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R TRACKING AND INEQUALITY WITHIN SCHOOLS:
FINDINGS FROM A STUDY OF SCHOOLING

-
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Tracking == the process of identifying and grouping together

school chi;&ren who .appear to have similar learning aptitudes or academic

accomplishments for the purpose of broViding them a differentiated course

of instruction--has been an organizational practice in American schools

>

dgring the last seventy yearc. The practice developed in respouse to both.

the increased divarsity in.student populations fo]Aowiqg’the'great fnflux

‘of immigrants in the late ninet?enth century and the iunstitution of‘compuln
sory education laws yhich follbwed.soon thereafger. ' ‘ . TR
Before 1900, secopdar; school pupulations were quite similar
and the function of the publiclgchool'was ﬁo provide a common educational

experience. Throughoﬁf the ninetecenth century a sharéd curriculum was

¢
characteristic of schools. In 1900, only eleven percent of,Ameriga's

youth attended high schools, and two-thirds of this group were Preparing
for college (Coleman, 1966). With the movement toward universal secondary
education and the comprehensive high school, however, secondary school
pop;latians beeame gighly divo%en ;q they increased in size. Tracking
was viewed as a mechanism to assist the school in probiding effective ‘
programs fof this newly diverse student populatioﬁ.

At the same time, pressures from elsewhere in society were
brought to bear on schools urging ;ﬁem to become "business-like" and
efficient and to utilize “scientiéic" approaches to these ends (Callahan,

1962). The classifying of students and sorting them into programs based

on seemingly objective and scientific measures--standardized group tests

-
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:of intcllectual‘performance--seemed to meet both the need.fof effective
programs and for efficlent mathods, As:d result, tra;king became a
wvidespread featuié of secondary education. | ' . .5
The major theoretical purposes of tracking have b@én to.better RS
meet the different needs of various groups of students and to maximize
individual learning within the group. The practical ai&vhas been té
veduce the range of individual differeﬁces in class groups to simplify
“the teaching task (NEA, 1968). Widely uccepted by educators has been
the assumption fhat individual differé;ces can best be served in classes
where students share similar characteristics.,
The separation of students into tracks has been questioned,

] ’

however, both in recent educational studies of equal opportunity and

é;i:: .

'f{ . by the courts. Following the Brown v. Topeka Board of Education (347
| U.S. 483) decision of 1954 and the court's clear committment to the

tenet that public education‘amust be made available to a%llon equal
.terms," increased scholarly aétention.has focused on sources of educa-
tional inequality at all levels. Coleman's (196€), Jencks' (1972), and
Smith's (1972) ‘analyses of thie Equality of Educational Opportunity data
make it clearegaat greater variation in pupil outcomes exist; within
the same school than exisé between schbols. The implication from this

[N

work is that inequality in American education is far more likely to

result from the ways the same school treats different children rather
than from differences between schools. Tracking, perhaps the primary
vehicle for affording differential educational treatments to students

within schools, has thus become a major focus of inquiry into the sources

of educational inequality within schlicols.
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Despite the pervasiveness of tracking in American education,

-

however, and the numerous investigations of schooldng cutcomes related

L

to it, the process and content of tracking has remained relatively un-

studied. Little is known about the differences in the daily classroom

) life of students in different trqéks and how these differences may con-

tribute to educational inequity within schools. s
, '

v The cumulative results of Lhreellines.of research point to the
i&portance of a tracking study which focuses on these daily claséroom'
processes: 1) studies of the rela:ionship‘bétween tracking and academic
achievement, 2) studies of the relationship between tracking and student
outcemes in the ?ffective domain, and 3) studies of the relationship

between tracking and the racial and socioeconomic separation of students

within schools. An examination of these groups of studies, taken to-

- gether, implicates tracking in the failure of schools to provide educational

equity to students frém poor and minority groups. Thus, the processcs
which take place in classes at dilferént track levels within schools
become important in determining whether, and in what ways, different
proups of studants in the schonig m;y not'be eQually served.

The considerable amount of existing treséarch on the relationship
between tracking and academic achievement has not dcmonstréted that this
type of grouping and, presumably, the diiferential treatment which accom-
panies 1t have led to gains in student achievement. (Excellent recent -

reviews of this literature include the following: Heathers (1969), Findle r

Y

and Bryan (1970), Espositic (1971), and Perscll (1976). In addition, a .

nuwber of these and other studies have shown that tracking has had

94
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negative effects on students in average and lower groups with the mogt o

'"adverse effectsfoh:those students at the hottom levels (see Borg, 1966;

d
-

Findleyﬂgnd'Bryan. 1970 for excellent reviews of this literature). Rosenbaum

'(}976), for example, studied the effects of tracking on I.Q. scores

longitudinally and found that test scores of students in low tracks become

homogenized with a lower mean score over time. l}n contrast, students'

scores in higher tracks became increasingly differentigted with a higher

mean score over time.,

In the area of affective outcomes, Shafer and Olexa (1971) found
more school.misconduct and higher drdpout and deli#quency rates among
studeutg in lowe? tracks, chn with the social class of students held
constant. Kelly (1975) found track position directly related to self-
esteem with lower track students scoring lowest on self-esteem measures.,
Heyns (1974) found that, even Qith ability level and stdtus origius con-
trolled for, track level was an important determinant of fh@ure educational
plans, ‘a finding confirmed by Alexander and MEDil1l (1976) in"g_study that
found that track placement effectea differences in intellectualism and
acadenic self-concepts of students as well. (Se¢ Findley and Bryan, 19}0
for an ex;eusive review of earlier studies on grouping and affective
outcomes.,) These research findings on the negative relationships betyeeu
tracking and student achievement and affective outcomes take on a special
significance in view of work that has demonstrated that tracking in schools
functions to separate students along socioeconomic and racial lines, Wﬁile
there is considerable contrbyersy in the literature about the relative

contribution of ascriptive and achieved characteristics to student classi-

fication (Rehberg and Kosenthal, 1978) and about the neutrality or objectivity

¥y
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of placement %ri:eria, studies have consistently found high correlatious

-between race and socipecondmic status and track level (Mehl, 1965; Hobson v

Hansen, 19673 Heéthers, 1969; Shafer and Oleiﬁ, 1971; Heyns, 1974; Rosen-
baum,‘1976; Morgan, {977 among others). Otﬁer gtudies have found that>
socloeconomic or xacial characteristics of studeuts have a considerable
influence on the track placement  decisions méde aqut them. (Alcxandé¥-
and Eckland, 1975; Hauser et. al., 1976; Alexander and,McDill,‘1976;
Metz, 1978.) These findings implicate tracking in the consideration of
educational ineduity forrpoor and minority students, in that Children'
frém_the lawest sucioeconom}c grdups and minoritics are usually found in
classes at.the lgwest track levels.

| Additionall&, when prackﬁgg has been considered by the courts,
in cases involving iacially and socioeconomically diverse school settings,
it has often been found to be a disc?imina;ory denial of equal educational
oppdrtunity. The Equal Protection clause of the Fourteenth Ammendment
has‘been the tool in these cases which have adjudicated the constitution-
ality of tracking. In several school desegregation cases, classifications of
students based on measures of academic aptitude have been treated as
"suspect'-~those which A) recult from congenital and immutable character-
istics over which one has no control, B) have ; stigmatizing effect

resulting in psychic injury and C) involve a discrete and insular minority,

- a politically defensless group which may need the protection of the court

against majority supression (Dick, 1974). Based on the assumption that
academic aptitude is randomly distributed in the population, the courts
have determined that classiflications, purportedly based on this neutral
criterion, which, in fact, allocate racial and socioecconomic groups to

different classes in disproportionate numbers, can be a denial of equal

(
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protection and therefore a barrier to equal educational opportunity.
The ruling in many of these cases has been that tracking or classification
of students with measures or criteria which result iun disproportionate

racial groupings are discriminatory and therefore unconstitutional (e.g.

Hobson v, Hansen 269 F Supp. 401, 1969; Moses v. Washinpton Parrish School

" Board 409 U.S. 1013, 1972; McNeal v Tate County School District 568. i

52d 1017, 1975; Read v Rhodes 455 F Supp. 569: 1978; and Larvy P, v, Riles,
343 F Supp. 1306, 1972; 9th District Court Slip Opinion, 1979). .
While it is clear that students differ in socioeconomic and cultﬁfal>
characteristics and in aptiﬁudes which influence thelr learning, it is
unlikely that thgse attributes qlpne acéount for the measured differences
in cognitive, affective and I.Q. outcomes associated with'them. (Deutch
and Brown, 1964; McCandless, 1967, among others). Much of the resea?ch
on tracking and étudeng outcomes has controlled for these b#ckground and
ability faétors. In addition, while not d=aling with‘tracking specifically,
othef work has focused on the different effects of various teacher behaviors
aad instructional approaches on students with similar characteristics and
learning needs. Many of the teacher expectation studies have shown differen-
tial outcomes for students with similar characteristics resulting from
teacher behaviors modified by differing eipectations for them (see Persell
(1976) for a comprehensive review of this 1iteratufe). Moreover, Morgan
(1977), in one of the few studies comparing treatment effects at track
levels, found that teachers employing different strategies with studénts
at the same track level achieved considerably different results in student
outcomes. It scems cvident, then, that the impact of tracking itself and

the resulting differences in the educational experiences of students at

different track levels are partially responsible for diffecroences in

8




student.outdomes. o | L

The purpose of this study, then, was to explore the day-~to-day
educational expérieuces of'studenté in classes which afe tracked and in
those classes which are heterogeueously grouﬁed. This investigaﬁion
focused on three major aspects of the classroom experlence at different
track levels in secbngaryiEnglish[language arts classes: curricular
coﬁtent; instructional practices, and ﬁocial relationchips and ihteractious.
It was expected that, in the examination of the relationships between

these classroom variables and track level, patterns would emerge indicating
that dlstinct diffemenccs exisL among classes at various levels and
between those classes which are heterogeneously'and homogeneOusly grouped.,
In this Studf,'a large nﬁmﬁer of English éiasses frqm a wide
variety of schools were examined to provide a comprehensive description
of classrooﬁ differences associated with tracking. To do this systematically,
theoretical propositions were used to guide the .oxmulation of research
questions and as a base from which to interpret findings. 1In this way,
. an understanding of how classes may differ across track levels was - pr6v1ded
' and in addition, an explanation of how these differenceb may relate to
both educational and s;cietal inequality could be made. .
Recent Qork of both American and European schelars, (e.g.,
sociologists Michael F.D. Young, Pierre Bourdieu, Jean-Claude Passcron,
and Basil Bernstein; economic analysts Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis;.
and curriculum theorist Michael Apple) provided the.theofetical base for
generating questions and interpreting findings about the relationship

between tracking-and educational inequity within schools. Viewing schools

as societal structures which reflect the values of the larger society and

e e —— e —— s
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operate in ways‘consfstent with the waintenance of the exiéting social
order, these theorists exanine the form and contént of the schooling
éxperience in a ?ﬂh-traditional way. They do not accept. the generally

-~ . -

held assumptions that schoois’are‘ngutral, méritocratic institutions
thruugh-which individuals from all social, etgpic, and economic gfo;bs
can ﬁdkimize their potential, achieve.économic.aud social.mobility, and in . ,
doing so fulfill the needs of the larger socicty. On the contrary, schools
are seen as biased toward the interesﬁs of the mosﬁ powerful groups iIn
society and structured to maintain the social and ecqnomic stratification

of gociefy with f:atﬁres that function to inhibit social and economic
mob%lity. Educational attainment is viewed as a reward for confourmity to

the values of the dominant sodial groups, rather than a universalistic

reward -for merit. Thus, these scholars propdsc a "reproduction" theory

of schqoling iniwhich schools, imbued with a.paf;icular set of values and
embody%qg'paréicular political and 'economic interests, reproduce the

heirarc;ical social, political, and economic structures of the larger
society. Furthermore, ﬁhe school is viewed as operating"(contrary to the
intents of most educators) as part of the societal dynamic thfough which
the_inequality'in the production, distribution, and control of both economic
and edugatiénal goods is maintained. Trom this alternative perspective,
then, inequality in schools is not:seen as resulting {rom inefficient
functioning bui as a reflection of the inequality in the structure and
culture of the larger socicty.

By drawing on particular propositions of this theoretical perspective,

questions about tracking in schools were raised regarding its role in this

10




backgrounds.

i

hypothesized reproduction of societal-inequallity thrcugh schooling. In

~ .

this view, the .allocation of students to différeut tracks, and any different ,

educational experlenoes which rcsult, could be seen. not primarily for

1=thc purpose of bettor mecting individual learning ne;ds, but as a means

of sort ing iudividuala, largely according to their social origins, and e
prepariug them with,thc knowledge, values, attitudes,,und behaviors
appropxidtc to the'r future roles in the social and economic order., .
Thus, an examination of any differences in curricalar content, instructionali
practiceé; and soclal relationships and interactions in classrooms within
diffe?ent tracks, through the exploration of questions grounde& in this
reproduction theqry, provides some illumination of the ways schools may
fail to provide edycatiohgl equality for ﬁoor and minority students.

' From-British sociologist Michacl F.D. Youné's (1971) disscussion of

the unequal distribution ¢f power in society as a con.equence of the uneven

distribution of cultural knowledge among social, economic, and other groups,

tbe question of the une&en or unequal diétribption of knowledge among groups
in school arises:. Young pgsits that some groups}nave access to more power
in society because of the different kinds of knowledge made available to
them and not to others. ‘This unequal distribution of knowledge, directly
linked to the unequal distribution of power in society, is maint;ined by
those qlready in power with their control of the ways in which dinstitutions
transmit knowledge. MHigh-status knowledge, as defined by these powerful
groups, is distributed disproportionutely to students from privileged
Michael Apple, (1978), Am;riéan ;urriculum theorist, builds on

the work of Young by defining high-status knowledge and its relationship




to the maintenancc'of;ﬁbwer. Using an ecoﬁdmic'metaphor, Apple proposes
Lhat high-ﬁtatus knowledge is linkcd Lo the reproduction of ccouomlc
inequality in that it is made a scarce commodiLy whose distlxbution is

limited. This scarcity and limitcd dibtliburiou is the source of it

- /_

importance in the securang of power in soclcty. nchools functipn in Lh;b

Py [}
P

process to legitimate and distribute to elect groups Lhcsg oultura]

resources which are related to unequal econommc forms., Apple defines high-

o

- status knowledgu in corporate socicths as thc'tgchnical kuowledge necessary o

‘to keep Lhese ecouomlos operatiug at a hngh’lgvel : Becaube Lhe gcnerdtion_

e

and preservation of this Lecnnica* knowledgo largely tdkCo place in the

.universitleh, hlgh~status knowledgc in qegondaxy 5chools ib/zhat which

provides access to the univnrsity.f Thus, hié/%yVacademic knowlcdga beoomeq

the scarce ‘commodity with limited. distribution in schools which provxdes

P

access to future power in society. | _ S | '€x‘ o

In additionm, according to Bourdleu.and Paasexon (1977), thia highw “

//
»

status “nowledge is used as ome of the nechanisms whlch functxons to place,

and retain students in different social and economic groupings., This

1

high-status academic knowledge reflects the culture of the dominant group,

and the propensity toward high-%chievement in schools 1s based ou this

- academic criteria., As a result, high-status knowledge, biased in favor of

the middle class, serves to allocate students from lower class backgrounds
to lower status positions, thus reproducing the existingﬂgirarchical
society.

In these ways, then, the legitimaticn and distribution of high-
status knowledge in the schools serves to reinforce and reproduce the
inequities in the larger society. Therefore, in this study, the distribu-

tion of school knowledge to students in various tracks was cxamined in two

-~ ‘e A W ar ® cen . o~ e _ -
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- "of knowledge and to the type of instructional practices which maximize

. .
s

. ) : - s
ways. Track levels in schools, reflecting to a great ‘extent social, '

4

‘ethnic, and economic groupings in society, were explored to determine

N "whether they provided diffrrential access both to quaneities and types

-

the lqarhingqof currjcvlum content. Therefore, the {irst objective of

 the studv was to explore the following:
How is bnth the quantity and quality of school
knowledpe distributed to diffevent groups within
schools? '

If there is differential distribution of knowledge,

does it result in the limiting of the access to o ~

n

high-status knowledge to particular groups?

1

R P - [P

These questions were explored by éeckiug fﬁ;"fbllowing-iuformafion'

from the collected data: Does the curriculum of classes at various track ™

levels vary in the amount of time spent on instruction as opposad to other
_ P
activities? Does the curriculum of classes at different track levels vary

[

in the type of instructional content made available to. students?

In addition ﬁo the émouﬁt and type o} cu;nicular content avail#ble
to different groups of students, important aspects of the dist:ibution of
knowledge are the instructional techniques and behaviors employed by
teachers in,the eclassroom., 1In their 1971 review of research on cffectiye
teaching behaviors and instructional practices, Rosenshine and Furst
identified five teaching variables which had consistently stromg positive
correlations with student achievement. Of these five, three were inves-

- v

tigated in this project: teacher variability in the provision-of learning
b
opportunities, including the cxtent and degree of assistance and the

variety of activities made available; teacher clarity in the organization

13
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 of instruction and in explanations and directious, and, teacher enthusiasm

and involvement (Rosenshine & Puxst 1971). It was posited that if these
* three teathing‘/ghaviors were difterentially distributed between tracks,
1t could be coéb]udeﬁ that ineqﬁélity in the distribution of school Know-
ledge was a likely rebult. The second objective of the study, thus was,
to explorn the following: .

]

How are effective instructional ‘practices and teachlng
behaviors d:stltbuted to different groups within
schools? '

- If there is a differential distribution of effettive
teaching practices, does it result in the limiting of
the exposure to the most effective instruction to cettain

— s e e b e b A e em———

e e groups within‘scnoolq? TSI e e e e e -

These questions were explor :d bv seeking the following information
from thL collected data. Does teacher variability, incluaing the variety,

extent, and degree of instructicnal activities, materials and teacher
3

: assistance vary with the track level of classes? Does the glarity of . _,'Q
/ [ad . hd ¥ o
teacher instruction vary with the track level of classes? Does teacher °

enthusiasm vary with the track level of ‘classes?

In their analysis of schools as agents in the reproduction of the
p :

inequalities in the American economic System, Samuel Bowles and Herbert ..
Gintis (1976) focus on the diffeLential sociai;zatlon of children from

various social classes. By soa{glizing chlldren with the values and | ¢
personality characteristics of the class of their origins, Bowles and Gintis

assert that schools Prepare students to mect the demands of the occupations

they will be expected to nssuéé within the existing class structure. *

This is accomplished through "the close correspondence between the social

relationships which govern personal interaction in thc work place and the

social lelatlonships of the educational system" (p.12), Bowles and CGintis,

like the other reproduction theerists, do not contend that the educational

| 14 _'
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bystem operates in this manner as a result of the comscious intentions

of teachers and school  administrators, but rather as an effect of the

close structural similarities in the social organizations of schools

and the workplace. 1In this view, the soclal rclationships and interactions
in schools serve to reproduce the consciousness of workers by fragmenting
students into stratifie%JEf&qps &here different capabilities, attitudes,

-and behaviors are rewarded. lTHese institutional relations serve to re-
produce "g@e self-concepts, aspirations, and social class identifications

of ind;vddhala to the requirements Bf the social division of labor" (p. 129).

‘In doing so, the educational system produces from lower class children

’

~-workers who. will be subordinate to external control and alienated {rom
* \ . N

the institution,'but willing to conform to the needs of the workblace.
Passiyity and the ébsence_of closc interpersonal relationships are character-
istic in sgch envizonments. In contrast,. students destined for upper

‘status positions inrthe economic heirarchy are more likely to experience

s

socigl relationships énd interactions wnich promote activec involvement,
affiliation*with others, and the.internalization of norms rather than
coercive control. ’

Drawing similar conclusions from his study of educational trans-
mission in the school,rBasiliBernstein (1975) hypoﬁhesized that the basis
of this transmissica is in the structure of social relagionships in the
schools and in the varicty of pupil responses to the roles school creates
both within and between social classes. It is tgis structure of social
relationships which controls curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation in the

schools. In Bernstein's view, schools become differentiated as they attempt

to function instrumentally, to fulfill the nceds of socicty by imparting

X 4
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specific knowledge and skills to students. This can be a divisive in-
fluencea whenlchildreu are separated inﬁo groups, often reflective of Social
class, to aid the development of specific skills in selected studenté.
While a student's level of involvement in school is initjuily determinced
by the family's understanding aﬁd acceptance of its means and ends, this
involveménu is modified and/or ephanced by the social relationships and
interactions in thﬁ.school.. It.is likely that in a differentiated (tracked)
\schqol, a lower class student with initial low involvement, placed in a
homogeneous group, will become increasingly uninvolved anq alienated from the
‘school. Thisg can result, according to Bernstein, from the heirarchical
stfucture of relatlonships characterized by teacher-pupil aythority re-
lationships and an emphasié on reward and punishments.

It seemed likely, then, that classes at aifferent trapk.levels
would be characterized by véstly different social felationships and
inte;actions. Low track classes ma& help t§ socialize students from
lower groups toward passivity, classroom relationships characterized by
dominance, coercion, and distance, and alienation from thg educational
environment. On the contrary, relationships and interactions in high
t:ack classes may help to éocializg students toward active involvement,
classyroom relationships that are characterizad by warmth and concern,
and affiliation with the learning experience. If these conditions do
exist, differential spcialization in the schobls could, in these ways,
serve to reinforce and reproduce the inequitios in the larger society by

limiting some students' positive participation in the educational experience,

As a result, the third bbjective of the study was to explore the following:

16
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. . . Do students in different groups within schools participate
P in different types of social relationshlips in their
. i classroons? . '

v

If there ave systematically different social relation-
. ships in olasqrooms, do these differences ludlcate that
G . ' groups of students may be lead dlfiorcntially te
. .~ passivity and alienation. from the classroom or to
+ involvement and affiliation with the learning experience?

\ . 9, . T -

. These qgestions were explored by seeking answers to the followiﬁg

.

" in. the data. How do student=teacher relationships and teacher affect

L) "

vary between classes at diffexevl track levels? .How do studcnt-student

¢ .

relationships and student affect "ary between classes at various track

levels? Do the type of lcarning interactions (act1Ve or passive student

s '"”iuvolvement) vary with the track,level 'of classes? ' I
PROCEDURES : )
T Sample and data collected } . v

! . The study was an apalysis of data collected for a cprrent naLional

research project, A Study of Schooling in the United qtates.l_ The Study

LN

of Schooling sample included grades 1 through 12 in schools selectcd by

'“triples. A triple consisted of a senior high school, a feeder 5un15r_

high o£ middle school, and.a feeder elementary school. Triples were

: ~ selected to“proQide a variety of-schools with different. combinations,of
the following characteristics: school size, economic level, racial
composition, liocation (urban-suburban-rural), aﬁd-regionality of the
country. Thirteen triples were selecked. 'All together 8,624 parents,
1,350 teachers, and 17,163 students in 38 elementary. and secondary schools

from scven states located in the Northwest, Southwest, Southeast, and

~ Midwest sections of the nation participated in A Study of Schooling.

(.

15



school and 72 Junior high or middle school English/1

16

- ’

Classes to be studied iu cach school were randomly bOlGCLQd and all
studcuta within sampled classeu were surveyeud, Gcncrally, the size of

each sample 1s large enough to warrant investigation of the data for
patterns, trends, and rclatiorships.
w o, . .4
The data avalyzed for this project were collected during Spring

.

and Fall, 1977, On-site structured questionnalre, interview, and obser-
vation methodologies used for data collection were piloted in a smaller

13
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study during Fall, 1975, Students, tcachers, admiuistrators, and parents
answered survey questions; teachers and students were observed in class-

rooms; and teachers were inter 'ewed and asked to prepaxc a. compzchcnsivc

'bécﬁégéucf'cuxriQQlum materic’ -~ (topics, skills, Lextbooks, maLor:aJ s, tests)

used in their classes. .

“

Iﬁé project focused, on the analysis of Study of‘Schooling'data'
, ) , \

reléting to thé_Enélish/language arts classes in the 25 secondary schools o
1n the sample. - All together, data were collected from 84 senior high

e

auguage arts classes,
R —_

Of these classes, 33 were identified as high achievement levcl classeb,

47 as average achievement level classe 30 as low achievement level

classes, and 46 as classes heterogeneous in achievement level,

Variable Measures

Guided by che research questions, the study focused‘on the explor-
ation and analysis of a complex set of variables which characterize the
classroom experience of students in different track levels of sccondary
English/language arts classes. Teacher, student, and observer percections

were included in thesc explorations aud analyses of curricular content,

18
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instructional practices, and social relationships and classroom inter-

action variables.

I. Tracking Varlable - track level - a rating of each sampled class by a

school counseclor or. administrator

1I. Curricular Coutent Variables

A. Time spent on instruction =-

1.
2.
3.

Proportion of observed time spent on instruction, routine tasks,\
behavior, or social activities N

"Teachers' perception of percentage of class time spent: ou N

iuqtructlon, routine, and behavioral activities
Students' perception of the way in which most class time is
spent (instruction, routine, and behavioral activ1ties)

B. Type of instructional content -~

l.

2.

73, TTeachiey ‘énphasis on”independent or’ complxaut"behaﬁiors as”

-Teacher emphasis on college preparatory or basic llteracy

topics and skills
Teacher emphaqis on high or low level cognitive skills

instructional content

III. Instructional Practices Variables

A. Teacher va.iability --

1.
2,
3.
bo
3.

_Teacher willingness to try a variety of approaches

“Peacher provision of a variety of learning materials

Student perceptions of the variety of learning materials used
Teacher provision of a variety of learning-activiiies

Student perceptions of the variety of learning activities
-engaged in

B. Teacher clarity ---

1.

2.

Student perceptions of the clarity of the organization of
instruction
Student perc;ptlons of the clardity of explanations and di*ections

C. Teacher enthusiasm -~ Student perceptions of teacher enthusiasm

\.

IV. Social Relationships and Interaction Variables

A. Teacher-student relationships and teacher affect —-

1.

2.

Student perceptions of teacher concern, teacher punitiveness, -
teacher favoritism, and teacher authoritarianism

Observer perceptions of positive and/or negative teacher affect
including teacher acknowledgement, encouragement, praise,
demeaning and punishment

B, Studoni-student relationships and student affect -~

1.

2.

Student perceptions of peer esteem, classroom dis sonancce,
classroom competitiveness, classroom cliqueness, student apathy
Observer perceptions of positive and/or negative student affoct,
including student refusal to respond, high or low interest level,
and general affect

.
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C. Type of student involvement ==
.. 1. Percentages of obscrved interactions dominated by teachers
© and students _ : '
Proportion of observed divergent to convergent questions
Relative percentages of observed teacher lecturing and questioniag
Teacher perception of the frequenc - of active or passive learaning
wetivities engaged in the classroom
5. Student perception of the frequency of/active or passive learning
activities engaged in the classroom N

S WO

Analzgig

" Guided by thé research_questions, the study focused on the

-

exploration and apalysis of this complex set of variables which characterize

the classroom experience of students. Teacher, student, and observer

-

perceptions were included in the analyses of curricular content, in-

.structional practices, and social relationships/classroom interaction -

variables. The differences between track levels on cach variable vere .

- examined at the senior high and junior high/middle school. levels separately.

. {?hroughout the“reporting of findings in this paper it is important
tg keép'ip'miﬁé the naturelpf the total sample from which the English
clusées studied were drawn.: Thé schools iﬁ the sample were selected from
severalfmajgr regions of the United States and differ in size, ecounomic
status, ethnicity, and }bcation‘in terﬁp of urban, ‘rural, or suburban.

No attempt, however, was-made to secure a stagistically random sample of

LA
-

schools. For this reason; no definitive conclusions generalizable to

‘a larger population.of tracked classes can be drawn from the sct of findings

emerging from this study. Rathes, ingight can be provided from this work
Q . . R

about processes occuring within different track levels at those scliools

studied., And, 6f course, questions can be raised about the implications

of these findings for schooling on a wider scale. Accordingly, the

primary statistics reported liere are descriptive - measures of central
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tendency, frequemcy distributions, and intercorrelations among variab;es.
At somq_poiuts in the discussion; however, inferrentlal statistics
are given - probabilities of correlations and Sighificancelof-moau
“differences - to provide some indication of how the differences among
- groups might be iut;rpreged were the sample of classes a statistically
‘random one.

In the computation of Pearson~g?rre1a;ions and analysis of variance
statistics, heterogeneous classes were eliﬁinété& from the analyses.
The major focus of this inquiry was to examine differences bgtween the
~.three levels of tracked classes. .Heterogeneous .groups.do not represent—== ' "~
. a fourth level of tracking, but rathgr reéult from an enﬁirely.different-
approach to grouping students for instruction. So, while characteristics
.of heterogeneous groups-afe presented throughout this study for comparative
purposes, the analysis of ﬁbtentially significant rélationshipéiﬁnd |
- differences between groups consideré only the three levels of tracked
classes. dTherefore, these analyses include 59 tracked ciasses at the
high school ievel and 43 tracked classes at the junior high middle school.
The unit of analysis selected for this study is the classroom.
Many of the variables ére cleaxly'class measuces (e.g. the proportion of
observed time spent on instruction and teachers' reports of the variety
of maLerials used with a specific class). Other measurces - student
perceptions of their learning environments, for example - are not so
\\\éagfly categorized., They may be viewed either individually as a measures

of charqg}cristics ¢f perceivers in the classroom context or collectively -

averaged within classes - as measures of systemic properties of classes
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themselves. Dlecause this inquiry was focused primarily on featurci of

qlausrooms and groups, ruther than on the students within them us'individuuls,

the second approach.scgmed most appfoprlate in this case, rThus, the

average of individual perceptions within classes was used as a measure

of properties of thoserclassrooms. This approach utcessitated the f .
aggregation of student data av the clas 38 level and the reporting of these
data in terms of class means.

The analyses presented in the paper represent only the first look
at a-large body of data. Further analyses will include multivariatc
analyses qtﬂvatluusgﬁpf a large number of variables in each of the three
arcas discussed in this paper --curricular content, instructiqna] practices,
and social ralationshlps in the classroom. The variables presented here
are‘only examples of the type of variables to be considertd Addltionally,

-,

data about math classes at the twenty five secondary schools w111 be
mincluded in future analyses. ' : ' ;..\

The findiugs and their interyretatlon presented in this paper,
therefort,'should be considered preliminary in the 'sense that they will
be augmented by these further analyses. While the relationship of the
findings to the Cultural reproduction theory of schooling can certainly
be‘speculated about-at this point, conclusions should be considered
tentative and subjeét tu refinement at the cbnclusion_of,all the plauned

analyses.
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RESULTS . .

Curricular Conten“-

‘Time on Instruction The relative amount of class time spent on

Ry

instruction or learning activitics was gauged with data from thrce different
sources -~ teachers, students and observers. Furthermore, additional infor="
l'mation about the time students spent learning English was gained from
teachers' stated expectatiops for students' homework time.
leachers were asked to indicate the abproxi@ate percentage of

hd

class time spent on iustrggtional activity. Their responses are listed

> Y

o e e e

————— e e U e

e L LI - 2 S
Table I
-, .
 Mean Percentage of Class Time Teachers
Reported Spent on Instruction by Track |,
Track Level
o o Junior High'’ -
High School Classes ' _ Middle School Classes
R . T } )
Hi Av | lo Hetero Hi Av . Lo Hetero
Time on 83% 78%  66%  73% . 79%  I5% 4% 4%
Instruction : : : .

N - ‘ |
’

At both schooling levels and in ail groups of classes, teachers
reported that the largest ﬁercentage of class time is spent on instruction.
Within the senior hiéh level, ‘clear differences in thesg percentages are

~ evident with low, average, and hig. track c%asses spending increasing
percentages of time on instructiown. At the Jundor high/middle school
level, while teachers of high track classes reported spending a larger
percentége of their Eime on instruction than do other tecachers, the

difference is not as large as at the senior high school level. Acditionally,

3
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at the Junior high level, ‘teachers of avcrage, low, and hctuxogen@ous .
clagses reported nearly ildentical percentages of time spent in this way.

Althbugh at both ]cvels the correlations between track and teachwmrs
perceptions of time on instxuution arce low ~—‘.21 (NS) at Lhe high auhool
level and .13 (NS) at the Junior high -- the diffcrences between the means
of the groups of high school classes are statistically significant (F prob.«x.05).
Students werc asked to. rate the tfme spent on learning in the
élasstoom with their r@sponse.to the following item;
e = -thds- class, -how much- time is usually taken by -the followingHBﬂthings? R “"4%,_

@ Mark the circle under the word "Most" for the thing that takes the most time,

Mark the circle under the words "Next Most" for the thing that takes the
- next most time. : .

Mark the circle under the word "Least" for the thlng that takes the
- least amount o[ time. _ ] t

v - Next.
. - . ‘ Least Most ‘Mast
(1) Daily routines (passing out materials, taking attendance, . '
making announccments)

[N

Q
(2) Learnlng ..ll....l.ll...l..l.l......l.....ll.lll..l........QOOOOOUQ‘OOOQ. .\.‘-
(3) Gettlng Stud(—nts to bellavc ll..l.l.l‘l.l...l..ll.l.......QOQCOOOOQ.l.lQ.
Responses were coded as Most = 3, Next Most = 2, and Least = 1, Mean
resﬁonses to this item, displayed in Table 2, can be interpreted using

° " the following ranges:

Range - of Mean Scores Category of Respomnsc

2.50-3.00 - Most
1.50-2.49 Next Most
10.00“1 049 . Least
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Table 3

Observer Perceptilons of the Percentage
. of Iateractions in Instruction By Track

Track Level
Junior High/

High School Classeé Middle School Classes

26

Hi Av Lo ‘Hetero Hi + Av ' Lo . Hetero
Percentage of : ' . )
Instructional 77% 71% 67% 17% = 82% 80% ._76% 71%

Interactious .

Like teachers and students, observers ‘in all groups perceived

that-most—class-time is-spent-on-instruction:—Within-schooling levels,
the observer data forms similar patterns of differences as well., High

o . .
track classes have larger percentages of ‘instructional interactions than

do low track classes. The percentages in the average tracks fall betweéen

these two groups. Heterogeneous classes rank diffeféntly'at each schooling.

!

‘level - sharing the highest percentage of inétructional'interactions at

the senior high 1e§e1 and having the-lowest percentage at the junior high/if
middle school levels While the trends are uoticible at ﬁoth:levels, -
correlations betwéen the percentage of instructional interactions and
track léVel are low .20 (NS) at the high schools énd <15 (N§) amoné junior
high school classes. _ | -

_ Taken toggthgr, these data prévide a distinct “mpression. that
more time is spent on instruction, relative to time spent in on routines,
behavior, or in social éctivities, in high than in low track classes at
both schooling levels, Althouch the differences in quantity of classroom
instruction time do not seem to be terribly large, the same pattern of

’”

differences appears in the data from all three sources.

&9
194
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Teachers also reported their expectations - -for the amount of dme

students should spend-on homework. f%zachers were given five response

options to this question which were coded in the following way: noune =

4

about half an hour = 2, abovt one hour = 3, about 2 hours = 4, and more

.

1,

than two *hours = 5. Mean scores for groups of classecs, included in Table 4,

can be interpreted in terms of the following ranges: .

Range of Mean Scores

t

4.50 - 5.00
. 3.50 - 4.49

- 2 . 50 - 3 .1’9 tar v b rememm m ot -

1.50 "62.49
1.00 - 1049

Time on lloméwork

more than two hoursg
about two hours .
“Tabout one hour:
about half an hour
none ) : :

Table 4 °

Teachers' Expectation.for Homework

High Schiool Classes

Time By Track

Track Level
_Junior High/
*Middle School Class

es

B Av Lo  Hetero H  Av Lo Hetéro -
Homework " 261 2.31 1.33  2.05 2.36 2.31 1.63  1.67

Time

S

While clear-cut differences are found in teachers' homework time expectations

1

for students in different track levels at both the senior and junior

highs, this differentiation is lakrger among high school classes. At

<

the senior high level the mean homework expectations for high track

classes fall into the "about an hour" range, while the low track score is

in the "none" category.

Heterogeneous groups and the average track are

expected, on the average, to spend about a half an hour on homework. In

contrast, all'groupsiat the junior high[middlc school level are expected,

26
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on. the average, to spend about a half hour on homework. Even so, con~

tgp same pattcrn.qf reépbnsqs oﬁcurring here a; among senlor high clnssgs.v

The highgst;te;éher expectations were for high track claéses, the,lowes£' 

for low tracﬁ'clasbes, with expectations for average track aud'heée;o- |

- geneous’ classes between those for high and low tracks. At both,levcls-

Eorrelations are muderate, .48 (p 4:.001)‘amon£ high séhool classes and .

W47 (p £ .001) among junior high classes. | .
"« For two kinds of learning time, then, unmistakable differcnces

-~

 oceur among classes within schools. Not only did the 1ow track classes

have less.ihstrugtional,iime in their English clasées, the teachers of

these classes had lower éxpectatioﬁs fo¥ the time students should spend

on homework. It seems clear  that there existed; among the sample oficlasses,
conspicious differencés in the quantity of learniué time provided to

students at different track levels. This differentiation appears to be.

Bomewhat more pronounced at the senior high thaun at the junior high/

niddle school level.

Content Of Instruction

The type of igstructional content.presented by teachers in the
\Englishﬁlangu#gc afts classes.in the samble, was assessed with data from
two sources, Thelgopics and éiills lists submitted by teachers as a,part
of the curriculum materials task and teachers' answers to the following

interview question - "If'you had, to rank order them from most important

od'down, what are the five most critical things you want the students in

" your perio?}%rade class (subject: ) to learn

this year? By learn, wé mean everything that the student should have

. L . : .
‘¢iderable differences exist between-groups of classes at- this-level, with .



upon ledving the class that.(s)he dida't upon entering. ‘(List ne more than

five.)" - provided rhese data.
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Three aspects of Lhe content of 1nstruction were selocted for

analysis, ‘(a) the topics of instruction listed, (b) the cognitive levels

Y skills and learning activities identified, and (¢) the non-cognitive’

behaviors listed or mentioned by teachers as content of imstruction. .

These three arcas were approached.in the analysis by classifying each

of classes. , ’

3

. teacher's response in each area on a continuum between two distinct types

Topics of Instruction - In the area of the topics of instruction

ﬂresented, it was expected that the lists of topics mentioned by teachers

would range from a "pure" college preparatory type -- comsisting only of

&

topics which have traditionally been used in this context =-- to é'"pure"

‘basic literacy or life orientation type -~ consisting solely of topics

related to functional literacy and dally life experieunces. These two

ideal types were conceptualized as being comprised of the following kinds

of instructional topics:

-

college preparatory type

a)
b)
c)

d)
e)

standard works of literature - (either classic or modern) - historical’
survey, study of genres, study of literary elements

expository writing (essays, themes, research writing), writing in
particular styles or genres

grammar analysis - concepts beyond the simple sentence

skills required for SAT exams - advanced vocabulary and comprehension

language study - historical analysis, semantics, linguistics as content

basic literacy or life skills type

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

reading skills - use of workbooks, reading texts, adolescent literature
basic writing skills - simple narrative writing, writing a complete sentence
work or life reclated literacy skills -~ filling out forus, interviewing, etc.
language mechanics and standard usage emphasis

listening skills

28
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With these two ideal ‘types représenting the extremes, each teaghei's

‘listing of instructiondl content was rated using tlie following scale:

<

- only col]cgc prep topics mentioned
college prep topics dominate

equal emphasis on college prep and basic literacy or life orientation
topics )

basic literacy or life orientation topics dominate

only basic 1iteracy or 1l£e orlentation Lop;cs mcutioned

Although thc ratings. represent diecrvtc points on a scale, mean
scores form a qontlnuum. their values can be interpreted in terms of the

+following ranges.

Ranges of Mean Scores . . Type of Material
4.50 - 5.00 only college prep topics mentioned
4.00 - 4.49 college prep topics dominate--tends
. : toward only college prep
3.50 - 3,99 college prep topics dominate--tends
: toward equal emphasis
3.00 - 3.49 equal emphasis--tends toward college prep
2.50 - 2,99 equal emphasis--tends toward basic literacy -
. 2.00 - 2.49 basic literacy dominates--tends toward
. . equal emphasis
1.50 - 1.99 basic literacy topics dominate~~tends
‘ toward only basic literacy
1.00 - 1.49 only basic literacy topics mentioned

The overall means and stanﬂard deviations presented in Table 5

show both the central tendency and variability among classes at the two

levels of schooling.

Table 5

Mean Ratings of Instructional Topics
Jr. High/

High School Classes Middle School Classes
X" 3.33 2.42
SD 1.20 1.12
N 81 fl

<9
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“on both college preparatory and basic literacy topics range." However,

1

the meau at the higﬁfééﬁgéiwﬁéﬁa§m§6§ard a

and at the junior high/middle schiools tends toward a basic literacy focus. .
The variation améng classes. at both levels is similaf--a standard deviation

of 1.20 for the high school classes and 1.12 for the junior high/middleée

school’ classes,

When classes are grouped by track level an interesting distribu-
tion of ratings of topics presented results. Tables 6 and 7 contain the

distribution and mean ratings by track level at the senior high and junior

| high levels.

Tablle 6

college preparatory emphasis

[

P The overall means for classes at both levels fall into the -"equal emphasis
&

Distribution of Ratings and Mean Ratings of Instructional Topics

by Track Level n High School Classes

Rating

' oof
Instructional

Topics

Track ﬁevel

29"

Hi Av Lo Hetero Total

5 (7) (5) (2) (14)
- 41% 16% 9% 17%
4 (8) (11) (1) . (5) (25)
47% 35% 9% 23% 31%

3 (2) (9) (2) - (12) (25)
12% 29% 18% 55% 31Y

2 4) (3) (1) (8)
13% 27% 5% 10%

1 (2) (5) (2): (9)
6% 45% 9% 11%

Total | (17) (31) (11) (22) (81)
100% 100¥ 100% 100% 100%

X 4,29 X 3.42 X1.90 X 3.18 % 3.33
SD .69 8D 1.12 sp 1.04 SD 1.00 SD 1.20

o0



Table' 7 ' H

Distribution of Ratings and Mean Ratings of Instructional Topics

by Track Level in Junlor High/Middle School Classes
. ’ . X 3 :

Track Level

HL Av Lo Hetero|| Total’
5 (1) ~ €0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (1)
N - 6% 0.0% 0.0% ) 000% 1’/0
- Rating 4 7 (3) (0.0 (3) (13)
L of 443 19% " 0.0% 14% 18%
: Instructional .
Topics 3. (5) (7) (0.0) (8) (20)
. 312 44z 0.0% 38%. 29% "
2 (1) (3) (5) 9) (18)
62 + 1972 28% 43% 25%
1 (2) (3) - (13) . (1) (19)
13% 19% Co72% 5% 27%
Total | (16) ~ (16) (18) (21) (71) .
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
X 3.25 X 2.63 X 1.28 X 2.62 X 2.42
SD 1.13 1.02 46 .80 SD 1.12

, It is clear from these tables that differcnces exist among track
levels in the type of instructional topics incluiided as class content.
At the senior high school level none of the high classes were dominated
by basic literacy or life orientation toﬁics and only 12 percent gave an
emphasis to these topics equal to that of college preparatofy topics.
In the average track classes-the distribution is similar to that of the
total group of high school classes with 77 percent of them including both

types of topics--a slightly greater pcfccntage than for the total sample.

o 31




'basic literacy or 1ife oriented topics: Averagé classes apbear‘to glve

. .
T . v » .

» 9

. -t

Thie distribution for low track clagses 1s skewed in the divecction of basic

litcracy LODiLb. Only one low cJa'a (9 perceat of the anmplu) revoaled

" a elear” cmphasis on collegc prepaxatory tdbicé while jﬁ 72 percent of Lhnse
_classoq basic literavy topics elther dominated the Leacherb lists or vere

. the only toplcs mentioned. The hctexoguncously groupcd vlasses £01 the most

part (83 percent) included both typvs of topxcs w1th the majozity of classes

(55 percent) giving them equal emphasxs. Thq“mean ratings of the classes
at different track levéls‘reflect Ehese differences. |

.I£ we look- at the differences in mean ratings among those classes
which are tracked‘(egciuding the hgtefogeneous groups)-we see that classes
at different track levelé are significantly different iyﬂthe type.of. .
ins&ructio;al maéerials presented (F prog.at .001) with higg track clésses.
émphasizing college preparatory topicé and iow track classes dominated by
both Lypes an equal emphasis. The correlation between track and rating
is high and positive (r = .63, p&£ 001.) at this level.

Similar patterns are evident at the junior high/middle school

. level although at each track level and in heterogeneous groups there is

a greater emphésis on basic literacy fbpics than in the corresponding

- track at the high school level. While none of the high track classes at

the higﬁ school level emphasized basic literécy togics 19 percent of these
classes at the junior high/middle scpool level emphasized these topics.
S!milarly, a higher percentage of average and low track classes emphasized
Lasic literacy topics ai'this level. 1In fact, among junior high/middle
school classes, the teachers' lists from all low track classecs were dominat;d

by or only mentioned these topics. Similar to high school heterogencous

et



classes, non-tracked classes uL the junior hi&h/middlu school laevel Lunded

' to include both types of toplces (95 percent). While the largest pomccntagc

L A PPV OpoPRES pRseevay

of hetexogeneoué olasses at tho high schools aye'both types oflfoﬁicﬁ‘*““'“/
t equal emphasis' (55 percent), the largest pqrcentage at the junior highs

.were dominated by ba iu literacy topics (43 percemt). Again, as with the

high school classes,the mean ro;ings'of the classes at diffe:éh; track

_levelo'reflect thoso differences. .

. As with the high school level the differences betwéeo the classes

at the three_track levels are significant (¥ prob.<ﬁ,.001). While the

high: track classes, on the average, gave the two types of topics equal ' o

emphasis but tendud toward a college preparotory emphasis and the average .

track claoses gavg the two. types of topics equal emphasis.but tended toﬁard

a basic literacy emphasis, ooachers of low track classeo on the average

only listed basic literacy or life orienteo ;opics. Again, at this level,

the correlation between rating of instructional topics and track level is

high and positive (x = .75, p<& .001).

Cognitive Level of Skills and Ins tructional Activities - Similar
' analyses were conducted regaroiug the cognitive levels of the skills and
learning activities listed by teachers. In this area classes werec expected
to fall on a continuum between a type which would consist en;irely of inp
struction requiring only low level cognitive processes and a type in which
higher level cognitive skills were required for.ﬁost or all learning activities.
These two ideal types were conceptualized ao follows:

Lognxtive levels approached-—emphasis on higher or lower level skills

hibher level type

evaluation--judgment making

criticism-—interpretation (symbolism, etc.)~-drawing inferences
appreciation

generalization--synthesis

33
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e Applicntion skills were céueidered ta be at an intermediate level.aud not .

exclusive to eithgx of- these "ideal" types. With these two types repre-

sca]c:

1

v senting the extreme&, each teacher's respouscs were ratcd on the following

H

COGNITIVL LEVELS APPROALHBD

= N LD Pl

- clear emphasis on higher level skills ' ’
frequent mention of higher level skills

higher levetl skills seldom appear

- rote learning/comprehension/application listed

- only rote learning/comprehension mentioned

Again, while the ratings represent discrete points on a scale,

!

mean ratings can’'be interpreted ir terms of the rollowing raages.

?

Ranges of Mean Scores Cognitive Levels
4.50 - 5,00 clear emphasis on higher level. skills
4,00 - 4,49 frequent mention of higher level skills -
‘tends toward a clear emphasis
3.50 - 3.99 - frequent mention of higher level skills
2.50 - 3,49 higher-level skills seldom mentioned
2,00 .~ 2,49 ~--rote 1earn1ng/comprehenion/appl:catiou
1.50 - 1.99 : rote learning/comprehension/application
. j tends toward rote learniug and
comprehension only
1.00 - 1.49 only rote learning and comprehension
T T The overall means and standard deviations presented in Table 8

show both the average response and variation among classes at the two

levels of schooling.

Table 8

Mean Ratings of Cognitive Levels
Junior High/ <

High School Classes Middle School Classes

3.2) 2.51
<94 1.04
81 68
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Thc ovemnll neans for clasbes at both levéls £al] into- the "hWigher lcvcl &kills
355% e suldom mentioucd"_rangc. However. whiile the mean at the hf;h school 1avc1

is clése to the "frequently mentioned" range, the Junior high/middle schoel .

,wmeaamisfonly~s¥£gﬂlly*abovcwthe*“rote-1earntﬂgfﬁﬁmﬁrﬁhéﬁ§15h7ﬁﬁﬁiii&iiaﬁ“ -
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range.  The variation amohg classes at both levels is simllar - a staﬁhard
dcvlatlon of .94 at the high school level and 1. 04 among the junior high/
- middle school classes. |
Withln the two levuls of schoollng, clear differences can be seen
<;-w”‘ in the cognitive levels appxoached by activities liasted by teachers for
*  classes at differqnt track levels. The distxxbutions and mean ratlngs for
classes -at different track levels and those which are heterogenequsly
ggoupéd are presented in Tables 9. §pd 10.
. _ \ .
. Table 9
Distribution of-Ratings of

Cognitive Levels Approached by Track
High School Classes

Track Level- |

. Hi Av Lo Hetero || Total
5 6) - (2) ' (8)
- 35% 6% 10%
Rating - 4 (5) (11) (1) (4) (21)
of 29% 35% 9% 18% 26%

Cognitive . s ,

Levels 3 (5) (14) (2) (12) (33)
Approached 297 457 18% 557 417
2 (1) (3) (8) (6) (18)
67 . 107 ) 73% 277% 22%
1 (1) (1)

3% : . 17 -
‘ Total | (17) .  (21) (11) (22) (81)
1007 1007% 100% 100% 100%

X3.94 X332 %23 %2.90 X 3.21
SD .97  SD .88  SD .67  SD .68  SD .94




~ Table 100 -~ - .

i

5 PO ld
I

T .. 7 Distribution of Ratings of Cognitive
) ' : Levels Approached By Track
- ' " . Junior High/Middle Sciiool Classes

=]

o ! Track Level

| ] w7 1o | Netero|| total
500 0 (0 1} ¢
e 0% 0% 0z | 0% 0% y
Rating . 4 (5) - (4) - (0) (53‘ : (122/”Jf j
of ¢ 3%  ° 27% 0% 15% % |
Cognitive . |. . o ' “y/;
Levels 3 (6) (6) (4) (11) (2 »
Approached 40% - °  40% . 227 557% 40%
L2 W) (3) (0} (6) (13)
’ : 282 . 20%. 0% 30% - 19%
1] (o) (2)  (14) €0) (16)
. 0% 13% 78% 0% 24%
Total] (15) (15) . .(18) | (20) (68)
100% 100% 100% ~100% 100%

X3.00 X280 X1.44 X2.85 . X 2.5
sD .80  SD 1.01 sD .86 SD .67 Sh 1.04
L, As‘with the instructional topics presented, there are cleérhcut
differences ipn-the cognitive levels required by iustructional activities:
in classes at differgnt\§§gpk levels at both senior and junior high/widdle
school levels. ~
_At the senior high schoél level only for one high track class (6 per-
cent of the sample) did the tcacher not include some mention of activities or

skills réﬁuiring higher level processes (ratings 1 or 2). In contrast,

teachers of eight low track classes (73 percent) gave this type of listing. '
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_Auffhefsame~ﬁ4mefn64~pe£cant~oﬁwthc*tea@h@r&*uf“high"ﬁraék“61a9569”éfﬁhet”““”
cleérly,eﬁphasized or ;ggduehtly'mentioued acﬁivitias or skills fequiriug
-;hesé high level processes. This was only truéJ.howeyer, for 9'percent_(1)'
of'the’teachers‘of lqy track classes. The widest range occurred in the group
of ave;agc.fragk classes with the largest perceutagé o? these classes ﬁaQing
highex lgvél skills seldom mentioned. While the range vas smaller for the
.heterogéﬁeous grbub, the largest percentage of.tneéé classes wgég assignéd a
rating of 3 as well. The mean ratiﬁgs'of classes at different track levels =«
ref;ect these Hifferences.1 o : S | - | " -
~Looking at the éiffere;ces'in mean ratings for tracked classel only;.
we can seé phat qhefe are significant differences between the meansE(F'prob.-ﬂ.OOI).'
'The mean of high.track classes falls within the "gréquent mention of higher |

level skills" range, those of average and hetcrogeneous classes in the "seldom
&

mentioned" range and that of low classes-in the "rote learning, comprehenéion,

[N Y

aéplicqtion" range. The correlation.between these ratings. and track level is
- _\:‘ . a AL}

queréte and positive (r .52, p & .001).
While the ratings overall are lower, the patterns are very similar at
‘the junior high/middle school level with distincﬁ differences bccurrigg-eméng
track levels. Among high truck‘classes, 73 percent of the teachers listed
1some activities and skills requiring higher level cognitive processes (ratings
3 or 4), while only 22 percent of the teachers of low track classes did so,
Again, the widest range of ratings occurred among average track classes with
the largest percentage of both average track and heterogeneous classes being
assigned 3 ratings. The”mean ratings of classes at different track levels

reflect these differences.

The differences between thesc mean track ratings are statistically °
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éiguificaut (P prob'4ﬁl 001) While the means Ior hi&h and average track
classes fa]l in the "higher luvel skills seldom mentjouned" range, the low
track mean can be. intexpruccd as meaniug that only rote learning and compxc-
henslou type activities were ment Loned by teachers. The correlaLion between
cognitive level ratings and track level of classes at the junior high/middle |
schéol level is high and positive (r = .65, P 41.001).

Geueral behaviors as content. 1n addition to 1is£ing subject matter

content and skills in .the Curriculum Materials Task and. in interviews,'some_

of the teachers épecified generai behaviors as part of the curricular §ontent
of the ciasses for which “they were sampled.: These responses were diétingqishcd
by their lack of ,a épecific relation;hip to the subject matter of the class.
Théy generally were of tw; types: desired student behavioré in the area of

personal d;portment and behaviors considered part of the learniug process or

classroom procedurcs._

For this,analysis, these non-subject specific statements of desired
learnings were classified into three categories: 1) statecments that indicated
the teacher was secking student autonomy and indepen@enge,_Z) statements that
indicated that the teacher qpcouraged student conformity to teacher authority
and established classroom routines, and 3) statements (or multiple statments)
that indicated both types of behaviors were encouréged or statements difficult
to intgrpret as dis;inctly beionging either of the above two categéries.
The following chart lists the kinds of behaviors mentioned by teachers that
were classified as either independent or conforming behaviors.

independence |

critical thinking

individual projects or assignments

active involvement of students

. self-direction
creativity
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-conforﬂ&gy . C e
getting along with others 7 : . : - :
.working quietly . : :

improving study habits - :
punctuality--both in attendance ‘and handing in asaignments ®
cooperation : ‘
’couformiug to rules and expectations

- Among, the senior high classes studied, 37 teachers (45 percent)
mentioned these non-cogntqive behaviors as inétruotionol goals or content,

‘and 26 teachers (35 perccnt) of junior high/ widdle school classes included

F ]

these types of 1earnings. Throughdut this discussion it should be borné in
" mind that only about half of the high school classes and about a thirq of the .
junior high/middle gchool classes are included in the analyses of this variable. .

The comments of each of these teachers were rated according to the
following scheme:

5 ~ emphasis on student independence
3 ~ equal emphasis on independence and conformity or ambiguous statements

-1 -—omphasiS*on—stu&ent~tonformity~ . _ -
As with the other curricular content,measuies; mean ratings on this
variable are useful in describing the central tendency of groups and the differ-

-ences between them. The following ranges are useful in interpreting these

mean teacher/class ratings.

Range of Mean Scores Type of Behavior Emphasized
4,00 - 5.00 emphasis on student independence
2,00 - 3.99 : equal emphasis or ambiguous statements

1.00 - 1,99 emphasis on student conformity

Mean ratings at the two levels of schooling.are presented in Table 11,

39



39

.—.-..'_.. 2 ‘. - . : . .. . ._,-.Table.‘.ll .
s .

Mean Ratings of Classes on

S e ~ ‘Type of -Behaviors Emphasized

Jr. Hiph/Middle School Classes

High School Classes

X 3.50 -~ . 2,31
Sp 1.68 . 123 ‘ i
N ¢ 36 } o - 26

6;era11, the average high school teacher/class ratings falls near the top of y
the gqual emphasis range while the mean' junior high rating is close, to the |

K ~ bottom of the same category. - .

Once moré, however, within level;ﬁiff%rences clearly relate to tﬁe

track level of the sampled classes. Tables 12 and 13 include these track level

., differences in mean ratings and dis.ributions.

'Table 12

S | . Ratings of Classes on General Behaviors
' " as Curricular Content By Track

High School Classes (N = 36) : s

Track Level

Hi Av Lo Hetero Total

5 (7) ) (1) ) || a8
70% 60% 17% 40% 507

Rating 3 (2) (2) (1) (4) (9)
20% 20% 17% . 40% 25%

1 (1) (2) (4) 2) 1| (9
10% 20% 677 . 20% 25%

]

X 4,20  3.80 2.00 3.40 3.50
SD 1.40 1.69 1.67 1.58 1.68
N (10) {10) - (6) (10) (36)
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’ Table 13
. b
"Ratings of Classes on General Behaviors
as .Curricular Content By Track '
Jr. High/Middle School Classes (N = 26)
‘ ' Track‘Level
Hi Av Lo Hetero|| Total
5 @G @ (0 W || @
: 602 . . O . 0 17% 15%
| Rating -3 1y .. (5 (1) (2) (9)
20% 83% 11% 33% 35% -
1 (1) (1) (8) - (3) (13)
207 17% 89% 50% 50%
X 3.80 2.67 1,22 2.33 2.31
Sh 1.79 . .82 ‘ .67 1.63 - 1.23 -
N

S . 6 9 . 6 - 26

At the high school level 7 of the 10 teachers of high tfack classes
- who listed genefal behaviors clearly emphasized student independence while

oniy 1 of 6 (17 percent) of the low track classeg did ‘so. 1In contrést, only
1 (10 percegts of the high track teachers mentioned conforming behaviors
exclusively, compared with 4 of the 6 (67 percent) of the low track teacﬁers.
Only 20 percent of both average track and heterogeneous classes teachers_
clearly emphasized conforming behaviors as durri;ular content. Differences
in track level means are significant-(F P . & .05) with the high track mean |
falling in the "clear emphasis on independence behaviors" range, the average
track at the top of the "equal emphasis" range, and the low track mean at the
bottom end.oflﬁhe “"equal emphasis" range. The co;rclation between rating of

classes on this variable and track level is positive and moderate r = .47

(p £ .05).
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The within level distribution of ratings is similar at the junior
higﬁ/mi&dle school level. 60'pércent of the high track teachers who mentioned
general behaviors clearly emphasized independence. In countrast, none of the
teachers offlow track classes emphasized this type of behavior. On the other
hand, while onl) 1 (20 percent) of the high track teachers li&Led only con-
formirg bchavmors, 89 percent of the teachers of low track claoscs did 80,

The majority (83 percent) of average track teachers emphasized both types of
behaviors equally. 50 pe;cent of the teachers of heterogeneous classes at
this level, unlike those at the high school level, emphasized conforming
behaviors. Differences between track means are significant at thib level also
(F prob. <& .01) and the correlation betwcen ratings and track level is stroug .
and positive - r = ,68, pA:.Ol.

These three aspects of curricular content - topics of imstructiom,:

"cognitive levels of skills and activities, and non-cognitive behaviors as

content - all varied significantly with the track level of English classes

at both the senior high and junior high/middle school levels. Students in

high track classes were 1.'.cly to be taught instructional topics that are

of the traditional college preparation type - standard works of literature,
expository writing, research skills, and language analysis. These stpdcnts,
too, were likely to participate in learning activities that require high level
cognitive processé;. Additionally,'when teachers of high track classes intended
to teach non-subject-related behaviors, they most often emphasized behaviors
which require student autonomy and.indcpendence. The low track classes stand

in striking contrast to the high track in all three areas. Students in low

track classes were most likely to be exposed to topics which emphasize basic

literacy skills or life or work oriented instruction, such as filling out forms.
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These_stddents were most likely to be engaged in instructional nctivities
which require only lower level cognitive processes - rote learning, compre—
hension ~ and application. .They were not likely to ﬁe required to evaluate or
think critically. Additioﬁally,lteachers_of‘low track classes who had gcnerai‘
behaviors as'learning goals for their students most often emphasized student
conformity - punctuality, workiug.quietly, and following rules or outlined
class procedures. E

In ali thpee of thesg aspects of ;urriCular content, then, pronounced

differentiation occurred among the tracked classes at both levels of schooling.

-This finding, combined with the results for time on instruction leads to the

conclusion that important differences occurred in both the quantity and

quality of instructional centent.

Teacher Variability. Several measures were used to assess the extent

and types of teacher assistance available to students and the varicty of
learning experiences provided in the classroom. Student data were used to
ascertain teacher willingness to try a variety of instructional approaches.
Both teacher and student data were used to estimatevthe variety of learning
materials and activities teachers made available to”students in the classroom.
Students indicated their level of agreement or diéagreement with the
following statement: "This teacher is Qilliné to try different ways of doing
things.": Four response options were provided which were coded as follows:
strongly agree = 4, mildly agree = 3, miidly disagree = 2, and strongly
disagree = l.. Class means on this statc&eﬁt.- and other statements of this

type used as variables in this study - can be interpreted in terms of the

followiug ranges:



‘Raqgg'of Means . Level of Apreoment

3.50 - 4.00 | ' stfongly agree

3.00 - 3.49 mildly agree - tends toward
strongly agree

2.50 - 2.99 mildly agree - tends toward
neutrality .

2.00 - 2.49 ' mildly disagree = tends toward

., o neutrality
1.50 - 1,99 - mildly disagree -~ tends toward

strongly disagrece

1.00 - 1.49 strougly disagree o
Mean responses to this statoment are included iun Table l4.

Table 14

Mean Levels of Student Agreement with the Statement,
"This teacher is willing to try different ways of doing things:"
By Track -

! Track Level

High. School Classes © Jr. High/Middle School Classes
Hi  Av Lo Hetero Hi Av ' Lo  Hetero
Level ’
of 2.90 2.79 2.96 2.84 2.92 3.07 2.90 2,92
Agreement

Students, on the average, in all groups of classes Qt_both schooling levels
expressed similar levels of agreement with this statement. Mean scores. for
all groups fall in the “mildly agree ~ tends toward heutraiity"“rangc. No -~
meaningful or significant correlations between responses to this stdtcment
and track level appear in the data.

Teachers Qere asked to indicate the frequency with which they used
the féllcwing materials in their class: textbooks;.other books; work sheets;

filws, filmstrips, or slides; learning kits; games or simulations; ncwspapers

N | T S | TR



or magazines; tape recordings or records; television; and tcaching machines
or equipment for computer assisted instructionm, Teachers indicated that they
used each material "never", '"not very often', "oftcu", or "always or most of

the time". ~The variety of materials available to students in cach class was

determined by coﬁnting the number of materials to which teachers respouded
ﬂnot.verf'often". "often", or "always or most gf the time". The sum of the
materials receiving auy one of these respoﬁses bcﬁﬁme‘a,measure of ghe numberl
of different kinds of materials made avallable to students in the classréom -
albeit with differing Vrequencies. The varlety of mdterials made available to
students is clearly one indicator of teacher variability. The mican "variety

of qaterials" scores - the number of materials teachers reported they ever

used - of the groups of classes are included in Table 15;.

Table 15 . !
Mean Variety -of Materials Reported
. ‘ By Teachers By Track
. , *  Track Level

et High School Claéseg Jr. High/Middle School Classes .

H Av T Lo Hetero H Ay Lo  Hetero
Variety - T

Of. - 6.11 6.24 7.17 6055:4 ' 7029 7083 8.65 7;42

Materials

While ‘the range of scores among the groups is not terrible largoe, some differ-
ences can be obscrved. On the average, scnior high school teachers indicated
that they u;e,fOWGr kinds of materials than did.junior high/middle school
teachers, Within both levels, high track teachers reported less variety than
did lowﬁtré;k teachers. While the relationship between track level and

varietly of materials is weak, r = =,20 (NS), at the senior high level, the

association between the two variables is much stronger at the junior high/



_middle school level, ¥ = =.28, p £ .05. |
Students reported the materials they use in ciass in a someﬁhat
y different vay. 7o the samﬁ lis: of materials, studenfg indicated whether or .
not each type of material was used in their class with "yes" or "no" responsés.
To determine student perceptions of the variety of materials use, cach material
to which 25 percent of the étudénts-in the class responded "yes" was cqunted.
" The number of materials receiving at least this percentage of "yes" responses

in a class became, then, a measure of students' perceptions of the variety

of materials used,in'qhat.class. The mean student variety of materials scores,

.
are included in Table 16.
Table 16
' N .
Mcan Variety of Materials lreported .
By Students By Track ’
Track Level o ' ' ye
High School Classes Jr. High/Middlé School Classes e
Hi Av Lo Hetero Hi. Av Lo Hetero
Variety — - - - — - -
of 3.83 4.17 5.66 4.09 . 4.79 5.08 7.19 5.13
Materials :

) ‘ .

While the two measurcs are not entirely comparable, the immediate impression

is that students perccive considerable less variety of materials in their
A . . -

classrooms than teachers report they use. The patterns of differences among :
groups of classes are similar, however, in both sets of data. Junior

high/middle school students reported greater variety than did-sehior high '

students. Within schooling levels, low track students reported considerable - .

greater variety than did students in high track classcs. The correlation
between track level .and student: perception of variety of materials is -.37
(p .01) at the senior high lovel and - 55 (p 41 001) amoﬁg junior high/

niddle school classes.




Taken ;ogether. the data from teacher and student reports of materialé
use pgovide a distinct picture of the diffcrences in varicty of materials use
oo in the different groups of classes. It is clear, among the class se8 studmcd
that teacher variability in materials use is greater in low than in high track
classes at both levels of scﬁooliug. Tﬁis differentiation, however, is much

more pronounced at the junior than senior high school level,

b

The variety of learning activities provided students, another indicator

of teacher variability, was measured in much the same way as was variety in

materigls use. Teachers indicated how often they had students engage in each

of thp following activitiecs:
Listen to me when I talk or demonstrate how to do something..,
Go on field trips.....
Do research and write reports, stories, or poema..... St .
- Listen. to student reports..... :
"t Listen to speakers who come to c]ass.....
Have class discussions..... :
Build or draw things...., _ ' .
Write answers to qUEStioNS..... ' : '
: Take tests or quizzes.....
y ' Make films ‘or recordings.....
Act things out.....

' of;/fﬁad_for fun or interest..... :
The number act1v1ties teachers reported that they ever had students do
was used as a .variety of activities score. The mean scores for variety of

activities from this teacher data are included in Table 17.

Table 17

Mean Variety of Activities
Reported By Teachers By Track

Tra¢k Level

a

" ' High School Classes Jr. High/Middle School Classes
Hi Av Lo Hetero . Hi Av . Lo Hetero
_ Variety Ea e e e - e e
' of 8.28 8.83 8.08 9.32 9.29 9.67 9.47 10.00
' Actlvities

4%
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At both levels, it is immediately clear that tegchérs of heterogencous
classes regdrtad having'studeuts.do a wldur.variety of activities than did
the teachers of tracked classes. .Overall. howéver, junior high/middle
school téachers reported a élightly greater varilety of activities than

did seniér high schoql teachers. Among the tracked classes at both levels
similar patterns of diffcrences occur, with average track.teachers.having
the highest yarietg scores with high and 1o§ track classef having somewhat
less, No significant differences, however, occur between the means of the
three tracks at either level of schooling,

Students reported the activities ddue in their clasées'with a “"yes" -
or "no" response to each of the same activitices listed above. As with
students' perceptions of materialé, variety of learning activities in fhe
student view waéicqmputed by counting the number of activities to which
25 percent or more of tﬁe class rggponded "yes'". This count beéame a variety
of activities score. Mecan student.va:iety of activitiéé écores are displayed

ud

in Table 18.

Table 18

- Mean Variety of Activitics Reported
By Students By Track

Track ﬂével

High School Classcs ' Jr. High/Middle School Classes
Hi Av Lo Hetero Hi Av Lo Hetero
Variety - - T - Bl T
of 6.8 7.93 8.42 7.59 8.93 9.08 8.94 8.96

Activities

As with the variety of materials mecasures, the two indicators of variety of
activitics are not entirely cemparable. . Still, it is interesting to note

that students appear to perceive somewhat less varieﬁy of activities than
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téachers reported. At the juuiur'high/middle school all groups of students

i

‘reported nearly identical numbers of activities, slightly more than reported .

by thd groups at the senior highs. At the high school level a modgfaté'
corgelapion bctweeﬁ track level aud'Variety of act;v{ties is.-found (r = «40,
p £ .01) with.iow track classes -havlng’ the highest level of variety aud
high track classes haying the lowest.

Differeutiation.among track levels in the varilety of acti;ities
ﬁrovided-sfudeuts is not as élear—cut a8 in the variety of materials. In

fact, . no important differentiation in vdfiety of activities occurs at the

junior high scliool level. And, at the high'school level, only student

"data indicates that any meaningful distinctions occur, We cannot couclude,

as a result, that important differences in this aspect of teacher variability

occur in classes at different track levels.

$

Looking at these five measures of .teacher variability together,

it seems unlikely that there was an uneven disgributiou of teacher variability

in an overall semse among track levels. While it seems clear that teachers
used a greater variety of materials with low track classes, it appears
that in the provision of a variety of learning activities and in "trying

different ways of doing things'" that tcachers at different track levels were

. much the same.

Teacher Clarity. Two learning enviromment scales - comprised of

sets of statements éoncerning a single aspect of class climate2 - were
used to measure students pefceptions of the clarvity of their teachers

verbal instructions and the organization of léarniug in the classroom.
(See Appendix for a listing of the learning environment scales and the

items included in each).
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Additionally two single student items were used = "This teacher tells us
ahead of time Yhat we ave going to be learning about";and”"Everyone in
this class kndws_what'we may or may not do" - as measures of teacher clarity.

- Responses to both the scales and single items conslst of students' level

of agreement with the statements. (See page 43 for a listlng of the
-response options and ranges of mean scorves for these itoms). The mean
responses classes at different track -levels to these four measures are

presented in Table 19.

Table 19

. Student Perceptions
of Teacher Clarity By Track

. . Track Level : o

High School Classes = Jr. ﬁigh/Middle School Classes
Ei; Av Lo Hetero Hi A& Lo Hetero
Teacher ' gt
o Clarity 3.15 3.10 3.20  3.13 3.16 3.17 2.97 . 3.02
* ~ (Scale) ) , |
Organization 3.06 2.85 2.86  2.94 3,06 3.00 2.76  2.88
(Scale) ' T _ . .
"Tells us 3,28 3.01 2.96  3.13 3.29 3.17 3.02  2.82

" ahecad of time"

"Everyone knows ) :
vhat we may 3.24 2.99 3.00 3.0l 3.11 3.02 2.87 2.99

or may not do"

-

On all four of the measures, classes in all groups agreed that thgir teachers
were ¢lear. . Furthermore, only small,differengés in ievels of agreement
occured fegarding the clarity of tecachers' verbal messages as mcasured by

the Teacher Clarity scale among groups of cla;ses. Correlations between
tfack level and Teacher Clarity are -.03 (NS) at the senior high level.and
«24 (NS) at the junior high/middlé school lecvel. There is, however, slightly
greater differentiation at thé junior high level with low track classes

reporting less teacher clarity.

Q . . oy : ' .




50

The clarity of ingtrucgioﬁa; expéctutions aud arrangements for
lgarning as measurcd by the Organization scale shéws greater differences
among the groubs_of classes at both leveis. uighvtrQQk classes reported
greater levqis of clarity in this aréa thén.did low track ?1asses. The

scores of average track and heterégeueous groups fell between tbg high and‘
low nrack.levelsr. The correlations between track level and scores on the.
Organization scale are .25 (NS) at the higﬁ schools and .48 (p ?1.001)
.atntﬁe junior highs. Again, greater diffcrentiation between tracks occurred
at ;he Junior high school level. |
| The same pattern can bd obse;ved in the respouses to the item

"This teacher tells.us ahead of time what we are going to be learning

about'". At both schooling levels high track classes, on the average,

expressed stronger levels of agreement with this statement than did low
A\

track classes, with average track classes falling in the midd}e. At the’
high school level heterogeneous classes expressed levels of agreement
betwéen high and loﬁ track classes, while at ﬁhe junior high/middle school
level heterogeneous classes expresSed'the lowest levels of agrecment of any
of the groups. Corrélations between the level of tracked claéscs and this
i;em are .31 (p £.05) among the hiéh school groups and .29 (p £ .05) at
the junior high/middle schools.
Slightly more differéﬁtiation occurred in the responses to the item,
"Everyone in this class knows what we may or may not do'. The patterns,
nonetheless, arec similar to those found in the responses to the other
measultes, High track classes agreed the most strongly with this item at

both levels. .Conciderable less agreement was expressed by students in

low track classes. At the high school level; average, low, and heterogenecous
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groups have nearly idedtipal wean scores on this item. At the junior high/ .

’

middle school level the low track classes agreed the least with this.iteﬁ.
with average track and heterogeneous groups faliing in the middle. Corvela- \
tions between track level and agreement with this item qre'.40 (p £ .01)
| at the hiéh school level and .38 (P £ .01) at the junior high/middle schools,
To summarize, distincttdifferences.occured between classe; at
different gréck lévels in the clarity of teagherQ' insgruction as Pérceived\
by students. While, oa the average, all groupsuyf classes agreed thqt their ‘
teachers were clear on all four measures, high track clasées reported
significaqtly more clarity than loy track classes in the organizatioﬁ'of

*

instruction, the purpose of instruction,.and the behavioral exﬁectat}ons‘
of their teachers. All groups repérted similar perceptions of teacher
clarity in verbal instructions. More differentiatiop between groupé is
diséérnagle among junidr;highlmiddle school classes in the clarity of

organization of instruction.

Teachep:Ehthusiasm. ‘The items which comprised the Teacher
Enthusiasm scale ksee Appendix) were used to ascertain students perceptions
of how much teachers seemed to enjoy teaching their classes. An examination
of Table 20 shows a clear differentiation in percecived teacber gnthusiasm
among groups of classés at different track levels at both the senior and

junior high levels.

Table 20
Perceived Teacher Enthusiasm By Track Level

Track Level 0

High School Classes Jr. High/Middle School Classes
.ﬁi _éy _Eg .HEESEE Hi Av Lo Hetero .
’ Teacher 3.54 3.39 3.30  3.38 3,39 3.36 3.08  3.27
Enthusiasm '
Q : : ' 52




Even though all grouﬁs of classes, oﬁ the average, agreed that thaelr teachers
were enthusiastie, ﬁhe sfrungest lchls of agreemont were found in high

track classes and the mildest ievg;s in low track classes. ueterbgeueoué

aud average. classes had agrecment levels between‘those of high and low

track classes. The relationships bétweeu level of tracked classes and -
perceived Enthusiasm is .27 Q)ai.OS) at the senior high level and .43 (p & .01)

among junior high/middle school classes., While ihe strongest agreement

i)

with ‘the Teacher Enthuslasm items was expressed by senior high track clésses,_

the greatest differentiation between groqﬁs occurred at the junior high level.
Clearly, in the view of studgnt&, high track clasées are characterized by
higher levels of teacher enthusiasm than are low.track clggses.‘

Looking at the data regarding the distribution of thesé¢ three
teaching practices, clear differeﬂtiutinn among track };vels'occurred in
two areas - teacher clarity and teacher enthusiasm. High track clasées

perceived their teachers as more clear and more enthusiastic than did low

- track classes. On the other hand, no distinct differentiation can be con-

61uded from the data on teacher variability.

Social Relationships and Classroom Interaction

Teacher-Student Relationships and Teacher Affect. The classroom

learning environment scales included four measures of how students perceived

their teachers' relationships with them. These four scales--Teacher Concern,
Teaclier Punitiveﬂess, Teacher Authoritarianism and .Teacher Favoritiswm--

wvere comprised of statements about tcachers to which students indicated their
level of agreement or disagreemeﬁt (Sce Appendix for a list of the items
which make up these séales). Additionally, observer data on the affective

quality of teachers' interactions with students and on teachers' emphasis on

03
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student behavior in the classroom was used to shed light on teacher-student
*classroom relatiouships as well.

'Meaun scores on cach of the four learning enviromment scales of
classes at different track levels and in heterogencous groups at the two

secondary levels are given in Table 21,

Table 21

Student Perceptions of Teacher ASfect
Mean Learning Invironment Scale Scores by Track

Track Level

High School Classes Jr. High/Middle School Classes

Hi Av Lo ~ Hetero. 11_1. _A_z ch Hetero
geaCher 3.33 3.25 3.19  3.16 3.11 3.17 2.95  3.02
oncern o, )
Teacher Pun. 1.36 1.42 1.62 1.39 1.57 1.56 1.85 1,63
Teacher e
Authority 1.85 1.89 2.04 1.93 2,07 2.03 2.35 2.17 |
Teacher 2.24 2.16 2.16 .2.11 2,23 2.24 2.37 - 2.41
Favor,

An examination of this table shows that all track levels and the

_groups of heterogeneously grouped classes agreed, on the average, that

their teachers are‘concerned. There are differences, however, within

/ .
this general agreement., High school English classes agreed more strongly
that their tcachers are concerned than did classes at the junior high/

middle schooi level., Within cach level, high track classés agreed more

| strongly than did low track classes. The low track classes at the junior

high level expressed the lowest level of agreement with the Teacher Concern
statements. While these trends do exist in the data, differcnces between
the groups of classes on this scale are not large. Correlations between

thesc scale scores and track level are low .13 (NS) among the high school

54
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¢lgs,e° and .17 (N&) at the Juuior high/middle school level,

Tor two of the scales-~Teacher PuulLlVLne&S and Teacher

54 .

Authoritarianism--this overall pattern of regponses is reversed. Generally,

¥

junior high/middle school classes percecived their teachers to be more

‘high track classes sav their teachers as less punitive and authoritarian

thanddid low track classes. These diffcrences are especially pronounced
intthe studentgf perceptions of punitiveness on the part of teachers.‘rAt
both levels, low grack classes'reported significantly higher levels of'
agreemenf on this écale than did aﬁy other group.

The corre}ations between these scale scores and track level of

classes are -,18 (NS) at the high school leQel and -.33 (p £ .05) at the

)

‘junior high level fo; Teacher Authoritarianism and -.32 (p £ .0l) at the

high .school level .and -.42 (p & Ol) at the junior high level for Teacher

Punitiveness. It is clear that, in students' eyes, teachers werc more
° w

~authoritarian and punitive in low than in high track classes with the

greatest differences occuring at the junior high school level.

- The same patterns did not appear in the responses to the Teacher

Favoritism items. Generd@}y differences among schooling levels and groups

o

of classes within levels on this set of items are quite small. While all ~

groups of classes mildly dl,dgrecd with these items, junior high/middle

school classes reported disagrcement less strongly than did high school

" classes., Within these two levels, however, classes at the three track

levels had similar perceptions. Heterogencous classes, on the other hand,
were at the extreme at both levels with the highest level of disagrcement

at the high schools and the lowest at the junior high/middle schools.

\

_puuitivc and authoritarian than did high.échool classes. Within each level,

' 15 ,1
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No significﬁut relationship is fouud bgtwoén'scoréa-cn this aédlé and track
level at the high schools (r = .05) or at the junior highs (r = «,18),
Generally, then, we can draw the followiug conclusions about
differences in the perceptions of students inrclasses at diffevent track
1avglé.regarding their teachers"relatioﬁships with them. No consistent
pattern of.responses is discerﬁable.in students percéptious of ﬁéachar
favoritism and onlv very small differences occur among groups of classes.:
Students in high tracks at both the high schools and Junior high/middle
schools, however, viewed their teachers as slightly more concerned, con-
siderably.less punitive, and somewhat less authoritarian than did students .
in low tréck classes. Students in avdvrage track and hpterogeneous”classes

3 tended to respond between the two extreme grodps. From these data we
¢an conclude that, according to students, teacher-student relationships
in the high track classes étudied were more 1ikely to be characterized by
concern and less likely to be characterized byacoercion, authority, and aﬁ
emphasis on pbnishment thaa were teacher-student relationships in the low
traék classes. These differences seeﬁ slightly more pronounced qt the
junior high/middle‘school level than among senior bigh schéol classes.

Classroom observers noted the affective tone of each teacher fnitiatud

interaction during the classrcom observatiqn pefiods. Positive affect was
‘noted whenever tceachers used humor, positive touching, or an ovért expression
of enthusiasm. Negative affect was recorded when the teacher wés aemeaning,
punishing, angry or overtly ncgative in interactions with students. The

percentages of total class interactions in which teachers displayed positive

and negative affect arc displayed in Table 22,

56
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o . Table 22 e o
S o | Sbserved, Téacher Affect - | |
L : : : . By Track

i ! High School Clgsses- _.Jr.‘N§gh/uiddle S;hool Classecs

{Il HL - Av E Hetero i Av Lo Hetero

Positive - .74% .87% .82% 1.18% 1.27% 1.32% .68% 1.58%

Negative .60% 647 .85% 1oz 812 69% 44T - 71

t

Although'it~is immediately clear that little teacher affect of either
type was found by the’observers”in any group, ‘some differences do occur .
among groups. Among tracked classes at the-high.school level, teachers
exhibited slightly more affecct of both types iu low than in high track
classes.. The pattern is reverse&, however, at the junior high/middie-
school level, Both‘more positive and more ﬂegative teaéher‘affect occurred
in high than in low track&._.At bo;h_Ievels bf schooling, the highest

- percentage of positi;e teachqr,aftuét occu;red within the group of hetero~

geneous classes. This was also true of ueggtiﬁe affect at the ﬁigh school
level. It appears that, rather than bqing characterized by either positive
or negative .teacher affect aloné, tracks differed in the ampuné of affect
of both types which occurred. No statistically significant relationships,
however, are found between teacher affect and tréck level of classes.

Another indicator of the type of teacher-student relationships
that exist in classrooms is tlie degree to which teachers emphasize student
behavior and discipline. Classroom oﬂserVQr data was used to determine thé
peréentage of total observed class interactions involving a teacher which

“were concerned with student behavior. These percentages in groups of

classes at various track levels arc displayed in Table 23.

S
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\ Table 23 . . ) ‘
éerccufage-of Observed Classroom Interacéiéus. -
. . Conderncd With:StuQGnt thuv;og By Track
| Track Level -
Iigh .School Ciasses _ . Jr. High/Middie School Classes_
‘ | TR Lo . Hetero H  Av Lo Hetero

? e d CmAnm——
-

Percentage a4y 1 957°2.58%7  2.33% 1.96% 2.78% 2.11%  3.389%

of ,
Interactions ' . e - . SN

The most interesting finding is that, as with teacher affect of both types,

so few interactions concerning student behavior were observed in any group

14

of classes. The highest percentages at both levels were in the group of

-

heterogeneous classes, buf even s0, only about 2 percent of the total

observed interactions in thése classes at the high school level and slightly

3
Y

more than 3 percent in this group at the junior high level were Focused

on student behavior. At the high school level, however, nearly twice the
. N » <

percentége,of these interactions were observed in low.than.in hizh track

. - . ¢

. . - . .
clasges, a statistically significant difference (F prob. < .01l). No signifi-

cant différences between track means occur at the junior high/middle school

level,

In summary, although students perceived teacher-student relationships

and teacher affeit differently at different track levels, only in the
percentage of time spent on behavior at the high school level did observers
note clear differences in this area. No important differences were observed

in the two types of teacher affcct or either schooling level or in the

proportion of time spent on behavior among groups of junior high/middle.

school classes.
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) Peer rulatinuships,and student affect. Another set of variables

measured students' relatjouships with each other in the classroom and the

.

»

affective qualgty of student interactions. ,Séveral of the 1earning_énviroﬁ~
ﬁeng scales asked studentg about this: aspect of ﬁheir classroom experiencce.
Sﬁudeﬁts :eportgd'their'level of agreement with ﬁtqtemenhs régarding the

' existaﬁq@ of dihsongnce in the classroom, thie: awount of student compliance,

and the degree of student apathy. Students also reported their perceptions

of peer esteem, student competitivencsé, and studeutlciiqqeness'with théir o
respohsés to the itenps ihat'make_up these scales. (Seé‘lppendix for a

listing of thé scales aﬁd items). Studeuthpercgptions'of theié relationships
with thei£ peers were also measuréd vy two single items iq the Studentt

Survey. "The classrooi obsegrvers collected data about the affective quality _ p

- -~

of student, iniviated interactions in the classroom as well,

)

s - In Table 24 the mcan responses of glasses at different track levels

" and of homogeneous classes to the six learning environment scales and the

. two single items are,displayeg.

Table 24
- -+ . Student Perceptions of Peer Relationshfps.
and Student Affect in the Classroonm
Mean Learning Enviromment Séales Scoves By Track

Track Level

Wigh Scheod Classes  Jr. Nigh/Middle School Glasses
14 Av Lo lNetero Hi Av Lo Hétero

Classrnom ‘

Dissonance 1.72 {.80 2,22 1.85 2.08 2.28 2.43 2,56
Student . ,

Coupliance 3.36 3.24 3.23 3.30 3.40 3.30 3,07 3.22
Student
" Apathy 1.67 1.95 2,07 1.91 1.87 1.95 2.24 2.07
Peer Lstecm 3.13 2.94 2.96 3.00 3,07 2,92 2.90 3.05
Student .

COmchivcncssz‘43 2.17 2.33 2.16 2,44 2.42 2,60 2.36
Classroon .
. Cquuguess 2,60 2.68 2.70  2.64 2,69 2.74 2.64 2,92
"Students in .
this class are 1.40 1.52 1.76 1.44 153 (.70 2.05 1.71
unfriendly to me"
"I feel left 1.4 '
out of class 48 1,59 1.69 1.59 1.56 1.66 2.04 1.69
activitics"

| - 59




Hous

i

59

¢

Lo : S

Although, on-the average, all groups of classes éﬁbept hetero~

gencous juudor high level clasécs mildly diségreéd with the Classroon
Dissonance items, withip thfs gencral disagreément there are some meauingr\

ful differences. - High school classes perceived themégives as less dissonant,

1}

than'did junidr higﬁlmiddlb schaol classes. At each level of échooling,

¢ r
.. however, students in Wigh ‘tracks repurted'thcir classes to be considerably
3 v . - . .

less dissonant than did studeuL) in low tracks. Scores of average track

e ] . ° - ."./‘t R ¢
and heterogeneous classessfall between those of the high and low tracks:
. . i * z

with -the exception of the high mean score of the group of heterogencous

Junior ﬁigh/middle school qlaéses. Moderaté relationships between Class

Dissonance and track level are found at both schooling levels, Correlation
coefficients are -.43 (p & .001l) at the high school level and -.35 (p £ .01)

among tracked classes at the junior highs. : ; -
. :
"

Similar patterns are found in the responses to the Student Apathy .
°. . items, Allrgroups‘tended to mildly disagree with this sct of items. At

"the éém&qtime, junior high/middle school classes saw themselves as less

L3

' apathetic than'did high school classes. Within each level, however, im-
portant digfefences occurred.among classes at different track levels.

On the ayoraée, students in low tracks percelved considerably morce apathy
., than did's;uders gﬁ high tracks. The perceptions of the averagce and

hetérogeneous-groupﬁ once nore fell in the middle. The correlations are
moderate and sign}ficant at both levels of schooling between track level
’ and Student Apathy -- -.42 (p £ .001) at the high schiools and -.48 (p £ .001)
at thé junior highs. ‘
' This within level pattern is reversed in the student responses to
thé items which comprise the_Studént 929pliance and Pecr Fsteum scales.
A
o
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All groups tended to mildly agree with_;hese series of statements with no

. -

meanlugful overall differences befween junior and senior high groups. -lligh

1+

. tracks classes at both levels expressead substantially higher lovels of

L 4

-agreemenﬁ.with»these items than did low track classes. Again, the scores,

4

. ) :
of average and heterogencous classes fell in the middle, " The relationship

’
] .

- between track level and Student Compliance is conslderably stronger among

the Junior high classes -~ r = .56 (p £ .00)) - than among classes at the

senior high level - v = .23 (NS). 1In contrasi, for Pecer BEsteem the relation-

'ship is slightly stronger at the high school level. Both relationships,

hovever, were significant--r = ,35 (p & .01) at the high school level and

29 (p £ .05) at‘the junior high/middlé school level,

No distinctive pattern of differences are found in the students'
responses o the items. comprising the Student Competitiveness and Student

Cliqueness scales although a few scores stand out. Low track classes at

the junior high/middle school level perceived the greatest amouni of com-

petitiveness’iu their classes, considerably more than did any other group.'

This was the only group, in fact, whose mean score placed them in the pildly -

[y

agrec range on this set -of statements. Average and heterogeneous classcs

at the.senior high level vepdrted the lowest levels of competitiveness.
While all groups, on the average, at both levils mildly agreod with the

set of cliquencess related statements, only the heterogencous classes at

the junibr high/middle school level had a significantly different and higher

level of agrecment with this set of statements, No significant relationships

céxist between track level and these two variables at either level of schooling.

1

Correlations are .15 (NS) at the high school level and ~.27 (NS) at the junior

high school level for Student Compet ttiveness., Similarly, for Classroom

>
<



N . - i
R . 7 . N
. y
L

Cliqueness corxelatiou are -,10 (NS) among the high achool Cld&hué and

07 (NS) among the classes at the Junior hl[h‘school ‘level.

.
L]

From ‘these soales, "then, some general impressions'emergewabout how
by o ..

students perceived peef relationships and student affect in classes at

differept track levels. Students in high tracks perceivg& their classges B

as less dissqﬁant than did low track classes, They viewed their fellow

)

students as less apathetic, more compliant, and Laving higlier levels of

esteem for each other than did low track classes. Heterogencous. and average .

track classes tenddd to fall between the high'aud low tracks 1in these kinds

!

of perceptjons._ Low track classes at the junior high/mlddlc school lovel

saw their classroom as more competitive than did the other groups. Tracked

t v
[

classes did not differ meamingfully in student perceptions of éliquenessx
The responses to two additional items in the Studeqt Survey provide
insight into how students perceived the peer reiationships in their class-

"

rooms. Students reported their level of agrecement or disagreement with

the statements “Students in this class are unfriendly to:me" and "I feel

left out of class activities". Responses to these two statements are very
similar, Overall, a]l groups of classes mildly disagxoed with both state-
ments, with senior high school classes disagreeing more atrongly than junior

high/middle school clasqes. Even so, ‘differences in responsos exist among

the groups of classes at different track levels., At both the junior and

~senior high levels, students in high track classes reported much stronger

levels of disagreement than did students in low track classes.
And, as with many of the learning cnvironment scales exnmined thus
far, scores of heterogeneous and average track classes fall between those

of high and low tracks on these two items. Relationships between track
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at the junior high level than among Scnidr high clas sos. Corrolations
A ' betwecn track and the respouse lb "Students in this class are uufricndly-

to me are .21 (NS) at thc high school level and .58 (p'é 001) at the

?

junior hlghg 1eve1. -For the level of agreement with the statement "I feel

’

left out of class activitics"_and track:level'correlations are .33 (p £ .01)

at thL hi&h school level and .62 (p .001) among junior high/middle scheol

L 4
v

classes, 7 : .
It seems clear that distinct differesces do cxist in student per-
.ceptions of the type of peer relationships and student affect in classes
. at differqutitrack ievels. In addition to lower levels of agreement with.
sets of statements mcasﬁring compliance and peer esteem and higher-levels_
of agreement with statements measuring dissonance and apathy, studonts in
low track classes were more likely to report unfricendliness iu their class-
. P @ .

-mates and a feeling'of being left out of class activities. On several of’

N ‘these measures considerably more differentiation betwecn groups occurs

among classes at the junior high/middle schools than at the high school level.

Classfoom observers recorded the affective tone of student initiated
verbal.interactlons with adulLu. Like‘the teacher interactions, student
interactions were classified as cither positive or negative i1f overt ex-
pressions'sf:éither type were made. Positive affcct was noted whenever
humor, positive touching or an expression of enthusiasm occurred., Inter-
actions were coded as unegative if they werc demeaning, punishing or included
an expression of ncgative feeling. 7able 25 includes the mean percentages
of total class interactions at each track level that included positive

and negative student affect.

level aud responses to cach of these two statements are considerably stronger

»r
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Type of student involvement,

to explore the type of learning interactions
e

T4
track levels,
3

'
§
H

‘Student, teacher, and observer data wer

¢ uscad

Several kinds of measures were used

to assess

whether track levels could be claracterized by elther passive or active

student involvement in learning activities,

observers provides several picces of information concerning the typeg of

learning interactions which occur in classrooms.

Explored for this study

wvere the,extent to which classroom learning interactions were initiated by

students engaged in at different

‘The data collected by classroom

teachers and students, relative percentages of teacher lecturing and teacher

questions in classroom learning, and the relative occurrenges of open—

ended and direct ,questions in instruction.

1he percentages of total observed classroom interactions which were

tc&Ehcl and sLudeuL 1nitiatL& and focused vl inbtxuctxon are 1nc1uded 1n

100%

Table 26,
Table 26
' Percentages of Obsetrved Instructional Inteiactions
Injtiated By Teachers and Students By Track
. Track Level .
High School Classes Jr. High/Middle School Classes
Hi Av Lo Hetero  Hi Av 7 lo leters

CAdult T

Initiated 48.15% 41.94% 37.31%  42.71% 45.15% 48.01% 41.70% 40.86%
Interactions \ : ) A
StUdC‘nL [ s/ e [/ Ny o, -/
Initiated 7.54% [ 7.74% 7.25% ) 6.27% 4.31% 6.03% 5.01% 7.59%
Interactions

Total L SS69% 49.68% 44,567 -48.98% 49.46% 54.04% 46.71%  48.45%

nstructional ~ z ) .
Interactions ) '

7 Adult Relative Percentages

Initiated 867 84% 84% -877% 912" 89% 897 84%
%4 Student 147 167 16% 137 9% 117% 11% 167
Initiated _

Total 1007 100% 1007 1007 1007 1007 100%

\t
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' Oﬁly in the-percentageghof hdult Initiated Interactions do distinct d{;fer-

[

' enceo occur amcng tne groups of classes at the two &Lhooling levelg, A

relatively low but btati&tlcally significant correlatiou'be@ween adult
initiated instructional interactioﬁs aud track level ekists among the
groups of tracked hiéh school classes (r = ,27, p 4..05); ‘At the junior

high lcv;l no meaningful 1elatiuubhipb betwcon Lhe variables or sxgniijcant

dif[cxencca between means are foupd. These same patterus are'found in the

- totaled adult and student iuteractions. The perccnta&eg of student 1uitiated

[

1nterdctionb are almost identical among the groups of high school cldsses,.
while at the 1uvior high.level, SOmcwhat larger difierencca exist, Uptero-
geneous Llasacs, on, the average, have a noticibly higher percentage of

student inlt;ated 1nLcract10us at ths level., fThe relative perccntagqs of

adult and student initiated interactions are mnearly 1dentical among dll

'I

groupé of classes ar the hlgh school level and among the tracked classes

at the juhicr high/wmiddle schools. Only the pgycentage of studept initiatéd
interactions among the junior high/middle school group’of heterogencous
classes ;hows a meaningful within level differcnce.

From these data we can easily conclude that students are not usually
the initiators oﬁ learning intelactlous with adults in Lhe classroom, - In
uo.group of classes did studént initjated interact lons cxceed 16 percent of
the instructional interactioné. At all track levels, students, for the most
part, appear to be passibe in this aspect of‘learﬁing - verbal interactions.
No important differontiation can be discerned among track levels on this
variable,

This impression of overall student passivity is supported by the
relative percentages of teacher lecturing to teacher questidning in clags-

rvoom instruction. The percentages in Table 27 indicate the wmuch larger

65
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proportion of total observed interactions that were 1ccturidg comparaed to
. questioning.
Table 27

Observed Percentages of Instructional Lecturing
and Questioning By Teachers at Different Track levels

~
1

Track Lovel

°

High School Classcs - ﬁr. High/Middle School Classes-

i Av Lo ' Hetero Hi A Lo Hetero
AdUIt o o' ) o ' n; , [ [ o .
Lecturing 30.647% 26.387 16.64% 26.45 26.467 26.9@4 22.747% .19.11%
Adult * 7.30% 4.60% 5.99% 6.28% 7.37% 7.52% 7.88%  ©.80%
Questioning °° _°' e L oeTEe ) * ) R
Total . 38.03% .30.98% 22.63% 32.737 °  33.83% 34.487 -30.62% 25.91%
Lecturing & . . . _
Questioning’

Relative Percentages .

% Lecture 81% 847 147 81% - 718% 718% 76% 4%
% Questions 19% 164 267 19% C22% 2272 ' 26% ‘ 206%

While there are distinct différenées'in the percentage of total clasg
interacﬁiods that were teacher lecturing.with considerably lower leyels
'among‘low track classes at both.levels, the most noticible finding here

is the much higher incidence of teacher lecturing compared-to teacher:

' questioning in all groups of classes. Although a higher percentage of the
total ébscrvbd interactions are questions in high grack classes at the high
school level and few differences amoﬁg groups occur at the junior high/middle
school level, the relative percentages show that, in each group, teachers
lectured three times aé frequeutl& as they questioned students. Interestingly,
however, low track classes at both levels have the highest relative percentage

of teacher questioning to lecturing. While the differcnces at the Junior
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high level ave slight, they are more prououuged anong the-groups of senior

high school classds. On the basis of these data, however, it scoms un~ -

warrantéd to conclude that the involvement in learning is wmore actilve at

¢ .
’
.

‘one track level than another.
The proportion of direct to open-ended questions asked of students

in the context of instruction provides anather indication of whether the

" involvement of stpdents iﬁ classroom learning teds ;o:he active or passive.

In Table 28 the percentages of total class interactions whichowere digec;

and open—gnded quesfions and the pegceutage éf all qge;pions which were’

\

open~ended are presented.

. " Table 28

. Percentage of Direcct
and Open Ended Questions By Track Level

. ' . Traclk LeVel
High School Classes B High/Middie School Classes -
. CHi AV Lo Hetero - }1_1_ Av Lo Hetero
Direct - . ' . . : . )
Questions 5.907% 3.66%7 5.28% 5.4&% 6.41%2 6.87%2 7.33% 6.31%
Open-Ended ) ,e0 ° 943 .71% .80% 95%  .65%  .55%  .49%
Questions :
Total 7.39% ¢ 4.60% 5.99% 6.28% 7.37% 7.52% 7.88%  6.80%
. Questions . ,
% of all 20% 0% 12%  13% 13% 9% 7% 7%
Questions o
vhich are
) o'Opgn—Ended : ' ’

)
There were considerably higher percentages of direct than open-ended
questions observed in all groups of classes. Despité?this commonality,
there were differences between track “levels in the percentages of open-ended

questions. Although open-endad questions represented only a small percentage

]
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" of total interactions, the; ycte obsefved with uegrly twlce the frequency
“in high track classes whén compared to low track élasaes. 'Furthcrmurc,

the percentages of ndtal.iustructiuﬁql quest;ons that.were'open-qnded are
‘congidérably larger in higﬁ than in low track classes. The low péfcentages

réf'ppen-endcd questions in heterogencous classes shoﬁld.be noted as well.

No s&atistlcally significanf corrclations between types of questions and

’ - }
track lévcls or mean diffegences betWeen_groups are found in thesc data,
Agaiﬁ, the mo;t noticiblc finding is that the less acfive qucstions comprisg[
80 percenL or more of all teacher instructional questions iﬁ all groups

.0of classes.

Both teacher and student data can be used to measure the oécufrcnce
of .active and paésive iearning activities in the classroom. Of .those activities
}o which both Feachers and students responded, the fdllowing were pyesumed.
“to require more active cngagement on the part of students than the others:.
go on field grips; do research and write reports, stories, and pocms; h@ve-
class discussions, build or draw £h1ngs;‘make films or recordingﬁ; and act
things out. The remaining activities - listen to me when I talk éf demon=-
strate how to do something; listen to student reports;.listen to gpeakers
who come to class;.write ansﬁers to questions; take tests or quizéos; and
read for fu; or interest - were sceen as requlring a more.passive engagement
of students. Teachers reported the frequency with which they had students
do activities by selecting one of four respounse options which were coded
as follows:. never = 1, wot very often = 2, often = 3, alvays or most of thel
time = 4, Mcan scores for groups of ac ivities'and groups of ceachers can

¥

be interprcted in terms of the following raunges.

N\
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Range of Mean Scores ' _ ' Frequency-of Activity

3.50 - 4.00 , . alwvays ov nost of the time
2.50 = 349 o , often

1.50 - 2.49 not very often

1,00 - 1.49 . ’ never

A

The seven more active activities listed above were combined to form an’
Active Activities scale, Similarly, the flve more passive activitics were
combined to form a Passive Activities stale. A teacher's scale scores are

the average of his or her responses to each group of activities. Mean scale

‘scores' for groups of teachers ave included in Table 29.
: L Table 29
‘ « Mean Scale Scoreé on Teachers

Use of Active and Passive
Learning Activities By Track

Track Level - <
High School Classes, " Jr. High/Middle School Classes °
Hi Av Lo Hetero . Hi Av Lo Hetero
Active ‘ | A
Activities 1.98 2.02 1.75 . 2.12 2,15 2.19 1,92 .2']9
Passive '
Activities 2.56 2.65 2.37 2.55 ‘ 2.?0 2.76 2.§3 »'2.72
[

In all groups. of classes passive activities were more frequently rcported
as uscd by.teachers than wére active activities. In all groups active
activities, on the average, were reported as used "not very ofter On
the other hand, 'in all groups except low track high schoo; classes, scores
for prssive activitie. fell into the "of ten" rapge., Within every group,
Passive activities as a group werc reported as more frequently used th a

the active ones. Comparing track levels, the differences between groups

are quite small at both levels, however, teachers of high and average c¢lasses
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report greater frequency of use of both types,of activities, with average
track teachers iudicating the greatest use.of both types. Heterogencous
classes:@ppeat to do both types of Activitics vith greater freduéncy than
any of the groups of tracked classes. No significaut correlations or
differences in mean scores occur between these variables and track level,
Again, we sce the same pattern of predomigatcly passive involvement of
students in all types of classes. /
Student data, too, can be used to compare the rqlative.occurreuce
of passive and active learning activitiesrin classrooms. From the students'

n 1

yes" or "no" responses to each activity listed, an average "yes" response

was calculated for each class on each of thq two sets of activities =
active and paésiée. The percentage in Table 30 represenf the average
percentage of students in classes of each type who responded "yes" to each
kind of activity. |
Table 3Q
Average Percentage of "yes" Responses
to Active and Passive Activities ‘

By Track Level

Track Lovel

High School Classes Jr. High/Middle School Classes
Hi Ay Lo  lletero Hi Ay Ln Hetero
Active .
A % % % 437 40% v
Activities 33% 36 32% 37% 445 437 40% 407
Passive 647 697% 70% . 66% 8172 797 1% 747

Activitices

again, the most pronounced finding is that, in every group of classbs,
noticibly higher percentages of students report that they do passive than

accive activities. Active activitics received similar purcentages of "yeg"

"0
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\\\{?sponscs in the four groups at each schooling level, with higher percentages
ognﬂyesesﬁ at the junior high/middle'school level. "Pussivo activitics, on
the 5vcrage, received higher percentages gf "yeg" responges at this level
as wvell., Within levels, students in low track senior high classes reported
considerably more passive activities done than did studeuts in high track
classcs.  The correlatién'between the doing of ?assive actiQitics and track
level is -.27 (p & .05) This pattern is reversed at the junior ﬁigh/middlc
school level with more high track sgudents reporting having donc.passive
activities. The correlation at this level is stronger than At the senior
high level - r = .45 (p Z .001) -
This stu@ent data supports the teachers' reports that passive '
activities are'&one with considerably greater frequency in all groups than
are active learning activ%tios. Unlike the teacﬁ;rs' reports, however,
the student data indicétes that at the high school level low track students
are more likely to engage in passive learning experiences than arc low track

students. At the junior high level, in contrast, greater percentages of

high track than low track students say they have passive learning activitics.

These data, taken together, do not permit an impression of clear
differentlation between track levels in the types of learning activities
studente engage in.

This sct of variables - obscrver peregptions of teacher-student
learning interactions and teacher and student perceptions of their involve-
ment in different types of lecarning activities - lcad to the conclusion

that track levels do not seem to differ a great deal in the type of learning

R\
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L
g
-

>”
T o

interactions students are involved in. Passive involvement scems predominant

- .

¥

in all groups of classes studied and thv<%4fferoncos between track levels on

\
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this passlive-active dimeadion appear small,

1s summary then,kdistinct diffetenceﬂ can be geen in the kinds of
social relaflonships and:interactions vhich characterize classes at diffoereat
Eiaqk ievels at both levels of schooling., Students in the high track classcs
studied viewed their teachers as more concerned, less punitive, and less
ddthoritarian than did low track students. High track students judged thedr
‘classes as less éissonént and their fellow students as having more regard
for each other, more willing to participate, and as less apathetic than did
students in low track classes, Furthermore, high track students disagreed
more strongly that students in class were unfriendly and that lhe& felt
left éut of class activities. The pcréentage of observed instructional

)

questions that were open~ended rather than direct was greater among high
than low track classes, Observers noted higher levels of positive student
affect in higg track thﬁé in low track classes. Additionally, at the high

school level observers recorded significantly less’ time spent on student

behavior and discipline in high *han in low track classes. At this level,
as well, fewer students in high tracks reported that they engage in puassive

learning activities than low track students,

On the other Hand, sqyeral of these relationship/intceraction variables
show little differentiation among trick levels. pbsorvor data shows no
meaningful differences fu'téécher affect of either type, in negative affect
among students, in-the proportion of student initiated instruétional intp£~
5ctions with teachers, and in the relativc per(ontages of fcacher lecturing
5nd questioning.

Moreover, teacher reports of the frequencies of both passive and active

learning activities are similar at all track levels., Fioally, at the junior

-
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high/middle school level, obscrvers recorded no important dlfferences in

the proportion of obscrved time spent on student behavior and discipline,
[ v . '

DISCUSSION . '
What‘theu, does this set of 'findings reveal -when considered from- *
the perspective of thercultural reproduction theorists? Do the differences’

observed in the 156 English classes in this study implicate the processes

* ~

in those classes as within school sources of educational inequity? Keeping

Al

in mind the well established fact that low track classes are disproportion-

ately populated witﬁ poor and minority students, do the three aspects of

8

school curriculum approached by this study seem to indicate that the best

.

educational experiences - and those which permit access to highar'gducation -

are reserved for those who are alrcady privileged? ,
Considering each objective of the study separately, some specula-

tions can be made about the relationship of these findings to the view of

»

. schooling and curriculum as mechanisms in the reproduction of social and

[

" economic inequities.

First, we can consider whether there appears to be a differential
distribution of knowledge among groups of students in schools. The data

from the English classes studied show that in several respoects knowledge-

was digtributed differentially within schools. G€lasses at diffevent track
levels were found to differ in the type of contenl prescented, the cognitive
levels of thinking xcquircd by instructionay activitiqs,}gnd in the kinds
of general behaviors taughf. Additionally, the quantity of leacning time
differed among track lcovels.

As Apple, Young, and Bordicu suggest, this distribution appeared

to be such that high status knowledge - that which provides access to the




appearcd ,to have very little access to this clite academic knowledpe.

poor and minority students, in contrast, seemed to be characterizcd by
. 1

. Ol ,‘.

V. [ N . .

university and increased opportunitlies for economic and social power -
s J | . X
was unequally distributed. Low track classes = in which we can expect s
» . L

to find disproportionately high percentages of poor and winority students -

4+

High track ciasses, 1iﬁely'to have disproportionately low percentages of

high sgdtus,legyning.' The datu fiom this study show that traditional

colleée p%cparatory'topics; high level cognitive th&nking, and the encouragoe-

ment of students toward :autonomy were found primarily in high track classes.

Students in low-track classes, on the other hand, rarcly cncountered these
types of learnings., 'he knowledge prbvided to students in, this class was

typically basic literacy mater%al or topics oriented to everyddy life and

v

work, usually requiring only low level cognitive processes. The behaviors

" included as course content were those that cncouraged student: conformity

to rules analexpegtationé.

| Furthermore, even the quantity of learning time was noticibly
different among the groups of classes. High tfack classes spent more time
in instructional‘activity in class and were expected by their teachers to
spend more time learning at home. Thus, the data from this study tend to
support the view of the cultural reproduction scholars that both the quality
and quantity of academic knowledye is distributed in a way that 1is bLiased

-] f
toward the intgrcsts of powerful groups. Children of those already in power
appear to have gredter access to the knowledge which will help to ensure
their access to fﬁture economic and social priviledge.

Second, we can exg@inine whether instructional practices identified in

the literature as highly associated with student achievement are d1sproportjon—
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ately allocated. to students. The findings Trom the data indicate that this

may be the case. 'Teacher varinbifity" - one of the three identified

effective practices - appeared to be falrly ceveuly distributed amowg tracks

of Fuplish classes. The other two, "teacher clarity" and “teacher enthusiasm"

. .

seem to be found in greater proportions in high than fn Jow track classes.

.

o

These “effcctive" practiceg seem ‘to be distributed among classes in a way

.

that liwits accéss of those in the bottom groups to teaching practices

assoclated with achievement., These findings, too, are consisient with

I
'l

the tenets of 'the cultural febroduction theory. 1If students in low tracks
have consistently less é;posure to effective teaching practices, it seems
likely tbat their éccess tb achievenment is not equal to those studeutso

in classtrooms whére.these practi;es are more often found. However, caution
must be exercised at ;his point. The variables considered here - teacher
variability, teacher clafity; and tgacher cnthusiasm - are only a smald
part of the constellation of tpacherrbehaviofs which may iafluéncé,student
achievement. Our knowledge of teaching effecti&cness at this point does
not permit a definitive statement about what group of teacher behaviors is
consistently linked with learuing. While thé three included in this study
havc been found to be highly associated with learning, the presumption of

a causal relationzhip is premature,

Third, while the process of tracking itsclf scems to support Bowles
and Gintis' assertion that students in schools‘are fragmented into groups
reflective of their social backgrounds, the differences in social relation-
ships and interactions among thesc groups must be examined to determine if

the kind of differential socialization they posit does occur. The results

of this study both urc consistent with and call intovquestion the propusitions

%
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regarding the c}dae correspondoﬁce between the social relatiouships of
school and those in the vari;us vorkplaces students at different levels
will be expected té eutcr.: The data supports the notlons of both Bowles and
Cintes and Bernsteln iﬁ that relationships in classes where poor and
.minorlty students are most likely to be found were wmore characterized, at
least in students' eyes, bv alienation, distance, and authority than were
high track classes. For the most part, however, classroom observers did
not detecct differenccs in classroom interactions that would account for
these differences in perceptions. It may le, of course, that the factors
causing different types of relationships are extremely subtle or_that the
perceprioué are the result of the cunmulative effécts of very small differcnces
: [}
over time or are, perhaps, related to events not considered in this study.
At any rate, the data cannot confirm that these perceptions of different
social relationships among track levels are supported in any consistent way
by obsecrved differences in tcacher or student béhavior. Little of the
teacher, student, or observer data support the proposition that students
in lower groups are more socialized than others to passive involvement,
While the curricular content data do show that teachers of low track classcs
were more likely to emphasize conforming behavior rather than auton-my and
self-direction, the actual lcarning activities engaged in aud the instruc-
tional interactions at all track levels were characterized, for the most
part, by student passivity, No differences in this regard, were found among
the track levels in this study. We cannot conclude, thén, from tﬁese data
that in all aspects of social relationship and interactions students-at the
low «i.? of the school hierarchy were permited less active and less 'positive

participation. Nevertheless, we can say that in no aspect studied did low

76
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track students appear to have more positive or involving interactions than
did students in high track classes,

Thus, 1u the three curricular aveas considered in this study, the

o . *

" findings, for the wmost bart, are copsistent with the views of the theorists

who articulate the cultural reproducfion notlon of schooling. Of course,
the findings of this study are preliminary and based on too fewcvariables
to coufirm or disconfirm this theoretical position in any substantial.way.
The processes occurring iu_classrooms are highly complex and little under-
stood. -The-largely unidirectional stance of the cultural reproduction |

hypothesis may not adequately explain these complexities. It seems likely

that students affect the conditious of schooling to some degree and perhaps

- modify the institutional forces working to shape thelr educational experiences,

This is not to say that the end result is not the reproduction of social,
educational, and ecouoﬁic inequalities in society. But, it does point to
the need for more sophisticatcd empirical work in this area.

The conclusions arawn from the findings of this study of secondary
English classes are hiéhly tentative. 1t is hoped that the phascs of this
work yet to be completed including data about 131 mathematics classes,
a wider array of variables, and multivariate analytical techniques will
provide more insight into these complex processes and how differences in
them in classes.at diffe}ent track levels may scrve as wiﬁi}n school souices

of educational inequality. : s

(i
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NOTES -

.

A Study of Schooling has been conducted under the auspices of the
Institute for Development of Educational Activities, Inc. (an

affiliate of the Charles F. Kéttoging Foundation). Yen private
philanthropic foundations and two major federal agencies have been
involved in funding this project: The Danforth, International Paper
Company, Jennings, Kettering, Mott, Rockefeller, and Spencer Foundations;
the JDR 3rd Fund, the Needmore Fund, and Pedamorphosis, Inc.; the
National Instiltute of Education and the U.S. Office of Fducation.
Additionally, the tracking substudy has been supported, in part, by

a special grant from the Carmegic Corporation. John D, Coodlad is
principal Investigator of A Study of $chooling, A brief overview

of the Study of Schooling, including a preliminary discussion of findings,
can be found in a series of four articles published in the Kappan
(November and December 1979, January and~Fe§yuarx 1980 issues),

The class climate instrument contains 113 items and 18 learning
environment subhscales. The subsegles were arrived at after’ extensive
factor and cluster analysaés were perfbimed (Sec Sirotnik, Nides, and
Engstrom, 1980 for a dctailed description of the psychometrics).

=
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{ A
APPENDIX o
. CLASSROOM LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
) ~ SECONDARY STUDENTS
‘Feacher Concern (8)
1. The teacher makes this class enjoyable foroﬁe.
4, ‘'The teacher listens to me. .
13. The teacher lets me express my feelings. ’
14. I like the teacher in’ this class. ,
S ~17. T wish 1 had a different teacher for this class.
2). I fecel the teacher is honest with me. e
22, This teacher is friendly.
24, The teacher is "fair Lo me. .
Teacher Punitiveness (6)
2. The tcacher makes fun of some students.
6. This teacher hurts my feclings.
7. I'm afraid of this teacher.
9. The teacher punishes me unfairly..
11, The tcacher makes fun of me.
16, The teacher gets mad when I ask a question.
Teacher Authoritarianism (8)
19. This teacher is too strict.
45, This tcacher treats.us like children.
49. This teacher will never adwit when he/she is wrong.
56. We don't feel like we have any freedom in this class.
64. This teacher acts like he/she is better than we are.,
’ 69. This teacher "talks down" to us.
J 75. This teacher never changes his/her mind about anything.
82. 1 don't feel like 1 have any {reedom in this class. ¥
t . :
Teacher Favoritism (3) !
- I 47. ‘The teacher likes some students in this class better
. ) than others.

-50. The teacher has no favorites in this class.
77. The teacher treats smart students in this class better

than others.. ,




AT . ° . ' . . »

Teacher Enthustasm (3) ' : : .
v S . X . : .
38. This teacher scems to like belng a teacher.
31, This teacher seems to enjoy what he/she is teaching
=60. The teacher scoms. boxod in this classvoom.

Pecr Esteem (7) . . .

3. I help my classmates with their work.
b If T am abseat., 'ny classmates help me to catch up on what
I misscd., ' ) . o
10, I like wy classmates, _
) 12, I like working with otlier students in this class.
15, In this clags, people caré abéut me.
18, If I had tauuble with my work, wost of my classmates would
‘ help ne,

) ' T 20, My cJassmarcs likc nme zﬁ :
. Student Docision»ﬂnh:nh-gg) : ‘.
‘ o . K

- 32, Ve are froo to talk in.this class about anything we want.
' 35. . Students help make the rules for this class.

37. ‘Wa are free' to work with anyone we want to in this class.
40. Ve can dcc1de what we'want to learn in this class,

' 74. Students help decide what we do in ‘this class.

' 80. Differeant students can do different things in this class.

91. Sometimes I can study or .do things 1 am intrvovted in even

-if they are dlffcran f:um what oLer students are studying
or doing,. : .
97. 1 help decide what I du in’ this class.

Classroom Dissonance (3)

a2

41, The students in this class fight with each other.
54. The students in this class argue with each other.
107. Students in this class yell at cach other.

Student Conpetitiveness (4)

et o

48. There s a lot of competition in this class.

65. In this class, students compete with cach other for food gprades,

86. When I'm in this class, T feel I have to do better than other
students,

90. Students in this class feel they have to do better than each
other.,

(?) E?E;




Student Cliqueness (3)

.

< 306, Some pgroups of btudents refuse to mix with the rest of
the class. . ‘ '
08. Certain students stick tngether in small groups
105. When we work in small yroupw, many students wozk only
with their close friends ) :

‘<;§

Teacher Clarvity (4) :%\é\

> -

k]

62. The teacher usces words T con undo:stand.

63. The tcacher gives clear direeti. s.

95, The students understand what the teacher is Lalklng about.
109. I understasd what the teacher is talking about.

L . * a

4

S ¢ -
-

-

Students feel good about Wwiat happens in class.

I don't like coming to thig class.

After clasg, T usually haver a sense of satisfaction,
I feel good about what happens in this class,

Complidnce (4)

I usyally do my homeworlk.

ughially do the worli assigned in this class.

The students in this class usually do-the work assigned.
104, I usually do everything my tcacher tells me to do.

e
Student Apathy (4) -

29. TFailling in this class would Yiot. bother most of the students.

~33. Most of the students pay attention to the teacher.
34, Students don't care about wvhat goes on in this class.
67. I don't care about what goes on in this class.

Classroom Physical Appeavance (2)

70. The room is bright and comfortable,
111. I like the way this classroom looks.

\
{
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. Instructional Practices: Rnowledpe of Results (4)
30. The teacher tells us how to correct the mistakes in
our work. :
42. The teacher tells me how to correct the mirtakes in .
uy work. ‘ ' -
43. This tecacher lets us know when we have sot scarned some- |
thing well, o
61. We know when we have learned things corvectly. -
A
Instructional Practices: Task Difficulty (4)
44. T do nqt have bnough time to do my work for this class.
66, Some of the things the teacher wants ug to learn are just to hand.
73. I have trouble reading the books and other materials in this class.
- 92, The teacher gives me too much work to do in this. class.
~ Instructional Practices: Organization (11)
28. Ve know exactly what we have to get done in this class.
. 22. Ve know vhy the things we are learniug in this class arc importaat,
' 57. The grades or marks I get in this class help me to learn better. .
=58, Ve don't know what-the teacher is trying to get us to learn in \
' this class. - .
=~72. Many students don't know what they're supposcd to be doing during
class. '
~76. This class is disorganized. ' ‘ .
-78. 'The grades or marks I gel in this c¢lass have nothing to do with
what I really know.
~79. Ve have to~Yearn things without knowing why.
93. Students know the goals of this class.
106. Things are well planned in this class.
e . 113. Our tcacher gives us good reasons for learning in this cliss.
.'/}
/ ;
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. ITEMS NOT INCLUDED “IN SCALES .
A priori i
Dimension
Peer Estecom _ . 5. Students in this class are unfriendly |
. d to me.
Studeat Hurt (7. Punitive) 23. 1 feel left out of class activities,
Rules and Regulations ' 25, In this class, there 1s a strict set
of rules for students to follow,
. Goals and Objectives + 20, ., This teacher tells us ahead of time
what we are going to be learning about,
Physical Enviromrent © 27, This classroom is too crowdaed,
Teacher Task Behavior 31. This teacher wmakes sure I vinish my work.
Individualization ~ 39, I have to do the work the tceaclier assigans,
' ’ even if I already know how to do it.
Rules and Regulations 46, TEveryone in this class knows what we
' " may or,way not do. |
Teacher Flexibility 55. " The teacher is willing to try different
ways .ol doing Lhings.
Student Decision~-Making 59.. I would like to bc able to make more
decisions about what goes on in this class.
Materials 71. The books and other learning materials we
. ' use In this class are not very interesting,
Appropriatc Practice 8l. We do things over and over until we
& _ _ _ . learn them.
' Grading . 83. The grades or marks I get in this class
are fajr.
Materials 84, 1 can always {ind books or matcerials in
this cliss that arce interesting tce me,
Appropriate Practice 85, We get to practice what we learn in
this class.
Appropriate Practice 88, We forget things we've been taught in this
class because we don't practice them
o enough,
Teacher Task Behavior 89. There is always work to do in this class.
faterials 98.  There are ot cnough books or materiale

for cveryonce in this class to uge,

~ | (3 86
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TECMS WOT INCLUDED IN SCALES

A Priovi
Dimengion

o n b aree e

Teacher Task Behavior

_Aﬁpropriatu Practice

Rules and Regulations

Time (pacing/speed)

Individualization

- CONI'D,

99,
100.
102.

103,

110.

(0)

QOur teacher makes sure we {inish ourn

work.

I get to practice what 1 learn in’
this class, -

We don't: have too many rules in this
class.

There are times when I have nothing to

to in this class, and there are times

when I have too wuch to do.

We all have to fiuish our work in the
same amount of timc. h

yog
]

t



