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ABSTRACT

SCHOOL SOCIAL SYSTEMS AND STUDENT OUTCOMES IN
FRENCH PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN QUEBEC

By

Yvon Bouchard

This study examined the impact of the school on cognitive outcomes in a
selection of Québec schools. Using school level characteristics and outcomes, 1) it tested
the relative influence of school induced properties over mean school academic achievement
and mean school self-concept, 2) their impact above social composition of the student body
and input resources in the schools, and more specifically, 3) it compared the findings on
school social systems and achievement with those obtained by Brookover et al. (1979) in
Michigan.

The research problem originated (1) from the questioning of learning
theories, educational research approaches, and popular beliefs which supported and
emphasized the convictions that the individual is solely responsible for his success or
failure, and (2) from the contentions of scholars suggesting that school means little or
nothing above when social background of the student body is controlled. This research
hypothesized 1) that there are differences in school social systems in Québec which explain
differences in cognitive outcomes among schools, 2) that school characteristics are
correlated among themselves and with achievement, and 3) that much of the effect of
school input characteristics is better explained by school social structure and school social

climate.
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Yvon Bouchard

A total of 61 schools from the northeastern part of the Province of Québec
were surveyed with self-administered questionnaires distributed to 5330 students, 331
teachers, 61 principals. The principals were also interviewed in-depth. Three different sets
of independent variables were used to measure input characteristics of the schools, social
structure, and school social-psychological climate.

Several factor analyses were performed to develop meaningful variables and
the hypotheses were tested with correlations and multiple regression analyses. The data
analysis showed significant relationships among several social system variables and
stressed the important correlations between social composition of the student body and
social-psychological climate variables and between these last two sets of variables and the
outcomes measured. The regression analyses performed revealed a combined effect of the
school social system variables identified which accounted for most of the differences
between schools in academic achievement and self-concept. Furthermore, the regression
analyses clearly identified the supremacy of school climate variables over any of the other
sets of variables or social composition of the student body in accounting for differences on
these school level outcomes.

Most of the hypotheses were confirmed by the data. The main findings
were shown to correspond to a considerable extent to those obtained in the study on school
social systems done by Brookover and others in 1979 as well as to a replication of this
original research done in Saudi Arabia in 1983. The main difference in the present study
concerns the most predominant impact of school social-psychological climate on the

schools selected in Québec.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM

Since the publication of the Equality of Educational Opportunity Report
(EEOR) known as the Coleman Report (Coleman et al., 1966), and its aftermath in the
form of public reactions or academic seminars and publications of which Mosteller and
Moynihan (1972) is the best known, there has been a tremendous amount of research about
school's effect on children in the United States, in Western societies, and in several
developing nations. Under pressures from tax-payers and policy-makers, the school has
been questioned for its accountability.

This led the way to a transformation in the perspectives held by researchers
in education and much of the sociological literature on the school switched gradually from a
functionalist explanation of the role of the school in society as expressed in the works of
Clark (1962), Goslin (1965) and Parsons (1959) to the questionning of its adequacy, either
for fulfilling its original role or for betterment. It would be inappropriate to state a direct
relationship between the Coleman Report and this change in sociological perspectives,
especially so when talking of foreign countries, but this switch certainly indicates a
modification in the way sociologists express what is going on in the schools and in the
society. Berger and Luckmann (1967) showed quite convincingly that reality is a mental
and social construction and that our explanations or theories represent our beliefs.
Sociologists in education, either from a functionalist or from a conflictual standpoint,
reflected in the last two decades those popular beliefs which were questioned by the quest

for equality.
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This evolution in sociological thought and in popular beliefs is well
documented in the American literature but can be traced outside of the United States as
well. The present research will start from this evolution and its consequences for
educational thinking and school structuring in order to establish a research design with
which to question some strong beliefs about school effect on children in schools in the
Province of Québec. Several years after the problem of inequality was documented in the
United States, it became an object of concern in Québec for similar reasons and the
solutions adopted were nearly equivalent.

But, exactly, what was so provoking and stimulating at the same time in this
report as to warrant such a debate from the public and from scholars in the United States
and in several developed countries of which Canada is a representative? To answer this
question, we must make a brief historical return to the hard core popular belief about

individual differences and its link with educational research.

Individual Differen hools Policies, an ion h

The evolution of educational research can best be understood if we frame it
in the historical and economic context within which it has developed. The Social Darwinist
"survival of the fittest” explanations of the functioning of societies at the end of the
nineteenth century had a tremendous influence. They were helpful in supporting the
development of industrial societies for several reasons, the main one being that they were
consistent with the beliefs of the business elite of that period. For Miller (1983), this elite
was responsible for the economic development of the American society as we know it
today; but at the same time it structured it in a way conducive to structured social
differentiation between individuals.

Harris' model of cultural imperialism (1968, 1979) to explain the evolution

of the American society is helpful in that regard because it makes sense for the
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understanding of most Western socicties. As stated in Miller, Harris' main contention is
that:
"...economic, technological, and ecological factors form the primary
determinants of a people's response to producing the goods and services
necessary for continued survival of that society. Energy requirements,
food, and population pressures are among the driving forces that influence
the economic response. In turn, social structures and a complex of beliefs,
values, ideologies, and intellectual perspectives develop. Such ideas,
including theories of education, help explain and justify the particular
economic response a society has adopted” (Miller, 1985, p. 5).

This perspective, as questionable as it may be from other points of view,
suggests that, in the long run, these beliefs gradually change to reflect and support—if not
justify—the economic system. The peculiarity of this system is that it carries tremendous
inequalities of wealth and an elite jealous of its power and looking for ways of maintaining
it (Marks, 1980; Bowles & Gintis, 1976).

The school reforms during that period were attemps to adapt to the
orientations of the society as if they were firmly grounded. New means for legitimating
inequalities in the economic system had to be found, and the school was thought to be a
solution (Miller, 1985). With the advent of objective measurement, plus the development
of IQ tests and the belief in their adequacy, the science of individual measurement was born
(Blum, 1978; Marks, 1980). New forms of segregation between the elite and the masses
could be supported in society and in the school as well. Differentiation between schools
with regard to the composition of their student bodies as expressed by residential
segregation, private and public schools, tracking, grouping, adapted teaching strategies,
and specialists to support these perspectives—as shown by Clark (1960)—came into use.

These forms of differentiation were supported by various research
perspectives on the school and by several theories of learning. The psychology of
individual differences became the prevailing ideology in educational research and practice.

According to Brookover and Erickson, "the prevailing conceptions of intelligence in our

society are: 1) that the ability to leamn is relatively fixed or unchangeable, and 2) that it is
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predermined by heredity" (1975, p. 3). The assumptions included here are that each
individual has a limited ability to learn, that this ability is unaffected by external social
forces, and that it can be measured adequately by intelligence tests. One direct effect of this
belief has been the adoption of a medical approach with regard to learning and instruction.
The student is solely responsible for his learning capacity, and his success or failure; and it
is the job of the specialists in education to help him find the place in school and later in
society which corresponds best to his level of ability. Once the problem is identified, it can
be appropriately treated with a solution fitting the particularneed of a student. The solution
for the educational system lies with developing and providing the appropriate curriculum to
fit the corresponding needs. This was at the base of several reform movements and
compensatory education programs developed in the last decades.

Another long-enduring belief held by the industrial societies which justifies
inequality on an individual basis is the meritocratic idea. It goes this way: The original
position held by Jensen (1969) stated that the number of gifted in society is limited as
shown by the normal distribution curve of IQ scores, and that if we are going to make the
best use of the talents available we should select those on top. However, according to Bell
(1972) this early position is highly contested today; we must therefore redefine what
meritocracy is in the light of the quest for equality in society. This means that we should be
looking after achieved principles, rather than ascribed principles, to differentiate between
individuals. For the best allowance of resources, it is better then that the best students take
care of these. In a similar fashion, Davis and Moore (1966) point out that the various
positions which exist in society are not of equal importance, and that some kind of reward
system has to be devised to see that the positions are adequately filled. This, in their view,
is the reason for stratification in society. The people on top then, merit what they have
gained to get there, whether the incentive be power, prestige, or wealth. A good
meritocracy is based on those who have eamned their status or achieved a position of

rational authority by dint of the competencies accorded them. The best way to offer an
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equal chance for everyone to have access to the top is then to provide an equality of
opportunity at the beginning in equalizing school's inputs, and let personal initiative or
qualities play.

This way of justifying inequality in society supported the perspective of
individual differentiations, and at the same time introduced a perspective on school
organization and functioning which had considerable impact on resource management in the
schools. The role of the school boards could then be oriented toward the allocation of
equal resources to each school, and provide to everyone the possibility of developing his or
her potential in accordance with the American dream as the land of opportunity (Miller,
1985).

This perspective provided support for the belief that the social stratification
in society was fair, since each individual position in it could be modified by personal
investment. But it supported as well the belief that the influence of one's socio-economic
background on one's achievement could not, and need not, be modified by school
characteristics and effects. These individually based arguments, in conjunction with a
recently developed sociobiology, forwarded a determinism sufficient to justify the status
quo in society in terms of hierarchy, inequality, and economic efficiency (Caplan, 1978;
Green, 1981; Harris, 1979).

These beliefs and the theories of learning which support those assumptions
had enormous influence on the educational policies developed for the schools. School
policies took for granted that there were innate differences in the students, and that these
can be measured by intelligence tests. These policies then supported a tracking system, a
grouping of students according to ability, allowed for different expectations, and justified
the presence of a body of professional personnel which perpetuated this belief. More
pervasively, it entertained the idea that each student in the school is unique and therefore
deserves a specific set of objectives according to his or her ability. This idea in turn paved

the way for individualized instruction and similar differentiation practices.
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Second, it opened the door for compensatory education in a more or less
structured manner, from pulling-out practices to complete segregation of students in
specific classes or schools. On the assumption that social equality is desirable and is best
attained when an individual fits the place he or she belongs, schools put an emphasis on
individual differences in the kinds and amounts of learning achieved by students. This is
particularly true of the learning which is provided in the schools that depends upon the
social origin of the student body. Students of the lower socio-economic strata of the
society are highly disadvantaged in that regard because they lack the symbols, attitudes and
behavioral characteristics valued by the teachers and the school system. This resulted from
a view of cultural deprivation in categories of students (Baratz and Baratz, 1970; Stein,
1971; Valentine, 1971) and in the cuwlture of poverty thesis (Lewis, 1966; Monyihan,
1965) which helped support a deficit model in educational policies.

Third, schools served as screening devices to keep upward mobility to a
minimum in society, by teaching each individual the amount he or she deserves to receive
(Schafer & Olexa, 1971).

According to Persell, "both the genetic and the cultural deficit adherents
assumed that IQ is important for success in life and...are united in their support for the
instrumental meritocratic-ideology” (1977, p. 82). These issues and consequences for the
school system, and for educational practices, have been extensively discussed in the
literature, and need not be expanded any further here (see Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Carnoy,
1974; Leacock, 1969; Persell, 1977; Rosenbaum, 1976).

h f n h ffectiv h

The Coleman Report questioned the above-mentioned beliefs in more than
one way. By giving credence to the already well established sociological knowledge

(Kahl, 1953; Parsons, 1959; Sibley, 1942; Stouffer, 1962) that the social background of
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students is the most important variable in producing individual achievement, at least as far
as attainment of status is concerned, it supported the meritocratic view; but at the same time
it opened new questions which had to be answered. Mainly, it questioned the educational
practices towards equality and their inadequacy in bringing about change. If social
background was the most important variable with which to account for achievement, it
meant that school educational practices and management based on school input allocation
was useless. This was hard to admit. The shift made in the Equality of Educational
Opportunity Survey (EEOS) from the measurement of equality of inputs to the
measurement of equality of outputs by achievement tests and the finding of a school effect
on some perceptual variables, opened the door to substantive new research aimed at
defining whether or not school has an effect and if so which variables do in fact account for
this effect.

The perspectives interested at specifying an effect for the school can be
traced under different headings, because some were aimed at showing the presence or the
absence of an educational effect while others, convinced that this was the case, went on
looking for the variables that account for differences in school outcomes. Researchers
looked for effective schools, as far as various achievements were concerned and questioned
which aspects of the school were responsible for effectiveness. Some studies were more
scholarly in perspective (see Austin & Garber, 1985; Bickel, 1983; Miller, 1983), while
others were aimed at school staffs in order to provide ways of improving their practices and
their school (Brookover er al., 1982; Gartner, 1984; Kyle, 1985; MacPhail-Wilcox, 1983;
Sergi & Shoemaker, 1985). However, these concerns for school effect or school
effectiveness will not be differentiated here because they all depart from the same body of
literature, and are all questioning the same issue of educational impact. The orientations
and the findings are probably more important to review, in order to understand the state of
the art on this question, and to see where we have been led twenty years after the

publication of the Coleman report.
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The research considering educational effect, as Barr and Dreeben (1983) call
them, can be traced into two predominant formulations: 1) those oriented toward the
individual level and 2) those pertaining to different levels of the school as an organization.
This breakdown might be an oversimplification of this large array of investigations but it
helps define what, in the view of the present author, ought to be taken into account in order

to proceed further in that kind of research. The present research will depart from this point.

School Production and Status Attai Researct

Sociologists and economists alike have spent much effort relating the
workings of schools to individual learmning by focusing on school characteristics pertaining
to inputs and to later attainment. This is not surprising, given the quest for differentiation
described before. The perspectives on school production and status attainment do not
exactly relate one to the other; but they cannot easily be separated because they are
interested in similar things. As stated by Barr and Dreeben, "the former is concerned with
identifying those properties of educational organizations that affect individual outcomes.
The latter is concerned with the outcomes and the experiences of individuals that led to
these outcomes" (1983, p. 16).

School production research is best characterized by the economists'
formulation of the production function. According to Lau, "An educational production
function relates to levels of identifiable educational inputs. It is fundamentally a
microeconomic concept, designed to apply at the level of an individual student” (1979,
p. 33), and aims at identifying “the technological relation between educational outputs and
inputs” (p. 34). Its main concern is with compiling a plausible list of of educational
resources, and determining their marginal contribution to some outcome, ideally at the
individual level, without concern for the way this effect is produced in school (Lau, 1979;

Murnane, 1975).
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Status attainment research suffers from the same weaknesses by focusing
on individual outcomes, and probably added confusion to the school effect literature by the
immense impact it had on this kind of research (Barr & Dreeben, 1983). Since Blau and
Duncan's The American Occupational Structure (1967), several publications reinforced the
importance of individual status reached later in life as based upon social background and
the amount of schooling obtained (Alexander, Eckland & Griffin, 1975; Haller & Portes,
1973; Sewell & Hauser, 1975; Sewell, Hauser & Featherman, 1976; Taubman & Wales,
1974). One common characteristic of these investigations is their interest in individual
attainment in later life in the form of occupational status and long-term life chances.
"Strictly speaking, these are not primarily studies of school effect even though the impact
of the amount of schooling is usually weighted in along with the effects of other influences
upon career decision making or the acquisition of human capital. These studies aim
primarily at identifying the processes entailed in the transmission of status in the form of
earnings and occupational prestige from generation to generation" (Barr & Dreeben, 1983,
p. 17). Although it may be conceived to be of limited concern for school effect research,
this orientation, along with Jenck's contention (1972) that school social system is a
fruitless area of research, turned out to be the a point of departure for several other
influential investigations on school effect and school effectiveness research. The work of
Brookover and his colleagues (1979) is such an example.

However, research on status transmission was not limited to background
characteristics. Several attempts were made to identify characteristics of the social structure
of the school which may affect status attainment, particularly tracking, and to deal with
more short-term outcomes as well as with later life attainment (e.g. Alexander, Cook &
McDill, 1978; Alexander & Eckland, 1975; Alexander & McDill, 1976; Alwin & Otto,
1977; Heyns, 1974; Rosenbaum, 1976; Sgrenson & Hallinan, 1977). This body of
research did not easily distinguish between individual and school effect in the design,

probably because researchers were mainly interested in explaining variations in individual
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attainment. Such scholars did however open the door for studies centered more directly on
the critical factors operating at various school levels that produce an effect, and that explain

variations in the effectiveness of the schools.

Educational Effect Research

Several lines of research were followed in order to measure a school effect
with variables thought to be appropriate for that level. Most of them focused on only one
level of analysis of the educational system (school districts, schools, classrooms, or work-
groups), and the research strategies generally took into account structural or perceptual
variables, but not both of them. Of common interest is their quest for educational variables
at each level of the school's organization and for outcomes pertaining directly to the efforts
at those levels. The line will be drawn here, for demonstration purposes, between (1)
those researches interested in the school as an organization, and (2) those looking at the

school as a social system.

Res hool n organizati

The body of research regarding the school as an organization fall into two
fairly distinct methodological traditions according to Tyler (1985): those that focused on
descriptive data—as was the case in the strategy developed by the Aston Group (Pugh et
al., 1968), and those interested in the perceptual approach associated with Hall's
Organizational Inventory (Hall 1963). Despite their differences, each tried to challenge the
Weberian model of ideal-type bureaucracy. This research on schools as organizations
demonstrated variations on the structural arrangment of the schools, but mostly provided
support for the theoretical tradition that has attempted to modify the Weberian ideal-type

(see Tyler 1985 for details). The consequences for educational research were that
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educational systems came to be considered as loosely-coupled systems, and that we should
not be attempting to look at them as wholes (Weick 1976).

These ideas of "loose-coupling” have in fact influenced research at the
school level (Allison, 1983; Beck & Betz, 1975; Bell, 1980; Corwin, 1975; Holdaway &
al., 1975; Meyer & Rowan, 1983) following the idea of organized anarchies developed for
colleges and universities by Cohen and March (1974) and Baldridgeer al. (1978). They
have also supported the efforts at the district level by Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) to show
an impact of school district organization on student academic achievement, and by Meyer
(1970, 1977) to demonstrate such impact over environmental influence on the school. This
kind of research may have been confusing for organizational theory developed for the
school (Tyler, 1985), and takes us away from what really happens in the schools (Barr &
Dreeben, 1983); but it helped clarify the controversial problem regarding which level of
analysis is appropriate to use for educational effect research. This controversy has been
largely exposed in the literature (see Alexander & Griffin, 1976a, 1976b; Alwin, 1976;
Anderson, 1985; Bidwell & Kasarda, 1980; Hannan, Freeman & Meyer, 1976; Meyer,
1980; Raudenbush & Bryk, 1986). It helped also to position the problem of the switching
of levels of analysis in this kind of research which encompasses as well individual
appreciations, as global unitary non-aggregated effect.

Following this debate, researchers focused on more restrictive sources of
educative effects. Barr and Dreeben, building on Parsons' insight, claim that
"organizations have qualitatively distinct levels of a technical, managerial, and institutional
kind, each having an agenda of its own to work out and each being tied through
interchanges to the adjacent one" (1983, p. 41); this means also that "each level of
organization produces its own outcomes, or values, which in turn have meaningful
connections to events that occur elsewhere” (p. 42). Barr and Dreeben then proceed to
search for those aspects of the school organization that may affect the outcomes of the

schools. In their view, it is not the presence or the absence of a quality which has an
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impact, but how it is transformed,"used"”, or "worked" within the school that constitutes
the operating technology, and that produces changes.

This insight is particularly interesting for two reasons: 1) it indicates the
importance of stating the problem at the appropriate level and, 2) it centers the focus of
research on aspects proper to the school's own individual workings. This line of reasoning
has been followed in Barr and Dreeben's recent research (1983), and in several other
research papers looking for aspects of the school functioning that produce effects.
Surprisingly, however, Barr and Dreeben state that "in districts and schools, production
must be understood as governance and administration; within schools, it consists of class
formation, group formation, and instruction...Needed, then, is a formulation of how
instruction is organized in classrooms and in groups located inside them" (1983, p. 25).
This concern for the classroom as the locus of production in schools can be found also in
several other research investigations which compared the effects on student achievement in
classrooms differentiated by intellectual composition (Dar & Resh, 1986), in grouped and
ungrouped classes (Hallinan & Sgrenson, 1985), in homogeneous and heteregeneous
ability grouping (Good & Marshall, 1984), and in teacher-led and peer-tutoring groups
(Stodolsky, 1984). Recent orientations led these researchers to the identification of the
factors that influence the assignment process of students to ability groups (Hallinan &
Serenson, 1986).

This concern is certainly appropriate for educational effectiveness
demonstration and to clarify some of the processes going on within the schools; but it may
be lacking in scope by limiting itself to classroom grouping practices which are a part of the

larger school social organization.
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2. 5chool Social System Research

Research on the social system of the school received a strong impetus from
the EEOR. While the Coleman report showed only a limited impact of the influence of the
school on individual academic achievement compared with the socio-economic background
of the student, it also identified some characteristics within the school which explained
some of the differences in schools outcomes. It showed that 1) while teachers'
characteristics did not have a large impact, it still had some; among others, "teacher's
perception of the nature of the school” seemed to be worthy of consideration; 2) sense of
control of the students (defined as the power to determine one's own future, and a positive
attitude toward self) is highly related to student achievement, and appears to be independent
of school characteristics (Coleman et al. , 1966).

These last findings supported the idea that there might be a school effect,
and that it had to be investigated with a proper design aimed at the school instead of the
individual. This paved the way for school social system research. The most significant
contributions come from McDill, Rigsby and Meyers (1967, 1969), McDill and Rigsby
(1973), Brookover et al., (1975, 1977, 1979), and Rutter et al., (1979).

Rutter's Fifteen Thousand hours: Secondary Schools and their Effects on
Children (1979) considered whether or not a child's experiences at school have any effect,
if it martters what school he goes to, and which are the features of the school that matter.
These researchers looked at four types of measures: 1) measures of individual pupils at the
time of entering high school which they called "intake" (social background, cognitive
ability and behavior); 2) process of schooling (social organization of the school and the
type of environment for learning which was provided); 3) outcomes of schooling
(attainments—behaviors, attendence, examination success, employment, delinquency—as
influenced by teachers, policies, and the pupils themselves); 4) ecological influences

(influences of the community). Their conclusion indicates a strong possibility that the
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association between school, processes, and outcomes which they observed reflects in part a
causal process, i. e., child behaviors and attitudes are shaped and influenced by their
experiences at school as a social institution.

Several studies addressed Rutter's conclusions (Cuttance, 1980; Heath &
Clifford, 1980, 1981; King, 1979; Marjoribanks, 1982) and demonstrated that family
background is important, but failed to demonstrate that school effect is absent. As
mentioned by Cuttance, "The significant influence that schools do account for has not been
adequately described by the findings of past research. There is no ground for saying that
schools do not make a difference. It is our job to try to explain them" (1980, p. 275).

McDill, Meyers and Rigsby (1967) and later McDill and Rigsby (1973)
provided an important innovation in this kind of study by obtaining their data from both
students and teachers in order to measure a direct school effect based on school climate.
This departed from past school effect research which only took into account the socio-
economic background of the student body, and from measures of climate limited to
students. They developed a scale measuring six (6) dimensions of school climate. They
conclude that these variables are of substantive importance in the light of the fact that they
make some contribution towards explaining achievement beyond that jointly explained by
the variables which systematically have been shown in previous research to correlate with
academic performance—ability, father's education, and academic value. In this research,
overall student academic achievement is not attributed solely to social class context, nor to
ability, nor is it a function of inputs; it varies as well because of the social pressure applied
by other participants in the school setting.

However, the definition and conceptualization of a school effect at the
school level is best described in the works of Brookover and his colleagues on the school
social system. Their program of research is quite impressive. Starting from the prevailing
conceptions about the distribution of intelligence in our society as innate and unchangeable

by external forces, and from the learning theories and school practices that locate the
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problem in the individual (as developed in the first part of this chapter), they state after
Faris (1961) that society essentially creates its own level of human abilities, and that the
prevalent way of thinking "is no longer functional” (Brookover & Erickson, 1969, p.13)
for society. For them, the social environment is the crucial factor determining an
individual's learning ability, and it is through this environment that change can be
implemented.

The theory of human learning (Bloom, 1976), and symbolic-interactionism
(Blumer, 1969; Goffman, 1959; Kuhn, 1964; Mead, 1934) are most influential in
Brookover et al’s. In their view, conditions that promote learning are as follows:

1) "There is no functional limit on what an individual can learn."

2) "Social norms and expectations of others define the appropriate behavior
for persons in various social situations."

3) "Each person learns the definitions of appropriate behavior through
interaction with others who are important or significant."

4) "The individual learns to behave in the ways that he or she perceives are
most appropriate for him or her.”

S) "The individual acquires conceptions of his or her ability to learn various
types of behavior through interaction with others whose evaluations are
important to that individual” (Brookover & Erickson, 1969, pp. 15-16).

These ideas were developed in their early work on self-concept with regard
to academic ability (Brookover et al., 1962, 1965, 1967), and were applied to school
settings later on. By developing a school-climate instrument at the school level, taking into
account students, teachers and principal's responses, and by using a symbolic-interactionist
framework, they were able to measure what can be considered a true school effect with
variables aggregated from individual responses. The focus on the interactions between the
respondents and their symbolic environment in the school gives this instrument a quality
that allows one to consider it as a school property. This point will be developed in more

detail in the second chapter. Second, their use of students' academic outcomes aggregated

at the school level provides them with a measure appropriate to test an endogeneous school
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effect of the kind provided by the climate questionnaire. Seldom indeed were student's
outcomes measured in school-climate research (Lezotte et al., 1980).
The definition of the school social-psychological climate used in this line of
research can be traced in Brookover and Erickson (1975):
"In the social-psychological frame of reference in which we examine
leaming, the school social climate encompasses a composite of variables as
defined and perceived by the members of the group. These factors may be
broadly conceived as the norms of the social system and the expectations
held for various members as perceived by the members of the group and
communicated to members of the group" (p. 364).
Brookover's study, as described in School Social Systems and Student
Achievement (1979), comprehends three sets of independent variables (school social
input, school social structure and school social climate) which are measured against three
dependent variables: school academic achievement, school self-concept, and school self-
reliance. Their results show the important impact of school social-psychological climate on
these three variables, which is equal or superior to inputs and socio-economic background
of the student body. That finding, along with their case studies of four low SES schools
experiencing different academic results, allows them to propose the existence of a school
social system whose influence may be important for student learning, and in differentiating
schools between them. They conclude that:
"The school social system is no different from the family or other social
organizations in that children learn to behave in the ways that the social
system defines as appropriate and proper for them. Current evidence that
schools do not make a difference results from the fact that research is not
identifying the characteristics of the school that determine behavioral
outcomes. School climates and organizations that promote and perpetuate
non-learning are unlikely to produce high levels of achievement. But
schools designed to produce high levels of achievement can function as well
as any other social system" (Brookover et al., 1979, p.148).
This research, concerned with factors that "make a difference” in learning
between schools, in conjunction with other research interested in school instructional
variables that influence behavioral outcomes, supported the movement for effective schools

in the United States. "Consequently, schools and districts throughout the country have
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been using this research to guide local efforts to improve schooling” (Hallinger & Murphy,
1986, p. 328).

Purpose of This Study

This study aims at widening the actual knowledge about school effect as it is
developed by school social systems research. It will test the relative influence of school
induced characteristics upon school mean student achievement and school mean self-
concept, when compared with school mean social background and input resources. More
specifically, it will use a comparative design to replicate the research made by Brookover @
al. (1979), in a sample of schools selected from the French-Canadian society located in the
northeastern portion of the Province of Québec.

The research on school effect in the United States may now be at a point
where we are confident enough about the existence of the impact of the school social
structure (which is independent of the social structure of society) to warrant a test of the
most appropriate hypothesis in other societies. Hallinger and Murphy (1986) have already
warned the scientific community about the limited utility of effective schools research.
They argue that "The issue of generalizability of the effective schools research is critical if
the findings are to be incorporated into instructional programs and policy initiatives that
affect all schools” (p. 329). This problem of generalization is also picked up by
Rosenholtz (1985) in discussing anomalous findings of past effective schools research.
Researchers have suggested that school effect research, especially climate measurement,
has not addressed adequately the theorical and conceptual issue supporting their
measurement techniques (James & Jones, 1974). More recently, Burgess, after reviewing
school organization and school effect research in the USA and in England, says that the
models which sociologists have used "have often been derived from non-educational
settings with the results that their applicability to schools and to the educational settings is

seriously limited. Accordingly, as several commentators have indicated, we still need an
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empirically based theory of schools" (1986, p. 176). A step further can be made with the
use of comparative research.
Brookover's research represents a valid point of departure to make such a
comparative attempt because it showed a school effect with a design proper to the school as
the level of analysis. It is also one of the few pieces of research which is organized after a

conceptual definition of school social system.

The Lessons From Comparative Research

Important to scientific knowledge is the verification of findings cross-
culturally, in order to develop theories that explain human and social behavior. Some of
the most significant contributions of comparative research are the possibilies it gives for
testing those findings which appear evident in one social system but which turn out to be
system-specific, and to identify the characteristics that can be generalized, and also the
degree to which they can be generalized. As stated by Grimshaw, "The particular task of
comparative sociology is to distinguish between those regularities in social behavior that are
system-specific and those that are universal [in either the substantive or the metatheoretical
sense]” (1973, p. 7).

The usefulness of the comparative method has already been well
documented in the literature as a way of producing valid theories, with the expected
qualities of accuracy, generality, parsimony and causality (Przeworski & Teune, 1970)
needed to explain human functioning. This usefulness has also been well demonstrated in
Durkheim's Suicide (1966) and The Rules of Sociological Methods (1982). In fact, the
comparative method is a useful tool to evaluate the local impact of some interpretative
hypothesis which may be valid to explain a limited number of phenomena but which fail to
go any further. It also helps us find structural similarities in various social systems or

social entities which would explain some of their functions (Cherkaoui, 1979). Cherkaoui
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goes on to suggest however that the comparative method is useful only insofar as we test
hypotheses and go beyond the mere description of some idiocratic events in a society.

One concern in school social system analysis is to establish cross-cultural
similarities or differences between school contexts with regard to their impact on learning.
The focus must be placed on schools as entities, or as social systems, and on the
comparison of their characteristics in different settings, in order to identify those which
could be said to lead to student achievement.

The issue of comparative utility has frequently been raised over school
effect research since Durkheim had shown the relative autonomy of the teaching system
from the social structure which produces school systems in the Evolution of Educational
Thought (1969). But the greatest importance of cross-cultural measurement was probably
demonstrated by the impressive research undertaking of The International Association for
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement—known as the IEA studies. This work,
contained in a nine volume set of books published between 1973 and 1976 is regarded as
the most extensive and complex piece of educational research yet undertaken (Farrell,
1979). This research involved several scholars for a decade in an in-depth study of levels
of academic achievement in six subjects areas (science, reading comprehension, literature,
English as a foreign language, French as a foreign language, and civic education). The
researchers looked for factors that affect levels of achievement in twenty-one countries.
They addressed student populations ranging from ten years of age to those in the last year
of secondary schooling. The purpose was to develop internationally valid evaluation
instruments, and to design a survey of educational facilities and practices as they existed in
this "laboratory" model. The aim was also to identify the factors accounting for differences
between countries, schools, and students. The data included 500 independent variables, a
lot of them capable of manipulation by policy (Heyneman & Loxley, 1982).

The finding of the IEA study, which showed results quite similar to those

reported in the United States, will not be reviewed in detail here, since this is the purpose
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of the second chapter. However it is useful to take into consideration right now some
methodological applications and some of the general results that can be drawn from this
study and from similar cross-cultural studies in order to develop of the present research
design.

For several reviewers, one of the most interesting finding of the IEA and of
the secondary analysis made from these data is the existence of large differences observed
between the countries which are considered "developed” and the so-called developing
nations of the study (Farrell, 1979; Saha, 1983; Theisen ez al., 1983). Put briefly, the
proportion of the variance in achievement accounted for by in-school variables compared to
the proportion accounted for by home background variables is much greater in the
developing nations than in the developed nations. Second, the studies from the less
developed countries show that comparing the academic achievement of students confronted
by a rigidly set curriculum with that of students in an educational system characterized by a
high degree of disciplinary flexibility is at best misleading. The danger of misinterpretation
is of a qualitative nature, not of a quantitative nature. As reported by Theisen ez al. (1983),
countries which put pressure on educating for equity and social transformation cannot be
regarded as those countries which value academic achievement. On a comparative basis
then, in their views, academic performance (as measured by conventional achievement
measures) receives less social sanction in "liberation” social systems than in contest,
sponsored, and manpower-oriented systems. In these cases, academic performance is at
the backstage. The environmental press is oriented towards other goals than generally
measured, and when they are measured, they appear to be important predictors of school
outcomes. As demonstrated by Heyneman and Loxey (1982), the regression processes
used in the IEA studies were applied across all societies; this tended to reduce the
importance of school variables, because they were looking for variables equally important
across the average of many societies. The results are quite different when variables

important in that society only are used.
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The lessons which can be drawn from these studies are that it is important
for researchers attempting to generalize to look at variables present in each of the systems,
and then to compare similar aspects within different societies. This is no surprise when the
results are similar to those found in the society where the model came from, and when
those variables susceptible of differentiation are omitted. According to several reviewers,
when you examine what is important to a school system, you touch the variables a school
has an effect on. What is needed, then, is a well articulated, stratified sampling procedure
that calls attention to (rather than supresses) regional and contextual variations in the
educational processes (Theisen ez al., 1983). Also, there are advantages of using a
comparative approach (Farrel, 1979), selecting samples which are large enough and similar
enough to compare (Brimer et al., 1978), and placing the focus on differential treatments
allocated to individuals on the basis of their social and educational characteristics (Cuttance,

1980).

The Comparison Country

The province of Québec, Canada, was chosen for this comparative study for
several different reasons. First, the researcher responsible of this study comes from
Québec and is involved in this school system. He intended to gather informations capable
of improving knowledge regarding the functioning of schools in this society. But there are
more scholarly reasons which support this choice. The most important one is that Québec
offers a valuable setting for testing the hypothesis advanced in school social system studies
as will be demonstrated now. In order to understand where Québec stands, however, as a
comparison setting, it is important to look at Canadian society, French-Canadian society,
and to find out how it compares and differs from these societies and from American

society.
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It is appropriate to note, first, that researchers disagree greatly as to where
the differences lie between these three societies. The problem appears to be linked with the
rapidly changing character of Canadian society and of French-Canadian society during the
last two decades and with a problem of research design. On account of cultural
differentiation between Canada and the United States, Brym suggested recently "that at
least some of the controversy surrounding the cultural theory could be resolved if more
evidence were systematically collected and if key terms were more rigously defined and
operationalized” (1986, p. 18). This problem will not be discussed in the present research
but the knowledge of this issue warrants that only key elements of the differences between
these societies be retained.

Lipset's main contention is that Canada is a more elitist, law-abiding, statist,
collectvity-oriented, and particularistic (group-oriented) society than the United States and
that this stems from the historical development of both countries with some distinctions
between the francophones and the anglophones in Canada (1985, 1986). This would be
enough to justify a system differentiation to test the hypothesis to be traced in this research.
But of greater relevance is Lipset's (1970) previous contention that five continua define the
core values of some industrialized societies, including Canada and the United States. One
of these continua—ascription-achievement—is helpful for the present study. It suggests
that United States citizens are more achievement oriented than are Canadians. This has
been challenged by other researchers. But in a review of these investigations, Brym shows
that all of the research which addressed that issue provide support for this contention
(1986, Table 2, p. 20).

As far as Québec specifically is concerned, the researchers did not
frequently differentiate between Quebeckers and French-Canadians located throughout
Canada. This renders hazardous any generalization. However, the largest proportion of

francophones lives in Québec and most data collected come from this province.
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There is a persistent conventional wisdom among researchers (Guindon,
1978; Murphy, 1981) that "the cultural values and beliefs of French-Canadians involve
placing less emphasis on economic achievement and more emphasis on family and kinship
compared with English-Canadians. These views on French-English differences have been
developed in several descriptive and speculative accounts of the two subcultures and they
also have been invoked as interpretations of data on the differential social mobility of
francophones and anglophones” (see Baer & Curtis, 1984, p. 406, for details and for an
extensive listing of the researches supporting these views). However, these researches on
French-Canadian-English-Canadian differences in values do not support the economic
achievement differential (Baer & Curtis, 1984). For one thing, French-Canadians would
place greater emphasis on this type of achievement.

Closer to the educational scene and to educational variables pertaining to this
study is Guppy et al. (1984) which showed that even though its influence has been
wakening over time, social origin in Canada continues to exert a strong influence on school
attainment. In fact, its importance is still quite considerable in high school completion and
on the probability of attaining some university experience (Goyder, 1980). On the other
hand, Grabb (1980) found that French-Canadians are more likely than English-Canadians
to originate in disadvantaged socioeconomic circumstances. He hypothesised that "this
inequality in life chances and in objective power may lead to lower feelings of power in the
French group"” (1980, p. 169). His results do indeed show a lower sense of control
among French-Canadian adolescents, which he links with the lower socioeconomic origin
of this group and socialization practices. Richer and Laporte define this as "a difference in
‘cognitive style', involving greater ‘habits of resignation and fatalism' in the French-
Canadian" (1970, p. 144).

This research provides enough evidence that French-Canada differs from
the United States even though scholars did not address this comparison directly. Since

English-Canada usually is closer to the American culture than French-Canada, and since
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both cultures differ in the latter country, this conclusion is not inappropriate. Québec
would then be a society characterized as socioeconomically less advantaged and less
achievement oriented than the United States, still being subject to unequal educational
opportunities due to ascribed characteristics and whose socialization practices reveal a low
sense of control of adolescents over their future. These differentiating characteristics are
interesting for this research because they identify aspects of the problem which will be
addressed with the variables used in this replication study. As stated by Lipset, 1986,
Canada and the United States have many things in common for comparative purposes:

"They have the same ecological and demographic conditions, approximately

the same level of economic development, and similar rates of upward and

downward social mobility. And alongside the obvious distinctiveness of

francophone Quebec, anglophone Canadians and Americans have much in

common in cultural terms as well. Yet, although overall these two people

probably resemble each other more than any other two nations on earth,

there are consistent patterns of difference between them" (p. 114).

These characteristics correspond to the expectations for a comparative

design similar enough to measure the same things in different contexts but different enough
to show variations which might be due to the social context. These are some of the lessons

learned from previous comparative research conducted on school achievement which are

retained for this study.

Research Hypotheses

This research will test the findings of Brookover ez al. (1979) by replicating
this study in selected French public elementary schools of the northeastern part of the
Province of Québec. Its aim is to provide information on the generalizability of the results
obtained in Michigan as to the effect of school social systems on different student outcomes
when there is variation in the social context of the kind provided by this French-Canadian

society. The findings of Brookover and his colleagues have already been tested in Saudi
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Arabia (Al-Thubaiti, 1983 which will be reviewed in the next chapter) but never in an
industrialized society outside of the United States.

The general model of school social system variables with hypothesized
relations to student outcomes developed by Brookover and his colleagues appear as in
Figure 1. Only the student self-reliance variable has been removed from the model. This
outcome variable is omitted because it was found to be inconsistent in Brookover's
resecarch. This model identifies four sets of variables. The three sets of independent
variables (input variables, social structure, and school climate) are shown to be interrelated
and to have an impact on the two dependent variables measured (school mean academic

achievement and self-concept). These relationships will be described in the next chapter.

School Social
Structure

Input Vanables Output Variables
Student body / \ School mean of student

composition academic achievement

Other personnel School mean of student

>
inputs \ / self-concept

School Social
Climate

FIGURE 1
MODEL OF SCHOOL SOCIAL SYSTEM VARIABLES AND THEIR EXPECTED
RELATIONSHIPS TO STUDENT OUTCOMES
The hypotheses developed in the Michigan research and reassessed in the

present study appear in Brookover er al. (1979, pp.6-8) with their theoretical support. The



26

review of the literature will vouch for their plausibility. The general hypothesis measured

in the present study is stated in the following words:

General Hypothesis

There are differences in school social systems in Québec which explain

differences in student academic achievement and self-concept of academic

ability among schools.

The specific hypotheses have been modified slightly for this research
because no direct comparison has been attempted between selected schools to further the
analysis as done by Brookover and his colleagues. Hence, the measure of direct and
indirect effects among the independent variables will be limited to the identification of the
relationships between these sets of variables. The model developed in Michigan is retained
however for this research because it identifies relationships which can be supported by a
logical analysis. Indeed, what is put in the school precedes the processes that develop in it
and the social structure of the school, as defined in this kind of study, involves a level of
organization which eludes school's own internal power of its members to a certain degree.
This model does not include feedback, however, and will not test the circularity in the
variables, which comes from the possible effect of the dependent variables on social
structure and school climate.

When adapted for the present study, the working hypotheses read as
follows:

Hypothesis 1: Each school has a set of student status-role definitions,
norms, evaluations, and expectations characterizing the
behavior expected of the students.

Hypothesis 2: The nature of the student body in terms of socioeconomic
background and of the other inputs of the school social
system affect the schools' social structure and academic

climate as well as the level of mean student academic
achievement and self-concept of academic ability.
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Hypothesis3: The special structure which defines the patterns of
interaction that occur within the school is related to the
social-psychological climate.

Hypothesis4: Both the social structure and the social-psychological
climate variables affect the outcomes identified by students'
cognitive achievement and their self-concept of academic
ability.

Hypothesis 5: Social structure and social climate explain much of the
variance in outcomes frequently attributed to the input

variables.
The limits of this research arise from a partial replication of the original

research for the reasons mentioned before, the problems associated with comparing
variables in different countries, and from the generalizability of the results to the schools in
Québec.

First, it should be assumed that a minute comparison with Michigan schools
is not possible on all grounds because the social systems differ and the research
instruments must consequently be adapted. This is particularly true of the variable
"percent-white” which cannot be measured in Québec. This is also the case for one of the
dependant variables—school academic achievement—which will not be measured in the
same way because the Ministére de I'Education of the Province of Québec does not assess
students on the mastering of cognitive objectives as the Department of Education does in
Michigan for fourth graders. An equivalent measure is available in the form of provincial
academic achievement tests in reading, writing and mathematics administered to sixth
graders. It is possible, also, that the research procedures vary due to resources,
translations of the instruments, and data availability. However, this research design
implies a testing of the main hypothesis in Brookover's original study. The main clusters
of variables will be retained even though the content of some specific variables will be

altered without modifying their conceptual significance.
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