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ABSTRACT

EDUCATION, JOBS, AND THE U.S. CLASS STRUCTURE

By
Gregory Douglas Squires

This study empirically tests two competing interpretations of the
role of education, the linkages between formal education and the occupa-
tional structure, and the nature of social stratification in the United
States. The conventional interpretation, rooted in functionalist theory,
maintains that formal education has expanded in order to provide workers
with the increasing level of skills required in a modern industrialized
society and to create greater equality. A class interpretation, rooted
in conflict theory, maintains that the function of education has been to
stabilize and legitimize the existing class structure through the incul-
cation of appropriate attitudes and values. A variety of data are
brought to bear on the following issues generated by this theoretical
debate:

1. Can the expansion of formal education in the United States be
explained in terms of technological advances or changes in the
technical skill requirements of jobs?

2. While education has long been associated with income and
occupational prestige, is it the noncognitive characteristics
or the technical skills inculcated by schools which are rewarded
in the occupational structure?

3. Has formal education performed the democratizing function with

which it has been credited? More specifically, has the ex-
pansion of formal education led to greater economic equality?
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4. In light of the answers to the first three questions, to what
extent can educational reform contribute to the creation of
greater economic equality in the future?

The effect of technological change on job skills and the relation-
ships between the amount of education required to function on the job,
the educational requirements established by employers, and the educa-
tional attainment of workers are examined by reviewing previous studies
~ which have focused on these issues, government evaluations of changing
skill and educational requirements of jobs, and a simulated longitudinal
analysis of selected employees within six private corporations. The
relative importance of cognitive and noncognitive traits learned in school
and subsequently rewarded on the job is evaluated by reviewing studies
which have surveyed employers on the kinds of attributes they seek in
their employees along with the values these employers attach to formal
education, and from a series of personal interviews conducted with
recruiters who visited Michigan State University in the Spring of 1975.
The extent to which educational expansion has been translated into greater
economic equality is analyzed in light of post World War II census data
on educational attainment and the distribution of income, wealth, unem-
ployment, and povgrty status for various sectors of the population.

The basic findings are: (1) technological change cannot aecount
for the increasing educational requirements of jobs and attainment of
workers; (2) it is the noncognitive rather than the cognitive character-
istics of workers and values imparted by schooling which are rewarded
in the occupational structure; and (3) while educational attainment has
become more equal, little change has occurred in the relative economic

status of the various income strata and of minorities and women. In

1ight of these findings, it appears that educational reform is not likely
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to have a significant impact on social stratification in the United
States.

The class perspective provides a more adequate explanatory frame-
work for the evidence presented in this study. The crucial distinction
between these two perspectives and the principle reason for the super-
jority of the latter viewpoint revolves around the issue of class. The
conventional perspective portrays American society as basically a demo-
cratic system where individuals compete in a free market on the basis of
their individual capabilities and are rewarded according to universal-
istic criteria of performance that are objectively determined and mea-
sured. The class perspective maintains that the dynamics of the class
structure, rather than characteristics of individuals, are central
determinants of the reward structure. Different classes interact in a
set of exploitative relationships through which the dominant groups
maintain their hegemony. A variety of subjective, ideological mechanisms,
including formal educational instftutions, serve to counteract those
conflicts which are inherent in American society and which threaten
existing power relations, in order to maintain the basic class structure
of society.

The failure of the many liberal reforms adopted in the 1960s to
create greater equality, and the problems with the notion of equality
of opportunity as a strategy for creating a more democratic society in
general or greater economic equality in particular, are rooted in these
misguided assumptions of the conventional perspective from which they
emerged. The major policy implication of this study is that to educate,
or to somehow otherwise alter the characteristics of individuals will

not solve the social problems particularly inequality, of the United
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States. Attention must be focused directly on the class structure
which generates the distributive process and the patterns which

emerge if significant change is to occur.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Throughout the course of American history formal education has
undergone continuous and substantial expansion. Each generation of
Americans has spent more years in school than its predecessor. More
people have attended school, students have stayed in school for longer
periods of time, and more public and private resources have been de-
voted to education.* The major attractions of schooling have been the
greater social and economic rewards which are available to the better
educated members of society prima}ily because of the kinds of jobs for
which that education qualifies them.** As a sign in the window of an
Oakland, California pool hall once read, "If you don't finish school,
how will you know what kind of work you're out of?“]

Few people will quarrel with the fact that better educatgd people
generally earn more money, hold better jobs, and have greater acéess
to the perquisites available in our society. But there is much debate
over why this is the case. A consensus has not been reached regarding
the specific contribution that formal education makes to an individual's
ability to enjoy those perquisites (if indeed there is a causal relation-

ship), the precise nature of the relationship between education and the

*The nature and the extent of this expansion will be summarized in
Chapter II.

**Schooling and education of course are not exactly the same thing.
However, except where otherwise stated, schooling and education will be
used interchangeably to refer to the process of what goes on in formal
educational institutions.



larger society, and the causes of inequality in general. This study
examines the linkages between an expanding formal educational apparatus
and the occupational structure in order to contribute towards the de-
velopment of a clearer understanding of the role of education in the

dynamics of social stratification in the United States.

Education in American Society

Education has long been at the heart of a variety of controversial
issues. The role education has played in American history, the functions
education should perform in the future (particularly in regards to the
issue(s) of equality), the subjects which should be taught in school
(vocational education, college prep., etc.), how they should be taught,
who should attend school, and even whether or not there should be schools,
are just some of the subjects of debate. Social scientists, politicians,
journalists, parents, teachers, students, and just about everybody else
have contributed to the dialogue which has ranged from rational scienti-
fic inquiry to emotional outbursts and sometimes physical violence.

Much of the discourse, however, has centered around two basic com-
peting interpretations of the role of education and the defining char-
acteristics of American society. The specific objective of this study
is to evaluate the relative adequacy of these two perspectives in terms
of how well they explain the functions education performs in the United
States.

The Conventional Interpretation
The conventional interpretation of American education, which shares
certain key assumptions with functionalist sociology and neo-classical

economic theory, maintains that education has performed two basic



interrelated roles (this interpretation will be discussed in greater
detail, with full documentation, in Chapter III). First, it is argued
that education has been a democratizing force which has counteracted

the inequalities of the larger society. Education has created greater
social and economic equality, it has facilitated upward mobility, and

it has been an important factor in the reduction of poverty. Secondly,
education has provided the nation with the skilled manpower required in

a modern industrialized society. As a result of continual technological
advances, work has become increasingly complex. More highly skilled

jobs are created, the number of unskilled jobs is decreasing, and the
level of skills required within occupations is constantly being upgraded.
These changes in the nature of work call for changes in the organization
of work. Demands for increased productivity, to maximize the quality

and quantity of available goods and services have resulted in the bureau-
cratization of work because bureacracy is considered to be a technically
superior form of organization. The net result of these changes is a

more productive society in which nearly everyone benefits. In order to
further that social and economic progress an increasingly better educated
work force is required. Therefore, education has been, and must con-
tinue to be expanded.

In the United States, and in other western industrialized societies,
it is argued that the distribution of rewards is increasingly based on
universalistic criteria of achievement. An individual's contribution
to such societies determines the rewards that person will receive. The
ability of an individual to contribute is largely determined by the skills
he or she possesses, skills which generally are acquired in school. The

complementarity between the two basic roles of education increases,



therefore, as society becomes more developed. Because a person's con-
tribution (skills) determines one's rewards, and because these skills
are learned in school, education assumes greater importance in deter-
mining an individual's role in society and for the further development
of society as a whole. The correlation between low educational attain-
ment and unemployment and the correlation between expansion and increas-
ing productivity are often cited as proof that such causal relationships
exist. The expansion of formal education is dictated, therefore, by

the functional requirements of the social system and for the benefit

of most of its constituent elements. From this perspective more school-
ing is equated with social progress. Education has expanded in the past
in order to accomplish desirable social goals and more education in the

future is considered to be an effective way to continue such progress.

A Class Analysis

There are indications that the demand for and the expansion of
formal education may have peaked. The average annual birthrate has
declined since the post World War II "baby boom" and if this should
continue, of course, the number of school age people would continue to
decline, as would the demand for education.2 But there is evidence, in
addition to population statistics, which indicates that the historical
pattern of continuous educational expansion may be changing.

Since 1968, the percentage of high school graduates going on to

3 A number of reasons can be

college in the fall has been dropping.
cited to account for this drop. Elimination of the military draft may
explain part of it. Rising tuition costs keep some students out of
college. The increasing unemployment and underemployment of college

graduates may have made college less attractive to some.4 As a result



of recent civil rights legislation and court decisions, educational
requirements for employment now must be validated on job related grounds.5
Several employers have had to eliminate or lower some of their educational
requirements. If the federal government should pursue this kind of
activity, the pressure to obtain educational requirements may be reduced
and a further reduction in college enrollments:could result. For a
variety of reasons at least some people have begun to question the value
of spending more and more years in school. In turn, this has stimu]ated'
a re-analysis of the role of education in American society and a serious
challenge to the conventional interpretation of that role.

The class perspective (which will be discussed in Chapter 1V)
challenges the contentions that education has been a democratizing force
and that it has expanded in order to meet the rising technical skill
requirements of jobs. It is argued that formal education has served
primarily as an agency of social control; to reconcile the class con-
flicts inherent in a capitalist economic system in such a way that the
dominant classes could maintain that system and their positions within
-it. The thrust has been to legitimize and stabilize the existing class
structure rather than to promote social change in the direction of
greater equality and social mobility. The early development of mass
public education and the expansion of education, it is argued, were
motivated by the concern, on the part of the economic elites, to indoc-
trinate the masses to accept their positions in society and the legi-
timacy of the mode of distribution in that society. Although it has
been necessary to equip workers with a minimum level of technical skills,
those skills are generally learned informally, on the job. Schools do

contribute to the development of technical skills, but a more important



function of formal education has been the inculcation of appropriate
personality characteristics so that workers would accept and perform
their roles within the social relations of production increasingly
characterized by a hierarchical division of labor. Rather than being
technologically determined, the division of labor and the bureaucratic
organization of work evolved as a means for capitalists to maintain
control over workers, the work process, and the profits generated by
that process. Changes in the noncognitive requirements of work, which
have evolved as a result of the bureaucratization of work, not changes
in the technical skill requirements, have created the need for an ex-
panding educational system. Over the years immigrants had to be Ameri-
canized, the social relations of production had to be legitimized and
the basic structure of capitalism had to be stabilized.

The class perspective acknowledges the relationship between a
person's education and his or her income and occupation, and the fact
that increasingly higher levels of education are required within the
occupational structure, particularly at the upper levels. But the dyna-
mics of these relationships are described in far different terms than
in the explanation offered by the conventional interpretation. According
to the class analysis employers view educational attainment and creden-
tials as indicators of attitudes and values which are supportive of the
social relations of production under capitalism. Those with greater
levels of schooling are attractive to employers more because they are
considered 1ikely to fit smoothly into the organization than because of
any technical ability associated with a given level of education. The
correlation between education and income, etc. is also explained, in

part, because employers frequently seek out and reward those who are



better educated, again independently of any absolute level of skill

associated with any particular amount of education. As the educational

attainment of the population increases, so do educational requirements

of jobs, frequently in cases where the work performed on the job has

not changed. In addition to the belief that better educated people

have more throughly internalized the prevailing values and status cul-

ture is the assumption that more years of schooling means a better

qualified employee in terms of both cognitive and noncognitive terms.

Stringent educational requirements are also often established to limit

entry into certain occupations for the purpose of maintaining or increas-

ing a scarcity of practitioners, thus protecting the market value of

the services offered and the privileged positions of those on the inside.
The allocation of rewards on the basis of educational attainment,

a seemingly meritocratic mode of distribution, masks the actual dynamics

of the stratification process, a;cording to this perspective. Class

and power relationships rather than individual deficiencies and capa-

bilities explain who gets what and why in American society. Education

is basically a tool which has been used by dominant groups to maintain

existing social relationships. The inequalities within educational

institutions merely relfect the class relationships in the larger society.

Eliminating educational inequalities would not alter the forces which

generate those class relationships, or the distributive patterns which

result. Given the function an expanding educational system has performed

in the past, more education in the future is not likely to accomplish

the kinds of social reforms traditionally expected from schools. Rooted

in a conflict framework, the class perspective maintains that the expan-

sion of education has been motivated by the needs of the dominant classes



to reconcile conflicts inherent under capitalism rather than by a
desire to achieve progressive social change or to meet the functional

needs of a democratic society.

The Issue of Class

The crucial distinctions between these two interpretations of
the linkages between education and jobs and the nature of inequality
in the United States revolve around the issue of class. The term
"class" will be used to refer to a group of people who have similar
power in terms of 1ife chances, or access to the goods, services, pri-
vileges, and other rewards a society has to offer.6 The term "class
structure" refers to groups of people who enjoy different levels of
power. Although the occupational structure and the class structure
are not identical, in the United States occupation has been a major
determinant of a person's location in the ciass structure. As Blau and

Duncan stated,

The occupational structure in modern industrial society

not only constitutes an important foundation for the main
dimensions of social stratification but also serves as

the connecting 1ink between different institutions and
spheres of social life, and therein lies its great signi-
ficance. The hierarchy of prestige strata and the hierarchy
of economic classes have their roots in the occupational
structure; so does the hierarchy of political power and
authority, for political authority in modern_society is
largely exercised as a full time occupation.

Because "the backbone of the class structure, and indeed of the entire
reward system of modern Western society, is the occupational structure,"8
for the purposes of this analysis occupational structure and class struc-
ture will be treated as essentially synonymous.

The conventional interpretation, which focuses on differences in



individual capabilities, maintains that the distributive process is
based primarily on the free play of the market. The way to achieve
greater equality in the distribution of rewards is to improve the
marketability (skills) of those at the lower end of the stratifica-
tion system. Basically, this means providing those people with more
education. While acknowledging the existence of social classes and
certain factors, like racial discrimination, which interfere with the
operation of a free market, the United States is viewed as essentially
a democratic, pluralistic society in which such factors have marginal
influence in determining the distribution of rewards.

The challenge to the conventional viewpoint maintains that social
class and other extra market factors are central characteristics of
society and that they are primary determinants of the distributive
process. Social classes exist in a state of conflict in which certain
groups dominate and exploit others. Some groups enjoy greater rewards,
therefore, at the expense of other groups. Inequality is not a function
of differences in individual capabilities. Rather an individual's loca-
tion in the stratification system is a function of a person's group or
class affiliation, particularly in terms of the productive process.
Altering the patterns of distribution, therefore, requires changing the
class structure itself. Educating or somehow otherwise altering the
capabilities of those at the lower end of the system may provide social
mobility for some individuals, but it will not change the pattern of
inequality in that system.

Clearly, these two perspectives represent widely divergent views
of the role of education in the United States, the relationship between

education and jobs, the causes of inequality, and the nature of American
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society in general. Some of the central themes of each perspective

are in direct contradiction with each other. Yet both attempt to

explain the same social reality. There is some overlap between these

two interpretations and in all likelihood that reality does not conform

to every contention of either perspective. It is also possible that a

synthesis may emerge out of the clash of these perspectives which will

constitute a more adequate explanation of thesé phenoména. The inten-
tion here, however, is not to finally prove or disprove each contention
of both perspectives or to fully develop a synthesis, but to examine
evidence which distinguishes between these two perspectives. Because

of the divergence of the main thrusts of these interpretations and the

crucial areas in which they are in direct contradiction, evidence which

supports one, will frequently at the same time controvert the credibility
of the other. For the same reasons it is plausible to assume that one

of these perspectives more adequ;tely explains social reality than the

other. In order to distinguish between these perspectives and to evaluate
their relative adequacy, evidence will be brought to bear on the follow-
ing questions:

1. Can the expansion of formal education in the United States be ex-
plained in terms of technological advances or changes in the techni-
cal skill requirements of jobs?

2. While education has long been associated with income and occupational
prestige, is it the noncognitive characteristics or the technical
skills inculcated by schools which are rewarded in the occupational
structure?

3. Has formal education performed the democratizing function with which

it has been credited? More specifically, has the expansion of formal
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education led to greater economic equality?

4. In light of the answers to the first three questions, to what
extent can educational reform contribute to the creation of greater
economic equality in the futﬁre?

"To be sure social reality is more complex than either perspective,
as outlined here, purports. The objective of this analysis is not to
reveal an either/or situation in which the contention of one perspective
exists at the total exclusion of the alternative contention. Obviously
that is not the case. Rather, the objective is to distinguish between

primary as opposed to secondary explanations for social phenomena.

The Evidential Base

A variety of material will be examined in order to address these
questions. The nature of the issues here requires it. If the objective
was to analyze the employment practices of a particular company, or
even a particular industry, it might be possible to use the personnel
records of that company or industry to do an adequate assessment. But
the objective here is much broader. There is no single source of evi-
dence which would adequately answer these questions. None of the
approaches described below would, in and of itself, lead to a defini-
tive statement. But the cumulative result§ of this project should pro-
vide the basis for reasonably sound conclusions about education, the
occupational structure, and the social stratification in the United States.

Question 1: Can the expansion of formal education in the United

States be explained in terms of technological advances
or changes in the technical skill requirements of jobs?

The first question will be addressed, in Chapter V, in the following

five ways. First, in order to analyze the effect of technological advance
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and changes in the level of technical skills required in jobs on the
level of educational attainment, the relationship between the amount of
formal education required to perform on the job with the educational
attainment of workers holding those jobs will be examined. The U.S.

Employment Service publications, Estimates of Worker Trait Character-

istics for 4000 Jobs, published in 1949, and the 1966 expansion and

revision of that reference, Selected Characteristics of Occupations,

represent the most comprehensive attempts to determine the amount of
formal education required in order to be able to perform on the job.

The research of those who have compared the required with the actual
educational attainment, based on these two Employment Service publica-
tions and census data from various years (particularly the 1950 and

1960 census) and how differences between the required and actual educa-
tional attainment have changed will be reviewed. If changing technical
skill requirements account for the expansion of formal education then
there should be a reasonably close relationship between the required and
actual educational attainment. The increase in educational attainment
over time should also be related to changes in the amount of education
required in order to be able to perform on the job. If these conditions
do not hold, some other explanation for the expansion in formal education
would be warranted.

One possible explanation, if such conditions do not hold, is the
contention of the class perspective that educational requirements serve
as a mechanism for limiting the number of people who can enter the occu-
pation. If the supply of better educated workers is such that no scarcity
of practitioners results, another plausible explanation would be the con-

tention that the educational requirements are used to locate workers with
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more compatible attitudes and values. Another possible interpretation
would be that although more education is not required for adequate job
performance, better educated workers are still technically better quali-
fied and it would be rational for employers to seek out superior workers
if their choice is between average and superior employees. But this
explanation would controvert the interpretation that the correlation
between low educational attainment and unemployment is due to the in-
ability of these people to adequately perform on the job and that educa-
tion has expanded in order to provide workers with skills without which
they would be unemployable.

The second approach to the first question will be to examine the
effects of automation and technological change in general on the skill
requirements of jobs effected by such changes. The conclusions of
several studies which have been conducted to determine the effect of
such changes on job skills will be examined. If the level of skills
required in these instances is not increased as a result of these changes,
the technical theory would be further challenged and some other explana-
tion could be found in the contention of the class perspective concern-
ing the use of education as a mechanism for limiting entry into certain
occupations or for identifying noncognitive attributes sought by employers.

A third approach will be to examine the relationship between formal
education and the performance of workers on the job. Previous studies
which have focused on this relationship and data collected from a sample
of employers bearing on the education and job performance of their
employees will be examined to determine whether or not better educated
workers are, in fact, better or more productive employees. According

to the technical theory there should be a positive relationship between
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the quality of workers and their educational background. If this does
not prove to be the case, the class perspective would be supported.

The fourth approach will be to compare the educational attainment

of older workers with that of younger workers performing the same job.

A combination of census data, previous studies which have examined this
relationship between age and education, and data which have been collected
from a sample of employers will be examined. If the older workers per-
forming a given task have less formal education than what is required
of more recent entrants into the job, then these requirements either are
not based on technical ground or the requisite skills are obtainable
outside the classroom. In either case, there would be reason to suspect
whether the formal education requirements in those instances can be
justified on technical grounds. The contentions of the class perspec-
tive cited above would, again, constitute a possible explanation.

The fifth approach will be to examine how and where workers learn

the skills they use on their jobs. Several surveys have been conducted

to obtain this information from individual firms and industries and on

a nationwide level. A central tenet of the technical theory is that
essential job skills are learned in school and that education has expanded
to provide this training. If, however, formal education has not been

the principle vehicle through which members of the work force have learned
their jobs, the technical theory would be weakened and the class perspec-
tive would be strengthened.

Question 2: While education has long been associated with income
and occupational prestige, is it the noncognitive
characteristics or the technical skills inculcated
by schools which are rewarded in the occupational

structure?"

One way to examine the second question is simply to ask employers
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what they are looking for when they recruit employees. When a minimum
level of education is required, it would be informative to know why that
particular requirement was established and what qualities employers asso-
ciate with those who have attained that level of education. Many surveys
of employers and recruiters have been conducted over the years to elicit
this kind of information. The findings of these surveys, supplemented

by personal interviews conducted with recruiters, will be reviewed in
Chapter VI. If a concern is expressed for people's technical skills,
potential ability to learn requisite skills, mastery of a certain body of
knowledge, or some other cognitive trait, particularly for those posi-
tions in which educational requirements are relatively higher, these
findings would support the conventional perspective. If, however, more
concern is expressed for people's attitudes, personality traits, demeanor,
or some other noncognitive trait, the class perspective would be supported.

Question 3: Has formal education performed the democratizing func-

tion with which it has been credited? More speci-
ficially, has the expansion of formal education led
to greater economic equality?

The third question will be examined, in Chapter VII, by comparing
changes in the distribution of educational resources with the distribu-
tion of other factors such as income, wealth, occupational prestige, and
unemployment. The principal source of evidence will be U.S. census data,
supplemented by studies which have used census data and other sources
of data to examine these issues.

The focus will be on what has occurred since World War II with
particular attention being paid to differences in black/white and male/
female educational attainment and how changes in that gap have effected

changes in the distribution of the other facotrs mentioned above between

these two groups. There are several reasons for pursuing this kind of
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analysis. First, as will be shown in the following chapter, the expan-
sion of formal education has been particularly great during the post
World War II years. More attention has been paid to racial issues, at
least by governmental units, as is evident from the legislation passed
and the number of civil rights commissions and agencies which have been
established in the past few decades. Proportionately, blacks have pro-
bably been excluded from the mainstream of society more than any other
group and black/white confrontations have been among the most violent
throughout American history, particularly in the 1960s. Education has
long been regarded as a key to solving many of the nation's domestic
problems and the recent expansion of education is often justified, at
least in part, as efforts on the part of federal, state, and local
governments to deal with racial problems by bringing more blacks into
the system. In the early 1960s sex discrimination began to receive
more official recognition and women have since been classified as a
protected group in most civil riths legislation. In recent years, more
women have sought employment and they have constituted an increasingly
larger percentage of the labor force. More wives have had to go to
_ work and more women have had to assume the role of breadwinner.9 As in
the case of racial discrimination, education is considered a key to
creating equal opportunity for women. |
There is evidence that access to formal education and the level of

10 parti-

educational attainment has become more equal in recent years,
cularly between blacks and whites, but also among almost all other
groups, including men and women. If this is true, and if there has
been a concomitant equalization of income and wealth among the entire

population in general and between blacks and whites and men and women,
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in particular, this would constitute evidence that education has had
an equalizing effect. If the black/white and male/female income gaps
have been reduced, if there is a larger percentage of blacks and women
in higher prestige occupations, and if the unemployment levels of these
groups have been equalized, the conventional perspective would be further
strengthened. If, however, the distribution of income and wealth
throughout the population has not been equalized and if the income,
occupational prestige, unemployment rate, etc. of blacks and whites and
women have not been equalized (particularly among those with a similar
level of educational attainment) then the class perspective would be
strengthened.
Question 4: In light of the answers to the first three questions
to what extent can educational reform contribute
to the creation of greater economic equality in the
future?
The theoretical objectives of this study are to assess two compet-
ing perspectives regarding the role of education in the United States,
in order to develop a further understanding of the interaction between
education and the class structure, and of the dynamics of the class
structure itself. But there are important policy implications as well.
The fourth question will be examined, in Chapter VIII, in light of the
evidence brought to bear and the conclusions which are drawn for the
first three questions. By understanding the factors which have accounted
for the development of formal education, what it is about the educational
process and the occupational structure and the linkages between the two
which account for the persistent association between one's education
and one's occupation, and particularly by understanding how successfully

education has performed the democratizing function for which many ob-

servers have given it credit, it will be possible to evaluate the
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potential of educational expansion and reform as means for accomplishing
such social reforms in the future.

In addition to the questions that, hopefully, will be answered, a
variety of new questions and directions for further research will emerge.
These issues will also be addressed in the eighth, and concluding,
chapter.

Perhaps the most important question is the following: Do schools
perform primarily an educational function; that is, do they develop
the minds and the critical faculties of young people, offer them the
opportunity to develop their abilities and to pursue their interests,
perform a technical function of developing skills which adequately pre-
pare people to become productive members of society for their individual
benefit and for the welfare of the community; or do they perform pri-
marily an ideological function; that is, do they serve to fit people
into prearranged slots and to maintain and legitimize the existing class
structure? The answer to this quesfion would go a long way towards
explaining the role of education in the United States and the dynamics
of American 1ife in general. More importantly, this answer would indi-
cate how we can effectively move, or at least it would identify certain
steps which might be relatively ineffective.in moving towards greater
economic equality, facilitating upward mobility and reducing poverty.
Hopefully, this study will move us a 1ittle closer to these goals.
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CHAPTER II

THE EXPANSION OF FORMAL EDUCATION

Formal education has expanded tremendously throughout the history
of the United States. A brief examination of student enrollment, money
spent on formal education, employees of educational institutions, or
virtually any other dimension of education would show this expansion, in
both absolute and relative terms. The following statistics indicate how

formal education has grown.

School Attendance

The number of people enrolled in an elementary or secondary school
or in an institution of higher education has more than tripled since the

turn of the century. In 1970 more than 58,766,000 people were enrolled.]

This constituted approximately 29 percent of the total U.S. popu]ation.2
These figures compare to a total student enrollment of 45,227,620 (25
percent of the U.S. population) in 1960,3 29,652,377 (24 percent) in 1930,
and 17,198,841 (23 percent) in 1900.% The percentage of 5-17 year old
people enrolled in an elementary or secondary school in 1970 was 86.9
percent. This coﬁpares with 82.2 percent in 1960, 81.7 percent in 1930,
71.9 percent in 1900, and 57 percent in 1870.5

More people are attending school and they are also staying in school
for a greater number of years. The median number of school years com-
pleted by those twenty-five years of age or older was 12.2 years in 1972.
This figure compares with 10.5 in 1960, 8.4 in 1930, and 8.1 in 1910.6
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The high school graduation rate among the nation's seventeen year olds
has increased almost 3,700 percent in the past one hundred years. The
percentage of seventeen year olds who graduated from high school was 75.9
in 1971, 65.1 in 1900, 29.0 in 1930, 6.4 in 1900, and 2.0 in 1870.7

The number of people attending a college or university today is
thirty times what it was in 1960. Enrollment in institutions of higher
education was 7,136,075 in 1969, 3,215,544 in 1960, 1,100,737 in 1930,
and 237,592 in 1900.8 The percentage of people twenty-five years of age
and older who completed four or more years of college was 12.0 percent
in 1972, 7.7 percent in 1960, 3.9 percent in 1930 and 2.7 percent in
1910.9 The percentage of those who entered the fifth grade and who even-
tually entered college has almost tripled in the past fifty years. Of
those who were in fifth grade in 1962, 45.5 percent entered college.
This compares with 14.8 percent of those who were in fifth grade in 1930
and 11.8 percent of those who were in fifth grade in 1925.]0

This growth is not unique to any one segment of the population.
While it is certainly true that some groups have had access to more and
better education than others, virtually every identifiable group of
people has spent more years in school with each passing generation. The
median number of school years completed by non-whites twenty-five years
of age or older was 10.5 in 1972 compared with 8.2 in 1960 and 5.7 in
1940. While 39.1 percent of this group completed four or more years of
high school in 1972 and 6.9 percent completed four or more years of
college in 1972, the comparable figures for 1960 are 21.7 percent and
3.5 percent while in 1940 the figures are 7.7 percent and 1.3 percent.n

The same phenomenon has also occurred in the case of women. The

percentage of women between the ages of five and nineteen who were
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enrolled in school was 86.2 in 1957, 69.7 in 1930, 50.9 in 1900, and
44.8 in 1850.]2 The median number of years spent in school by white
women twenty-five years of age and over was 12.3 in 1972 and 11.2 in
1960. The percentages completing four or more years of high school
and college, respectivelywere 40.2 and 9.4 in 1972. In 1960 the compar-
able figures were 29.2 and 6.0. For black women the median number of
years spent in school was 10.4 in 1972 and 8.6 in 1960. The percentages
completing four years of high school and four years of college was 25.8
and 4.8 in 1972 compared with 14.3 and 3.3 in 1960.13

Not only are people staying in school for a greater number of years,
but the 1ength of the school year itself has grown. The average school
year term in 1970 was 178.9 days. This compares with 178.0 days in
1960, 172.7 in 1930, 144.3 in 1900, and 132.2 in 1870. Students are
also attending a higher percentage of classes. The average student
attended over 93 percent of the days in the term in 1970. This compares
with 90 percent in 1960, 83 percent in 1930, 69 percent in 1900 and

59 percent in 1870.]4

School Expenditures

Another indication of the extensive growth of formal education
is the amount of money devoted to it. Total expenditures for public
and private elementary, secondary, and higher education in 1970 were
over twenty-one times the level of expenditures in 1930. In 1970
schools spent $70,000,000,000 compared to $24,722,000,000 in 1960 and
$3,234,000,000 in 1930. These figures represented 7.5 percent of the
gross national product in 1970. 5.1 percent in 1960, and 3.1 percent
in 1930.]5 The per pupil expenditure in public elementary and secondary
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schools was $889 in 1970, $525 in 1960, and $209 in 1930 (adjusted
dollars, 1971-1972 purchasing powelr').]6 The expenditure per day per
pupil was more than six times greater in 1968 than in 1920. The 1968
figure was $3.68, in 1960 it was $2.44 and in 1920 it was $.59 (adjusted
dollars, 1967-68 purchasing power).]7

These figures do not include the amount of money families spend on
the education of their children or the amount students pay for their
own education. As more people attend post secondary education these
private expenditures probably increase at a faster rate than school
expenditures since elementary and secondary schooling is free for most
people while college is not. Clearly, the amount of public and private

money spent on formal education has grown considerably.

School Employment

The growing number of people employed by schools accounts for a
large portion of the increasing expenditures. The total instructional
staff of public elementary and secondary schools consisted of 2,253,000
people in 1970.]8 This compares with 1,464,000 in 1960, 880,000 in

1930, and 678,000 in 1920,°

Not only has there been an increase in
the number of school employees, but they have constituted an increasing
percentage of the total civilian labor force. These workers accounted
for 63 percent more of the total civilian labor force in 1970 than they
did in 1920. In 1970 they made up approximately .027 percent of the
civilian labor force compared with .021 percent in 1960, .018 percent
in 1930 and .017 percent in 1920.20 The total instructional staff
includes supervisors, principals, teachers, 1ibrarians and other non-

supervisory staff members. Table II-1 summarizes the data which have

been presented on the expansion of education in the United States.
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~ TABLE 1141 INDICATORS OF EDUCATIONAL EXPANSION IN THE UNITED STATES

Schoo] Attendance 1870 1900 1930 1960 1970
Total enroliment in primery, secondary, and -
higher education (in_thousands) -- 17,198 29,652 45,227 58,766
Total enroliment as a % of total U.S. population - 23.0% 24.U% 25.0% 29.0%
% of 5-17 year olds in elementary
or secondary schools 57.0% 71.9% 81.7% 82.2% 86.9%
Median number of school years completed
by those 25 years of age and older -- 8.1(1910) 8.4 10.5 12.2(1972)
% of 17 year olds graduating from high school 2.0% 6.4% 29.J% 65.1% 75.9%(1971)
Total enroliment in institutions of
higher education (in thousands) -- 238 1,100 3,216 7,136(1969)
% of those 25 years of age or older who
completed 4 or more years of college -- 2.7%(1910) 3.9% 7.7% 12.0%
% of those who entered 5th grade and
eventually entered college -- 11.8%(1925) 14.8% 45..%(1962) --
‘dedian number of school years completed
by non-whites 25 years of age and older -- -- 5.7(1940) 8.2 10.5(1972)
% of non-whites 25 years of age and older who
completed 4 or more years of high school -- -- 7.7%(1940) 21.7% 39.1%(1972)
% of non-whites 25 years of age and older
who completed 4 or more years of college -- - 1.3%(1940) 3.5% 6.9%(1972)
% of 5-19 year 0ld women enrolled in school 44.8%(1850) 50.9% 69.7% 86.2%(1957) -
Jdedian number of years spent in school
by white women 25 years of age and older - - .- 11.2 12.3(1972)
% of white women 25 years of age and older
completing 4 or more years of high school -- -- -- 29.2% 40,2%(1972)
« of white women 25 years of age and older
completing 4 or more years of college -- -- -- 6.0% 9.43(1972)
Median number of years spent in school by
black women 25 years of age and older - -- -- 8.6 10.4(1972)
% of black women 25 years of age and older
completing 4 or more years of high school -- -- -- 14.3% 25.8%(1972)
% of black women 25 years of age and older
completing 4 or more years of college -- -- -- 3.3% 4.8%(1972)
Average number of days in a one year school term 132.2 144.3 172.7 178.0 178.9
Average % of classes attended by students 59.9% 69.0% 83.0% 90.0% 93.0%
School Expenditures
Total expenditures for public and private
elementary, secondary, and higher education
(in millions) -- -- $3,234 $24,722 $70,000
Total school expenditures as a % of
gross national product -- .- 3.1% 5.1% 7.5%
Per pupil expenditure in public elementa
and secondary schools (adjusted, 1971-72 -- -- 3209 $525 $889
School Employment
Total instructional staff of public elementary
and secondary schools (in thousands) -- 678(1920) 880 1,464 2,053
Total instructional staff of public
elementary and secondary schools as a
% of total civilian labor force -- .J17%(1920) .018% .021% .027%
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Post War Expansion

Although education has grown continuously throughout American
history, the expansion which has occurred since World War II has been
particularly large. During these years there has been a significant
quantitative, if not qualitative, shift in the nation's commitment to
education.

During the 1945-46 school year $4,167,597,000 were spent for all
levels of education. In the 1971-72 school year this figure reached
$83,800,000,000. As a percentage of the nation's gross national product
educational expenditures jumped from 2.0 percent to 8.0 percent during

these years.Z]

The per pupil expenditure in public elementary and
secondary schools increased more than 200 percent from $307 to $934
during these years22 (adusted dollars, 1971-72 purchasing power).

The major changes during the post war period, however, occurred
in higher education. Whereas enrollments at the elementary and secondary
levels increased from 28,600,250 to 51,629,691 between 1949 and 1969,
an increase of 80 percent, enrollments in higher education increased

23

168 percent from 2,659,021 to 7,136,075. The percentage of people

in the 5-17 age bracket enrolled in school increased from 83.2 percent
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in 1949 to 85 percent in 1967 while the percentage of those in the

18-24 age bracket enrolled in higher education increased from 14.2
percent in 1950 to 28.7 percent in 1967.2°

The growth in the number of institutions of higher education since
World War II compared to the change in the number of elementary and
secondary schools also indicates that the expansion in formal education
in recent years has been primarily at the upper levels. While the number

of public and private elementary and secondary schools actually declined
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from 167,291 to 109,294 (a drop of 57,997 or 35 percent) between 1950
and 1971, the number of institutions of higher education increased by
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38 percent from 1,851 to 2,556. Table II-2 summarizes the expansion

in education which has occurred since World War II.

TABLE II-2 EDUCATIONAL EXPANSION SINCE WORLD WAR II

Before 1950 After 1967

Total expenditures for

public and private

elementary, secondary, and

higher education (in millions) $ 4,167 (1945-46) $ 83,800 (1971-72)

Per pupil expenditure in

public elementary and

secondary schools

(adjusted, 1971-72) 307 (1945-46) 934 (1971-72)

Enroliment in public and

private elementary and

secondary schools

(in thousands) $ 28,660 (1949) $ 51,630 (1969)

Percentage of 5-17 year olds
in elementary or secondary
schools 83.2% (1949) 85.0% (1969)

Percentage of 18-24 year olds
in higher education 14.2% (1950) 28.7% (1967)

Total number of public and
private elementary and
secondary schools 167,291 (1950) 109,294 (1971)

Total number of institutions
of higher education 1,851 (1950) 2,556 (1971)

International Growth

The expansion in formal education is not unique to the United
States, although it has developed further in the United States than

anywhere else. In almost every industrialized nation, primary education
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27 Enroliments in secondary and

is now compulsory for all children.
higher education have increased both absolutely and as a percentage of
the school age population. Between 1950 and 1970, in these nations as
a whole, school enrollments rose by more than 60 percent while the popu-
lation between the ages of five and twenty-four increased by only 27
percent.28 Primary education student bodies increased by more than
30 percent, secondary education by almost 100 percent and higher educa-
tion by 200 percent. In most cases expenditures have risen at a rate
of more than 10 percent per year.29 Clearly, many countries are follow-
ing in the educational footsteps of the United States.

That formal education has expanded significantly throughout the
course of American history is obvious from the most casual observation.
The fact that this growth has occurred is not a matter of debate. The

reasons for the expansion, however, are not so clear and there is much

disagreement over why it has occurred.
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CHAPTER III

THE CONVENTIONAL INTERPRETATION OF AMERICAN EDUCATION

The conventional analysis of the role of education in the United
States maintains that the expansion of formal education has been dic-
tated by two principle forces. First, formal education has been viewed
as a means of reconciling many of the nation's internal social conflicts.
Schools are credited with having strengthened the democratic form of
government, creating greater social and economic equality, increasing
social mobility, and diminishing poverty. Schools have contributed
towards these objectives in the past and they are expected to continue
doing so in the future. Second, formal education has played a vital
role in the development of the world's most advanced industrial society.
It has done so by providing the nation with the highly skilled work
force needed to keep that society moving in a progressive direction.
The tremendous expansion of formal education, therefore, has evolved in
order to meet the democratizing and technical needs demanded by an
economically expanding, industrialized nation.

Implicit in the conventional analysis of education is a concep- -
tion of American society as a social system in which various individuals
and organizations perform specific, specialized tasks which are func-
tional for the maintenance and prosperity of the system and for the
constituent elements of the system. Formal education, like other parts
of the system, change in order to improve society as a whole and to

benefit the 1ives of individuals within that society.
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Democratization and Education

After the Revolutionary War many of the nation's founding fathers
expressed the viewpoint that education was a key to protecting the
liberties won in the war and to preserving a democratic nation. Unless
all groups of people understood the rights and privileges they had won
well enough to exercise them in an intelligent manner, the democratic
form of government could easily deteriorate into a tyranny controlled
by a privileged few.l

This sentiment has been echoed several times throughout the
history of the United States. In the early 1800s one of the central
tenets of Jacksonian Democracy was the belief that the public schools,
rather than elitist private schools, should provide the leadership

‘essential to a democratic nation.2

Cubberley wrote, in 1909, that the
public school system was "the prime essential to good democratic
government and national progress."3 In 1947 the President's Commission
on Higher Education advised, "Many thoughtful observers are convinced
that one of America's urgent needs today is a continued commitment to
the principles of democracy. . . .It becomes then, an urgent task for
our scholars and our teachers to restate and revivify the ideals of
democracy."4
The rhetoric of "preserving and strengthening democracy" is not
as frequently found in current discussions of education. Today we
talk about "equality" and "equal educational opportunity." This 1s
indicative of a slight shift in the educational discourse. However, an
explicit concern for equality in education, and the role of education
in creating greater equality throughout society is not altogether new.

Education has long been viewed as a mechanism for creating greater
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equality. Many contemporary observers credit education with having
contributed significantly to greater social and economic equality in
the past, and for being able to do so in the future.

Horace Mann stated, early in the 1880s, that the common school
movement in particular, and the expansion of free public schooling
for all people in general, would serve as the "great equalizer of the

condition of men--the balance wheel of the social machinery.“5

While
recognizing the existence of inequality and the fact that family back-
ground has influenced people's education and their position within the
social structure, the conventional view of education maintains that
education has performed an equalizing role. In a 1955 report, written
primarily by Lawrence Cremin, the National Education Association and
the American Association of School Administrators argued,

A source of profound strength lies in the American edu-

cational heritage. . .designed especially for their task,

public schools have stood--and now stand--as great well-
springs of freedom, equality, and self-government.

Commanger offered similar praise for schools:

No other people ever demanded so much of its schools. . .

None other was ever so well served by its schools and its

educators. . . .To the schools went the momentous re-

sponsibility of. . ,inculcating democracy, materialism,

and equalitarian'ism7

Historians and educators are not the only ones who have credited
the schools with having served as an equalizing force. Bendix and
Lipset also maintain that the expansion of formal education has been

an important equalizer.
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Indeed, the state-supported universities are another testi-
mony_ to the ingrained equalitarianism of American society
. . .This social as well as economic accessibility of
higher education. . .has had the effect of making the
American university an avenue of social mobility and an
institutional bulwark of ideological equalitarianism.

Some observers have been critical of the schools for not doing
more to combat the inequalities which have existed in our society. But
they still place much faith in the ability of schools to do the job.

The President's Commission on Higher Education stated in 1947,

We have proclaimed our faith in education as a means of
equalizing the conditions of men. But there is grave
danger that our present policy will make it an instru-
ment for creating the very inequalities it was designed
to prevent. If the ladder of educational opportunity
rises high at the doors of some youth and scarcely rises
at all at the doors of others, while at the same time
formal education is made a prerequisite to occupational
and social advance, then education may become the means,
not of eliminating race and class distinctions, but of
deepening and solidifying them.

It is obvious, then, that free and universal access to
education, in terms of the interest, ability, and need
of the student, must be a major goal in American educa-
tion. [Emphasis included in original]9

The Commission went on to reason, "Indeed, an ideally adequate

program of higher education undoubtedly would result in a more even

distribution of income as well as greater national pr-oductivity.]0

In 1961 economist Theodore W. Schultz stated,

A strong welfare goal of our community is to reduce the
unequal distribution of personal income among individuals
and families. Our community relied heavily on progressive
income and inheritance taxation. Given public revenue from
these sources, it may well be true that public investment
in human capital, notably that entering into general educa-
tion is an effective ?nd efficient set of expenditures for
attaining this goal.l
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The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, which has been highly critical
of the federal government and other organizations, including schools,
for their failure to move more expeditiously towards the realization
of equal oppor‘f:unity,]2 still maintains that, "School integration
remains the touchstone of all racial equality."]3

In addition to creating greater social and economic equality,
schools have also been credited with increasing social mobility, pri-

14

marily in an upward direction. In reference to the role of schooling

in the latter half of the eighteenth century Cremin wrote:

. . .common schools increased opportunity; they taught

morality and citizenship; they encouraged a talented

leadership; they maintained social mobility; they gro-

moted social responsiveness to social conditions.!

Not only has there been upward mobility, but there has been much
long distance movement up the social ladder and schools have been an
important contributing factor.

The high level of popular education in the United States

has provided the disadvantaged lower strata with out-

standing opportunities for long distance mobility.16

Albert Shankar, admittedly not a disinterested party to the educa-
tional enterprise, summarized what has traditionally been viewed as
perhaps the major contribution of education when he wrote, "Masses of
immigrants, the poor, the illiterate have been educated and, through
education, have achieved unprecedented upward social mobiIity."]7

In addition to strengthening democracy, creating greater social

and economic equality, and increasing social mobility, it is argued

that schools have also contributed towards the reduction of poverty.
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Many educational historians maintain that schools have assimilated the
immigrants, the minorities, and the poor from all groups, into the

mainstream of the middle <:1ass.]8

Economists and other labor experts
argue that education has played a vital role in making individuals more
productive workers and in increasing the total productivity of our

19 Studies commissioned by the federal government have

economic system.
long emphasized the 1inks between the lack of a decent education and
poverty. In order to reduce poverty, and to solve a host of other social
problems, it has been argued over the years that formal education must
be expanded.20

Two principle factors account for why education has, in the past,
and can, in the future, exercise a democratizing influence. First, it
is argued, the basis of the distribution process has become, over time,
increasingly based on universalistic criteria. People are rewarded
more on the basis of achieved rather than ascribed characteristics.ZI
A rigid class structure based on clear cut status distinctions has not
evolved in the United States for a number of reasons which are con-
sidered to be unique to American life. There is no feudal past or
formal aristocratic tradition. More than other nations the United States
has valued social mobility. An equalitarian ideology has been an inte-
gral part of the American world view. The rising standards of living
and a materialistic orientation have forestalled the establishment of
a formal class structure. The wide distribution of consumer goods serves
to blur class distinctions. It has even been argued that now "Conspic-
uous consumption under these conditions extends to the lower strata of
society."22

This does not mean that ascribed characteristics have no influence
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at all in determining where people are located in the stratification
system. But being born into the right family is no longer enough.
What a person accomplishes on the basis of a set of objective univer-
salistic criteria is more important than a person's family background.
As Blau and Duncan concluded,

. . .the American occupational structure is largely governed

by universalistic criteria of performance and achievement,

with the notable exception of race. The close relation-

ship between educational attainment and occupational achieve-

ment, with education being the most important determinant

of occupational status that could be discovered testifies

to this universalism.23

Formal education has emerged as the primary factor in determin-
ing an individual's location in the American occupational structure.
The expansion of educational opportunity coupled with an increasing
emphasis on universalistic criteria, particularly educational achieve-
ment, results in greater social mobility. Formal education, therefore,
exercises an important democratizing influence on American society.

The emphasis on achieved rather than ascribed characteristics
leads to a more fluid social structure. Not only does this benefit
those born into low status families, but it is functional for society
as a whole because it permits society to more fully exploit its human
potential. Rigid class distinctions which restrict mobility prevent
members of the lower classes from developing their abilities and from
contributing to society. But in the United States,

Universalistic principles have penetrated deep into the

fabric of modern society and given rise to high rates of

occupational mobility. The improvements in opportunities

for social mobility resulting from the wider application

of universalistic standards permit greater utilization
of society's human potential, and they have important

implications for the stability of demcracy.24
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It is acknowledged that the educational opportunities available
to a person are often dependent on that person's family background and
that social status is frequently transmitted by way of the educational
opportunities parents can provide their children. In general, however,
the conventional perspective maintains that as a result of the growing
predominance of achieved characteristics (particularly formal education)
over ascribed status in the distributive process, and the opening up of
educational opportunities for greater numbers of people from all seg-
ments of the population, the expansion of formal education has been
and will continue to be a democratizing influence. It is an influence
which benefits many individuals and it serves to strengthen the social
system as a whole.

The second reason why education is able to perform a democrati-
zing function lies in the human capital analysis of education and neo-
classical economic theory regarding the functioning of the labor market.25
Human capital theory asserts that people should be analyzed as a form of
capital. We invest money in capital for the purpose of realizing a
return or profit at some time in the future. Education is a form of
investment in people which yields a return for the individuals (the
private rate of return) in whom the investment is made and for society
as a whole (the social rate of return). It is assumed that personal
income is a function of the skills a person brings to the market. Since
education provides people with those skills, an increase in education
results in an increase in personal income as well as in the productivity
of people. If there is a shortage of skilled workers in a particular

area of the labor market, wages will rise to attract more workers. If
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there is a labor surplus, wages will decline. Eventually, an equili-
brium is reached where workers are paid a wage equivalent to their
marginal product, or the amount they add to the total economic output.

Increasing the educational level of low income workers will have
three beneficial effects. First, more education raises their level of
skill and, therefore, their income will rise. ,Second, the number of
low skilled workers declines so their wages will increase. Finally,
the supply of high skilled workers increases which lowers their wages.
The net result is that total output rises and the distribution of
income becomes more equal.26 The labor market, therefore, functions in
the same manner as markets for other goods and services. Open competi-
tion and the laws of supply and demand, it is argued, regulate the
allocation and cost of labor.

The argument that increasing formal education will increase the
wages of low income workers and will contribute to the productivity of
society in general is based on the statistical correlation between
education and income, and the inverse relationship between education

27

and unemployment. In Becker's words:

Probably the most impressive piece of evidence is that more
highly educated and skilled persons almost always tend to
earn more than others. . .inequality in the distribution

of earnings and income is generally positively related to
inequality in education and other training. . .unemploy-
ment tends to be strongly related, usually inversely, to
education.28

Because income is a function of the skills a person possesses and
because skill depends largely on education, former Secretary of Labor,
Willard Wirtz, concluded, "the difference in educational attainment is

a prime reason for the income differences."29
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The conventional perspective maintains that as the amount of know-
ledge increases and as the skills required in the occupational structure
become more complex, formal education becomes even more important in
determining one's position in the world of work and in society in general.
The next section will show how the democratizing and technical functions

of education are highly interrelated, according to this perspective.

Technical Demands and Education

The development of our modern industrialized society, particularly
in the last few decades, is characterized by an exponential increase in
knowledge and the application of that knowledge to the productive system.
As a result of the rapid increase in technological innovations ever
greater levels of skill are required in the occupational structure.

The proportion of unskilled jobs is decreasing while the proportion of
highly skilled positions is increasing. Jobs throughout the occupational
structure are constantly being upgraded in terms of the skills and abil-
ities needed to be able to perform the requisite tasks. As a result of
changes which had occurred since World War II the Senate Subcommittee

on Employment and Manpower (the Clark Subcommittee) concluded in 1963,

. . .that a complex revolution is underway in the kind of

labor force needed to man the American economy. Because

the terms of human labor are being so profoundly altered,

the subcommittee called it a 'Manpower Revolution.'30
One consequence of this "revolution" is that people must spend more
years in school in order to learn the necessary skills to keep our

modern industrialized society functioning properly.3]

The notion that the growth of knowledge and the increasing tech-

nical skill requirements of occupations requires greater amounts of
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formal education has long been firmly entrenched in conventional ana-

lysis of American society. In 1909 Cubberley wrote:

Along with these changes (industrialism) there has come

not only a tremendous increase in the quantity of knowledge,
but also a demand for a large increase in the amount of
knowledge necessary to enable one to meet the changed
conditions of modern life. The kind of knowledge needed,
too, has fundamentally changed. The ability to read and
write and cipher no longer distinguishes the educated from
the uneducated man. A man must have better, broader, and

a different kind of knowledge than did Bis parents if he

is to succeed under modern conditions.3

The National Education Association argued in 1910 that "Educa-
tional standards, applicable in an age of handicraft, presumably need
radical change in the present day of complex and highly specialized
industrial development."33

These concepts, and even the language used to express them are
strikingly similar to the arguments made in describing the post World
War II "Manpower Revolution." J. Herbert Holloman, then Assistant
Secretary for Science and Technology in the U.S. Department of Commerce

testified before the Clark Subcommittee that:

Because of the expanding influence of technology and its
greatly increased complexity, there is a need today not
only for more technical people but for better and more
advanced training. . . .Finally, technical competence in
management, entrepreneurship, and labor is becoming in-
creasingly crucial. Effective management in this age of
rapid technological change requires not only the traditional
business training in marketing, production, personnel, and
other socio-economic disciplines, but today it also requires,
more than ever, increased training and grounding in tech-
nical disciplines and the capacity, developed by education
and training, to adapt existing technical knowledge to the
needs of society. . . .And obviously as the tasks of labor
become more complex and sophgiticated. workers need to be
better trained and educated.
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In his testimony before that subcommitte, Charles C. Killingsworth,
professor of economics, labor and industrial relations, stated,

The most fundamental conclusion that emerges from my

analysis is that automation and the changing pattern

of consumer wants have greatly increased the importance

of investment in human beings as a factor in economic

growth. More investment in plant and equipment, with-

out very large increases in our investment of human beings,

seems certain to enlarge the surplus of underdeveloped

manpower and to create a shortage of the highly developed

manpower needed to design, install, and man modern pro-

duction facilities.35

In reporting its findings regarding the impact of technological
change, the Clark Subcommittee concluded,

Underlying and exceeding most of these other adjustment

problems spawned by technological change is the constant

elevation of skill and educational requirements necessary

for employment.36

Clark Kerr and his associates emphasized the demands which tech-
nological change has placed on formal education in terms of the logic
of industrial development. Industrialization results in the creation
of greater varieties of skills, greater specialization, and further
refinements in the division of labor. "The science and technology of
the industrial society is never static; it generates continual, rapid,
widespread changes in production methods and products, which in turn
create frequent changes in the skills, responsibilities and occupations
of the work force."37 As a result of such perpetual changes, "Indus-
trialization requires an educational system functionally related to the
skills and professions imperative to its technology.“38

The work of modern industrialized societies is conducted primarily

by organizations because, it is argued, they are the most rational and
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39 The most rational and efficient

efficient forms of social grouping.
form of organization is bureaucracy.40 In order to efficiently increase
production and to improve the quality of goods and services in such a
complex industrialized system, according to this perspective, work must
be structured bureaucratically. As Kerr and his associates stated:

The variety of skills, responsibi]ities..and working

conditions at the work place of enterprises requires an

ordering or a hierarchy. There are successive levels of

authority of managers and the managed, as well as con-

siderable specialization of function at each level of

the hierarchy of the work place.4l

Modern conditions require that organizations be governed by a
formal set of rules. Specific functional tasks are assigned to indi-
viduals on the basis of their particular positions in the organization.
Individuals obtain those positions on the basis of objective measures
of competency. Levels of authority are delineated to insure that each
function is properly carried out. The technical demands of industrial
society dictate the bureaucratic organization of work.

In order for a society to survive, a consensus must be achieved
regarding how its members interact and how that society is to perform
itS maintenance and production functions. The division of labor in
general and bureaucracy in particular perform a moral as well as a
technical function. As Durkheim maintained, the organic solidarity
which emerges from occupational differentiation would serve as the

42 The influence of Durkheim on con-

social cement of modern society.
temporary analysts is apparent in the following statement by Kerr and

his assocfates:
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The industrial society, as any established society,

develops a distinctive consensus which relates indi-

viduals and groups to each other and provides a common

body of ideas, beliefs, and value judgements integrated

into a whole. There must be a consensus to permit the

industrial society to function. Various forms of the

industrial society may create some distinctive features

of an ideology, but all industrial societies have common

values.

Rooted in the tradition of functionalist sociological theory, it
is argued that the bureaucratic organization of work has evolved to
meet the needs of a social system. Increasing knowledge, the demand
for greater efficiency and productivity, and the need for a moral or
ideological consensus among the members of that system dictate changes
in the occupational structure. In turn, the educational requirements
are necessarily upgraded.

The technical and democratizing functions of education are closely
interrelated in the conventional analysis, and they become even more
interrelated as knowledge continues to expand and the skill requirements
of jobs continue to increase. As formal education becomes a more
important factor in preparing people for the world of work, it becomes
more important as a democratizing force. If greater levels of skill
are required on the job and those skills are obtained in school, upward
social mobility depends more and more on a person's educational attain-
ment.

The expansion of formal education in the United States according
to this perspective has served to provide the nation with the skilled
manpower required to fuel a modern industrial society and to strengthen
the democratic way of life.

Throughout the history of the United States educational innovations
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such as the common school, the comprehensive high school, land grant
universities, junior colleges, etc., have all been justified and praised
because of the opportunities they opened up for people from all social
classes. Particularly because the level of skills required on the job
has steadily increased, the expansion of formal education has been

vital to the economic growth of the nation anq for strengthéning
American democracy. "The establishment of free schools for all the

children of all the people, 'it is argued,' forms one of the greatest

social reforms.“44

It is acknowledged that the influence of family background has

not been completely eliminated. As Howard S. Becker stated:

Where a society contains disadvantaged groups, education is
one of the possible means of mobility for them just as it
is one of the means by which members of the dominant group
maintain their status.4®

Bendix and Lipset recognized the importance of family background
in determining the kind of education and, ultimately, the kind of a

Jjob a person attains:

If an individual comes from a working-class family, he will
typically receive little education or vocational advice;
while he attends school his job plans for the future will
be vague and when he leaves school he is likely to take
the first available job which he can find. Thus, the
overty, lack of education, absence of personal ‘contacts,'
ack of planning, and failure to explore fully the avail-
able job opportunities that characterize the working-class
family are handed down from generation to generation. The
same culmination of factors, which in the working class
creates a series of mounting disadvantages, works to the
advantage of a child coming from a well-to-do family. The
social status of parents and the education of their children
is, therefore, closely related both to the nature of the
latter's girst jobs and to the pattern of their later
careers.?
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These facts, however, do not shake their faith in schooling. As
indicated earlier, to Bendix and Lipset schools still serve as a
"bulwark of equalitarianism.”

In recent years volumes of books and articles have been pub-
lished which document the relationship between family background and
educational attainment and the influence of family background on
income and occupation. Compared to middle-class whites, racial and
ethnic minorities, and poorand working-class whites have less money

47 and on their

spent on their elementary and secondary education
college education.48 They receive less encouragement and are not
expected to perform academically as well as middle-class whites by

49 50 51

their teachers, ~ parents,” and peers. They are less likely to

attend college and are less likely to graduate if they do attend than

52

middle-class whites of comparable ability. Those who earn a bachelor's

53

degree™" or a Ph.D.54 earn less than their white, middle-class counter-

parts.%®
For some reason schools seem to have been unable, in the last
few decades, to serve racial and ethnic minorities, and other poor
and working-class people, as well as they supposedly served earlier
generations of Americans. The school, however, is still regarded as
the key institution which can provide the opportunity for people to
"make 1t" in the mainstream of American society.56 If more time,
effort, and money is invested, it is argued, schools can still perform
their democrafizing role.
In her review of the literature in this area, Sarane S. Boocock
admitted that "the major determinants of school performance are fac-

tors external to the school. That is, things outside the school matter
more than the things inside in explaining what and how well children
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learn."57 But she does not give up her faith in schools,

Finally, to the pessimists who claim that the learning
system is beyond help, we can answer that neither inte-
gration nor compensatory education nor any of the other
major educational reforms proposed in the last few years
has been given a fair test--which means that we must
introduce such reforms in new ways and on scales that re-
flect accurately and in depth. We have not demonstrated
that the most intelligent ideas for change in the learning
system cannot succeed. Perhaps they can. Now would be

a good time to find out."58

Other observers, however, are not so confident. Spurred, in
part, by the same evidence which motivates some people to call for
more of the traditional solutions, a growing vanguard of critics have
re-examined the basic assumptions of this conventional perspective.
As a result, the thinking which has predominated both inside and out-
side of academia regarding the role of education in the United States
has been seriously challenged. This challenge is the subject of the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER IV
THE CHALLENGE FROM THE LEFT

The conventional analysis of education has been challenged from
a variety of directions. Spurred in part by recent research on the
inequalities of education, noted at the end of the previous chapter,
many critics argue that the effects of schooling have been precisely
the opposite of what the conventional analysis maintains. A general
consensus has emerged regarding the weaknesses of its basic assumptions
and conclusions, and an alternative explanation referred to in this
study as a class perspective, of the role of schooling and for the
expansion of schooling, has emerged. The central themes of this per-
spective are:

1. Rather than viewing Américan society as a social system
composed of functionally interrelated groups which work
together to expand the total "pie" for the benefit of society
in general, American society is considered to be comprised
of a set of conflicting forces which compete with each
other for their own share of a limited set of resources.

2. The dynamics of the class structure rather than the skills
and abilities (marginal productivity) of individuals, account
for the unequal distribution of income, wealth, and other
rewards offered in American society. Rather than functioning
as a democratizing force, school has served to legitimize
and stabilize that class structure and to perpetuate
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inequality from generation to generation.

Although schooling has contributed towards the development

of the technical skills required in a modermn industrialized

society, technical training has been a secondary concern
relative to the social needs of various interest groups
which have been met by an expanding educational apparatus:

a. Employers have been provided with a work force which has
inculcated values and attitudes that are supportive of
the prevailing social relations of production;

b. Various occupational groups have been able to limit
entry into their field, thus maintaining the market
value of their services and their privileged positions
in society.

Educational requirements of jobs and educational attainment

of workers have reinforced each other in an upward moving

direction, independently of any absolute level of technical
skills required on jobs or associated with a particular

amount of education. Society has defined education as a

"good thing" to have so people spend more time in school.

Employers respond by raising educational requirements because

they have a better educated work force to choose from and,

when given a choice, they prefer to hire those who are rela-
tively better educated. In turn, each generation of workers
gets more education in order to maintain or improve their
competitive position. The mutual reinforcement of these
trends results in a continual expansion in formal education

which has 1ittle to do with the actual changes in the skill
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requirements of the jobs.

5. The expansion of formal education and educational reform in
general are not likely to resolve social problems, such as
inequality and poverty, which many people have long believed
could be solved through education.

The consensus around these themes has emerged from three general
directions. The most fundamental challenge is the radical critique of
the conventional analysis of education and of American society in
general. A second challenge can be identified in the response to human
capital theory. A third challenge is the alternative education movement
consisting primarily of the free school and deschooling philosophies.
These three approaches are based on somewhat different assumptions and
they advocate widely divergent solutions to educational and social pro-
blems. But the thrust of these analyses regarding the role of education
in the United States and the factors which account for the expansion of
education constitute a distinct alternative to the conventional perspec-

tive.

The Radical Analysis of Education

The radical perspective grows out of the Marxist critique of
capitalism, particularly the Marxist theories of class, stratification,
and division of labor.! Marx argued that the general character of society;
the social, political, and spiritual processes, is determined primarily
by the mode of production of material 1ife, or the economic structure.

The stratification system of society is a function of the social rela-
tion of production, and an individual's position in society is determined

by his or her relationship to the means of production. According to Marx



p—— — ————— — e ————— —— —— — ——




57

such factors as education, politics, law, and religion all exercise
important influence on the shape of society. But they are super-
structural factors which serve primarily an ideological function of
legitimizing the basic foundation of society, that being the economic
structure.

Class conflict, according to Marx, has been the central dynamic
of all human societies. Under capitalism there are two principle
classes which relate to each other in a state of conflict and struggle;
the capitalists who own the means of production and the workers who
are forced to sell their labor power to the capitalists in order to
make a living.

The driving force of capitalism is the process of capital accumu-
lation. Capital is accumulated or profits are earned by capitalists
by expropriating the surplus value created by workers. The relation-
ship between capitalists and workers, therefore, is an exploitative one
in which the capitalist class benefits from the labor of the working
class. The primary interest of the capitalist is to increase the sur-
plus value created by workers in order to maximize the accumulation of
capital or to make the highest possible profits. The use value of the
product, the efficiency with which it can be produced, and the condi-
tions workers must endure in the production process are irrelevant,
except to the extent that these factors can be manipulated to increase

the surplus value accruing to the capitalist.

The Evolution of Work and the Consequences of Education
The radical analysis of education acknowledges that formal educa-

tion has played a vital role in the development of capitalism, but in a
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far different manner than the conventional analysis maintains. The
main function of education has been to legitimize, in the minds of the
workers, the social relations of production and the class system in
general. It has done so primarily by inculcating workers with the
appropriate personality and attitudinal characteristics, that enable
the capitalist class to maintain control of the work process and the
surplus generated by that process. Social control has been the primary
function performed by schooling and the expansion of education has
evolved in response to the growing need on the part of capitalist for
more refined methods of social control in order to maintain the system.
Essentially, this has meant reconciling more and more workers to a
work setting increasingly characterized by a wage labor system imbedded
within a hierarchical division of labor.Z

Thé division of labor, the bureaucratié organization of work, and
virtually all other characteristics of the production process have
evolved, it is argued, in response to the capitalists' need for main-
taining control of that process in order to maximize the accumulation
of capital, not because of any technical superiority associated with
these structural changes.3 Throughout the period of capitalist develop-
ment it is acknowledged that many new tasks have been added to the pro-
duction process. Some of these tasks require highly skilled people to
perform them. But, in general, the drive for capital accumulation has
resulted in the breaking down of complex tasks into relatively more
simple manual operations. In Marx's words:

By decomposition of handicrafts, by specialization of the

instruments of labour, by the formation of detail labourers,

and by grouping and combining the latter into a single
mechanism, division of labour in manufacture creates a
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qualitative gradation, and a quantitative proportion in

the social process of production; it consequently creates

a definite organization of the labour of society, and
thereby develops at the same time new productive forces

in society. In its specific capitalist form--and under the
given conditions, it could take no other form than a
capitalistic one--manufacture is but a particular method
of begetting relative surplus-value, or of augmenting at
the expense of the labourer the self-expansion of capital--
usually called social wealth. . . .It increases the social
productive power of labour, not only for the benefit of

the capitalist instead of for that of the labourer, but

it does this by crippling the individual labourers. It
creates new conditions for the lordship of capital over
labour. If, therefore, on the one hand, it presents

itself historically as a progress and as a necessary phase
in the economic development of society, on the other hand,
it is a refined and civilized method of exploitation.4

The decomposition of tasks coupled with the bureaucratic organi-
zation of work removes knowledge and control of the productive process
from those actually involved in production; and places that knowledge
and control in the hands of those at the top of the pyramid, the
capitalists. Stephen Marglin summarized the function of these two changes
in the organization of work in the following words:

Rather than providing more output for the same inputs,

these innovations in work organization were introduced

so that the capitalist got himself a larger share of the

pie at the expense of the worker, and it is only the sub-

sequent growth in the size of the pie that has obscured

the class interest which was at the root of these innova-

tions. The social function of hierarchical work organi-

zation is not technical efficiency, but accumulation.5

The implementation of modern machinery represents one change in
the productive process which has evolved, ostensibly, for the purposes
of expanding production, improving the efficiency of production and
increasing the total wealth of society in general. But there are

important social implications involved in the use of modern machinery
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according to the radical interpretation. As Braverman argued:

Machinery comes into the world not as the servant of
'humanity,' but as the instrument of those to whom the
accumulation of capital gives the ownership of the ma-
chines. The capacity of humans to control the labor
process through machinery is seized upon by management
from the beginning of capitalism as the prime means
whereby production may be controlled not by the direct
producer but by the owners and representatives of capital.
Thus, in addition to its technical function of increasing
the productivity of labor--which would be a mark of
machinery under any social system--machinery also has in
the capitalist system the function of divesting the mass
of workers of their cgntro] over their own labor [Emphasis
included in original]

The radical challenge maintains that conventional theory ignores
important social dimensions of work, particularly the primacy of capital
accumulation and the exploitative relationships which result from that
driving force, while accepting the technological justification for
changes in the work process along with the notion that all groups of
people benefit from those changes. Rather than viewing capitalism as
one unique form of a modern industrialized society, conventional analysis
draws conclusions about industrialism in general from its observations
of capitalist societies. By failing to take into consideration the
social dimensions of work which are inherent in a capitalist society
but not in all industrial societies, the conventional analysis misses
the most salient defining characteristics of American 1ife.

while a variety of social control mechanisms have been established
within the work process itself, the socialization process starts long
before people enter the world of work. Schools, in particular, con-
stitute one institution which prepares people early in their lives for

their eventual role in the production process. The expansion of formal
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education, it is argued, has been motivated not just by technical con-
siderations but also by changes in the noncognitive characteristics
required on the job. The increasing bureaucratization of work requires
a labor force which accepts the social relations of production inherent
in that kind of organization and education has helped fill that need.7
The radical critique also challenges the notion that-the increasing
importance of education in determining where one is located in the occu-
pational structure is evidence of a shift in the distributive process
from ascribed to achieved characteristics. Education, achievement tests,
and other so-called objective indicators of ability, it is aruged, are
clearly biased along class lines. By distributing privilege on such
criteria, class position is transmitted from generation to generation
in a way that is perceived as an open, fair, and objective method of
allocating the available rewards. As a result, individuals willingly
accept their share of the rewards and they view the functioning of the

overall system as basically 1egitimate.8

Edﬁcation and the Rationalization of the Economy

Radical theory has stimulated much of the recent revisionist
history of the United States. Guided by this perspective, the relation-
ship between economic developments and education, and the influence of
business on education have been re-examined. This section will summarize
the historical analysis of the influence of business on education from
the radical perspective.

The Progressive Era (dating approximately from the turn of the
century up to World War I) is considered to be a particularly crucial
period for the development of the American economic structure and for

education, according to the revisionist perspective. Traditionally,
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the Progressive Era is viewed as an age of reform in which government
stepped in to regulate big business in the interests of smaller busi-
nesses, consumers, and society in general. Monopolies were broken up,
regulatory agencies were established, and through the combined efforts
of labor unions and government, workers were able to obtain better
working conditions and to wrest a variety of fringe benefits from a
begrudging management. Progressive education was a movement aimed at
humanizing education and social reformers 1ike Upton Sinclair and Jane
Addams drew the nation's attention to and generated reforms in problem
areas ranging from alcoholism to corruption in the meat packing
industry.9
Revisionist historians argue, however, that the most fundamental
change of that era was not social reform, but the emergence of a new
relationship between big business and government whereby private indus-
try used political outlets to create a stable predictable and secure
economic environment in which réasonable profits could be generated over
a long period of time. Big bustness wanted to rationalize what had
become a chaotic economic and social environment, and to secure its
power in that envi\v'onment:.]0
During the latter part of the 1800s unbridlied competition and the
spirit of laissez-faire capitalism ruined several individual businesses
and threatened the entire corporate structure. By working together with
government in a re]ationshib defined by Kolko as political capitalism,

business was able "to attain rationalization in the ecoromy." According

to Kolko:
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Progressivism was not the triumph of small business over
the big trusts, as has often been suggested, but the
victory of big business in achieving the rationalization
of the e$?nomy that only the federal government could
provide.

Events of the Progressive Era represented a significant shift in
the outlook of big business, but not in the basic power relations in
American society. The concepts of unrestricted competition, survival of
the fittest, and laissez-faire capitalism were replaced by the ideal of
a planned, socially responsible corporate order in which the interests
of all groups of people had to be taken into consideration. Recogni-
zing that open competition resulted in chaos and that socialism was
attracting wider support among workers, many social reforms were en-
acted. Contrary to conventional history, however, the revisionist
perspective maintains that these reforms were designed and initiated by
class conscious businessmen who were acting in their own self-interests.

As Weinstein stated:

The Progressive Era--the years from 1900 to 1920--was a
period of social turmoil and intense competition among
different social groupings and classes for political power
and influence in the United States. By 1918 the leaders
of the large corporations and banks emerged secure in their
loose hegemony over the political structure. They did

so by accepting, and unobtrusively leading, a new politics
which we will call corporate liberalism. . . .Underlying
all, or most, of the new politics of these years was an
awareness on the part of the more sophisticated business
and political leaders that the social order could be
stabilized only if it moved in the direction of general
social concern and social responsibility. Dissatisfaction
with the increasing polarization of American society and
with the apparent decline in influence of some social
classes created a climate for change. In that climate
many movements grew. The one that was truly coqgervative
triumphed; it did so in the name of liberalism.
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Many of the reform measures which were enacted, according to the
revisionists, were aimed at quelling discontent among workers. Profit
sharing plans, workmen's compensation, pensions, improved working con-
ditions, were all attempts on the part of business to reconcile workers
to the prevailing corporate structure. Formal education was designed
to accomplish basically the same objective, according to this inter-
pretation.

A stable economy requires a stable work force. Revisionists

who have turned their attention to education]3

argue that the main
function of schooling throughout American history has been one of legi-
timation. In general, this has meant preparing people to accept their
position in the class structure of society, a position generally commen-
surate with the socio-economic background of their parents. More spec-
ifically, this has meant socializing workers to accept their role

within the social relations of production and the validity of that mode
of production along with the distribution of rewards which has resulted
from it.

The structure of schooling and the expansion of formal education
are intricately relafed to the legitimization function education has
been assigned, according to this perspective. The common school move-
ment and the subsequent growth of mass public schooling were not motivated
by egalitarian concerns. Rather, as Greer stated,

The school's continuity with the past was to be found in

the fact that it reflected and reinforced what had been

from the beginning the restrictive class nature of society.

It supported class distinctions and wa? expected to socialize
children for their place in the world.l4
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Bowles and Gintis argued that the expansion of public schooling in the
United States resulted not from rising cognitive skill requirements but
"by the critical need for a burgeoning capitalist order for a stable
work force and citizenry reconciled, if not inured, to the wage labor

system.“]5

The recent growth of junior colleges is traditionally viewed
as an attempt to open up opportunities in higher education for groups
of people who otherwise would not have such opportunities. According
to the revisionist perspective, however, the increase in junior colleges
constitutes a further refinement in the stratification of education.
Their primary purpose is to "cool out" lesser talented students, which
generally means students from lower socio-economic backgrounds, from
higher education by re-orienting them or rechannelling their aspirations
and expectations more in line with their supposedly limited abi]it:ies.]6
The expansion of formal education in general was motivated by a concern
for legitimization, not democratization or technical training, according
to this perspective.

The structure of schooling is also a function of the concern for
legitimization according to the revisionist viewpoint. Innovations such
as guidance counseling, tracking, vocational education, and even extra-

7 4

curricular activities were all designed, according to Spring,
socialize individuals into accepting their designated roles and to
view their own well being in terms of how much they could contribute,
in their capacity, to strengthen the prevailing corporate order. The
most important structural characteristic of schooling, which clearly
reveals the strong relationship between the structure and function of
education, is the bureaucratic organization of the schooling process.

As Katz argued:
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The purpose has been, basically, the inculcation of atti-
tudes that reflect dominant social and industrial values;
the structure has been bureaucracy. The result has been
school systems that treat children as units to be processed
into particular shapes and dropped into slots roughly con-
gruent with the status of their parents. There is a func-
tional relationship between the way in which schools are
organized and what they are supposed to do. That relation-
ship was there a century ago, and it exists today. This

is why the issues of social class and bureaucracy are.
central to understanding the public school.18 ‘

As indicated in the previous section, the radical critique main-
tains that the bureaucratic organization of work serves important social
control functions. Since the primary function of education is to pre-
pare people for the world of work, it is not coincidental that schools
should be similarly organized. As Bowles and Gintis argued:

Order, docility, discipline, sobriety, and humility,--

attributes required by the new social relations of pro-

duction--were admitted Sy all concerned as the social

benefits of schooling.!

By replicating the social relations of production with the class-
room, schools were structured in such a way that those required attri-

butes would be developed.

The school is a bureaucratic order with hierarchical authority,
rule orientation, stratification by ‘ability' (tracking) as
well as by age (grades), role differentiation by sex (physical
education, home economics, shop) and a system of external
incentives (marks, promise of promotion, and threat of failure)
much like pay and status in the sphere of work. Thus schools
are likely to develop in students traits corresponding to

those required on the job.20

It is argued that the development of education has long been molded
by businessmen and business ideology. However, it was during the Pro-

gressive Era when this relationship fully developed, and it has continued
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to manifest itself up to the present day.2]

Representatives of the cor-
porate elite have dominated school boards and college boards of trustees.
Educational administration has been shaped by the "efficiency expert"
and "scientific management" mentality. Corporate elites have bought and
sold education officials and have made hugh profits through both legal

22 14 4 pointed out

and illegal business dealings with school systems.
that many educators have willingly accepted business perspective in

terms of the way schools are run and in terms of who they are run for.
Through a variety of direct and indirect means it is argued that educa-
tional institutions have been manipulated by and for the corporate
structure of American capitalism.

The Radical or revisionist interpretation of education maintains
that education has developed primarily for the purpose of maintaining
the power relations which have characterized the United States through-
out its history. By World War I the power was firmly established in
the hands of the corporate elites and education has functioned to keep
it there. No meaningful social reform will result until the basic
institutions and power relationships inherent in capitalism arealtered.
The essence of the radical critic was summed up by Bowles when he argued:

(1) that schools have evolved in the U.S. not as part of a

pursuit of equality, but rather to meet the needs of capi-

talist employers for a diciplined and skilled labor force,
and to provide a mechanism for social control in the
interests of political stability; (2) that as the economic
importance of skilled and well educated labor has grown,
inequalities in the school system have become increasingly
important in reproducing the class structure from one gen-
eration to the next; (3) that the U.S. school system is
pervaded by class inequalities, which have shown little
sign of diminishing over the last half century; and (4) that
the evidently unequal control over school boards and other
decision-making bodies in education does not provide a
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sufficient explanation of the’ persistence and pervasive-
ness of inequalities in the school system. Although the
unequal distribution of political power serves to maintain
inequalities in education, their origins are to be found
outside the political sphere, in the class structure
itself and in the class subcultures typical of capitalist
societies. Thus unequal education has its roots in the
very class structure which it serves to legitimize and
reproduce. Inequalities in education are a part of the
web of capitalist society, and 1ikely to persist as long
as capitalism survives.23 '

Human Capital Theory Reconsidered

As indicated in the previous chapter, human capital theory, an
extension of neo-classical or conventional economics, assumes that the
labor market operates according to the competition model. That is,
individuals compete with each other in a free market governed basfcal]y
by the law of supply and demand. It asserts that wages are determined
by the marginal productivity of workers and that marginal productivity
is largely a function of those attributes learned in school. It follows
logically, therefore, that increasing the education of low income
workers will increase their income, reduce the inequality in the distri-
bution of income, and will increase the total wealth produced, thus
reducing poverty. Many critics maintain, however, that the labor market
(or markets) does not fit the competition model and, therefore, that
human capital theory does not adequately explain the relationship between
education and income. Several alternatives to the competition model
have been offered to describe how the labor market determines the

allocation and cost of labor, and the distribution of income.

The Labor Queue
One alternative to the competition model and human capital analysis

is the theory of the labor queue.24 According to this perspective the
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precise skills required on most jobs are learned on the job, so employers
seek out those employees who will be the least expensive to train. Since
those skills are not readily identifiable employers use educational
credentials and other background characteristics as rough indicators to
sort out potential employees. Workers are ranked in a labor queue from
the best potential worker to the worst. Those who are ranked at the

top will obtain the more desirable (better paid) jobs. Rather than
matching workers and jobs on the basis of specific ski]is possessed by
workers with those required on the job, job opportunities are allocated
to workers on the basis of workers' rankings in the labor queue. The
distribution of income, according to this modei. is a function of the
distribution of job opportunities, not the marginal productivity of
workers.

As a result of jobs and income being distributed in this manner,
educational requirements are often increased independently of any change
in the skills required on the job. Individuals are often hired with
educational backgrounds which surpass what was formerly considered
adequate for the job. Those who are ranked lower on the labor queue,
and who qualified for the job in the past, are pushed further down the
line and are forced to seek less desirable jobs. Individuals respond
to this situation by obtaining more credentials in order to enhance or
~maintain their competitive position in the job market. Since income is
a function of job opportunities rather than marginal productivities,
providing more education for lower income people will not alter the
differential level of wages paid to workers. It may alter their rela-
tive positions in the labor queue, and equalizing education may result

in refining the criteria used to allocate workers among the available
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job opportunities, but equalizing the income distribution requires a
direct alteration of the differential wages allocated among jobs and

the workers who fill them.

The Dual Labor Market
The occupational structure has been analyzed within the framework

of a dual labor market.25

As in the labor queue theory, emphasis is
placed on the structure of the economic system, rather than on the speci-
fic qualifications of individuals, in explaining the distribution of
income and the perpetuation of poverty. According to this theory, jobs
in the primary sector generally have the following characteristics:
high wages, good working conditions, employment stability, job security,
opportunities for promotion, and due process in the administration of
work rules. Jobs in the secondary sector are generally less attractive
and, relative to the primary sector, can be described by the following
traits: 1low wages, poor working conditions, unstable employment, little
opportunity for advancement, and arbitrary administration of work rules.
A close association develops between the nature of the jobs and
the personalities of the workers as a result of the workers' experiences
in the primary or secondary sector. For example, because work is more
stable and offers greater opportunities in the primary sector, these
employees are more likely to take an active interest in their jobs.
They are prompt, reliable workers who identify their personal interests
with the success of their employer, or at least with their own success
on their particular jobs. But in the secondary sector, work is unstable

and does not offer much opportunity. Workers are less likely to identify

with the job or to take more than a passive interest in it because of
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the temporary, unsatifactory, dead-end nature of the work. Employers,
in turn, expect these workers to be less punctual in getting to work and
more erratic in their general behavior, thus reinforcing the personality
associated with secondary sector workers.

There are a number of structural factors in the economic system
which interact to create the dual labor market and which account for
the different levels of wages paid to workers.26 Primary sector jobs
tend to be located in capital intensive, highly concentrated oligopolis-
tic or monopolistic industries. As a result of their greater produc-
tivity and the control they exercise over the market for their goods,
these industries are less susceptible to pressures of the competitive
market. They can afford to pay higher wages and to pass that cost
along to consumers in the way of higher prices. Such industries are
able to accumulate political as well as economic power which further
strengthens their position. Labor unions can exert more influence and
obtain higher wages, better working conditions, etc. because of the
overall strength of the industry or firm. The same factors also inter-
act to depress wages in the secondary sector. These jobs are located
predominantly in competitive, labor intensive industries which are
forced to keep prices, and therefore wages, down. Such industries have
little political influence. Unions which are organized have little
bargaining power because of the competitive nature of the industry or
firm.

According to the dual labor market theory, therefore, a number of
structural factors are operating to depress the wages of many workers,

a disproportionate number of whom are women and racial and ethnic

minorities. The skills or potential abilities of these workers is a
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secondary rather than a determining factor in accounting for their low
earnings. The central implication of the dual labor market is that to
effectively deal with the problems of inequality and poverty, policy
should be focused on the structural factors which generate that market
rather than on education, training, counseling, or other methods of

-

upgrading the skills of individual workers.

Internal Labor Markets

Another alternative to conventional economic theory of the pricing
and allocation of labor is the concept of internal labor markets.27
According to this perspective, wages are based on a set of administrative
rules and procedures established within firms rather than by a competi-
tive process through which'employees are hired, paid, promoted, released,
etc. on the basis of their marginal productivity. While employers and
employees alike are motivated by a desire to maximize their earnings,
such maximization is accomplished basically by stabilizing the employ-
ment situation as a whole rather than by setting wages at a level com-
parable to the marginal productivity of individual workers.

Rules and procedures are established within firms to govern the
wage scale, promotion lines, retirment benefits, etc. for the benefit
of employers and employees. Seniority is perhaps the best known charac-
teristic of the internal labor market. While entry level positions are
generally low paid (below what a worker might expect to get on the basis
of his or her ability and experience) the promise of job security and
future rewards make the initial sacrifice worthwhile. Because entry

level jobs are relatively low paying positions, an employee is likely

to stay with a given employer to obtain the benefits which become available.
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Employers benefit by maintaining a stable work force. The expenses of
high turnover; recruitment, screening, testing, and training are kept
at a minimum. The external market is influenced by competitive
factors associated with conventional economic theory and certain re-
straints are placed on the internal labor market. But approximately
80 percent of the employed labor force work in internal labor markets.28
Therefore, it is argued that the pricing and allocation of labor is
determined more by the structure of the internal labor market than

by the external factors.

Three factors account for the origin of internal labor markets.
First, skills required on the job are often unique to a specific firm.
Therefore, as in the labor queue theory, employees are hired according
to their trainability, since it is difficult to predict performance on
a job employees have never had. Again, general background character-
istics, such as formal education, are used to sort prospective employees
in terms of their ability to learn the skills required on the job. As
a result, a second factor comes into play. These skills are generally
learned informally on the job, primarily from other more experienced
workers. Since the specific skills required on the job are learned from
others who have held those jobs, a stable work force results in lower
training costs. The third factor is custom. After a period of time
workers become accustomed to_operating in a set pattern. Norms are
established regarding the methods of recruitmen; of new employees, the
distribution of wages, criteria for promotion, and other privileges of
employment. While these customs may have originated in response to

economical factors, they often persist beyond the time period in which

they could be justified on economic grounds alone. Such customs which
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may have been informally practiced at one time become institutionalized
on a formal basis and are frequently written into union contracts. As a
result of both technical needs and traditional attitudes, therefore,
internal labor markets arise and are perpetuated in response to the
security needs of employees, the desire for stability on the part of
employers, and the material benefit of both.

Internal labor markets are established precisely for the purpose
of providing benefits to those on the inside which are not available
to others on the outside. In order to obtain the benefits of an inter-
nal labor market of course, one has to get into the firm. Knowlege
of and access to openings in addition to many other structural charac-
teristics of the internal labor market are governed by informal rules
and methods, which frequently are treated as formal agreements and
often become formal policies. As a result of such informalities, the
use of general screening devices for the purpose of ranking potential
employees, 1ike formal education, and other characteristics of internal
labor markets, minorities, women, and poor whites are frequently rele-
gated to a low income status, once again, more because of the way the
economy is structured and the way it functions than because of differ-

ences in individual capabilities.

Credentialism and the Expansion of Formal Education

Several other critics have argued that formal education has become
a tool for screening out and selecting employees for reasons which have
little or nothing to do with the capabi]ities associated with a given
level of educational attainment, the ski]]s required on the job, or

abilities of individuals who have completed a given number of years of
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29 Many individuals who have the requisite skills are locked

schooling.
out of jobs because they lack the necessary credentials.

A variety of factors account for this growing phenomenon of cre-
dentialism. The supply of workers at a given level of educational
attainment often determines what the requirements will be. If the
supply of labor is tight in a particular area, standards will be lowered.
But since people are staying in school longer, the general tendency
has been in the opposite direction. Employers can often afford to raise
their educational requirements and still have a large pool of talent

from which to choose.30

In fact, as more and more better educated (highly
schooled) workers enter the labor force, employers often respond by
raising their educational requirements to reduce the number of candi-
dates they must consider in order to minimize the expense of selecting
and recruiting new employees. In some cases, however, employees with
lower levels of educational attainment have turned out to be the most
productive and, without rea]iziﬁg it, employers have done a disservice
to themselves by increasing their requirements.3]
As indicated earlier in this section, it is argued that require-
ments are frequently raised because the precise skills required on the
job are not easily identified and over time they will often change.
Employees are hired, therefore, because of their ability to learn new
tasks. Also employees are often hired at an entry level position with
the intention of eventually promoting them. Employers argue their
requirements are set according to the jobs these employees will have

in the future, not just for the positions they will assume immediately.32

Some companies will raise their requirements purely for the prestige

they believe a highly educated work force will give them.
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Most of the factors cited above which account, at least in part,
for the increase in educational requirements can perhaps be indirectly
related to some attributes required on the job. However, it is argued
that in some instances requirements have been raised solely for reasons
which have virtually nothing to do with ability to perform on the job.
Many professional organizations, labor unions, and other o§§anized groups
establish minimum requirements for the purpose of restricting the supply
of 'qualified" workers in a particular field. By raising educational
requirements, various occupational and status groups have monopolized
jobs by imposing their cultural standards on the selection process.

The effect is to create an artificial scarcity of qualified (credentialed)
workers, thereby maintaining or increasing the wages those on the in-
side can command.3

As a result of these various uses of educational credentials
people spend more years in school. In turn, requirements are raised.
Requirements and attainment reinforce each other upward for reasons
which have little, if anything, to do with the skills required on the
job.34 A mjor consequence of credentialism is to turn forma] educa-
tion into an institution which restricts upward mobility and contributes

h.35 One study estimated

to the unequal distribution of income and wealt
that up to half of the net earning differentials are due to the use of
education as a screening device which denies people positions for which

d.36 Various interest groups use educa-

they are otherwise qualifie
tional requirements to protect their standing within the class structure
by denying entry to individuals because they lack proper certification
rather than because of the skills and potential abilities they may or

may not possess.
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The labor market, it is argued, does not function according to
the model offered by conventional economic theory. Since human capital
theory is rooted in the conventional paradigm, it misconstrues the role
of education in determining income and occupation. As the radical
critique maintains, this challenge to the conventional analysis of
education asserts that the expansion of formal education héé'not been
motivated by changes in the skill requirements of jobs or by a concern
for democratization. A variety of structural characteristics of the
labor market in particular and the class structure in general, account
for the expansion of formal education and for the inequalities which
persist in our society. Individual characteristics are of secondary

importance compared to these structural factors. As Bluestone argued:

The inadequate incomes of most of the working poor are not of
their own making. If we are to blame them for anything it
must be for not having the good fortune to complete an
education topped off by a college degree. Rather we must
blame the economic system which in too many instances pro-
vides less than an adequate job for those of adequate
talents. In dealing with the working poor it is not
enough to deal with problems of individuals--too little
schooling, not enough training, inadequate housing and
filthy neighborhoods, no hope, and no potential power. We
must also find solutions to an economic system which con-
tinues to propel a pgverty-wage sector right into the
decade of the '70's.37

The Alternative Education Movement

During the past ten or fifteen years various alternatives to
38

4]

traditional schooling have been proposed. Free schools,”” community

39 40

control of schools,”” open classrooms, =~ voucher systems,  and descho-

a2 are some of the basic theoretical and ideological components

oling
of what has come to be known as the alternative education movement.

Some of these proposals represent totally new conceptions of what
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education should be, how society should be structured, and how we can
achieve that society. Others are reformulations of old ideas which

have been perhaps slightly altered to suit modern conditions. Some of
the proposals have remained simply as ideas in people's minds. Others
have been experimented with in actual practice and some have been 1ncor-
porated into traditional school settings. Although therehére important
differences among the various dimensions of the altermative school
movement, the similarities among them, particularly in terms of their
analyses of conventional schooling, constitute a fairly consistent view
of how education has functioned in the past and the direction we should
move in order to reform education and society in general.

The alternative education movement was stimulated by the perceived
failure of schools to perform their basic function of teaching. The
racism which was rampant in the school system of many major cities,
the inability of schooling to provide upward mobility for the poor in
general, and their failure to provide a decent, humane education for
all groups of people led to demands for radical changes in education.3
Schooling came to be viewed as an oppressive institution which did
little more than process people for slots in an economic machine whose
chief values are conformity and the production and consumption of
material goods. In order to make education a true learning experience
whereby individuals can cultivate their abilities and interests, develop
the capacity to think critically about the world, and pursue and benefit
from their natural desires and abilities to learn, it is argued that
the control of education must be decentralized.

Perhaps the most influential dimension of alternative education

has been the free school moyement. Many free schools have been started
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within the past decade and the free school philosophy embodies most of
the central elements of the rationale behind each dimension of alterna-

tive education, again, acknowledging some important distinctions.

Free Schools

Although there are many different kinds of schools which bill
themselves as free schools, most of them can be distinguished from
traditional schools in the following ways. Free schools allow the
individual student to determine his or her own education with the
guidance of the adults associated with the school. They frequently have
no attendance requirements, grades, tests, or other administrative pro-
cedures, characteristic of most traditional schools. The free school
rhetoric emphasizes the right of each individual to do "his or her own
thing" and it advocates more democratic control of the school, although
in actual practice there is often a significant degree of conformity
among students, and teachers often exercise greater authority, albeit
in a more subtle way. Compared with students in most traditional
schools, however, free school students do have more freedom to do what
they want to do when they want to do it.

According to the free school advocates, people are inherently
curious beings who, if left to their own devices, will seek out educa-
tion and will develop into knowledgeable, productive citizens. A. §.
Neill, the founder of perhaps the most famous free school, Summerhill,
stated:

My view is that a child is innately wise and realistic.

If left to himself without adult suggestion of any king4
he will develop as far as he is capable of developing.
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The free school philosophy is rooted largely in the educational

45 who emphasized the supremacy of individual

philosophy of Rousseau
rights over the needs of society. For Rousseau, and for many of the
free school advocates of the 1960s and 1970s, society and its institu-
tions serve to corrupt individuals. Educational institutions are no
exception. A proper education, therefore, is one in which the indi-
vidual is allowed to decide for himself or herself the kinds of acti-
vities which will be pursued, independently of any institutional
constraints. George Dennison argued that we should:’

. . .show some little faith in the life principles which

have in fact structured all the well-structured elements

of our existence, such principles as our inherent socia-

bility, our inherent rationality, our inherent freedom

of thought, our inherent curiosity, and our inherent

(while vigor lasts) appetite for more.46
Dennison pointed to the negative effects of institutions, particularly
in the field of education, as a primary reason for relying on the
inherent qualities of man:

The issue is precisely that of the effect of the insti-

tution upon the individual. The institution, the educa-

tional system in all branches, is currupting to the

individual, and though the corruption may in many cases

take the form of considerable expertise, the fact remains

that competence is destroyed.47

The corruption of schooling is manifested in several ways. First,
it destroys the desire and ability to learn. Schools, it is argued, are
deadening, bureaucratic, authoritarian institutions which stifle crea-
tivity, encourage conformity, and instill boredom and fear among the

client population. At best school is a chore children must endure. At
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worst it is a threatening situation feared by many students. Fear of
failure leads students to develop defensive strategies in order to
survive in school. They give answers they know the teachers are looking
for. Pleasing others, in order to avoid failure, is what school is

all about for many students. In John Holt's words:

We adults destroy most of the intellectual and creative

capacity of children by the things we do to them or make

them do. We destroy this capacity above all by making

them afraid, afraid of not doing what other people want,

of not pleasing, of making mistakes, of failing, of being

wrong. Thus we make them afraid to gamble, afraid to 48

experiment, afraid to try the difficult and the unknown.

A second corruptive characteristic of schooling is its social
engineering function. It is argued that if education means the acquisi-
tion of skills, developing one's intellecutal capacities, pursuing
one's interests and abilities, or following a natural curiosity to learn
about the world one lives in, then schooling is a noneducational or mis-
educational experience. What is learned in school is acceptance of
what Goodman defined as a uniform world view.49 Or, as Friedenberg
argued, all people are molded to fit into a middle-class way of ]ife.so
More specifically, the operation of schooling is dictated by the needs
of a particular kind of economic system which needs workers to perform
its banal tasks and consumers to purchase its products, in order to
keep the system functioning. People are conditioned to aspire to ever
greater levels of consumption of material goods. Cultural or social
needs, or anything which interferes with the profitable functioning of
that economic system are secondary considerations, if they are considered

at all.

Attitudes and values, therefore, rather than specific skills or
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the ability to think critically, are the principle attributes learned in

school. Friedenberg argued that:

. .what youngsters learn in their public school careers
does fit them to take part in the economy on the economy's
terms, which for most of them, are the only terms on which
they can survive at all. This learning, however, does not
consist primarily in a set of marketable skills, but_of
attitudes toward the self as it relates to other people
agd]tos%he student's potential economic function as an
adult.

As diplomas become pre-requisites for jobs, Goodman argued, the corre-
lation between schooling and employment becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Since there are not enough jobs available for all who want to work,
diplomas are used as a mechanism for selecting workers, independently
of the skills possessed by workers. The expansion of formal education
is motivated less by the need or desire for more education and more by
the fact that the unemployed simply must be kept off the streets.52
A third, but closely related, corruptive aspect of schooling is its
role‘in perpetuating inequality and denying opportunity to minorities
and the poor. In Goodman's words, "the usual propaganda--that schooling
is a road to high salaries--is for most poor youth a 11e.“53 Some
people, of course, do achieve upward social mobility through schooling,
but this does not alter the class structure of society or the role of
schooling in bolstering that structure. According to Friedenberg:
The school endorses and supports the values and patterns of
behavior of certain segments of the population, providing

their members with the credentials and shibboleths needed
for the next stages of their journey, while instilling in
others a sense of inferiortiy and warning the rest of
society against them as troublesome and untrustworthy. In
this way, the school contributes simultaneously to social
mobility and social stratification. It helps to see to it
that the kinds of people who get ahead are those who will
support the social system it represents.54
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For Goodman, Friedenberg, and others within the alternative educa-
tion movement, the solution to our educational and social problems is
to provide people with a variety of ways of growing up and becoming
educated. While schooling, as we know it, can perform some useful
educational functions, it represents only one kind of learning experi-
ence; one which should not be compulsory for all groups of people for
any extended period of time. Free schools and other alternative educa-
tional environments, provide settings in which individuals and specific
community groups can develop educational programs to meet their parti-
cular needs rather than those of major corporations.

According to some observers, however, free schools, voucher
systems, open classrooms and many of the other innovations associated
with alternative education still place unjustifiable restrictions on
people. These critics maintain that what is required is the disestab-

lishment of schooling altogether.

Deschooling

The deschooling proposal maintains that the first step towards
meaningful educational reform and towards the creation of a truly demo-
cratic society is the elimination of schools. According to its principal
advocates, Ivan I1lich and Everett Reimer, individuals are becoming
increasingly controlled by large institutions which indoctrinate people
with the need to continuously consume the goods and services offered by
those manipulative institutions. We have become passive consumers rather
than self-reliant, self-determining actors. It is through the schooling
process that people learn to accept this consumption orientation and the

legitimacy of institutional definitions of reaIityf I1ich argued:
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School. . .is the major component of the system of consumer
production which is becoming more complex and specialized
and bureaucratized. Schooling is necessary to produce

the habits and expectations of the managed consumer
society. Inevitably it produces institutional dependence
and ranking in spite of any effort by the teacher to the

contrary.5

Allowing students to choose the school they attend or to exercise
greater freedom within the classroom is no solution, according to this
perspective. It is the school process itself, or what I11ich and Reimer
refer to as the hidden curriculum, which must be eliminated. Schooling
teaches people to view education as a product to be consumed. After an
individual has accumulated enough courses, credits, diplomas, etc. then
that person is considered to be educated. Schooling, therefore, is the
first step in conditioning people into becoming passive consumers, sub-
ject to the control of all sorts of other manipulative, but seemingly
benevolent, institutions. According to Illich:

Once a man or woman has accepted the need for school, he

or she is easy prey for other institutions. Once young

people have allowed their imaginations to be formed by

curricular instruction, they are conditioned to institu-

tional planning of every sort. . . .This transfer of re-

sponsibility from self to institution guarantees social

regression, especially once it has been accepted as an

obligation.56

Noting the current unequal distribution of educational resources
and the prohibitive costs that would be involved in providing all
children with a college education, I1lich and Reimer maintain that the
concept of equal educational opportunity is a myth. As long as educa-

tion is defined as schooling we could'never realize equal opportunity

for all, even if we seriously tried to accomplish it. The myth of gqua]
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educational opportunity has played an important role, however, in
maintaining the relative positions of the privileged and the deprived.
"For the latter, they held the promise of equal opportunity; for the
former, the promise of an orderly progression under control of the

e]ite."57 In the final analysis, "Schools. . .promise the world and

58

then become the instruments of its denial." The defininé.tharac-

teristics of our society and the role of schooling in that society

are summarized by Reimer in the following statement:

Modern institutions have assumed the burden of maintaining
and justifying a continuing hierarchy of privilege. Among
these institutions, the school plays a central role. It
initiates each generation into the myths of technological
production and consumption, the ideas that what is to be
consumed must first be produced and that what is produced

must be consumed. Not only goods, but services and know-
ledge itself become commodities. It celebrates the rituals

that reconcile the myths and realities of a society that
merely pretends to be for all. It prepares men for spe-
cialized roles in specialized institutions, selecting and
shaping them in terms of both skills and values. By its own
hierarchical structure, it accustoms men to accept a single
integrated hierarchy of power and privilege.

School qualifies men for participation in other institutions

and convicts those who do not meet the requirements of school

of not deserving desirable roles in other institutions.59

The solution is to replace schools with a series of learning webs
or networks in which teachers and learners would register their inter-
ests and the conditions under which they would participate. Individuals
would use these networks to locate the kinds of educational experiences

60 Money for education should be distributed directly to

they want.
private citizens réther than to educational institutions. People could
use their allotments as they see fit for their own educational needs.

The allocation of funds should be based on the financial status of
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families in order to create a more equitable distribution of educational
resources. Rather than a classroom being the setting in which educa-

tion is carried out, people could receive their education in laboratories,
museums, airports, farms, or virtually anywhere in society. Education
would become a true learning experience rather than a process of con-
sumption or an obstacle course of bureaucratic hurdles to be overcome.

In addition to making education a more worthwhile experience and one
which is more readily available to all people, it would lead to a more
democratic society. As Reimer stated:

True education is a basic social force. Present social

structures could not survive an educated population. . .

People are schooled to accg?t a society. They are educated

to create or recreate one.

There are some important differences among the various alternative
education proposals. For example many of the advbcates of community
control of schools are not sympathetic to the flexibility of free
schools and they are even less sympathetic to deschooling. For many
people it is the lack of discipline in the public schools and the
desire for a more traditional authoritarian classroom which makes
the concept of community control attractive. ‘But these various philo-
sophies do share a common base in terms of their criticism of public
schooling, the ultimate objectives to be achieved, and a belief in
decentralization of the control of education as the direction for
educational, and ultimately social reforms.

Education, and the conventional interpretation of the role of
education in the United States have been criticized from several dir-
ections. A general consensus has emerged, however, around the five

themes listed at the beginning of this chapter. The conventional and
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class perspectives do overlap to a limited extent. For example, even
the most ardent celebrants of American education admit that there are,
and always have been, some inequities in that system. And the most
radical critics acknowledge that many people have learned valuable
skills in school. But in terms of education as a social institution;
the forces which have shaped education, the influence of education on
society, and its effect on the lives of the majority of individuals
and groups of people in that society, and in terms of the nature of
inequality in the United States these two perspectives represent widely
divergent interpretations. In the following chapters these two inter-
pretations will be evaluated against a variety of available evidence

on the role of education in the United States.



REFERENCES

]The following discussion on Marxism is based largely on the
following sources: Karl Marx, Das Kapital (Chicago: Henry Regnery
Company, 1970). Lewis Coser, Masters of Sociological Thought (Harcourt,
Brace, Jovanovich, Inc., 1971). Seymour Martin Lipset and Reinhard
Bendix (Eds.), Class, Status, and Power (New York: The Free Press,
1966). Irving M. Zeitlin, Ideology and the Development of Sociological
Theory (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968).

2Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis, "I.Q. and the U.S. Class
Structure," Social Policy, November/December, 1972, January/February
1973. Stephen A. Marglin, "What Do Bosses Do?" The Review of Radical
Political Economics, Summer, 1974. Katherine Stone, "“The Origins of
Job Structures in the Steel Industry," The Review of Radical Political
Economics, Summer, 1974.

3Harry Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital (Monthly Review
Press, 1974). Marglin, loc. cit. Stone, loc. cit.

4

Marx, loc. cit., p. 232.

5Marg]1n, loc. cit., p. 62.

6Braverman, loc. cit., p. 147.

7In addition to the references cited in Reference 2 see: David K.
Cohen and Marvin Lazerson, "Education and the Labor Force," The Capitalist
System, Richard C. Edwards, Michael Reich, Thomas Weisskopf (Eds.),
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972). Samuel Bowles, "Contra-
dictions in Higher Education in the United States," The Capitalist System.
Samuel Bowles, "Unequal Education and the Reproduction of the Hierarchical
Division of Labor," The Worker in "Post-Industrial" Capitalism, Bertram
Silverman and Murray Yanowitch (Eds.) (New York: The Free Press, 1974).
Herbert Gintis, "Education, Technology, and the Characteristics of
Worker Productivity," The American Economic Review, May 1971.

8C'Iarence J. Karier, "Testing for Order and Control in the Cor-
porate Liberal State," Educational Theory, Spring, 1972. Bowles and
Gintis, loc. cit.

9Richard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform: From Bryan to F.D.R.
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1963). Arthur Stanley Link, Woodrow
Wilson and the Progressive Era, 1910-1917 (New York: - Harper & Brothers,
T95%). George Edwin Mowry, The Era of Theodore Roosevelt, 1900-1912
(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1958).

88



89

10gabriel Kolko, The Triumph of Conservatism (Chicago: Quadrangle
Books, 1967). James Weinstein, The Corporate Ideal in the Liberal
State: 1900-1918 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968). William Appleman
?;;;;ams,The Contours of American History (Chicago: Quadrangle Books,

n

Kolko, loc. cit., p. 284.

lzueinstein, loc. cit., p. 3.

]3Colin Greer, The Great School Legend (New York: Basic Books,
Inc., 1972). Michael Katz, Class, Bureaucracy, and Schools (New York:
Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1971). Joel Spring, Education and the Rise
of the Corporate State (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972).

14

Greer, loc. cit., p. 64.
15

lsBurton R. Clark, "The 'Cooling Out' Function of Higher Educa-
tion," American Journal of Sociology, May, 1960. Jerome Karabel,
"Protecting the Portals: Class and the Community College," Social
Policy, May/June, 1974. Brent Mack Shea, "Two Year Colleges and
Inequality," Integrated Education, January-February, 1975.

17

Bowles and Gintis, loc. cit., p. 79.

Spring, loc. cit.

18¢atz, loc. cit., p. xviii.

lgBowles and Gintis, loc. cit., p. 79.
201hi4., p. 87.

2]Ra,ymond E. Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962). Thorstein Veblen,

The Higher Learning in America (New York: Sentry Press, 1918).
David ﬂ. Smith, Who Rules The Universities? (Monthly Review Press,
1974). Spring, loc. cit.

22

Spring, loc. cit., Chapter Seven.
23Bow1es, "Unequal Education and the Reproduction of the Hier-
archical Division of Labor," loc. cit., p. 225.

24Lester C. Thurow, "Education and Economic Equality," Public
Interest, Summer, 1972.

25Haro]d M. Baron and Bennett Hymer, "The Dynamics of a Dual
Labor Market," Problems in Public Economy: An Urban Perspective, David
M. Gordon (Ed.). (Lexington: D.C. Heath and Company, 1971). Barry
Bluestone, "The Characteristics of Marginal Industries," Problems in
Political Economy: An Urban Perspective, loc. cit. Michael J. Piore,
"The Dual Labor Market: Theory and Implications," Problems in Political
Economy: An Urban Perspective, loc. cit.




90

26Bluestone, loc. cit. Howard M. Wachtel, "Capitalism and Poverty
in America: Paradox or Contradiction," The Worker in "Post-Industrial"
Capitalism, loc. cit.

27Peter B. Doeringer and Michael J. Piore, Internal Labor Markets
and Manpower Analysis (Lexington: D. C. Heath and Company, 197/7).
Richard R. Lester, Hiring Practices and Labor Competition, Research
Report Series 88-91 (Princeton University Industrial Relations Section,

1954).
28

Doeringer and Piore, loc. cit., p. 41.

29Douglas L. Adkins, "The American Educated Labor Force: An
Empirical Look at Theories of Its Formation and Composition," Higher
Education and the Labor Market, Margaret S. Gordon (Ed.), Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education (McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974). Ivar
Berg, Education and Jobs (New York: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1970).
Randall Collins, "Functional and Conflict Theories of Educational
Stratification," American Sociological Review, December, 1971.
Zvi Griliches and William M. Mason, "Education, Income and Ability,"
Journal of Political Economy, May-June, 1972. S. M. Miller and Frank
Riessman, "The Credentials ¥rap," Social Class and Social Policy (New
York: Basic Books, Inc., 1968). Joseph E. Stiglitz, "The Theory of
'Screening,' Education, and the Distribution of Income," The American
Economic Review, June, 1975. Paul Taubman and Terence Wales, Higher
Education and Earnings, Carnegie Commission on Higher Education iﬂEGraw-
Hi11 Book Company, 1974).

30Berg, loc. cit. Richard A. Lester, Manpower Planning in a
Free Society (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966).

31

32

Berg, loc. cit.
Miller and Riessman, loc. cit. Berg, loc cit. Lester, loc. cit.
33Collins, loc. cit. Benjamin Shimberg, Barbara F. Esser, and
Danfel H. Kruger, Occupational Licensing: Practices and Policies
(Washington, D.C.:” Public Affairs Press, 1972). Max Weber, "Bureau-
cracy," From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, H. H. Gerth and C. Wright
Mills (Eds.), (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973).
34Berg, loc. cit. Collins, loc. cit. Murray Milner, The Illusion
of Equality (Josey-Bass, Inc., 1972).

355tiglitz, loc. cit. Taubman and Wales, loc. cit.
36

37

Taubman and Wales, loc. cit.

Bluestone, loc. cit., p. 107.



91

38George Dennison, The Lives of Children (New York: Vintage
Books, 1969). Edgar Z. Friedenberg, Coming of Age in America (New York:
Vintage Books, 1965). Paul Goodman, Compulsory Mis-Education and the
Community of Scholars (New York: Vintage Books, 1964). John Holt,
How Children Fail (New York: Dell Publishing Company, 1970). Jonathon
KozoT, Free Schools (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1972). A. S.
Neill, Summerhill: A Radical Approach to Child Rearing (New York:
Hart Publishing Company, 1960).

39Mario Fantini and Marilyn Gittell, Decentralization: Achieving
Reform (New York: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1973).

40Joseph Featherstone, "The British Infant Schools," Radical
School Reform. Ronald and Beatrice Gross (Eds.), (New York: Simon
and Schuster, Inc., 1969). Herbert Kohl, The Open Classroom (New York:
Random House, 1969).

4]James A. Mecklenburger and Richard W. Hostrop (Eds.), Education
Vouchers from Theory to Alum Rock (Homewood: ETC Publications, 1972).

421van I11ich, Deschooling Society (New York: Harper and Row
Publishers, Inc., 1971). Everett Reimer, School is Dead (Garden City:
Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1972).

43Holt, loc. cit. James Herndon, The Way It Spozed to Be (New
York: Simon and Schuster, Inc., 1968). Jonathon Kozol, Death at an
Early Age (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1967).

44

45Jean Jacques Rousseau, His Educational Theories Selected from
Emile, Julie, and Other Writings (Woodbury: Barrow's Educational
Series, 1942).

4pennison, loc. cit., p. 246-247.

Neill, loc. cit., p. 4.

471b1d., p. 276.
48Holt. loc. cit., p. 208.

49Goodman, loc. cit., p. 67. See also, Goodman, Growing Up
Absurd (New Yo-k:  Vintage Books, 1960).

50Friedenberg. loc. cit., p. 175. See also, Friedenberg, The
Vanishing Adolescent {Boston: Beacon Press, 1964).

51
52
53

Friedenberg, Coming of Age in America, loc. cit., p. 167.

Goodman, Compulsory Mis-Education, loc. cit., p. 54.

Ibid., p. 23.



92

54Friedenberg, Coming of Age in America, loc. cit., p. 51.

55Dan'iel U. Levine and Robert J. Havighurst (Eds.), Farewell to
Schools? ? ? (Worthington: Charles A. Jones Publishing Company, 1977),
p. 37.

56

I11lich, loc cit., p. 56-57.

57Reimer, loc. cit., p. 55.

8lbid., p. 61.
bid., p. 58.

6olllich, loc. cit., see Chapter Six. Reimer, loc. cit., see
Chapters Eight, Nine, and Ten.

iseimer, loc. cit., p. 121.



CHAPTER V

SKILL REQUIREMENTS, EMPLOYER SELECTION
STANDARDS, AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

The first question to be examined is the'following: Can the
expansion of formal education in the United States be explained in
terms of technologica1.advances or changes in the technical skill
requirements of jobs? As indicated in Chapter III, it is widely believed
that rapidly increasing technical skill requirements of jobs has neces-
sitated an expanding educational apparatus. However, there are some
contradictory themes which are frequently articulated by those who
adhere to the technical theory. As Braverman stated regarding the liter-

ature on the sociology of work:

On the one hand, it is emphasized that modern work, as a
result of the scientific-technical revolution and ‘*auto-
mation' requires ever higher levels of education, training,
the greater exercise of intelligence and mental effort in
general. At the same time, a mounting dissatisfaction
with the conditions of industrial and office labor appears
to contradict this view. For it is also said--sometimes
even by the same people who at other times support the
first  view--that work has become increasingly subdivided
into petty operations that fail to sustain the interest
or engage the capacities of humans with current levels of
education; that these petty operations demand ever less
skilland training; and that the modern trend of work by
its 'mindlessness' and 'bureaucratization' is 'alienating'
ever larger sections of the working population.l

Undoubtedly, both phenomena are occurring, to some extent, in
different parts of the occupational structure. Some new jobs have been

created and others will be created in the future, which require higher
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levels of technical abilities. Other jobs have been and will continue
to be upgraded, also because of increasing knowledge and technological
advances. Many other workers, however, are employed in jobs that do

not require their full abilities. But the growth of formal education
has effected virtually everyone. Workers at all levels of the occupa-
tional structure have attained greater levels of education than their
predecessors2 and the educational requirements of jobs have increased
for blue-collar workers, including so-called "unskilled laborers," as

well as for highly skilled professional white-collar workers.3

The
technical explanation is not restricted to any one segment of the occu-
pational structure. Skill requirements at all levels, it is argued,
have increased. In addition, the percentage of jobs requiring high
levels of skill has increased while unskilled jobs are becoming more
scarce. As a result of these trends, greater proportions of each
generation have spent more time in school.

As indicated 1h the first chapter, this assertion will be

evaluated by examining the following:

1. the relationship between the amount of formal education
required to perform on the job with the educational attain-
ment of workers holding those jobs;

2. the effects of automation and technological change in general
on the skill requirements of jobs;

3. the relationship between formal education and the performance
of workers on the job;

4. the educational attainment of older and younger workers
performing the same job;

5. the ways workers learn the skills they use on their jobs.



95

Technical Requirements and Educational Attainment

Ideally the relationship (or lack of one) between technical skill
requirements and educational attainment could be examined simply by
comparing the amount of education required to perform a given job with
the amount attained by the worker holding that job. If such an analysis
were carried out throughout the occupational structure, over time, it
would be possible to more accurately determine the extent to which
technical skill requirements of jobs have accounted for the increasing
educational attainment of workers. If the educational requirements
established by employers were known, then the three sets of data;
technical skill requirements, employer requirements, and actual attain-
ment, could be compared in order to determine the extent to which
employers' standards diverged from technical requirements. Such precise
data, unfortunately, do not exist, but it is possible to draw some
approximate conclusions from data which are available.

The U.S. Deaprtment of Labor publication, Estimates of Worker

Trait Requirements for 4,000 Jobs as Defined in the 1949 Dictionary of

Occupational Tit]es,4 provides a summary of the experience, training,

and education required, according to Labor Department occupational

analysts, as of 1949. A revision published in 1966, Selected Charac-

teristics of Occupations, (Physical Demands, Working Conditions,

Training Time) 1966 - A Supplement to the Dictionary of Occupational

Titles,5 provides the same information for 14,000 jobs as of 1966. In
these two Labor Department publications job descriptions provided in

the second and third editions of the Dictionary of Occupational Titles

(DOT) were used to categorize jobs along several dimensions. Estimates
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is based on the second edition and Selected Characteristics of Occupa-

tions is based on the third edition. Jobs were rated according to
scales of aptitudes, temperaments, interests, physical demands and other
characteristics of the work involved. Several analysts, each of whom
were given an extensive training course, rated each job.6 (For

further discussion of how the GED scores for jqbs were determined see
Appendix A.)

From these two documents and U.S. census data, comparisons have
been made between educational requirements of jobs and educational
attainment of workers, and how this relationship has changed over time.
In this section research which has been carried out along these lines
will be reviewed. Employer selection standards will be discussed
briefly in this section but they will be examined more thoroughly later
in this and the following chapters.

Most of the studies which have used Estimates and Selected

Characteristics of Occupations have focused on the General Educational

Development (GED) scale. Reasoning, mathematical, and language skills
were analyzed in determining the GED score of each occupation. This
score, in turn, was translated into an appropriate school year equi-
valent. On page v of the Introduction to Estimates it states that,
"Appropriate school grade equivalents are provided on the inside of

the covers of this volume as an aid in evaluating an applicant's
General Educational Development." However, as a result of a subsequent
decision such equivalents were not provided. Sidney Fine, who super-
vised the development of Estimates, said the school equivalents were

not included because,
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.« . Jhi?h school graduation' or '12 years' of education can
mean different things for different areas of the country,

for different schools in the same city, or for different
periods of time. Furthermore, the number of years of
schooling has little relevance to job tasks in many
instances.

But as Bezdek and Getzel argued:

Whatever the case, the translation of these codes into

required years of education and training is a logical and

necessary step. Educational and training requirements in

terms of years have a more universal meaning for manpower

and educational planning than do the ambiguous educational

development and vocational preparation codes which are

difficult to interpret and with which few people are

acquainted.8
As a result, several researchers have used this material in an attempt
to compare the amount of formal education required in order to be able
to perform on jobs with the actual educational attainment of the workers
holding those jobs.

Certain precautions should, however, be kept in mind. Fine's
wamingscannot be totally ignored for there are differences among
schools and schools do change. For some jobs formal education may be
irrelevant from a technical standpoint, although this does not stop some
employers from establishing educational requirements for many of them.
Despite the Labor Department's attempts to evaluate jobs purely in
terms of the various attributes required to perform them, personal
tastes and prejudices, in all likelihood, were not eliminated in the
DOT's descriptions and in the analyses of the functional requirements.9
Given the complexity of the job analysts' tasks, due to the huge
number of jobs performed in society and the various attributes required

of them, some of the jobs undoubtedly were simply described and analyzed
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incorrectly. However, these Department of Labor references probably
represent the most comprehensive and informative attempts to determine
the level of skill and the amount of training required in the occupa-
tional structure. They are valuable tools in estimating the kinds of
skills and training needed for many jobs and when used in conjunction
with educational attainment data much can be learned about.manpower
needs in the United States, and about the relationship between tech-
nical skill requirements of jobs and the educational attainment of the
work force.

Ivar Berg used Estimates in conjunction with the 1950 census and

Selected Characteristics of Occupations with the 1960 census to compare

GED requirements (translated into years of schooling) of the 4,000 jobs
covered in Estimates with the educational attainment of workers holding
those jobs, and to examine the changes which occurred in requirements

and attainment over those ten years.* Berg found that workers generally

*Berg used the following scale:
GED Years of Schooling

0
4
7
10
12
16
18
He used this scale because it had been used in earlier studies. R. S.
Eckaus, "Economic Criteria for Education and Training," Review of
Economics and Statistics, 1964, pages 181-190 and John G. Scoville,
TEducation and Training Requirements for Occupations," Review of Economics
and Statistics, 1966, pages 387-394, used Estimates to compare required
with actual educational attainment by translating GED requirements into
years of schooling according to this scale. Selected Characteristics
of Occupations was not available at the time Eckaus and Scoville did
their studies so they were unable to conduct the kind of longitudinal
study which Berg and others subsequently did.

Carrying out this kind of analysis is quite a cumbersome process
for several reasons. Job titles in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles

NOM&MN—{
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attained more years of schooling than their jobs called for, and parti-
cularly at the higher levels, the disparity increased between 1950 and
1960. In 1950 1.1 million jobs required a college degree whereas 4.1
million members of the experienced civilian labor force were college
graduates. In 1960 a college degree was considered to be a functional
requirement for 1.4 million jobs while 6.0 million members of the work
force were college graduates. Despite the methodological difficulties
involved in determining functional requirements, assigning a particular
GED score to specific jobs, and then translating that score into years
of schooling Berg stated, "there is a distinct drift of 'better' educa-
ted people into 'middle' level jobs and a reduction in the number of

'less' educated people who move up into middle-level jobs in the decade

w10

covered by the data. He concluded,

Since 'achievements' appear to have exceeded requirements
in most job categories, it cannot be argued helpfully that
technological and related changes attending most jobs
account for the pattern whereby better-e?¥cated personnel
are ‘'required' and utilized by managers.

V. Lane Rawlins and Lloyd Ulman conducted a similar analysis of

12

450 professional and technical occupations. They found "a rather

consistent increase in educational attainment over the 10-year period

must be translated into census occupational classifications. This
problem is compounded by the fact that the coding scheme was altered

in the third edition of the DOT. The GED score of various occupations
may be questionable in some instances and the translation of GED

scores into years of schooling is subject to various interpretations.

A further problem is created by the fact that the seven point GED

scale used in Estimates was collapsed into a six point scale in

Selected Characteristics of Occupations. For a discussion of how these
methodological problems were handled see Chapter III of Berg's Education
and Jobs.
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[1950-1960] that bears no statistically significant relationship to the

changes in estimated r'equirements."]3

Rawlins and Ulman suggested

that the upgrading of educational requirements is at least partially an
adjustment to the supply of better educated workers. The increase in
the median number of school years completed in a set of what they
referred to as "dead-end" occupations which require quite Timited
amounts of training is offered as further evidence that the educational
upgrading of occupations is a response to the available supply rather
than to changes in technical skill requirements.

TABLE V-1: EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF WORKERS IN SELECTED
"DEAD END" OCCUPATIONS: 1950 AND 1960

Occupations Median Years of School Completed14

1950 1960
Mail carriers 12.3 12.7
Truck and tractor drivers 8.9 9.1
Barbers 8.9 9.2
Railroad conductors 9.4 10.5
Locomotive firemen 10.5 10.7
Railroad brakemen 9.9 10.8

9.0 8.7

Laborers (excluding farm)

Although Rawlin's and Ulman's data indicate that the educational
attainment for nonfarm laborers declined between 1950 and 1960, the
overall trend since at least 1948 has been the opposite. According to

the Manpower Report of the President, 1974, the median number of school

years completed by nonfarm laborers, and by workers in all other occu-
pational classifications, has steadily increased. In 1948 the median
number of school years completed by nonfarm laborers was 8.0. This

increased to 8.6 in 1959, 9.8 in 1968, and 11.4 in 1973. Farmers and
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farm laborers have the lowest levels of educational attainment of all
occupational classifications, but that, too, has been increasing from
8.0 in 1948 to 8.6 in 1959, 9.1 in 1968 and 10.7 in 1973.]5
Further evidence that the increasing educational attainment of
the work force has been caused by factors other than the functional
requirements of jobs was presented by Ann Miller in her andlysis of
the sample household enumeration conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the

Census in October, 1966.]6

Miller compared the educational attainment
of workers with the educational requirements according to Selected

Characteristics of Occupations and found that, with few exceptions, the

educational attainment of workers within each occupational classifica-
tion* far exceeded functional requirements. Miller translated GED

requirements into years of schooling in the following way:

GED Educational Attainment

1-3 Elementary
4 Some High School
5-6 Some College

According to Miller's computations, over 78 percent of all males
received at least some high school while only 42 percent of the jobs
held by men required any education beyond elementary school. Twenty-
six percent of the men had some college while 19.1 percent of the jobs
they held required it. For women over 84 percent had at least some high

school even though only 41 percent of their jobs called for it and 22.5

*Miller used the occupational classifications of the DOT: (1) Profes-
sional, Technical, Managerial, (2) Clerical and Sales, (3) Service,
(4) Farming, (5) Processing, (6) Machine Trades, (7) Bench Work,

(8) Structural Work, (9) Miscellaneous.
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percent had some college whereas only 12.4 percent of the jobs called
for that level of education. Miller concluded,

. . .it is hard to escape the conclusion that the high

level of educational attainment in this country reflects

a much broader set of social values than those related
to purely occupational requirements.17

What Miller referred to as a "broader set of social vdlues" may
well be employers' preferences for relatively better educated workers
no matter what the level of educational attainment is throughout the
work force, even if it is far above that which is technically required
on the job. At least that is the conclusion Jaffe and Froomkin drew
in their analysis of the relationship between technological change

and educational attan'nment.]8

They took a different approach to this

issue than did the researchers cited above in this section, but their

data support the contention that the educational attainment of workers
cannot be explained in terms of changing technical skill requirements

of jobs.

19 and found that

Jaffee and Froomkin studied sixty-two industries
“"the speed of technological change has little, if anything, to do with
educational attainment. There is no discernable relationship between
changes in output per worker in an industry and the educational levels

w20 They studied

of white- or blue-collar workers, male or female.
changes in the output per worker in these industries between the years
of 1950 and 1960. While the educational attainment differed among them,

changes in the educational attainment of workers was not related to the
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rates of technological change, measured in terms of output per worker.*
For eXamp]e, in local and highway passenger transportation the
output per worker changed less than one percent per year while in coal
mining output increased over five percent annually. But the percentage
of blue-collar workers who were high school dropouts remained virtually
the same in each industry in those ten years.  In transporfation 76
percent of the blue-collar workers in 1950 were dropouts compared to
75 percent in 1960. In coal mining 87 percent of the 1950 and 1960
blue-collar workers were dropouts. Overall in those industries in
which output per worker increased by less than 2 percent annually,
and employment increased by less than 15 percent, 77 percent of the
male blue-collar workers were dropouts compared to 72 percent in 1960.
The comparable figures for industries experiencing an increase in

output per worker of 4 percent or more annually are 83 percent in 1950

*The fact that an industry has experienced significant technological
change or has substantially increased its productivity does not neces-
sarily mean that jobs have generally been upgraded in terms of the
skills required to perform them. Precisely the opposite phenomenon, a
decline in the requisite skills may be the result of these changes.
This issue will be explored in the following section. A central tenet
of the technical theory, however, is that technological change and the
growing productivity of the economy require an increasingly better
educated work force in order for society to use that new knowledge to
continue that expansion in productivity. If technological change lead-
ing to continual growth in productivity occurs, and such changes are
unrelated to the educational attainment of workers, whether or not the
skill requirements are altered in the process, the technical theory would
be called into question. It is interesting to note, however, that in
Collins' study of the relationship between changes in the actual skill
requirements of jobs, as a result of technological change, and educa-
tional requirements, he found,

"There is no difference in educational requirements between
organizations which reported a rise in skill levels as a
result of technological change, and organizations in which
skill levels remained the same."2
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and 76 percent in 1960. Similar findings were obtained in their
analysis of female blue-collar workers.

The same observations also apply to clerical and sales workers.
Again no relationship was found between the growth of an industry and
changes in the educational attainment of these white-collar workers.22

In those instances where technological changes resulted in changes
in the skills required on the job, the retraining involved did not
necessitate additional years of schooling. Generally, such retraining
was handled on the job within a period of a few weeks. As Jaffe and
Froomkin pointed out, this finding is strongly supported by other re-
searchers who have studied the effects of automation and technological
change in general on jobs in several different industries.23

In the 1950s over one-half of the labor force worked without the
benefit of a high school diploma, including over one-third of the non-
professional white-collar workers and over two-thirds of all manual

workers.24

High school dropouts were employed in more than half the
occupations in the occupational structure in 1950. If one assumes that
today, however, the only kind of work which is suitable for high school
dropouts is manual or farm labor, the higher unemployment rates of
workers so educated still cannot be explained in terms of their lack

of technical abilities or the nonexistence of jobs which they are
technically qualified. In 1950 about 32.5 million workers were employed
in such jobs. In 1965 this figure increased to 38 million.?® While
the number of jobs supposedly suitable for high school dropouts has
increased even though they constitute a smaller percentage of the jobs
in the occupational structure, the number of dropouts in the civilian

labor force declined during those years from 34,032,320 in 1952 to
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26

30,229,825 in 1965. As Jaffe and Froomkin concluded,

There are plenty of jobs in which workers with less than
a high school diploma can perform at least satisfactorily
enough to hold the jobs; not less than half the jobs were
in this category in 1960. Hence, the higher unemployment
rate among dropouts of all ages must be attributed to the
preference of emg}oyers who choose more highly educated

work applicants.

The nature of these preferences will be discussed in Chapter VI.

Despite the limitations of the data presented above, they strongly
indicate that the increasing educational attainment of the work force
cannot be explained by changes in the technical skill requirements of
Jjobs. When the educational attainment of even unskilled laborers
increases, the technical theory is clearly deficient.*

It is possible that employers seek out those who are relatively
better educated, even if lesser educated people are available who could
handle the job, because those who are better educated would be better
employees from a technical or any other standpoint. If a high school
graduate could adequately perform the duties, but a college graduate
could provide superior service, it would be perfectly rational for the
employer to hire the college graduate. In reality, this is certainly
the logic which motivates some employers to raise their standards even
when the job has not changed. While this explanation does not contra-
dict the technical theory entirely, it does subvert the contentions that

the correlation between low educational attainment and unemployment is

*The median education for laborers entering the work force in the 1950s
was 11.3 years compared to 6.9 years for those who retired in that
decade. As Jaffe and Froomkin quipped, "American industry has been
getting more educated workers, whether it needed them or not." (page 86)
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due to the inability of these people to adequately perform on existing
jobs due to their lack of the skills required on these jobs and that
education has expanded in order to provide workers with skills without
which they would be unemployable. In addition, the notion that more
educated people are better workers is an empirical question which,
although frequently accepted as an article of faith, is not justifiable
on the basis of existing evidence. This question will be examined later
in this chapter.

A more adequate explanation has been suggested in terms of a
"broader set of social values" and "employer preferences" for relatively
better educated workers. Several key contentions of the class perspec-
tive described in Chapter IV, are consistent, if not confirmed, by these
data. If the relatively higher unemployment rates of those with fewer
years of schooling cannot be explained in terms of the technical skills
they do or do not possess, and if there are in fact jobs on which they
could adequately perform, the difficulty they face in finding suitable
employment appears to lie in the fact that, in terms of formal education,
they are at the end of the 1ine or at the bottom of the labor queue. The
contention of the class perspective that educational requirements are
used to 1imit access to some occupations and as a means to identify
and recruit workers with certain noncognitive traits are also plausible
interpretations of these data. While it would be premature to conclude
that each contention of the class perspective is confirmed, the central
themes of that interpretation are consistent with these data. The con-
ventional perspective, at least in terms of the causal relationship it
purports between the technical skill requirements of jobs and the
increasing educational attainment of workers is clearly an inadequate

explanation.
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The conventional argument that automation and technological
change in general contribute to expansion of formal education is based,
to a large extent, on the assumption that such changes upgrade the
level of skills required in the occupational structure. This assump-

tion will be examined in the following section.

Technological Change and the Skill Requirements of Jobs

It is widely believed that skill requirements throughout most of
the occupational structure have been upgraded during the course of
American history, particularly in the last few decades. Two basic
types of changes, it is argued, have occurred as a result of techno-
logical advances and the continual growth of knowledge. First, the
technical skill requirements within occupations have been upgraded.
Second, new jobs requiring more sophisticated skills have been created
while many other jobs requiring little in the way of technical skill
have been eliminated. While few would argue that the nature of work
and the specific tasks performed by workers have not changed, there is
some debate whether those changes have had the impact on skill require-
ments which is popularly believed. The focus of this section is on
how technological changes, particularly automation, have effected the
functional requirements of jobs.

In their review of over 500 bibliographic titles published between
the early 1950s and mid-1960s on the effect of technological change on
the skill requirements of jobs, Horowitz and Herrnstadt concluded, "From
the current literature one cannot generalize about the effects of auto-
mation and technological change upon job content and skill requirements,

n28

except to say that they differ. Many examples of skill upgrading
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and downgrading were found in the jobs examined by these studies.
Although the research reviewed by Horowitz and Herrnstadt focused pri-
marily on factory and office jobs, and therefore was not representative
of the entire work force, it is significant that, in light of the con-
ventional wisdom, a systematic pattern of skill upgrading was not found.
They proceeded to study changes which had occurred since the end
of World War II in the work content and in the traits and preparation
required of workers in five industries, selected in as wide a range as
possible in order to draw conclusions which could be roughly applicable
to American industry as a whole. These industries included slaughtering
and meatpacking, rubber tires and tubes, machine shop trades, mechanical
services, and banking. They focused on the changes which occurred within
specific occupations although some attention was paid to shifts in the

distribution of jobs in the occupational structure. They used job

descriptions provided by the various editions of the Dictionary of

Occupational Titles, the DOT supplements, and Estimates as their

sources of information. Their objective was to determine how skill
requirements had changed over a fifteen year period of time. Their

conclusion was basically, not much.

The overall or net change in the skill requirements of
occupations in these industries was remarkably small, despite
the 15 years covered. One industry on balance had an

increase, one a possible decline, but in each case the

shift was modest. Moreover, substantive changes in occu-
pational content were not common, and the number of obsolete
occupations was few. However, the small net change in skill
levels was the product of numerous offsetting changes in

the various abilities needed for individual occupations in

an industry. There was considerable change in occupational
requirements and content, but on balance it was either incon- 29
sequentfal or inconclusive with respect to overall skill levels.
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James R. Bright conducted a series of perhaps the most informative
(and most frequently cited) case studies of the effects of mechaniza-
tion and automation on the skill requirements of jobs. In 1956 he ex-
amined both the changes in skill requirements and shifts in the occupa-
tional structure in thirteen of the most advanced automated production

30 4is overall conclusion was that "automation does

systems at that time.
not necessarily result in a net upgrading of work-force skill require-
ments to a major extent. In fact, automation often tends to reduce
the skill and training required of the work force."3]
Eight years later, in a presentation before the National Commission
on Technology, Automation and Economic Progress, Bright reaffirmed these

findings.32

He posed six assumptions which constitute the basis of the
upgrading theses: (1) automotive machinery requires higher levels of
worker skill and training time, (2) it requires more maintenance atten-
tion and/or higher maintenance skills, (3) more engineers and technicians
are required to design, build, install and operate the machinery, (4) the
machinery is introduced in such quantities at such short-térm intervals
that the impact is significant, (5) the average worker cannot meet the
demands of the new machinery without extensive retraining, (6) unskilled
workers are replaced by skilled workers when automation is introduced.
His analysis showed that these contentions were either false or at best
only applicable in a few instances.

Bright developed a mechanization scale onto which each job he
studied could be placed. At the lower levels of the scale worker skill

requirements were upgraded as jobs moved up from one step to another.

But with the introduction of modern automated machinery, the skills were
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increasingly built into the machine. The contributions of the workers
to the production process were reduced as the mechanization level of
their jobs increased. Bright pointed out that some schools were train-
ing sixth graders to work with computers and that the Department of
Labor was training high school dropouts to be computer programmers as
an example of how highly complex equipment does not necessarily require
highly skilled operators, because the skill has been built into the
machine. He concluded, "the net effect of automation in almost every
plant I studied was still to reduce--or at least not to increase--the
demand for skills and abilities of the direct labor force."33
Several case studies of the impact of technological change have
been conducted over the years. In 1969, Eva Mueller concluded the

3% 11967,

first cross-sectional survey which addressed this issue.
2,662 workers, a representative sample of the labor force, were inter-
viewed in an attempt to assess the effects of technological change
between 1962 and 1967.

Mueller concluded that "the advanced technology is supported by
very high levels of education among the work force using sophisticated
equipment."35 She found that better educated workers were more likely
to be working with the more advanced equipment and that few of those who
worked with the more mechanized equipment felt overeducated or over-
trained for their jobs. In fact when asked, "In connection with your
future work do you feel that it would be useful for you to get additional
education or training, or is there a need for it?" 44 percent responded

% In general, the data showed "the chance that a worker

affirmatively.
will adjust well to technological advance is, if anything, enhanced by

education."37 But Mueller also concluded that "the survey was not able
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to clarify the precise nature of the link between educational needs

38

and technological advance."™" Mueller stated that,

Formal education should also make a worker adaptable and

help him to meet the increased job demands, but the data

are equally consistent with the hypothesis that employers

§ometimes set very high educational requirements for hir-

ing, when these are not really a prerequisite for the work

to be performed. They may do so on the supposition that

completion of a good deal of formal education is indica-

tive of the personal capabilities which are needed for

work with technologically advanced equipment.39
So although education may be 1inked to performance, Mueller's findings
suggest that technical skill requirements may not be the basis of that
link.

Mueller's conclusions, clearly, are somewhat ambivalent, particu-
larly concerning the precise nature of the relationship between educa-
tional and technical skill requirements of jobs. Part of this ambiguity
is a result of the fact that technical skill requirements of jobs were
not examined directly. For example, the fact that better educated
people are more likely to be in jobs utilizing more advanced equipment
does not, in and of itself, prove that such education is a technical
prerequisite. In light of Bright's findings, it may be that better
educated workers are employed in jobs which require less ability than
those positions held by their lesser educated colleagues. Also, the
fact that workers believed more education would be useful in their
future work merely serves to beg the question. Did these workers believe
more education would provide them with skills they would need in the
future, or would such education provide them with a credential, perhaps

but not necessarily related to skill requirements, for a promotion

they were seeking? Considering the fact that only 6 percent of those
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who experienced a changeover in the machinery they worked with reported
that formal training was undertaken as the principle means for learning
new skills which were required as a result of that cha_ngeover,40 it
appears 1likely that any felt need for more formal education was not
based on technical grounds.*

Mueller's study indicated no specific trend regarding the effects
of technological advance on skill requirements. Although the thrust
of her conclusions is that education is related to technological advance,
by her own admission it remains unclear whether or not changes in the
technical requirements of work have been significantly changed. In

other words, the upgrading of skill requirements which is supposed to

be associated with technological advance was not found.

Social and Functional Meanings of Skill

Evaluating and comparing levels of skill involved in performing
various jobs is not easy to do. The problem is compounded in longi-
tudinal analyses because of the vast changes which have occurred in
the world of work. The central point of confusion, however, lies in
the fact that skill is often evaluated according to contemporary cul-
tural standards or social conventions which have little to do with the
actual, functional talents required of a particular task. The U.S.

census occupgtional classification system is almost universally

*Respondents were asked, "In order to work with the new equipment, did

you have to learn anything new or did you acquire any new skills." and
"How did you acquire the new skill or knowledge--did you learn it by your-
self on the job? Did someone train you on the job? Or did you take a
formal training program or course?" Over 42 percent reported no need for
training, 46 percent either trained themselves or were trained by someone
else on the job, and 5 percent were trained through a combination of formal
courses and on-the-job training. (page 64)
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interpreted as a categorization of occupational groups ranked accord-
ing to the skill levels required in the American occupational structure.
No doubt that system was created in order to distinguish among jobs,
at least in part, on the basis of skill. When comparing jobs at the
extremes of the census occupational groupings the assumed differences
in skills called for by those jobs is probably an accurate “interpreta-
tion of the nature of the tasks performed. But when the middle range
of occupational classifications are considered it is not always clear
whether actual abilities or social prejudices are being ranked. Accord-
ing to the U.S. census occupational groupings people whose jobs are
classified as "operatives and kindred workers" are assumed to have
greater skills than those who are classified as "farmers and farm laborers."
While it may be true that assembly 1ine workers use more sophisticated
equipment than small family farmers, it is not necessarily true that
line jobs demand higher levels of skill than farmers' duties require.
Although farming is not considered to be a highly skilled profession,
it is generally assumed that with the advent of modern agricultural
machinery, today's farmer is a more highly skilled practitioner of
his trade than was his predecessor. While today's farmer has more soph-
isticated equipment at his disposal than thecolonial farmer had, does
that necessarily mean the contemporary farmer is more skilled?.
Advocates of the upgrading thesis frequently base their argument
on shifts in the occupational structure from what the Census Bureau has
labelled blue-collar to white-collar jobs and on the growing number of
people employed in what the Census Bureau designates as service occu-
pations and service industries. While these trends have been occurring,

they do not necessarily represent an upgrading of skill requirements.
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Throughout this century the proportion of white-collar workers
has steadily increased from 17.6 percent to 46.8 percent of the labor
force. But, as Table V-2 shows, clerical occupations make up the lar-
gest pefcentage of those jobs classified as white-collar occupations
and they also constitute the fastest growing white-collar occupational
group. )

White-collar workers are generally considered to be the highly
skilled, or at least the relatively higher skilled, members of the
work force. The jobs are considered to be inherently more satisfying,
working conditions are presumed to be better, and the pay is assumed to
be much higher. But the distinction between white and blue-collar
jobs has become blurred over time. Office work has become increasingly
routinized and the advent of modern machinery has made a significant
contribution to this trend. The parallels between office work and
assembly line labor have become strikingly evident in recent years.41
Many blue-collar workers now earn more money than do clerical workers.

In 1969 the median salary of male clerical workers was $7,265 compared
to $8,172 for craftsmen. Several occupations categorized as operatives
also received higher wages than the fastest growing segment of the white-
collar occupations.42 The same patterns, although at lower income ranges,

43

apply to women’> as well.* The image of white-collar workers comes from

*One might argue that this reflects an upgrading of the skills required

of craftsmen and manual laborers. But in his book, Labor and Monopoly
Capital, Braverman has shown how the work of those who are classified as
craftsmen, at one time a highly skilled occupational group, has been broken
down into a series of much lesser skilled jobs, while still retaining the
classification of craftsmen. In construction, baking, meatpacking, print-
ing, and furniture and clothing production, Braverman showed how processes
once requiring skilled workers have been broken down into tasks requiring
little, if any, skill.
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the few highly skilled, well paid professionals, but their numbers come
from those whose'jobs cannot be readily differentiated from what are
traditionally considered to be working-class occupations.
The increasing proportion of workers employed in service occupa-
tions and industries is also incorrectly interpreted as evidence of an
upgrading of skills required in the occupational structure.” -Although
there is an important distinction between service occupations and service
industries, which does cause some confusion, an examination of either
one indicates that our evolving "service society" does not account for
a significant, if any, upgrading of the skills utilized by workers on
their jobs.
Those who are employed in occupations classified by the U.S. Census
Bureau as "service workers" do constitute a growing proportion of the
labor force. In 1900 9.0 percent of all workers were so employed and
this figure grew to 13.3 percent in 1974.44 According to the U.S. Census
Bureau "service workers," except private household workers, include the
following: 4°
Cleaning Service Workers
Chambermaids and maids, except private household
Cleaners and charwomen
Janitors and sextons

Food Service Workers

Bartenders
Busboys

Cooks, except private household

Dishwashers
Food counter and fountain workers

Waiters .
Food service workers, n.e.c., except private household

Health Service Workers
Dental assistants
Health aides, except nursing

Health trainees
Lay midwives
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Nursing aides, orderlies, and attendants
Practical nurses

Personal Service Workers
Airline Stewardesses
Attendants, recreation and amusement
Attendants, personal service, n.e.c.
Baggage porters and bellhops
Barbers
Boarding and lodging house keepers
Bootblacks

Child care workers, except private household
Elevator operators

Hairdressers and cosmetologists
Personal service apprentices
Housekeepers, except private household
School monitors
Ushers, recreation and amusement
Welfare service aides
Protective Service Workers
Crossing guards and bridge tenders
Firemen, fire protection
Guards and watchmen
Marshals and constables
Policemen and detectives
Sheriffs and bailiffs
The increasing proportion of people employed in these positions
clearly does not constitute the kind of skill upgrading which is widély
believed to have occurred. Although some of these jobs do call for
certain kinds of valuable skills, society has not deemed it necessary
to establish rigorous formal educational requirements for any of them,
and most of these positions areamong the lowest skilled jobs in the '
occupational stfucture. Certainly the skill upgrading, if it has
occurred, is not a result of the growth of service occupations.
The growth of service industries, particularly in professional
services such as medicine, law, and education, is frequently cited as
evidence of an upgrading of skill requirements. Between 1950 and 1970

the proportion of the labor force employed in "Professional and Related
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Services"* increased from 8.3 percent to 17.6 percent.46 However,
these service industries, like all other industries, employ workers

in almost every occupational category. In fact, the proportion of
professional and kindred workers within these service industries de-
clined from 61 percent to 50 percent while the proportion of clerical
workers increased from 13.0 percent to 18.5 percent and the proportion
of service workers increased from 17.6 percent to 22.3 percent. The
remaining classifications constituted a relatively constant proportion
of professional service industry employees.

The declining proportion of professionals within professional
service industries, still represented an increasing proportion of the
total work force because of the absolute growth of these industries.
Whereas professionals within these industries constituted 5.1 percent
of the total work force in 1950, they made up 8.8 percent of all workers
in 1970. This constitutes slightly more than half of the total per-
centage increase of all professional workers in the labor force from
7.5 percent to 14.2 percent during these years. While more professional
jobs have opened up within this sector, there has been a much larger
growth in clerical and service occupations, jobs which require much
less, and frequently little if any skill. Compared to other industries,
the professionai services have always employed a disproportionate share
of highly skilled professional workers. But given the nature of the
growth which has occurred. it is difficult to argue that the expansion

*According to the U.S. Census Bureau, these include the following:
health and medical services, legal services, educational services,
museums, art galleries, zoos, religious organizations, welfare ser-
vices, nonprofit membership organizations, and engineering and archi-
tectura])services. (Occupation by Industry, 1970 Census of Population,
Table 8.
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of these industries has had the effect of upgrading substantially,
if at all, the level of skills required throughout the occupational
structure in general.

Despite the problems involved in measuring the actual level of
skills performed on a job, it is difficult to interpret shifts in the
occupational structure from blue-collar to white-collar jobs or shifts
towards the service sector as evidence of a general upgrading of skill
requirements. In fact, when one sheds all the social conventions and
prejudices involved in evaluating jobs and focuses on the nature of
the tasks and rewards involved, it appears that the largest and most
important change which has occurred is an increase in the relative
size of the working class of America. As Braverman pointed out, those
jobs which truly embrace the working-class population* have increased
from 50.7 percent to 69.1 percent of the work force between 1900 and
1970.47 In other words, the percentage of the work force which has
moved into working-class jobs is twice the percentage that has moved
into professional jobs.

While the average educational attainment of all groups has
increased and an increasing number of positions requiring higher levels

of technical skills are continuously opening up, it does not appear

*These computations include operatives, laborers, craftsmen, clerical
workers, service, and sales workers. Foremen were excluded from the
craftsmen category and salesmen, agents, brokers of real estate,
advertising, stocks and bonds, manufacturers' representatives, and
salesmen in wholesale trade, were excluded from the sales workers,
leaving retail salespersons. These deletions were made because as
Braverman indicated, these groups are generally higher paid, privi-
leged members of the work force who by the nature of the work they
perform and the rewards they receive, do not fit a working-class
description except in the minds of census statisticians.
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that an increasing proportion of the work force is employed in posi-
tions that require greater skills. Braverman's work indicates that it
is more accurate to characterize the shifts which have occurred in

the occupational structure as a polarization rather than a general
upgrading of the skill requirements of jobs.

An extensive amount of research has been conducted in recent years
regarding the impact of technological change on. the skill requirements
within the occupational structure. While most of the researchers
agree that changes in the skill requirements of jobs have occurred,
there is no consensus as to whether these changes constitute an up-
grading, downgrading, or perhaps no change at all in the level of
skills required, in general, throughout the occupational structure.
Some researchers have studied job skills directly, others have com-
pared job descriptions, and still others have asked workers themselves
how they believe technological change has effected their work, but
no systematic pattern can be detected in their conclusions. While
some have attempted to show that a particular trend in the evolution
of work in America has taken place, no general agreement has been
reached. This ambiguity or inconsistency, however, is a most signi-
ficant finding. It is precisely because no general trend has been
uncovered by this research that the upgrading thesis cannot be accepted.

Formal education has experienced tremendous growth, particularly
in the last two decades. If the technical theory is valid, this
should reflect a substantial, or at least a consistent upgrading of
skills required throughout the occupational structure. But if there
is any consistency to the effects of technological change on the skill

requirements of jobs, it appears to be in a downward direction for the
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majority of the work force. While some may quarrel with such a con-
clusion, one cannot quarrel with the conclusion that no systematic
upgrading has been uncovered. The heart of the technical theory,
indeed the basic foundation of the conventional view of American
society in general, is rooted in the belief that technological advan-
ces have resulted in an upgrading of skill requirements in the
American occupational structure. The research into this issue, how-
ever, does not support such a belief.

If technical skill requirements of jobs have not been generally
upgraded, then some other explanation for the expansion of formal
education should be considered. It is possible, as mentioned earlier,
that employers could seek out better educated people, even when the
technical requirements of jobs have not changed, simply because they
will make better employees. The relationship between formal educa-
tional attainment and on-the-job performance will be examined in the

following section.

Formal Education and Job Performance

Private and public employers today spend large sums of money on
their personnel departments. With the assistance of computer tech-
nology vast amounts of data are maintained by many employers on their
employees. Elaborate screening and testing devices have been created
for evaluating potential employees. In many respects, personnel has
become an extremely sophisticated professional occupation.

Formal educational attainment, however, is still one of the most
important, if not the most important, criterion used to evaluate

potential employees, particularly for jobs at the higher end of the
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occupational structure. The elaborate procedures many companies use
to sort out potential employees are frequently introduced after the
largest segment of available workers have been screened out, that is
by automatically ruling out from the beginning those who have not
attained a given level of formal education. deay, most companies
restrict their recruiting for certain jobs to college campuses. While
in some instances there may be no formal policy requiring a college
degree, such practices almost guarantee that these jobs will in fact go
Jjust to the college graduates. Employers frequently admit they need
some way to reduce the number of applicants they will consider. Set-
ting a minimum educational requirement is a convenient way to do so.
Despite the development of the personnel profession, the growth
of personnel departments, the increasing ease of collecting and main-
taining data, and the extent to which employers rely on formal educa-
tion to select new employees, few attempts are made by employers to
study the relationship between employees' educational attainment and
performance on the job. If such studies are carried out on a regular
basis, as a central function of personnel departments, they constitute
one of the best kept secrets of our day. In his attempt to obtain
such information from personnel and other top executives in private
industry, Berg found that, "To a man, the respondents assured us that
diplomas and degrees were a good thing, that they were used as screen-
ing devices by which undesirable employment applicants could be identi-

d.48

fie But Berg also found that,

. . .when efforts were made to pinpoint the ways in
which 'better-educated' workers prove to be superior
to those with less formal education, it was discovered
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that business firms typically do not collect data that

would make such comparisons possible. Where relevant

data are available. . .they are rarely analyzed as a

means of discovering the validity of any selection

procedure or screening device.4

In discussions I had with twenty-five recruiters at Michigan
State University Placement Services during the spring of 1975, every-
one told me their company either did not compile such information, or
if it did, they were not aware of it. I sent letters to sixty com-
panies asking if they had any available information relating formal
education with performance on the job. Of the twenty-nine that re-
sponded, nine said they could not provide any information because they
did not have the time or manpower available or it was company policy
not to participate in such research activities. Although three of the
companies had conducted this kind of analysis at some time in the
past, the remaining companies stated they never did so. None of them,
however, said they conducted this research on a regular basis, if at
all. Although most respondents indicated they maintained data on the
background of employees and on their job performance, for some reason
they do not attempt to validate fheir educational requifements. Three
noted that because of civil rights provisions they were in the process
of developing more complete data banks on their employees and more
complete job descriptions in order to eventually be able to validate
all job requirements.

The research which has been conducted and made available to the
public suggests why employers might be sensitive to exploring this

issue further, particularly in public. While the evidence is fragmen-

tary, it is surprisingly consistent.
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Berg studied the relationship between education and job per-
formance in a variety of different industries and occupations rang-
ing from manual laborers to highly skilled technicians. He found no
evidence to support the plaudits which the employers he spoke with
gave to educational credentials. In fact, in terms of productivity,
turmover, absenteeism, supervisbr ratings, and rate of promotion,
education was more frequently inversely related to performance.

In a study of blue-collar workers employed at a Mississippi
textile manufacturing company, Berg noted that productivity (which
could be accurately measured because wages were based on a piecework
system) turnover, and absenteeism were all inversely related to the

50

formal educational attainment of workers. Similar patterns were

found in a comparable study of workers in four departments of a

51 The "promotability" justi-

Southern hosiery manufacturing plant.
fication for setting educational requirements above what is required
for an entry level job also was not supported in a study of installa-
tion-crew members in two privately owned utility companies, workers in
an automobile assembly plant, and nonmanagerial employees in two large
department stores. Formal education in each case was not found to be
related to promotions.52 In Berg's words, "educational achievement
explained so few promotions that it could be discounted as a factor."53
A study of managers of a paper company (described by Berg as "gray-
collar" workers) revealed no association between education and the
evaluations they received from tﬁeir supervisors or between education
and absentee rates. This study did show that turnover rates were much

higher for the better educated emp1oyees.54
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Berg's analysis of white-collar jobs yielded similar findings.

A study of debit aggnts employed by Prudential Insurance Company
showed that workers of a similar age working in the same market with
just high school diplomas performed as well as their colleagues who
were college graduates. As a result of these findings and other rese-
arch conducted by Prudential, formal education is not asked. for on
applications for these jobs.55 A study of 125 branch offices of a

New York bank revealed that turnover and loss of accounts per teller
were inversely related to the education of these employees. The branches
with the worst performance records were those in which a greater per-
centage of workers were attending educational programs after working
hours. Performance was poorest in those branches where managers
stressed education in their advice to tellers regarding their future
with the bank.%

Analysis of public employment and other private employment prac-
tices cited by Berg revealed similar conclusions. Although labor
costs are extremely high in many work settings and although educational
credentials are heavily relied upon to locate productive workers and
to maintain a stable work force, in many instances Berg found that
employers are creating inefficiencies and adding costs to their opera-
tions by misconstruing the value of educational credentials.

In a study of ten entry or near entry positions* in the New York

and St. Louis metropolitan areas Diamond and Bedrosian concluded,

*Bank teller, cashier-checker, hotel clerk, salesperson, orderly, press
feeder, production machine operator, shipping and receiving clerk,
wireworker, arc welder.
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The analysis indicated little or no relationship between
hiring standards and job performance needs for all occu-

pational groups in a significant percentage of the com-

panies studied. Moreover, the existence of considerable

variability in minimum requirements and preferences among

employees for the same occupation demonstrated that even

the most objectively determined hiring standards may be

influenced by subjective considerations.57

Performance was measured primarily by earnings and supervisory
ratings of employees. The hiring requirements examined were age, sex,
education, and previous work experience. With the exception of work
experience, the characteristics and qua]ifications required or pre-
ferred by employers had little or no relationship to job performance.
In seventeen of the twenty job categories (ten jobs in New York and
ten jobs in St. Louis) "little or no difference in job performance could
be attributed to differences in education. . . .These findings refute
the thesis of many employers that the more education an applicant
possesses, the better worker he is likely to be."58

The variability of hiring standards was illustrated by the fact
that three-fifth of the New York hotels indicated that education was
unimportant in their hiring decision but three-fifths specified some
requirement.* In other words, one-fifth of them required a minimum
educational requirement even though education was considered to be
unimportant. Similar inconsistencies were found in all four jobs in
which the majority of the employers said edpcation was unimportant in

their hiring decisions. Different levels of minimum required or

*In New York 27 percent of the hotels required a high school diploma
while 53 percent in St. Louis had such a requirement. At the same
time, 42 percent in New York had no educational requirement while
each St. Louis hotel specified some minimum requirement.59
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preferred levels of education were found among employers within all
job categories. When asked if education was important in the hiring
decisions, employers within job categories differed in all but one of
them.

Similar to Berg's and Jaffe's and Froomkin's studies, Diamond's
and Bedrosian's work indicates that the unemployment probTems of
lesser educated people do not lie in their technical inabilities or the
unavailability of jobs for which they are qualified and on which they
frequently perform better than their more educated colleagues. Rather,
their problems appear to stem from the fact that they happen to be at
the end of a labor queue from which employers make arbitrary decisions,
which are often not even in the employers' best interests.* Like so
many others who have conducted manpower research, Diamond and Bedrosian
appear to be less concermed if at all, with the problems of the unlet-
tered, than with the profitability of private industry. Their recommen-
dations for a lowering of educational requirements and for the estab-
lishment of valid, job-related criteria, are justified in terms of money
employers can save by creating a better fit between jobs and the people
who hold them.

In 1966 Horowitz and Herrnstadt studied the education and training
experience of tool and die makers in the Boston metropolitan area in

order to determine the kinds of preparation which were most effective

*The liabilities employers may assume come in various forms. For example,
a study conducted by Sandia Laboratories found that better educated
blue-collar workers are more responsible for damage, accidents, and
errors, in addition to lower productivity, than their lesser educated
co-workers. According to James 0'Toole, former chairman and principle
editor of the HEW Task Force Report, Work in America, 1972, this is

not a reflection of the inability of the better educated workers. Rather
it 1s a function of their discontent with what they consider to be un-
challenging, menial work.60
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in developing qualified practitioners of these trades.sl

Performance,
measured in terms of supervisors' ratings, the breadth of work the
men could handle, and the time required to become competent craftsmen,
was compared with the various education and training paths followed
by the tool and die makers. The specific paths were: (1) apprenticeship,
(2) vocational high school followed by apprenticeship, (3) on-the-job
training, (4) vocational high school, (5) vocational high school fol-
lowed by on-the-job training, and (6) picked up the trade.

In their list of "Key Findings" the first one is, "There were
no important differences in the competency of the tool and die makers
produced by the various training paths."62 While they did find that
a somewhat larger proportion of those with vocational high school and
apprenticeship received above average ratings, "The differences in
their ratings were modest at best and not statistically significant.“63
The authors concluded,

In general. . .paths seemed to have remarkably little to

do with performance. This was true whether they had been

finished or not, and whether they had been supplemented

by part-time courses or related training in the armed

forces. It was somewhat disconcerting to discover that

formal, systematic training was so relatively unproductive.

Our hypothesis was that such training would yield superior
results.64

Formal training did make a slight contribution to the breadth

65 and on the time it took to become classified as a tool or

of skills
die maker66 but these relationships were not statistically significant,
with one exceptiqn. Vocational high school or on-the-job training or
a combination of on-the-job training and machine shop skills contri-

buted to breadth. Horowitz and Herrnstadt cited several manpower
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publications which endorsed the value of apprenticeship not just for
training skilled craftsmen but also for training future foremen and

67

other supervisory personnel. But their study showed that apprentice-

trained men were no more likely to be promoted than others.68
Although performance was not significantly related to training
path, more recent entrants into the tool and die making crafts have
utilized formal educational training more than the veterans did. While
the average number of years of formal schooling for the entire sample
was 11.6, those 55 years of age or older averaged 10.5 years while those
under 35 averaged 12.1 years. Over 44 percent of the oldest group
had not finished high school while only 9.5 percent of the younger

workers did not do so.69

However, since there was "widespread agree-
ment that no more time was needed to learn tool and die work today
than in the past,"70 and "older, more experienced men tended to be the
more competent men, despite a tendency to be less educated than the

n the trend towards higher educational attainment of

younger men,"
tool and die makers cannot be explained in termms of changes in the job
skill requirements or by the performance of formally trained workers.
Rose Wiener, a researcher with the U.S. Department of Labor,

stated in a Labor Department publication that "the use of the diploma

as a work permit, frequently supplemented by tests that actually dis-
regard job requirements and abilities of the applicant, shuts the door
to many capable workers,"72 For example, in a study of hiring practices
conducted under the sponsorship of the Labor Department, it was pointed

out that 25 percent of the employers required a high school diploma for

the job of driver-salesman even though these employers stated that the
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ability to read and writewas all that was necessary and no relation-

ship was found between education and job performance.73

Wiener also
cited Berg's research and several others to drive home the point that
high school and college graduates have been performing for years on
many jobs which would now be closed to them if they were entering the
job market today.

Evaluating the relationship between education and job performance
of professional workers is more difficult because their production and
their work record in general are more difficult to quantify. For
example, the productivity of automobile assembly line workers can be
measured by the number of cars produced in a given time period, but
it is much more difficult to measure the productivity of a college
professor. The number of publications might be used to measure such
productivity, but the quality of these products is much more difficult
to determine as is the productivity and quality of professors' teaching,
committee work and other job duties. If a lawyer does not come into the
office, it could be because he or she has some field investigation to
work on or a mid-week golf date to keep. Failure to show up at the
office is not as likely to be recorded as absenteeism as in the case
of an assembly line worker whose record would be noted if he or she
did not report to the factory. Research along these lines on pro-
fessionals, therefore, is even scarcer.*

One revealing article, published in the Harvard Business Review

*In the field of education, for example, the New England School Develop-
ment Council searched the 673 articles, from an annotated bibliography,
on teacher competence and concluded, "No study was found which could
definitely be said to report the re1ationsh19 between proficiency as

a teacher in service andamount of training."/4



131

in 1971, indicated that even professional work performance cannot be

accurately predicted on the basis of formal education.75

Livingston
reviewed several studies which followed the careers of samples of
graduates from the most prestigious schools of business. In one study
of 1,000 Harvard Business School graduates grades were compared with
measures of achievement like job title, salary, and persoﬁal satisfac-
tion with career progress. The researcher concluded that "academic
success and business achievement have relatively little association

with each other."76

In another study it was discovered that men who
attend Harvard's Advanced Management Program after fifteen years on
the job, but who otherwise had no fbrma] business education, earn
almost a third more than do MBA's from Harvard and other leading busi-
ness schools. After citing several studies which yielded little or no
correlation between formal education and achievement, Livingston con-
cluded the basic reason was that people do not learn those managerial
skills required for success on the job in the classroom.

People with higher levels of formal educational attainment gen-
erally are employed in better, higher paying jobs. But it can no
longer be assumed, if it ever could be, that better educated workers
perform better on the job. These correlations may represent little
more than self-fulfilling prophecies, particularly as educational require-
ments become more rigid and those lacking the credentials become locked

out altogether, thus eliminating any possible basis for comparison.*

*In a discussion with a recruiter for a major office machine manufacturer
I was told that the federal government would not allow the company to
establish a formal policy of requiring an MBA for the poasition of

finance analyst since the company was unable to prove that the degree

was job related. According to this recruiter, however, the company has
"informally" decided not to hire anyone for this position who does not



132

It is becoming increasingly difficult to know to what e*tent degrees
pay off because of “credentialization" and the extent to which educa-
tion pays because it contributes to one's ability to perform. The
research on education and job performance is scant, particularly in
professional occupations. But the surprisingly consistent findings of
the research I have been able to locate, that formal education is not
positively related to, and is frequently inversely related to job per-
formance certainly calls into question the traditional thinking along
these lines.

Private industry is not totally unaware of these findings. The
Director of Employment and Planning of the Pacific Gas and Electric
Company stated, "A graduate with a B.S. or B.A. is about right for
the kind of business we are in."’7 A Bank of America Vice-President
maintained, "The banking business isn't so mysterious that an employee
need hold more than one degree. The bank might be better 6ff with a
person with a bachelor's degree."78 And an R. R. Donnelley spokesman
said, "You can't learn how to print in college, so there is no need to
pay the extra toll for the MBA."7_9 It would be interesting to study
the recent hiring practices of the utilities and banking industries to

see if they conform to the philosophies these leading executives espouse.*

have an MBA. I mentioned that eventually all the finance analysts would
have an MBA and that it would then be impossible to compare the job
performances of MBA's with others, thus making it difficult to prove
whether or not the degree was actually a job related requirement. The
recruiter agreed with me and said, "Eventually management will get its

way. "

*The proportion of male bank officers and financial managers with five
or more years of college ranges from 9.6 percent for those between 55
and 64 years of age to 15.4 percent for those between the ages of 25
and 34. So apparently there is a tendency in the employment practices
of the banking industry towards hiring people with more than one degree.
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And if the printing business cannot be learned in college, why pay
extra for even a bachelor's degree?

In a letter I received from James D. Strickler, the Professional
Employment Coordinator at Standard 0i1 Company of California, I was
informed that,

Success in Standard 0il1 Company of California is not based

on the amount of formal education of its employees. Those

employees who do very well at Standard 0i1 Company of

California are generally high achievers and it is entirely

conceivable that a professional employee with a Bachelor's

background can retire from a very influential position

within the company.
So education is not important, except that for professional employees
a college degree is a must. Mr. Strickler described the general dut-
ies and requirements of professionals in the exploration, producing,
manufacturing, marketing, and research departments. In all cases a
bachelor's degree was required while most of the workers had a master's
or Ph.D. As an afterthought, Mr. Strickler added the following comment,
in his own handwriting, to the letter which was otherwise typed by a
secretary in proper business format,

You might also be interested that some years ago we did a

study to determine if there was any correlation between

achievement in college and performance on the job (GPA

vs. highest rank achieved). Unfortunately after several

months of study and much data gathering for 6,000 unclassi-

fied (professional) employees we found therewas no correla-

tion at all!
Presumably no further research relating educational attainment and job
performance has been conducted.

In a discussion with a recruiter for a retail clothing store chain,

I was informed that a study of store managers conducted in the late
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1960s revealed that high school graduates performed as well as those
with master's degrees. Apparently hiring practices have not changed.
Managers are promoted from the ranks of assistant managers, who are now
recruited primarily from college campuses. So although high school
graduates have performed adequately in the past as managers, it will not
be too long before they become locked out of this occupation.

A representative of one division of a major automobile manufac-
turer reported the findings of a study of its college graduate employees
to Michigan State University students in the fall of 1974. Of the
1,600 employees in this division, 234 had bachelor's degrees, 71 had a
master's and 5 had Ph.D.s. The study compared the promotion rates, in
terms of salary and job responsibility, of those receiving their bache-
lor's and master's degrees within the past 15 years. It was discovered
that those with a bachelor's degree progressed at a faster rate and,
based on current trends, would surpass the income levels of those with
master's degrees after 15.3 years on the job. Further study revealed
that the following characteristics accounted for the faster rate of
progress of those who moved up.

Ability and Willingness to:
motivate others
be personally efficient
change assignment priorities and take on any type of assignment
take risks

truly cooperate and dedicate one's self to the job at hand
plan, set goals, and meet them

be a "self starter" - initiative

have good rapport with peers and support personnel
communicate well

be flexible

deal with a multitude of projects

make decisions

keep attuned to changing times and adjust accordingly



135

When asked if his organization was planning to focus its recruit-
ment efforts on bachelor's rather than master's candidates, the response
was "no." First, he said that technology was advancing so rapidly that
the master's degree was almost becoming necessary for many entry level
positions. In addition, colleges and universities now offer many of
what he referred to as "human relations type" courses which'can provide
future employees with the attributes that seemed to account for who gets
promoted and why.

Despite the fragmentary nature of the evidence, it appears that
formal education does not predict job performance as well as is fre-
quently assumed. This does not mean that the typical high school dropout
could perform brain surgery with the same level of competence as a
trained neurosurgeon. But for the vést majority of jobs the relationship
between the skills utilized on the job and those learned in school are
not so clear-cut. And the educational requirements established for
most jobs are decided from a‘much narrower range of choices which do
not distinguish among candidates so definitively. For most jobs a high
school diploma or a bachelor's degree are used as cutting points which
do not differentiate the unqualified from the qualified very precisely,
if at all, yet they do serve to eliminate large numbers of people from
many job opportunities. While many employers operate under the assump-
tion that better educated people make better workers and will raise
their educational requirements when the available supply permits, the
rising educational attainment of workers and the escalating require-
ments established by employers, in general, cannot be explained in
terms of a demonstrated superior level of performance by the relatively

better educated workers.
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The fact that a consistent relationship between education and job
performance has not been revealed by the research in this area constitutes
a further challenge to the technological justification for the expansion
of formal education. The meritocratic underpinnings of the conventional
perspective in general clearly do not hold up if rewards are distributed
to individuals on the basis of their education while at the same time
education is not related to objective indicators of job performance
(marginal productivity). Since better educated people are able to obtain
better, higher paid jobs, and since this relationship cannot be explained
by rising technical skill requirements of jobs or by better job perfor-
mances on the part of the highly schooled members of the work force, some
other explanation is called for.

It is tempting, but mis]eading; to conclude that employers in
general have been operating irrationally and have been doing a disservice
to themselves by not paying closer attention to the relationship between
formal education and job performance. But if, as the class perspective
contends, employers are equally concerned with maintaining social con-
trol and maintaining a healthy profit margin, then better educated workers,
who are less productive in some capacities, may still be more valuable
employees if they accept and reinforce the prevailing social relations
of production within a given firm and throughout society in general.
Better educated employees may contribute to the stability of an organi-
zation and, therefore, to the generation of reasonable profits over the
long run, even if their short-term marginal productivity is not necessarily
greater than that of lesser educated workers. To the extent that better
educated workers exhibit higher rates of absenteeism and turnover, the

stability value of such workers, of course, is limited. In general,
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however, these findings are consistent with the queuing theory of the
labor market, and with the thesis that education is used as a means to
restrict access to jobs, to sort and select people for various slots
within the class structure, and to perpetuate that structure. While
the class perspective does not escape unscathed from these findings,
again it constitutes a more adequate explanation than does "the con-
ventional viewpoint.

If formal education is used as a means to restrict access to
jobs or to 1imit the number of applicants to be considered for jobs,
and if educational requirements are raised as a response to the avail-
ability of better educated workers, independently of any absolute deter-
mination of skill or training requirements, one would expect that the
educational attainment of younger, more recent entrants into the labor
market would be greater than that of older workers, performing the same
work, who have been employed for several years. If the technical theory
is correct, that is if educational attainment and requirements have
increased because of the changing skill requirements of jobs, then
those workers, young and old, who are employed in the same capacity
with a given fim or in a particular industry or occupation, should have
attained about the same levels of education. Perhaps the older workers
would have attained slightly higher levels as a result of company
incentives to attend classes or simply as a result of a desire to take
some classes during nonworking hours. By the mere factor of age, the
older workers would have had more time to do so. In the following section
the age and educational attainment of workers within selected occupations

will be examined.
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Age and Education of Similarly Employed Workers

As indicated earlier, it is frequently argued that the increas-
ing educational attainment of the work force is primarily a function
of two developments; a shift in the occupational structure from lesser
skilled to more highly skilled positions and an upgrading of skills .
required within occupations. The bulk of the increase in educational
attainment, however, is accounted for by increases within jobs rather
than by shifts in the occupational structure. Table V-3 shows the
upgrading which has occurred within the major census occupational
classifications since 1952. (See Table V-3 on following page.)

Folger and Nam employed the demographic technique of standardi-
zation to partial out the amount of educational upgrading that could
be attributed to shifts within the occupational structure and the amount
attributable to increases within occupational classifications. In
their analysis of employed white males between the ages of 35 to 54
in the years of 1940, 1950, and 1960, they found that only 15 percent
of the rise in educational attainment over the twenty year span could
be attributed to shifts in the labor force from occupational classifi-
cations requiring less skill to those requiring more, while 85 percent

was accounted for by upgrading within occupational classifications.sl

82

This trend has continued through the 1960s and 1970s. As one economist

wrote in 1972:

As more young people delay entering the labor force until
after high school graduation, employers have come to view
the high school certificate as a requirement for many
occupations where an elementary school certificate was con-
sidered adequate 30 years ago. The general upgrading in
workers' education over the past decade has increased the
level of education within every major occupational group
while the occupationgl distribution of workers has been
largely unaffected.8



139

TABLE V-3: MEDIAN NUMBER OF SCHOOL YEARS COMPLETED BY U.S. CIVILIAN
LABOR FORCE, BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, 1952 AND 1973

Occupational Group Year ;

1952 1973
A11 Occupational Groups 10.9 12.5
Professional and Technical 16 + 16.4
Managers and Administrators 12.2 12.9
Farmers and Farm Laborers 8.3 10.7
Sales Workers 12.3 12.7
Clerical Workers 12.» 12.6
Craft and Kindred Workers 10.1 12.2
Operatives 9.1 11.8
Nonfarm Laborers 8.3 11.4
Service Workers 8.8 12.0

Source: Manpower Report of the President, 1974, Table B-12,
"Median Years of School Completed by the Employed
Civilian Labor Force, by Sex, Occupation Group, and
Color, Selected Dates, 1948-1973," p. 303.
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Another way to view the educational upgrading which has occurred
is to compare the educational attainment of more recent entrants into
the labor fdrce with that of veteran workers. Table V-4 shows the
percentage of male workers who have attained four years of high school
and the percentage with four or more years of college, by age, within
the major census occupational classifications.. This table includes
all male members of the civilian labor force in 1969 between the ages
of 25 and 64, over 75 percent of the male work force in that year.

In each occupation group the younger workers are better educated
than their elder colleagues. Broad occupational classifications do
encompass a variety of kinds of jobs and certain important distinctions
may be blurred. But the same pattern is obtained when specific jobs,
within these occupational groups, are examined. Table V-5 shows the
percentage of male workers with four or more years of college within
specific professional, managerial, sales and clerical occupations.

The percentages in this table were calculated for all of the occupations
in those groups for which age and education data are provided in Earnings
by Occupation and Education: 1970 Census of Population. (See Table
V-5).

In fifty-seven out of seventy-three occupations (78.1 percent),
workers between the ages of 25 and 34 had the highest level of educa-
tional attainment, those between the ages of 35 and 54 had the second
highest, and those between 55 and 64 had the least amount. Of the
remaining sixteen occupations, the youngest group had more education
than the oldest in eight of them. Altogether, the youngest group was
better educated than the oldest in sixty-five (89 percent) of the occu-
pations. The average difference in the percentage of 25-34 and 55-64
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AGE_GROUP

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-04

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
§5-64
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TABLE V-5: PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WITH FOUR OR MORE YEARS OF COLLEGE BY AGE AND OCCUPATION

OCCUPATION
Professional, Technical, and Kindred Werkers

Accountants Clergymen
64.0 80.6
54.3 75.4
%.4 68.6
Mechanical
Engineers Sales Engineers
69.0 55.6
56.4 54.0
39.1 40.6
Agricultural
Geologists Scientists
91.7 83.4
92.7 ! 62.3
83.0 45.0
Operations & Sys-
tems Researchers
& Analysts Dentists
47.2 98.4
35.7 98.0
23.3 95.2
Radiological A11 Other Health
Technologists Technologists &
& Technicians Technicians
9.9 36.2
17.8 31.0
22.7 28.7
Social & Recre- College & Uni-
ational Workers versity Teachers
75.4 96.3
67.0 96.0
57.6 93.2
Industrial A1) Other Engf-
Engineering neering & Science
Technicians Technicians
18.1 10.7
34.7 10.5
Not Available 14.0
Editors &
Designers Reporters
37.8 62.9
27.7 61.8
24.7 49.1

Computer
Specialists

50.0
43.8
374

A11 Other
Engineers

66.4
§7.3
44.8

Physicists &
As tronomers

92.3
91.7
83.2

Physicians,
Medical &
Os teopathic

97.2
98.2
97.1

Economists

84.8
71.8
§9.1

Elementary
School Teachers

93.8
92,3
86.5

Technicians, Ex-
cept Health, Engi-
neering & Science

23.4
13.7
n.7

Musicians &
Composers

26.0
27.7
19.5

Aeronautical &

As tronautical
Engineers Civil Engineers
74.1 66.6
60.4 61.9
46.6 50.6
Life & Physical
Lawyers & Judges Scientists
98.1 83.0
96.3 79.0
89.1 67.9 -
Actuaries &
Statisticians Mathematicians
79.8 93.1
67.9 93.1
54.9 63.2

A1l Other Dentists, Clinical Labora-
tory Technologists

Physicians & Rela-

ted Practitioners & Technicians

97.1 4.0
96.4 33.5
83.7 22.9
Psychologists Sociologists
98.0 90.1
96.5 84.3
91.3 65.6
Secondary
School Teachers Draftsmen
96.0 9.7
93.3 1.0
92.3 15.7
Airplane Air Traffic
Pilots Controllers
38.2 6.3
22.0 6.5
19.5 8.6

A1l Other Writ-
ers, Artists &
Entertainers

Radio & Televi-
sion Announcers

Managers and Administrators, Except Farm

Bank Offictals Buyers, Whole-

& Financial sale & Retail
' Managers Trade
4.7 27.5
45.4 19.0
3.2 9.1

Sales Managers &
Department Heads,

Sales Managers,
Except Retail

Retail Trade Trade
20.8 4.2
16.1 39.3
8.3 24.6

Inspectors, Except
Construction,
Public Adminis-
tration

27.4
15.0
1n.5

School
Administrators,
College

79.9
85.6
74.3

20.6 38.7

29.2 36.2

15.7 27.9
Officials &
Administrators, Purchasing
Public Adminis- Agents & Buyers
tration N.E.C. N.E.C.

56.7 33.9

34.7 26.0

29.3 17.5
School Adminis- Managers &
trators, Elemen- Administrators
tary & Secondary N.E.C.

94.6 25.4

95.5 24.4

91.0 16.6

Electrical &
Electronic
Engineers

67.2
58.6
48.6

Biological
Scientists

92.0
89.6
77.8

A1l Other
Mathematical
Specialists

84.1
73.7
55.7

Dental
Hygienists

42.9
5.4
16.1

A11 Other Social
Scientists

87.3
77.8
64.2

Electrical & Elec-
tronic Engineering
Technicians

5.3
5.7
10.4

Radio Operators

7.6
5.2
4.1

A1l Other Profes-
sional, Technical
& Kindred Workers

58.2
50.5
41.2

Restaurant,
Cafeteria, & Bar
Managers

13.4
8.9
4.9

A11 Other Managers
& Administrators,
Except Farm

26.3
21.2
13.8
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25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

25-34
35-54
55-64

TABLE V-5: Continued
Demons trators, Insurance
Hucksters, & Agents, Brokers,
Peddlers & Underwriters
15.8 3.8
1.4 28.6
9.2 18.9
Bank Tellers Bookkeepers
13.3 18.9
8.6 16.2
7.4 1.6
A11 Other
Shipping & Clerical &
Receiving Clerks Kindred Workers
1.9 15.9
1.7 12.4
2.0 9.0
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OCCUPATION
sales Work

Salesmen & Sales

Clerks, Retail Real Estate
Trade Agents & Brokers
1.6 35.1
8.0 28.0
5.5 18.2

Clerical & Kindred Workers

Mail Carriers,

Cashiers Post Office
7.3 2.7
4.9 3.0
3.9 3.9

Salesmen & Sales
Clerks N.c.C.

2.0
22.0
12.0

Payroll & Time-.
keeping Clerks

a0
- O N

A11 Other Sales
Workers

39.8
31.8
18.7

Postal Clerks

3.9
4.4
6.4
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year olds with four or more years of college in those sixty-five cases
was 14 percentage points. For example, among civil engineers between
the ages of 25 and 34, 66.6 percent had four or more years of college
compared to 50.6 percent of those between the ages of 55 and 64, a
difference of 16 percentage points. In other words, younger workers
within most occupations have attained substantially higher levels of
formal education than older workers. Since these comparisons are made
among workers within the same occupations, workers who are performing
the same kind of work, it is difficult to attribute the higher levels
of formal education among more recent entrants into the work force, and
the expansion of formal education in general, to an upgrading of skill
requirements called for on the job.

It could be argued that there are significant differences in
the work performed even among those within a specific occupation.
Therefore, the fact that younger workers are better educated might
reflect differences in the particﬁlar tasﬁf performed by the younger
and older workers. In order to determine more conclusively whether
or not employers have arbitrarily raised their requirements, thus
eliminating qualified but uncredentialed workers, it is necessary to
examine the age and educational attainment of workers who are employed
in the same capacity in the same organization. If, in a sample of
workers employed in the same capacity and performing the same tasks, the
younger workers have higher levels of formal education than their old<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>