons about pazticular swbject choiccr In the teniqr cy¢ler

(Probe for Physics, Chemistry, Accounlancy, Hh. Maths)

‘Yes( H Noi{ }

1 YES, what subjects aie [nvolved? What are the condluons? I Cocd
Do giilsake this wubject

M, haths B No
Phyiles Yet Ne
Chemlury Yes Ho
Acct, Yes Ne
T, [rawing Yes No

Bu!ldine Constiuciion _Yes Nao
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83, Taking the current packaging of coce &nd optional subject In the junioe and senior cyclke

Jevels: (If no optional wwbfects, take “core™ to medn subjects given).

Junler Cycle Scnior-Cyele
Core Opuonal Corc Optional
Pachages Pachages
(a) When way the Jast change made s 18 19 19
(b) Given s conungaiion of the Impassible 1 1 1 1
presemt chicumsiances of the
school = mudent numbers, Very ditflc, 2 2 2 !
teachers, clasuoons ete Difficult 3 3 3 3
(1] ]
bow ¢itficult would it be to Exsy . M 4 ‘
chanpe the way the eote and
optional packages arc acrhnged
if you wanted to2
(€) What ks the maln conuraint on
changing the core?
(¢) What is the main comuaint In
changing the opiienal
packapest
(¢) How sausfizd dre you with the | very saidsficd 1 1 1 1
present st of corc/optional Sachaficd 2 2 s 2
packapes
Nct satlsficd 3 23 k] H] J

Claswoom Hehavieyr . Sisndard+/Fypectirions

&4,  Doos the school have a gencral wandaed of clasroom disciplingt

‘Yu( ) I He( )

1§ 725, by there a wiitten sct of * Schoot Rules® given w pupils{ ) add parens{ »

(b) Are parents asked 1o sign these “Rules™? Yes( ) No{ )
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13067 e school lave & el of staadaeds b1 chpueeistions for clancs In v following:

Docs ichool have & se1 of wandands of
what should be doned

{13 Sesng of lHomeverk: Yei{ ) No{ }
(i1} Checbing Jomcwork: Yes[ ) Na{ )
{in) "I'ncl.inr, Methady Yer{ ) Ho{ 1}
{iv} Coutent of I cyzonx: Yer( ) Ho{ )

I ibete any duect ur indiscer cheeking canled out to e that Wls accurt?

Pupdl Crpantiailen

ET. s licrc a ‘prefectt e similar type of system in she school?
| Yer{ ) Ro{ )
1 YLS, dererihg
£8. 11 aberc & student coundi? o dcpicsontative body?
l Yesf ) Ho( )
1 Y15, what Ling of hings voes it deab widiy
€9.  Are pepllsorganind [n any other way (e, g, ‘house’ aystem)?
Yeil )| Mog
FEYLS. give dewainy
10, Witkin the swchoel, {3) bew frequendy do the lotlowing discipline problems arixe. 2nd (b whe 11

the maln pervon 1o deal with the problems

{3} Frequency (b) Wha sanetlons)

Puplis who: Very | Ocear
[rearens Jenably pare ]

{1} Asc guitty of what one could catl
pormal clasuoom mitkchavicutr
te. 2. 131%ing [a clas. eccasionally
falling 10 do homewstk, lite
oecafenally ete. ) 1 2 3

(11} Somewhat moic ictiout infiactions
e.g. being porsistent in the shove
behavioyr byt not invelviag vialcnce
vethally o phyticably cec.)

(1) S tiout misten3sivur; abusive
e aches or partihvicleace o wicher
ot papily, 1rlnut damage (@ profeIty. H E E]
drugs o1 Alcohol ete )y
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Pupl] Chazacreristics

71, In your auciunenl sbout what proporiion of 1st year students in the school come from homes

disrupted by poverty, alcoholism, unemployment, deitrtlon, etc. ?

Very few o1 pone {)
%« 10% ()
10% - 25% ()
Over 2 { 3}

T2.  Ia yout assesunent, what proportion of 14t year puplls have serlous ilteracy or numeracy problemst

I!'CI‘CI Eumeu:!

0 1 1
5-10% 2 2
10 - 19% 3 3
18 - 2% 4 4
Over 25% 5 13
T3, [Fee-paying sebaols only) Feex, doarding I Day f
8) A any scholanhips or fec-cxcmptions granted: Yer{ ) No( }
b) IFYES. % of students peuing excmptions? %

M. [Nonke paylag sehrols)  Are parents asked to donaie aanually to the school?
Yes( ) No{ )

#) I YES, bow much are they asked to donate)

b)  For what purpose ate the 2onadons used?

15.  a) Are theie any other local schools to which pupils here might got

l Yes{ ) I No{ )

b) s tere any competbtlon for pupils between the local wheol:)

<) To what cxtent do the other schools wnd to “cream off the better puplla A greatdeat{ )

Somewhat{ % Not to any ertent! ) We get the hetter puplia (),




APPENDIX I
Parent Guzaniration

TG. Are paent or pyreni-ieacher meetinps held [n ke sehool?
Yes(

if YES, (b) how oficn aze they held?

Once a térm
Twice 2 year
Omce 2 ycar

Othet

ITHO. (£} do parents as a group have formal meetings with the principal or othet staff?

With pimcipal: Yes{ ) No{ ): With $uafliYes { } Ne{ )

{d) How oficar oace a year (), 2/3 ties & year { ), mote often { )

Aze patents arganized into 3 council or asoclailont

I Yer( )| Ho({ }

Council

Auociadon

1 YES, what {s 13 function?

[iineipal

18, How leag have you been principal dn this school !

19, . Wcre you principal in snother school befoic you came herct

Yes{ )

Foi how long:
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Taking ihe current packzping of core and optional subjects kn the junioe and senlor cycle

levels; (H no optional subjects, take “core” to mean shjecs given).

Junine Cycle Senier.Cycle
Care Opdonal Core Opiional
Packapes Packapcs
(2) When was the last ehange made _19 19 19 19
{b) Given a contlnuaiion of the Inypessible 1 1 1
pecsent clecumstances of the .
tchool = uopdent pumbets, very dilfie. 2 2 2 2
teachars, classioons ete, Diffieculr 3 3 3 3
how ¢ifficult woukd i1 be to
change the way the cote and e ' ! 4 ‘
opuonal packipes arc srranged
il you wanied o}
¢c) What {s the main conuzaint on
changing the corc
{d)  What 13 the main constraint {n
changing the optional
pachapea?
ey Nlow sarlsficd are you with the | Very satizfied 1 1 1
present 1wt of core/optional savisfied P a 2
packages.
Not sailsfied 3 3 3 3
Llaswoom fichavieur - tianda:d<fFrpeetations
B4,  Does the sehoel bave 3 general standard of clasroom disclpline?
R :

1£ YES, 13 these 2 writien st of “ Schooi Rules™ given to pupils (

) and parents ()2

(b) Arc parents asked 1o sign thele “Rules™) Yes ()

No{

)
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B3, Atc you 8 meraber of any of ke following tvachen' or prineipaly’ organtialions? Tlease clicle the

numbct of €ach otginliation of whith you are 3 member,

Cathollc ticadmasters” Anoglalion 1
Conkerence of Convens Secondary Schootr 2
Catholic Lay Scheals' Assocadon 3
Anoclation of Liith Lle admsstery 4

Auoclation of Principals shd Vice®
principals of Comnsunity and Compechen=

dve Schooit &
Conicrence of Major Reliplous Supecrions §
1,8, ¥
ThA 8

8. Do you aiead mectings of the anaciatlent of which you are 3 membert

Lvery merting 1 Most mcetingy 2 scidotn 3 Hevet €

£S5, Apact fiom Haew meetingt, have you had contacL with any of the above eigaaliatiom over the payt yedid

I Yes( ) l Ho{ )

I YES, whlch oney and whac ¢id you contict them aboutd

26, Nave you had any contact with the Scoretdclst of Secondary wchools, over the patt yestr
{a) Secretarlan of Secondaty School
{b) Dublin Dioc Sccrctanat
{e) € of L fMotenant Sceretariat

IF_YES, to 2ay of the sbove what wan §f that you contacicd them about?

BT, Ovcr the p3st year hay the school had 2oy ponroyting contaes with the Depaimcnt of fducatient

Yes () Ho( }

8}  Which sectons?

b)  what budneu?

Toank you very much for yowr hefp.  The laforrmation you pave will be rested a1 swictly conlidenddal The
schoal will aet be [dentified I any way in any publicstion. We mercly with to get an aggrepate pleture of the
10021 achool syitem in Izclind of the major curticuldr chatactedisties of P, P, 1choolt i genczal and of the mala

consualol on curlcular change.  We will leave o thort self eomplction questioanalre with you which ve would

Hke you to derurn i1 000 &1 you convenieatly em,
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Appendix Table 4.1:

Intercorrelations Amongst Independent Variables in Multiple Regression (Table 4.2)

10.

Median social class of
pupil body

1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 g 10
Size of  Select Compet. Lit. s‘:a: Var, £d. Boys’ Girls' Voc/C. Soc.
Schoo!  School School FProbs. Cla.s.; Parents  Schools  Schools Schools Class
1. Size of school 1.00
2, Selectivity in school intake 1.00
3. Competitiveness of schools 12 1.00
4. Extent of literacy problems
of pupil intake A2 =10 -.32 1.00
5. Variation in social ¢lass
intake of pupil intake =27 -.26 -30 24 1.00
6. Variation in educ. level
of parents of pupil intake -.10 -.09 +.25 -.07 .16 1.00
7. Boys' school .13 .19 +13 -32 -.20 .04 1.00
8. Girls' school .05 .27 .08 -.16 13 -.35 1.00
9. Voc./Community school .14 -.20 -.59 45 .22 -.31 -.28 -.57 1.00

SNOISIDAA DNITOOHDS




Appendix Table 5.1: Intercorrelations Amongst Independent Variables as in Table 5.4
{N = 76 schools, junior cycle)

Correlations With

¥ .
Independent Variables Dropout Rates Independent Variables
{a) (6)
Junior  Senior I 2 3 4 N 6 7 8 9

Cycle Cycle

1. Median social class of 1.C.

class in school -.45*% -.68% 100
2. Vocational/Community
school** -.45% - .58* 59 1.0¢
3. Extent of literacy/numeracy
problems in pupil intake -.33% -.38* 53 44 100
4. Exient of selectivity of school 34 46* -51 -.21 -.3% 100
5, Boys' Secondary schools** -.02 13 -.33 -.28 -32 13 100
6. Girls’ Secondary schools** 14 J23* 04 -.37 04 .27 -.37 1.00
7. Size of schools (no. of pupils) -.01 11 -.04 -.07 .01 .02 10 .27 1.060
8. Size of community .14 -.17 .14 12 -.04 03 -.23 =21 =~.67 LOO
9

. School process scale (ICSCALE)  -.21* -.21* 13 -.05 -.10 -.06 .27 -.18 20 -.14 100

*Coefficients significant at the .05 level.
**Dummy variables: 1 = Vocational or Community school; 0 = other.
Dropout Rates: At junior cycle the denominator is the total number of pupils who entered first year in schools in
1876/77, the numerator being the number who left before reaching the Inter Cert. levelfyear. It is scored from - 60 per
cent {where 60 per cent of the entry cohort had left by Inter Cert.) to 0, where none had. Therefore, the higher the
numerical value the lesser the dropout rate. The same procedure is used for calculating the senior cycle dropout rate
with the denominator here being the number of pupils in school at the Inter Cert. year. Here there are some positive
numbers when there was a flow into senior cycle classes in some private fee-paying schools.

1 XION4ddY

3 4
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Appendix Table 5.2: Hierarchical Regression of Percentage of School Entry Cohort
Achieving at Least Four Honours Grades in the Leaving Certificate Examination by a Set
of School Entry (Pupil) Characteristics, School Type Characteristics and School

Differentiation Scale

(i) (ii) (iii)
School School Input .ch;ozi l?put
Independent Variables Input and School m:md fS‘c:O de
E oo
fects Type Effects Process Effects
Beta Beta Beta
Pupil Input Effects:
1. Median social class of
pupil intake -.58* -.40* -.41*
2. Extent of literacy/numeracy
problems in intake -.06 -.07 -.07
3. Extent of selectivity in
intake 20** .07 .06
4. Average level of mothers’
education 24 A7 17
Type of School:
5. Boys' Secondary schools - -.09 -.10
6. Girls' Secondary schools - 11 11
7. Vocational schools - -.20%* =.21%*
8. Schooling process scale - - .05
N= 70 70 70
F= 15.4* 10.3* 8.9
R? = 49 54 54
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Appendix Table 5.4: Distribution of Schools With More Than Two Classes According to
Their Standard Deviations and Coefficients of Variation in the Number of Years of
Schooling Completed by Pupils Before Leaving School

Standard Deviation in the Number of Coefficient of Variation in Number of
Years of Schooling Completed by Pupils Years of Schooling Completed by Pupils
Within Schools Within Schools

Number of Number of
Values Schools Values Schools
.25-.49 = 3 .055-.09 = 3
50-.74 = 1 .100-.149 = 5
.75-.99 = 11 .150-.199 = 10
1.00-1.24 = 22 .200-.249 = 17
1.25-1.49 = 19 .250-.299 = 14
1.50-1.74 = 15 .300-.349 = 12
1.75-1.99 = 3 .350-.399 = 10
2.00-2.41 = 1 400-.449 = 5
Total number of schools 76 Total number of schools 76

Kurtosis = 1.12; Skewness = - 120 Kurtosts = ~.55; Skewness = -.088
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Appendix Table 5.5: Hierarchical Regression of Within-School Differences (Standard
Deviation) in the Number of Honours Papers Taken on the Intermediate Certificate Course
by (i} Family Background, (ii) School Type and (iii) Schooling Process Variables
(Standardised Betas: N = 71; Schools > 1 class)

{i) (i) {isi)

(With School Input (With School

bl Wi
Independent Vartables {With Scho_ol .lnput and School Type Input, School
Characteristics) Characteristics) Type and
saes Schooling Pro-
cess Variables)
Beta Beta Beta
A. Pupil Composition Variables
1. Median social class of pupil
intake -.05 -.03 -.06
2. Average level of mothers’educa-
tion in pupil intake -.10 -.18 ~-.15
3. Variance in social class of pupil
intake .13 15 13
4, Variance in parental level of
education of pupil intake B4+ .21 .25+
5. Extent of selectivity of schools 25 14 .15
6. Extent of literacy/numeracy
problems in pupil intake =.27* =27* —.24%
B. School Types
7. Boys’ Secondary schools - -.14 -.19
8. Vocalional schools - —.35% -.31%
9. Schooling process scale - - .16
N= 71 71 71
F= 4.6 4.6* 4.4*
R? = 30 .37 .39

*Statistically significant at the 5 per cent level
**Sratistically significant at the 10 per cent level.
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Appendix Table 5.6: Regression of the Within-School Standard Deviation in the Number
of Academic Subjects Taken in the Inter Certificate on the Schoo! Input, School Type
and Schooling Process Variables
(N =713schools > 1 class)

{x) fii) i)
School Input and School

Effects of School School Input and .
. . . Type Plus Schooling
¥ I
Independent Variables Input Variables School Type Variables Process Variables
Beta Beta Beta
{Std.)
School Input Variables
1. Median social class of
pupil body .83+ .33 27
2. Average matermal educa-
tignal level of pupil body -.15 -.10 -7
3. Social class variance in
pupil intake .16 A7 .13
4. Variance in parental educa-
tion level amongst pupil
intake 24 -.08 15
5. Sclectivity of pupil intake
to school .15 -.05 -.0%
6. Extent of literacy /numeracy
problem in intake =40+ -.43* =37+
School Type Variables
7. Boys' Secondary schools - -.35* = 44*
8. Vocational schools - -47* -.40*
9. Schooling proccss cffcets - - .30+
= 71 11 71
= 3.4* 6.0* 6.0*

R? = 24 -.43 50
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Appendix Table 5.7: Regression of Within-School Inequality (Coefficient of Variation)
in Leaving Certificate Examination Results on Pupil Intake, School Type and Schooling
Process Variables
(N = 71; larger schools)

{7} {ir) {eiv}
With Pupil  With Pupil ntake With Pupil Intake,
Independent Variables Intake and School Type  School Type and Schooling
Variables Varigbles Variables
Beta Beta Beta
A. School Intake Characteristics
1. Median social class of pupil
intake -.19 ~.15 =17
2. Average parental education level .22 .09 12
8. Variance in social class intake .08 .04 .02
4, Variance in parental education
level 12 04 .07
5, Selectivity of schools 19 .14 14
6. Extent of literacy/numeracy
problem in pupil intake .25% .28+ .30+
B. Schoot Type Variables
7. Boys’ Secondary schools - .12 .08
8. Vocational schools - -.24 ~-.21
C. Schooling Process Variable
9. Schooling process scale - - 13
N= no 71 71
F= 2,9+ 2.5* 24+

R?= .21 .24 .26
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Appendix Table 5.8: Regressions of Individuals’ Leaving Cert. Grades on Certain Family

Background, School Type, Preceding (Inter Cert.) Performance, and Streaming Charac-

teristics of School Attended (Separate Regressions for Boys' and Girls’ Schools With
Greater Than I Class at Leaving Cert, Level)

Boys Girls
Independent Variables ) - ; »
? (i) (ii) (i) (ii)
Beta Beta Beta Beta
A. Family Background Variables
1. Fathers' education level .07* .07* .02 .02
2. Mothers’ cducation level .01 .01 .04 .04
3. Fathers' occupational status -.02 -.02 -.04* -.04*
4. Number of children in family -.02 -.02 .01 .01
B. School Type
5. Boys’ Sec./Girls' Sec. scheol .03 .03 -.05* ~.05%
6. Vocational school .00 .00 ~.05* =.05*
7. Exient of selectivity of school
intake .02 .02 -01 -.01
C. Preceding Performance Level
8. Grade at Inter Cert. .75* .75% I5% 75%
D. Extent of School Processing
9. Extent of streaming/differen-
tiation at Leaving Cert. level -.00 -.01
R? = .61 61 60 -60
D.F. = 871091 9/1090 8/1556 9/1555
F= 215.4* 191.3* 259.0* 253.0*

*Statistically significant at .05 level or less.
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