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Consistent with the Williams v. California swit, cur feeus in this article is on
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‘Ths article provides background information relevant to the plaintfi’s case
in Wiltioms v. California. Consistent with the suit, our focus is on educational
equity, particularly the interface between cquity and school organization. We
concentrite on two structural issues, b(.hOOI size and school overcrowding, and
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the article as an interpretive summary of existing studies of these topics,
concentrating on how these structural issnes relate to sodial stratification in
student outcomes, particularly academic achievement. The evidence we pro-
vide is drawn trom both national studics and, when available and appropriate,
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The ardele has four main sections. Part 1 focuses on school size. 1n Part 2
we (115( uss school ov ucrowclmg and one common It“:])UI]hC to overcrowding
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As schools grow, they typically become more bureaucratic, resulting in more
| Fvepalizar! tvangagcliaene i ot ppcien lar prp-ielnsine Ae el

er strand, typically conducted by economists, directs attention to the po-

tential for increased efficiency and cost reductions as schools get bigger.

Conclusions from these two streams are not consistent: Although the studies

with an organizational focus gencrally favor smaller schoals, research with
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Feenomy of Scale

Stuiedies of the cost elhiciency tor “producng” a given level of student achieve-

ment favor school consolidation and larger size (Kenny, 1982). Logically,

savings should accrue as costs are spread over a larger pupil base, which can

be used to expand academic olferings and student services. Thus, larger size

results in cither greater curriculum specialization, more resource strength,

or both. Here, curricular diversification is seen s an adwmmge, in that it re-
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consequences on student learning (Gamoran, 1989; Oakes, 1985). Increas-

R Y o R S S

H_i“t:_!r‘ "y ﬂ HI!I ml_. z\fjf! :

Bryk, & Smith, 1993; Lee & Smith 1993, 1995, 1997). The more con-
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achicvement. Lee and Smith also found that even though the same “ideal
size” was consistent across schools identified by LhUI average SES and
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schools, another studx also found i(wombl(, dlu[s for smuller sdloola m
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DEFINING OVERCROWDING

ver, national surveys genemil) ask school or (iastllct personnel such limited
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CALIFORNIAS OVERCROWDED SCIIOOLS

For three fundamental
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reasons, public schools in California are among the
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Few reliuble analyses quantify a relationship between school overcrowdin
and student or teacher aurcomes Althanoh coveral wnlid consisionl sodin.

demic outcomes for students, size is not necessarily related to overcrowding.
For example, schools with large enrollments may be below capacity, and
even very small schools can he above capacity. One study that investionteed
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clementary school students learn more in smaller classes (see Finn & Achil-
les, 1999, Nye, Hedgces, & Konstantopoules, 1999, 2002).

Temporary Structures
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some form of ycar-ruund calendar &National Association of _Year-Roundd

Education [NAYREL 20013, Almost all of these schools (97.5%) are public.

The Single-Track YRE Model

Year-round calendars can be divided i into slnglg track .md multitrack mod-
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The Concept 6 MTYRE model, commonly used by the LAUSD, Tequires
students to attend school for only 163 days per year, compared to the
traditional 180-day calendar. To compensate for this reduced instructional
time, between 20 to 40 minutes are typically added to each school day. At
the secondary level, however, this extra 6-7 minutes per class may not be
wholly utilized ftor additonal instruction, while the loss of 17 instructional
days allows [ewer nights for homework (Helfand, 2000). Another concern is
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Clear distinctions exist between California schools thae employ single-
track and mulritrack plans: Most single-track schools are located in sub-
urban districts, whereas multitrack schools are much mere common in

B P B 1 ' - = A s
lJ!, 1 .
u ﬁ




2002 Yéachers College Record

RV EPE PR & | -1 —

ment norms. Stressing the point that the Concept () plan is d tespcmsc to
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today’'s fiscal environment, it is quitc unlikely that taxpayers would support
the construction of many small high schools and the abandonment of the
buildings that now house large comprehensive high schools. In many lo-
cations with large public high schools, particularly inner cities, even main-
taning existing schools is a financial challenge.

A logical {and scemingly less expensive) alternative o constructing ncw
schoals is 1o divide existing large high schools into several smaller schools
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The conditions under which thesc purposctully small schools are created
differ from those common to SWS high schoals. Mjuw vunogelbe v
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around the desire to retain both the henetits of small schools and those of
large, comprehensive high schools. The consensus among staff was that the
smorgashord nature of the comprehensive high school usually led to the
decay of the SWS structure; students’ school-wide curricular choices fre-
quendy trumped attempts to maintain autonomous sub-units,

CHOICE AND THE SWS MODEL

SWS high schools commonly allow students (o select their subunit, based
presumably on their individual preferences and attraction to the various
subunits’ themes and olferings (Lee et al,, 2001; McPartland et al., 1996;
Ready, Lee & LoGerfo, 2000). The goal of permitting subunit choice is to
foster commiument among students and to increase their engagement with
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comprehensive high schools. Our own research about the SWS structure
has identified many benefits, including enhanced social relations among
school members, safer and more orderly school ;ltmus.ehcros, and im-

An equatly important outcome is the reform’s potential to erneourage new
processes and social and academic organizations, especially in terms of
curricula, the use ol ime and space, and the relatiomships between teaching
and learning. Perhaps the most important benefit of the SWS structure is
that 1t forces schools into meuningtul school-wide conversations about what
they want their students to know and be able to do. Many such schools
begin to rethink their missions, and consider exchanging the “shopping
mall” format for a more focused program that is shared by the majority of
students. In this sense, the processes and dialogues required to implement
the SWS reform are themselves worthy undertakings.

PART 4: DISCUSSION

SCIHOQOL STRUCTURFE AND EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITY

High School Size

Facets of school structure such as enroliment size and overcrowding are
typically not regarded as elements that are cither social policies in them-
selves or amenable 10 specific educational policy interventions. Schools are
typically built with practical considerations that focus on accommodating
particular numbers of students. Very seldom does logic drive answers to
questions such as “What size high school might work best for the students?”
and “What do we really want to accomplish as a school. and what is (he
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low-income students. Thus, it is often the case that the students who would
benelit from smaller high schools the most-—minority and low-income stu-
dents -are actually educated in the largest schools.

Califorma’s Overcrowded Schools

context, they are surely applicable to California’s sceondary schools. Not
only are many California schools that enroll disadvantaged populations
quite large in terms of the number of students they were meant to educate,
but schools built for a particular number of students are currently having to
cducate many more students than these already large schools were con-
! e iy 1 1. .
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transform the social differences students bring to school into academic dif-
ferences. We strongly advocate reforms that are ussociated with rising
achicvement, and achievement that is equitably distributed by race, ethnic-
ity, class, or family origin. Refornes that raise achievement of children at the
lower end of the distribution without damaging those at the top arc ones
toward which we helieve our nation should strive,

Our own research leads us to support strongly the plaintiffs’ case in the
Williams class action suit. The State of California, through its public schools,
must deliver a high-quality education to all its citizens, We hope that this
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Chicago Annenberg (_,hallcngt (TO94). Smart sehools/swart kids: A f)irij)usﬂ! o the Annenberg Foun-
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