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ABSTRACT 

ON THE WRONG TRACK: EQUAL ACCESS TO KNOWLEDGE 
AND ABILITY GROUPING IN SECONDARY SOCIAL 

STUDIES CLASSES 

MAY 1988 

KIMBERLY D. TRIMBLE, B.A., DEPAUW UNIVERSITY 

M.A.T., BROWN UNIVERSITY 

ED. D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Directed by Professor Robert L. Sinclair 

Ability grouping is the predominant form of 

instructional organization in U. S. public high schools. 

Proponents of this practice argue that it allows curricular 

content and instructional methods appropriate to the ability 

of students to be utilized. This study examined how course 

content and teaching methods differ among high school 

ability-grouped United States history classes. Two hundred 

and ninety-six students and eighteen teachers in seven high 

ability classes, six average ability classes, and five low 

ability classes participated in the study. 

Two observational instruments—the Five Minute 

Interaction and the Classroom Snapshot—and two 

questionnaires—the Teacher Classroom Climate Questionnaire 

and the Student Classroom Climate Questionnaire--were 

utilized to collect data from the participants. The data 

from these instruments were used to examine differences 

among the three ability levels along seven content variables 

and eleven instructional methods variables found in the 
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research literature to be connected to increased student 

learning. In the analysis of the data, a variety of 

univariant and multivariant statistical techniques were 

utilized. Discriminant analysis, a multivariant technique, 

was especially useful in identifying differences in 

classroom practices among the three ability-group levels. 

The data from the study supported the following 

conclusions. 

1. The curricular content differed among ability 

levels along two important dimensions: classroom 

academic orientation and student non-involvement. 

High-ability classes showed greater academic 

orientation and higher student involvement than both 

average- and low-ability classes. 

2. Classes from all three ability-levels were very 

similar on the instructional methods measured by the 

instruments in the study. Only one variable, variety 

of instructional activities, different importantly 

among the ability levels. 

3. All eighteen classes, regardless of ability levels, 

were strikingly similar in their physical and 

instructional elements. 

The findings of this study suggested that teachers in 

classes from the three ability levels examined in this study 

did not effectively alter the curricular content and 

instructional methods to meet student needs. These findings 

vi 



add to the mounting evidence that calls for a change in the 

present grouping practice in American public schools. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of Problem 

Grouping students according to ability is one of the 

most persistent practices in public secondary schools. By 

most recent counts, three-quarters or more of public 

elementary and secondary schools use some form of ability 

grouping (Findley and Bryan, 1975; Wilson and Schmits, 1978; 

Oakes, 1985). 

This practice continues despite an overwhelming 

collection of research which suggests that ability grouping 

has several harmful effects on many students within the 

school. Critics of ability grouping point to its 

detrimental effects on low-tracked students. A 1975 study, 

for example, noted an overall decrease in IQ scores for 

students placed in lower tracks (Rosenbaum, 1976). Many 

others have warned that ability grouping lessens dignity and 

self-worth in all but the highest groups. Even for these 

learners, evidence suggests that they limit their friends 

only to others of high groups—increasing elitism and 

arrogance among those at the top (Alexander and McDill, 

1976; Eash, 1966; Esposito, 1973; Hallinan and Sorensen, 

1985; Kelly, 1974; Goldberg, Passow, and Justman, 1966; 

Shafer and Olexa, 1971). 

More alarming is the segregation of students along 
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racial and socio-economic lines that results from ability 

grouping. While researchers disagree on the reasons, they 

are nearly unanimous on one point: minority and 

economically disadvantaged children are found in low tracks 

in unwarranted numbers (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Katz, 1960; 

Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968; U.S. Commission on Civil 

Righs, 1968). 

Research on academic achievement and ability grouping 

also seriously questions the effectiveness of sorting 

students by ability. Among studies conducted over the past 

seventy-five years, there is no consistent evidence that 

grouping students by ability has a positive influence on 

.learning for any group of students. 

Despite these findings, ability grouping remains the 

predominant instructional organization in schools. The 

rationale for this practice centers on assumptions about the 

learning process. First, students are considered to differ 

so greatly in their academic ability and capacity for 

learning that widely varied educational experiences are 

needed. Proponents of ability grouping argue that these 

educational experiences require students to be segregated 

into groups for effective learning to take place. Second, 

classes are seen as more manageable when students are 

homogeneously grouped. Teachers, it is argued, can more 

readily adapt the content of instruction to a group when the 

range of abilities is reduced in the class (Goodlad, 1969; 

Oakes, 1985). 
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Yet. responsible educators are once again challenging 

thrs predominant procedure of sorting students for learning 

(see for example, Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 1984; Sizer, 1984, 

Sinclair and Ghory, 1987). Despite claims that ability 

grouping fosters teaching better suited to students' needs, 

actual classroom experiences in grouped classes remain 

largely unexamined. Clearly, if school decision-makers are 

to meet the challenges they face for providing equal and 

quality education, relevant and accurate information about 

grouping is needed to determine if ability grouping should 

continue as the prevailing form of instructional 

organization. To this end, the present study provides data 

about the nature of ability grouping in selected high 

schools and about differing academic conditions students 

encounter in various levels of grouping. 

Purpose of Study 

Specifically, two major objectives guided the study: 

a) to determine differences in curricular content across 

varied levels of ability grouping in high school United 

States history classes and b) to determine differences in 

instructional practices across varied levels of ability 

grouping in high school United States history classes. To 

fulfill these objectives, the following two research 

questions were answered: 

1. To what degree does curricular content differ 



across ability grouping levels in high school United States 

history classes? 

4 

2. To what degree do instructional practices differ 

across ability grouping levels in high school United States 

history classes? 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms play a critical role in this study 

The definitions below provide a framework for further 

discussions. 

Ability grouping 

Ability grouping is broadly used to describe a variety 

of organizational schemes and instructional practices which 

derrive from them. Generally, ability grouping is the 

practice of establishing instructional groups according to 

real or perceived similarities among students on some 

characteristics. The criteria for seperation of students 

may include: teacher judgment of achievement and ability, 

results from intelligence or achievement tests, grades, or 

student or parent choice (Bolvin, 1969). While the 

seperation of students may be temporary with a specific, 

short-term instructional purpose, the expression, ability 

grouping, is usually reserved for group assignments lasting 

several weeks, months, or even years (Goodlad, 1960). 

At the elementary level, ability grouping can take 

within heterogeneously grouped place either among classes or 
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classes. m schools with more than one classroom for each 

grade level, classes may be constituted to include students 

with similar scores on one or more achievement or 

intelligence test or teacher assessment of ability. within- 

dass groups for instruction in a variety of subjects are 

often formed in classes where students are randomly placed. 

Though assignment may be based upon specific test scores in 

related content area, assessment of reading ability is often 

the basis for such in-class grouping (Haller and Davis, 

1981). 

At the secondary level, two closely related types of 

ability grouping exist. Rosenbaum (1980) distinguishes 

between grouping by ability or achievement and grouping by 

curriculum. In ability-grouped classes, students with 

similar perceived abilities on some established criteria are 

placed together for instruction. Curriculum grouping is 

marked by differentiated curriculum for students along 

seperate educational paths or "tracks." Often characterized 

as academic, general, or vocational, these tracks usually 

have explicitly different goals and educational experiences 

for students (Eyler et al., 1982). Studies of the placement 

process of students into these tracks, however, suggest that 

there is little difference between ability-grouping and 

curriculum grouping (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Brophy and 

Good, 1974; Davis and Haller, 1980; Jencks, 1972; Rist, 

1970; Rosembaum, 1976; Schafer and Olexa, 1971). Student 

placement and academic treatment within these two 
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interrelated types of ability-based grouping schemes appear 

to be nearly identical. 

Within the context of this study, which focuses upon 

the experiences of students in history classes at the high 

school level, ability grouping is used to describe the 

practice of seperating students into distinct classes for 

providing different educational treatments on the basis of 

their educational and occupational potential. 

Instructional methods 

Instructional methods are the procedures and operations 

that teachers utilize to induce student learning. These are 

'distinct from intended learning outcomes or activities 

carried out by students within or outside of the classroom. 

Within the study, instructional methods are represented by 

specific instructional techniques and behaviors used by 

teachers in the classroom. 

Curricular content 

The concept of curriculum and related terms such as 

curriculum evaluation, curriculum development, and 

curriculum content have been broadly discussed and disputed 

by education scholars. This debate is fed in part by 

differing doctrines of educational values and practices 

(Williamson, 1983) . The purpose here is not to enter into 

this discussion, but to pose a workable, though undeniably 

debatable, definition of the concept. Within the context 

of this study, curriculuar content is seen as the guided 
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school-related experiences students have for intended 

learning outcomes. Operationally, curricular content 

includes the goals established for students and specific 

opportunities to master these goals. 

of Related Literature 

In exploring how the daily experiences of students 

within various levels of ability-grouped classes differ, the 

study draws upon a large body of related work. The review 

of literature, which develops a theoretical framework for 

the study, is presented in three parts. In the first part, 

selected literature is reviewed to establish the rationale 

for ability grouping and its effects upon student growth, 

including both academic achievement and affective 

development. In the second part of the review, existing 

knowledge of differentiation of instruction in ability- 

grouped classes is outlined from the literature. The final 

part of the review focuses upon selected literature on 

effective teaching practices to determine instructional 

methods identified as inducive to student learning. 

Significance of Study 

In attempting to understand tracking in American 

schools, one is confronted with an enormous body of research 

on the subject. Much of this research considers the 
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influences of tracking upon student outcomes. By comparing 

the effects of ability grouping upon students' academic and 

social development, these studies provide important, though 

somewhat fragmented and contradictory, insights into the 

effects of ability grouping. 

Largely unexamined, however, has been the process and 

content of tracking in classrooms. The theoretical 

®ficance of this study lies in its focus upon those 

processes associated with tracking which shape the 

experiences of students. In concentrating upon experiences 

in classrooms, this study shifts concern from achievement 

outcomes of tracking to the daily classroom life of 

students. Such an approach avoids two major pitfalls 

inherent in much previous research. First, examination of 

processes reduces the reliance upon achievement and 

intelligence tests to gauge the effectiveness of grouping 

practices. Decisions about curricular content and 

instructional practices can incorporate a broader range of 

criteria without relying upon instruments which have been 

attacked as socially and culturally biased. Second, this 

approach focuses attention towards the interactions of 

students and teachers which influence student performance. 

While extracurricular experiences may contribute to a 

student's learning, it is the classroom that provides the 

primary educational and socializing experiences (Morgan, 

1977). By exploring the educational experiences of students 

from different ability groups, this study provides a clearer 
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understanding of how classroom environments relate to 

student outcomes. 

Furthermore, this study is important because it 

contributes data about ability grouping and educational 

inequity within schools. Given the existence of student 

outcomes favoring the socially and economically advantaged, 

possible differences in educational treatment found in 

classrooms pose difficult questions for educators. in 

deliberating upon these differences in curricular content 

and instructional practices, educators must scrutinize 

carefully the educational justification for these 

differences. This study hopes to generate discussion about 

the appropriateness of ability grouping for promoting equal 

educational opportunity. 

The present study is also important because it provides 

information about existent instructional practices within 

tracking levels. Current information concerning ability 

grouping is needed to assure a realistic understanding of 

its influences on schools and learning. This information 

gathered from a broad range of schools highlights the nature 

of present grouping practices in schools and provides 

information for improving how schools group students. 

Delimitations 

The extensive and complex nature of grouping and its 

broad and powerful influences upon schooling give special 
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importance and urgency to research about this subject. At 

the same time, however, the breadth and significance of 

ability grouping pose special problems in research. This 

section will discuss several delimitations implied by the 

approach of the present study. 

First, the confidence in generalizing the findings of 

this study is affected by decisions made to limit the scope 

of this research. This study focuses exclusively upon the 

classroom experiences of students in a selected population 

of ability-grouped high school classes in United States 

History. Each of these limitations is discussed below. 

The decision to concentrate upon high school classes is 

based upon several considerations. Ability grouping is more 

prevalent in high schools than in elementary schools 

(Findley and Bryan, 1971; Wilson and Schmits, 1978; Oakes, 

1981b) . Its influence would seem to be broader, if not more 

powerful there. In addition, unlike elementary classes that 

commonly are grouped by age and then subdivided within the 

classroom for specific subjects and activities, ability- 

grouped classes in high schools are usually physically 

distinct entities. High schools, then, provide both more 

abundant and clearer examples of ability grouping for study. 

The determination to examine one academic subject is 

also grounded in methodological considerations. As this 

study concentrates upon the processes which occur in 

classrooms, comparisons of content selection and pedagogical 

techniques across subjects would have had little meaning. 
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Focusing upon one subject helps eliminate confounding 

influences arising from the nature of different academic 

disciplines and pedagogical traditions. Since only classes 

from one subject are considered in this study, the findings, 

of course, can not reasonably be generalized to other 

subjects. 

United States History courses are especially 

appropriate for the study of ability grouping. As a 

required course in most high schools, these classes serve 

nearly all students in the school at one time or another. 

Unlike other classes, which may have prerequisites which 

limit enrollment, U. S. History classes are offered to most 

of the school population. 

Second, the results of this study will be limited by 

the school sample from which data were collected. 

Information was gathereded from seven public schools in the 

state of Massachusetts. No effort was made to include 

private schools, nor other secondary schools serving special 

populations. While the sample was chosen to reflect a broad 

range of demographic characteristics, the findings about 

these schools can not necessarily be applied to a larger 

population. 

Third, all classroom observations were made by the 

researcher. This, along with the use of instruments that 

enabled objective collection of data to be carried out, 

importantly increased the consistency of the data-collection 

Further, observation data were supplemented by process. 
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data drawn from both the student and teacher questionnaires. 

Nevertheless, the possiblility of observer bias can not be 

wholly discounted. 

Fourth, a cautionary note must also be issued 

concerning the variables used in examining effective 

teaching practices in this study. These variables 

necessarily include only a small part of those behaviors to 

which students may be daily exposed in classrooms. While 

those behaviors chosen for this study are thought to be 

highly associated with learning, there is no proof that a 

causal relationship exists. Until knowledge of influences 

of instruction upon learning is more exact, these variables 

will remain a valuable, though imperfect, tool for comparing 

the teaching that occurs in classrooms. 

In sum, decisions concerning the design of this study 

were made to ensure rigor and precision. The procedures and 

techniques used have been developed to reduce difficulties 

and address anticipated shortcomings. By being aware of the 

delimitations of the study, it is possible to interpret 

findings in a manner that matches the level of confidence of 

the data. 

Approach to Study 

Three interrelated stages were developed to address the 

research questions: sample selection, data collectiona and 

data analysis. Initially, a sample of twenty-one ability- 
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grouped U.S. History classes in seven demographically 

diverse public high schools in western Massachusetts was 

chosen. Class observations were conducted in each classroom 

using two observational instruments to collect data about 

classroom events and activities. On a second visit to each 

class, all students and teachers in the sample filled out 

questionnaires developed specifically for the study to 

sdict information about classroom processes. The data were 

organized around the nineteen variables related to important 

concepts of instructional practices and curricular content. 

A variety of univariant and multivariant statistical 

techniques were then used in analyzing data on these 

variables to answer the two research questions. 

Chapter Outline 

The chapters that follow provide a detailed discription 

of the study. Chapter II develops a theoretical framework 

for the important concepts and approach of the study. 

Chapter III describes the design and procedures used in 

carrying out the study. In Chapter IV, the findings of the 

study are presented as they relate to the research 

questions. Chapter V summaries the study and presents 

conclusions and implications of the study. Several 

appendices provide additional information that, though of 

secondary importance to the main thrust of the text, may be 

of interest to the reader. 



CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 

In this chapter, the theoretical foundation for the 

study is established. The chapter is divided into three 

sections which develop important conceptual elements of the 

study. First, the rationale upon which ability grouping is 

based and its academic and affective effects on students are 

discussed. Next, existing literature on teacher 

ferentiation of instruction and content within ability 

grouped classes is examined. Finally, important variables 

related to student learning are identified from research on 

effective teaching. 

Rationale and Effects of Ability Grouping 

Rationale 

Grouping by measured ability is based upon several 

assumptions about the learning process. First, students are 

thought to differ greatly in their academic ability and 

potential. To facilitate learning for all students, varied 

educational experiences are seen as necessary. These 

instructional activities differ to such an extent that 

students must be divided into groups of similar members for 

effective learning to take place. In classes where the 

range of abilities has been reduced, teachers presumably can 

more effectively adopt the content of instruction to the 

14 
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needs of the students. Materials and methods can also be 

more easily modified by the teacher in grouped classes. 

Finally, students learn better within ability grouped 

classes because they are neither frustrated by comparisons 

with more talented students nor over-confident because of 

their higher level of performance (Heathers, 1969). Thus, 

narrowing of the class ability, then, allows teachers to 

teach more effectively resulting in more learning by a 

greater number of students. (Goldberg, 1966; Borg, 1966; 

Heathers, 1969). Of course, underlying these assumptions is 

that the range of learning-related differences can be 

accurately and fairly assessed, and students accurately 

placed into appropriate groups without undue difficulty 

(Heather, 1969; Oakes, 1981c). 

Ability grouping and academic achievement 

A great deal of research has looked at the relationship 

of ability grouping to academic achievement; yet, the manner 

in which grouping affects students remains distressingly 

unclear. 

Though ability grouping schemes have been used for more 

than a hundred years, little attempt was made to evaluate 

their successfulness until the beginning of the twentieth 

century. While earlier studies were conducted, only in 1916 

did a study of homogeneous grouping use controlled 

experimental methods (Whipple, 1936). The 1920's and early 
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1930's saw a great increase not only in the practice of 

grouping in schools, but also in efforts to study its effect 

on learning. These studies, like many of those to follow, 

did little to settle the usefulness of grouping as a 

teaching technique. 

In one of the first major reviews, Miller and Otto 

summarized 20 studies in 1930. They concluded that "so far 

as achievement is concerned, there is no clear-cut evidence 

that homogeneous grouping is either advantageous or 

disadvantageous." The effectiveness of grouping, they 

added, was dependent upon "proper adaptation in methods and 

materials" (1930, p. 102). 

Two years later, in a review of 108 practical or 

experimental studies on the effects of ability grouping on 

student achievement, Billet also reported mixed results. 

After judging 104 of the studies as inadequately controlled. 

Billet found two studies suggesting favorable effects, one 

showing no effect, and one attributing negative effects to 

grouping. In a retrospective review of research studies 

conducted between 1920 and 1930, Ekstrom (1959) also found 

no consistent effects of grouping. She identified 13 

studies with findings favoring ability grouping, 15 where 

grouping either was detrimental or had no effect, and five 

with mixed results. 

in 1936, as a reflection of the relevance of the topic 

the National Society for the Study of Education devoted its 

yearbook to a discussion of the practical, theoretical, and 
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experimental considerations 

taking no decisive stand on 

out several major trends in 

Cornell (1936) concluded: 

in ability grouping. While 

the issue, the yearbook pointed 

the literature. Notably, 

The results of ability grouping seem to depend less 
upon the fact of grouping itself than upon the 
philosophy behind the grouping, the accuracy with which 
grouping is made for the purposes intended, the 

differentiation in content, method, and speed and the 

technique of the teacher, as well as upon more general 

environmental influences. Experimental studies have in 

general been too piecemeal to afford a true evaluation 
of the results, but when attitudes, methods and 

curricula are well-adapted to further adjustment of the 

school to the child, results, both objective and 

subjective, seem favorable to grouping, (p. 302) 

As a result of the inconclusiveness of research on 

ability grouping and criticism from the progressive 

education movement with its democratic emphasis, the 

practice of grouping became less common during the twenty- 

year period between 1935 and 1955. Though some schools 

continued to use ability grouping as an organizational 

technique, few studies on its effectiveness were carried out 

during this period (Otto, 1950). 

The concern for education which followed the Soviet 

launching of the first satellite rekindled interest in 

homogeneous grouping as a possible technique for more 

effective learning. Research on grouping increased 

dramatically, as well. During the years between 1959 and 

1967, more controlled studies on ability grouping were 

carried out than during all the previous years combined 

(Heather, 1969). Accompanying this increase in the quantity 

of research was the use of sophisticated statistical 
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techniques and analyses. Such techniques facilitated the 

comparison of separate populations within studies; 

intraschool differences as well as interschool differences 

could be analyzed. 

Since the 1950's the effects of grouping upon students 

of different measured abilities are well-documented, if not 

totally consistent. Goodlad, in his 1960 article in the 

Encyclopedia of Educational Research observed a small 

advantage for low-placed students within a grouping 

arrangement. 

The evidence slightly favors ability grouping in regard 

to academic achievement, with dull children seeming to 

profit more than bright children in this regard. The 

advantage to bright children comes when they are 
encouraged to cover the usual program at a more rapid 

rate. (p. 224) 

Contradicting evidence was found by Daniels (1961) in 

his study of elementary schools. Having reviewed both 

American and British sources, Daniels concluded that ability 

grouping lowered the average level of attainment of all 

pupils, slightly reduced the attainment of "bright" 

children, and markedly retarded the educational progress of 

"slower" students. Daniel's work, later supported by 

Heathers (1969), suggested that grouping widened the 

dispersion of academic achievement among the already- 

educationally advantaged and disadvantaged students (Heather 

1969) . 

A large-scale study of more 
than 8,000 seventh and 

eighth grade students in 

Johnson (1964) failed to 

28 different schools by Millman and 

find that academic improvement was 
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directly related to the presence of grouping. These 

researchers warned that implementing a grouping scheme by 

itself was no assurance of increased academic performance. 

Borg (1966), in a four-year study of nearly 4,000 

students, provided one of the most far-reaching 

investigations of the effects of grouping on achievement. 

In comparing the achievement of students in two adjacent 

school systems in Utah—one of which used ability grouping 

with accelerated curricula for advanced students, the other 

random grouping with enrichment—Borg identified no broad 

superiority for homogeneous groups or heterogeneous groups. 

For specific types of students, however, Borg noted several 

achievement differences. 

When data for the different ability levels were 
considered separately, achievement advantages of the 

two grouping systems, though small, tended to favor 

ability grouping for superior pupils and random 
grouping for slow pupils. As was hypothesized, the 

achievement results for average pupils did not 
consistently favor either grouping treatment, (p. 84) 

Another comprehensive study published in 1966 revealed 

important results concerning the effects of grouping on 

achievement. To measure the effects of grouping per se 

without the planned modification of content or methods, 

Goldberg, Passow, and Justman (1966) studied the effects of 

class placement within both ability grouped classes and 

heterogeneously grouped classes of forty-five elementary 

schools in New York City. Their findings revealed that 

simply narrowing the ability range in the classroom 
'/. is not associated with greater academe achievement 

for any ability level, (p. 161) 
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One of the most significant summaries of research 

related to the results of ability grouping was done by 

Warren G. Findley and Mirian M. Bryan (1971). In keeping 

with most previous reviews, Findley and Bryan found no 

consistent positive value for increased learning 

attributable to ability grouping. In studies where 

significant effects occurred, the gains 

...for the learning of high ability students is more 

that offset by evidence of unfavorable effects on the 

learning of average and low ability groups, 

particularly the latter, (p. 54) 

Some recent studies, however, lend support to the 

positive influence of grouping on achievement. In a 1978 

study of high school students, Alexander, Cook, and McDill 

(1978) found tracked eleventh graders outperformed non- 

tracked students of similar ability. 

Stallings (1978), in summarizing the findings of a 

large-scale study of remedial reading programs in the 

secondary school, also provided evidence for the success of 

tracked students. Above-average students made less progress 

in mixed-ability groups than the rest of the students. 

While recognizing the possible ceiling effect of the test, 

Stalling concluded that 

.for greater efficiency in teaching and learning 

reading skills, students should be placed in classes 

with students of similar reading ability, (p. 63) 

Venezky and Winfield (1978) also suggested that ability 

grouping may contribute to the successful learning of 

certain subjects. In a study of schools that demonstrated 

outstanding results in teaching reading, homogeneous 
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grouping was strongly emphasized. Ranges of student ability 

in the classroom were identified as limiting the extent to 

which teachers could successfully adapt to individual 

student needs. 

Froman (1981), in one of the most recent reviews of 

grouping literature, identified no overwhelmingly 

clear and consistent effects upon student achievement. He 

concluded that certain weak trends might be supported by the 

literature. Froman found some evidence that high ability 

students may experience some benefits in their cognitive 

development. Middle groups, it seemed, benefit little from 

being homogeneously grouped. Low students, on the other 

hand, tend to perform at lower levels when placed in class 

of students of the attributed ability. 

In their analysis of data from the High School and 

Beyond study, Vanfossen, Jones, and Spade (1986) identified 

certain trends in the learning of students in classes 

grouped by ability. Using a regression model which 

controlled for previous academic performance and different 

courses taken, they noted significant differences in the 

effects of being in different tracks. Students in the high 

track increased their academic performance substantially 

between their sophomore and senior years. Middle-track 

students showed moderate increases, while low track students 

demonstrated little academic progress. 

A variety of critics of ability grouping have also 

identified detrimental secondary effects of grouping upon 
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individual students. One damaging criticism emerges from 

the work of James Rosenbaum (1975, 1978) of Yale University. 

In studies of a white working class high school, Rosenbaum 

found that tracking had a marked influence on changes in IQ 

scores. Within a socially homogeneous high school with a 

highly stratified five-track system, he noted an increase in 

the mean IQ scores for upper groups and a decrease of the 

mean score for lower groups. Additionally, in the upper two 

tracks there was a significant divergence in individual 

intelligent scores; for the lower tracks, he found a 

convergence of scores. He concluded that "track structure 

presents very different environments to students in 

different tracks" that seemed to produce changes even upon 

assumed stable measures of innate ability (p. 53). 

Grouping and affective influences 

While the vast majority of studies of ability grouping 

have been concerned with achievement, criticism of grouping 

has often centered upon its effects on the non-cognitive 

development of students. Several limitations, however, 

attend much of the research in this area. First, as Borg 

(1966) pointed out, measurement of the affective domain lags 

far behind more quantitative research. Though during the 

last twenty years more sophisticated techniques have been 

developed, current measurements provide only tentative 

evidence. A second is the difficulty in predicting 

accurately the time needed for changes in individual 

perceptions and personality to manifest themselves 
The 
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failure to perceive changes may reflect the brevity of the 

treatment period and not the absences of effects. A final 

caveat concerns the complex nature of the environment the 

student is in. Suggestions that research can identify the 

effects of one factor among the barrage of influences 

shaping affective development should be treated with 

skepticism. In sum, when attempting to understand the 

effects of grouping on such an important area as the 

affective domain, one is frustrated by the nature of the 

environment and the difficulties in measuring the influences 

of instructional organization upon it. Despite these 

reservations, the literature on the effects of ability 

grouping on non-cognitive growth of students remains an 

integral aspect of the research in the field. 

Early research often pondered the effects of grouping 

upon these non-academic areas. In their 1930 review of the 

literature, Miller and Otto reached few conclusions about 

the most advantageous method for grouping students. They 

did, however, question the manner in which grouping related 

to affective characteristics of pupils. They asked if 

...the social and psychological advantages coming out 
of homogeneous classification will justify the practice 

of homogeneous grouping, (p. 101) 

Billet, in his 1932 review of 140 studies, posed a 

similar concern. Billet identified trends which suggested 

that some academic benefits resulted from segregating slow 

pupils’* from normal and above-normal pupils. He warned, 

however, that serious questions remained as to the "stigma 
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Self-concept. An important part of the upsurge of 
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research on grouping which occurred in the late 1950's and 

1960's focused upon its effects on students' affective 

development. In his examination of the research on 

grouping, Eash (1966) posed several warnings about the use 

of ability grouping. Among these was his concern about the 

influence of grouping practices upon students' sense of 

dignity and self worth and attitude towards other children. 

Eash warned that ability grouping was probably not the 

solution to broad problems of learning. In view of possible 

effects of grouping schemes upon students self-perceptions, 

educators should consider carefully 

...the establishment of social climates that will 

encourage the intellectual, social and personal 
development of every child without detrimental effects 

on individual children, (p. 431) 

In Borg's comparative study of two Utah grouping 

systems—one with curriculum differentiation in ability- 

grouped classes and the other with curriculum enrichment in 

randomly-grouped classes—he found no consistent differences 

between groups on values and aspiration levels of students. 

Borg's work suggested that students developed no greater 

sense of inferiority at any ability level in the grouped 

classes than in the randomly selected classes. 

Several other studies conducted in the late 1960's 

relating self-concept to grouping provided little evidence 

of negative effects on students. In a 1966 study conducted 

by Goldberg, Passow, and dustman, grouping was found to have 
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small but discernible effects on students' self-concept. 

Self-assessments were higher for low-ability students, 

slightly lower for high-ability students, and unchanged for 

middle-level students. Other non-academic variables--such 

as interest and attitudes toward school and attitudes 

towards students of different abilities—were not detected. 

Likewise, a 1968 study by Marascuila and McSweeney (1972) 

found no significant differences in student self-image 

stemming from ability grouping. A similar lack of evidence 

linking grouping to lower student self-concepts was reported 

by Dyson (1967) . 

More recent research has had a tendency to contradict 

these studies. Esposito's 1973 review of the findings 

reported in research between 1930 and 1972 raised serious 

questions about the impact of grouping procedures upon 

students' affective development. He reported that grouping 

influenced students within different ability levels in 

varying manners. For students in high ability groups, he 

found evidence of inflated self-concepts. Lower and average 

groups, on the other hand, generally had lower self-esteem. 

Delos Kelly (1974) also found track position directly 

related to self-esteem, with lower-track students having the 

lowest scores on self-concept measures. His work 

additionally traced a deterioration of students' self-image 

among students in lower groups. His conclusion supported 

earlier findings by Shafer and Olexa (1971) and Alexander 

and McDill, (1976). 



Grouping and democratic ideals. A more general 

criticism of homogeneous grouping has focused upon its 
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negative effects on the social development of students. 

Critics have argued that an innate contradiction exists 

between the democratic principles reflected in the laws and 

ideals of this country and systems of school organization 

which segregate students from one another. Rosenbaum's 1978 

study of a white, working-class high school suggested that 

this democratic ideal is given at least token expression in 

official school policy. Quoting from a student handbook, 

Rosenbaum noted that the 

...school feels that classroom diversity is basic to 

American democracy and the diversity can be useful in 

the students' learning and in their lives. Students 

should learn to understand one another. The gifted 

student should in some way know the problems of the 

slow learner, (p. 240) 

Other educators have voiced similar concerns for the 

importance of the socializing aspects of schools. In their 

examination of research and assessment of grouping 

practices, the Research Committee of the Indiana Association 

for Supervision and Curriculum Development (1960) listed 

nine considerations for ability grouping implementation. 

The study warned that grouping might have a detrimental 

effect on "the development of general education skills, 

those skills which are required of all citizens" (p. 5). 

Furthermore, they expressed their fear that ability grouping 

would create an educational environment which would 

emphasize "the attainment of academic goals at the expense 

behavioral goals" (p. 6). of other broader 
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Maurice Eash (1966), in his discussion of implications 

of grouping practices on learners, forcefully reiterated 

these ideas. The paramount function of research on ability 

grouping, Eash claimed, was to 

...uncover those practices which are supportive to 

developing democratic personalities and to expose for 
what they are those practices which are inimical to 
democratic processes, (p. 91 in Morgenstern, 1966) 

Many educators who supported ability grouping, Eash 

continued, were deluding themselves about the "basically 

discriminatory, antidemocratic" (p. 91) nature of grouping 

in schools. Reviewing the literature, Eash concluded that 

by itself ability grouping did not improve achievement in 

children and could possibly be detrimental to some groups. 

He further noted the difficulty in placing students 

accurately in groups. Given these ambiguities, Eash warned 

that grouping diminished the role of schools as socializing 

and democratizing agents. He admonished administrators 

that, while ability grouping might accentuate narrow 

academic achievement, it also would promote "group norms 

which are antithetical to norms that foster societal 

cohesion and individual societal responsibility" (p. 91). 

Ogletree and Ojlaki (1971) drew upon role theory to 

reach similar conclusions to those of Eash. After outlining 

the importance of role development for the affective growth 

of the child, they asserted that homogeneous grouping 

established roles and expectations within the educational 

setting which reflected the values and upbringing of middle- 

Culturally-disadvantaged children, whose 
class students. 
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values and experiences differed significantly from those 

embodied in the organizational framework of the school, were 

effectively blocked from reaching those expectations that 

were incongruous with their culture. In sum, they found 

that ability grouping segregated students along class and 

cultural lines, thus diminishing the socialization process 

which should be fostered by schools. 

Summary. In attempting to determine the effects of 

grouping upon students, it has been necessary to look at a 

large body of research. These works have often been 

fragmented and contradictory. Emerging from this 

examination, however, is a general pattern of the manner in 

which grouping influences students. Specifically, the 

literature suggests that grouping has few short-term effects 

upon achievement as measured by standardized test. Grouping 

may also actually increase differences in academic ability 

and achievement among students. Further, for reasons that 

have not been adequately identified, grouping exerts a 

negative effect upon the self-concept and self-esteem of 

lower-track students. Finally, by separating students into 

instructional groups of limited socioeconomic and racial 

diversity, grouping tends to subvert basic democratic 

principles which should be encouraged by schools. 

Grouping and socioeconomic and racial bias. 

Perhaps the most alarming aspect of ability-class 

grouping is the segregation of students along racial and 

socioeconomic lines that seems to result with its use 
This 
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pattern of segregated classrooms has been well-documented in 

the research literature, with special attention devoted to 

the subject during the late 1960's and early 1970’s. 

Placement and desegregation. A great deal of research 

has examined grouping and its link to the racial composition 

of grouped classes. In the highly publicized Coleman Report 

(Coleman, et al., 1966), black students were found to be 

overrepresented in lower groups. The study asserted that 32 

per cent of all black children were in lower-track classes 

compared to 24 per cent of white children. 

Similar results were presented by Rosenthal and 

Jacobson (1968). In their study of 650 pupils in a 

California elementary school, both low-income students and 

Mexican-Americans were assigned more frequently to low 

tracks than their Anglo and middle-class schoolmates. These 

differences persisted even when IQ was controlled for. 

Jones, Erickson, and Crowell (1972) reported supporting 

evidence. Though blacks constituted nearly 50 per cent of a 

seventh grade class, they made up only one third of the 

academic track student population. Overall, twice as many 

blacks as whites were placed in the lowest track. Analysis 

of student placement when controlling for achievement 

produces even more startling results. Eighty per cent of 

upper-class students with qualifying scores were placed in 

the top track; only 47 per cent of qualified lower-class 

students were in the upper track. Patterns in placement in 

the lower track were even more pronounced. Only two per 
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cent of upper-class pupils, versus 85 per cent from the 

lower-class, who qualified for placement were actually in 

the low track. 

These studies as well as the work of Findley and Bryan 

(1971); Esposito (1973); U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 

(1976) ; and Green and Griffore (1978)—have convincingly 

established this discrepancy in placement of poor and 

minority students and more affluent white children. Use of 

ability grouping, particularly within schools having large 

minority populations, is likely to create classrooms 

segregated by race and socioeconomic status. 

Whether this segregation is a reflection of differences 

in academic achievement or willful or subtle racial and 

class bias has been a hotly debated question. Participants 

in the debate have formed themselves into two camps, 

sometimes referred to as the "revisionist" and the 

"meritocratic" positions (Rehberg and Rosenthal, 1978). 

Many have argued that tracking innately discriminates 

against racial minorities and other students from lower- 

class backgrounds, effectively denying opportunities for 

social mobility available to the middle class (Schafer and 

Olexa, 1971; Katz, 1975; Bowles and Gintis, 1976). Others 

reasoned that grouping's links to socioeconomic status 

reflect relevant factors such as student ability, 

aspirations, and parental expectations (Davis and Haller, 

1980). They argue that when students are allowed to choose 

their own track based upon an accurate assessment o£ their 
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likelihood to succeed, this association with social class 

will occur (Heyns, 1974; Rehberg and Rosenthal, 1978). 

Davis and Haller (1980) have suggested that this 

disagreement may in part be a result of temporal and 

methodological differences in research. Research which 

found strong socioeconomic effects were generally done 

before 1960, while studies supporting the meritocratic view 

have been completed more recently, often using large-scale 

survey data and employing multi-variate statistical 

techniques. 

A 1978 study provides a disturbing synthesis of the 

meritocratic and revisionist positions. In their study of 

high school tracking and educational stratification, 

Alexander, Cook, and McDill (1978) found little evidence of 

direct socioeconomic ascription in track placement. While 

asserting that college-track placement enhances achievement 

and increases the likelihood of acceptance to college, they 

found no pernicious motivation underlying these decisions. 

They identified measured ability, junior high school 

achievement, and educational aspirations as the major 

determinants of curriculum assignment. They noted, however, 

that 

...over 60% of the variance in placement is left 
unexplained by these factors; thus, criteria other than 

objective ability and performance are quite important 

in the allocation of resources to students, (p. 64) 

They concluded that through the unrecognized consequences of 

administrative practices, tracking in secondary schools is 

contributing to educational and socioeconomic inequalities. 
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A recent examination of data from the High School and 

Beyond study provided further evidence of ability grouping's 

segregating effects. While Vanfossen, Jones, and Spade 

(1986) noted a strong relationship between student track 

placement and previous academic performance, they also 

identified strong discrepancies among placement of students 

from different socioeconomic backgrounds. Though 53 percent 

of students from the highest SES-quartile were found in the 

academic track, only 19 percent of students in the bottom 

SES-quartile were in this top group. Examining students 

from the top academic achievement quartile, they also found 

that nearly 28 percent fewer low-SES students than high-SES 

students were in the highest track. 

Placement inflexibility. These effects of this 

segregation by race and social class are exacerbated by the 

rigidity of grouping assignments. As student aptitudes 

which are used for tracking classification are considered 

stable characteristics, placement is seldom re-evaluated 

(Oakes, 1981b). Once assigned to a level, students tend to 

remain in the ability group. 

Daniels (1961) reported overwhelming stability in group 

placement. While teachers perceived changing tracks to be a 

common occurrence (about 17 per cent of students), Daniels 

detected movement by only 2 per cent. 

in examining student mobility patterns within ability- 

tracked schools, Schafer and Olexa (1971) also found little 

flexibility. 
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Only 7 per cent of those who began in the college-prep 

track shifted to the non-college-prep track, while only 

7 per cent moved in the other direction, (p. 36) 

This data failed to support what Schafer and Olexa had 

identified as the theoretical justification for tracking: 

to provide students the special educational experiences 

which would allow them to move up into higher tracks. 

Jones, Erickson and Crowell (1972) provided similar 

observations. In examining mobility patterns for grades 

seven through nine, blacks were found to be nearly twice as 

likely to be moved downward from an initial high track than 

whites. Though the percentage of blacks and whites who 

. experienced upward mobility in the tracking system was 

roughly equivalent, such movement was small when compared to 

reassignment black students to lower classes. 

Placement procedures. Despite the long-lasting effects 

of placement decisions, the classification process is seldom 

clearly defined or consistently carried out. In her 

technical report on ability tracking using data from 

Goodlad's A Study of Schooling, Oakes (1981b) noted that 

placement in schools is often a piecemeal operation based 

upon informal policies. Of the 38 schools from which data 

were drawn for the study, only two had documents which 

outlined tracking placement. Estimates of the extent of 

tracking by teachers and administrators were often quite 

different from proportions calculated from class schedules 

or observation. In one school, parents and teachers were 

often ignorant of the existence of ability grouped classes 
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as the practice was disguised "to avoid damaging the 

children or parents" (p. 4). Oakes also found discrepancies 

between policies and practices within schools where policy 

was clearly stated. in another high school which officially 

had a stated policy of no homogeneous grouping, discussions 

with the principal revealed students were guided to choose 

classes "appropriate for their expected futures" during the 

registration process (p. 5). Oakes concluded that 

Tracking is a complex phenomenon in schools and, while 

an integral part of the organizational structure at 

most schools, it is obscured by a variety of factors. 

(p. 6) 

Grouping and testing. One clear effect of ability 

grouping upon schools, however, is the reinforcement of the 

use of standardized measurements. A great deal of 

controversy has been aroused by the research on testing and 

ability grouping. 

Testing is a tremendously wide-spread and important 

aspect of American schooling. An estimated 300 million 

dollars is spent annually in testing public school students 

(Rivers et al., 1975 in Bryson and Bentley, 1980). Early 

use of testing in schools, which began around the turn of 

the twentieth century, received a powerful boost from the 

wide-spread use of intelligence tests during the First World 

War. Throughout the twenties, it was used pervasively for 

homogeneous grouping in schools (see Nolte, 1975). While 

criticism from the progressive education movement lessened 

its importance from about 1930 to the mid-1950's, it 

regained predominance with the emergence of federally- 
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mandated resegregation. Despite fervent attacks upon its 

use in the late 1960’s and 1970’s, the testing movement has 

continued to gain momentum and tests continue to be widely 

used for grouping and placement purpose (Bryson and Bentley, 

1980). 

Student placement in ability groups is generally based 

on the use of standardized achievement or aptitude tests 

(Oakes, 1981a) . Critics have focused upon two key issues of 

testing and ability grouping. The first contention is the 

inappropriateness of standardized tests for placement 

decisions of students into broad categories. A significant 

amount of recent research has pointed out the wide range of 

skills and abilities utilized in schools. Standardized 

test, especially intelligence tests or general achievement 

tests, provide inaccurate measurements of these diverse 

range of skills (Heathers, 1969). These tests, however, are 

a common part of criteria for both elementary and secondary 

placement decisions. 

Critics also contend that standardized test incorporate 

racially and economically based standards (Bowles and 

Gintis, 1976; Collins, 1977; Persell, 1977; and Squires, 

1979) . Because of either the content or the norm group of a 

test, these tests are often ineffective measures of large 

groups of students--especially students with language or 

cultural differences. As most tests are standardized using 

white-middle class norms, children from low socioeconomic 

homes predictably score lower than students from average- or 
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above average-income homes (Bryson and Bentley, 1980). 

The use of standardized tests for ability grouping 

placement, then, seems to reinforce segregation by race 

within schools. Using these instruments greatly reduces the 

number of lower socioeconomic students who qualify for 

upper-track placement. 

Summary. The body of research reviewed here clearly 

points to a complex mechanism for sorting students by 

ability that encourages the creation of environments which 

exclude and penalize important groups of students. Despite 

claims to the contrary, it is apparent that minority and low 

. socioeconomic-status students are much more likely to be 

placed in lower tracks, and their high-SES counterparts 

placed in higher tracks. This pattern seems to persist 

regardless of the abilities of the students being placed. 

Once placed, there are very few opportunities for students 

to move to a more appropriate level. Minority students, in 

particular, rarely are relocated to high groups after 

initial placements are made. Placement procedures, often 

ill-defined and rarely explicitly stated, and standardized 

tests, which consistently place poor and minority students 

at a disadvantage, diminish the opportunities for minorities 

and culturally different groups from ascending to the most 

educationally and socially valued levels. If varying 

educational experiences are provided to students in 

different tracks, students of various socioeconomic 

backgrounds have substantially different opportunities to 

experience them. 
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Curriculum Differentiation 

k^-^^le research exists that examines teachers' 

behaviors within ability-grouped classes. With emphasis for 

the most part upon student outcomes, research findings about 

teachers have been less than conclusive. This ambivalence 

is reflected in the lack of importance often attached to the 

issue of differentiated instruction in many studies. In 

1962, Passow highlighted this irregular nature of the 

research, pointing out that some studies differentiated 

instruction for groups while others kept instruction the 

same for all groups. In general, he said, classroom 

instruction by the teacher is viewed as an independent 

variable which makes no contribution to outcomes. Even 

where data on the independent variables were collected, 

these data rarely provided more than limited details of 

teachers' activities. Recent trends towards meta-analysis, 

such as the 1982 analysis of 52 studies of ability grouping 

by Kulik and Kulik, have continued to downplay the role of 

the teacher. 

Teacher differentiation of instruction 

and content 

A few studies have given attention to teacher 

differentiation of instruction within grouped classes. 

Goldberg, Passow, and Justman's 1966 study of ability 

grouping provided some enlightenment into the teacher 
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behavior in grouped and non-grouped classes. They reported 

that teachers did little to change the content and methods 

for ability-grouped classes. Where differentiation 

occurred, they found that it was usually associated with 

less material in some subjects being taught to certain low- 

ability classes. They concluded that narrowing the range 

"led teachers to set lower standards" for low ability pupils 

despite apparent benefits of exposure to advanced material 

experienced by slower pupils in heterogeneously grouped 

classes (p. 91 in Morgenstern, 1966). 

In his 1967 article, Heather (1967) presented further 

evidence that teachers used different methods and stressed 

varying skills and aptitudes for students within separate 

ability groups. From his data, Heather maintained that in 

classrooms composed of slow learners, teachers emphasized 

basic skills and used drill and practice a great deal. For 

high-ability classes, conceptual learning was stressed, with 

students encouraged to conduct independent projects. 

Heather's work supported a previous national study of 

teaching English in high school by Squire (1966) that found 

that teachers employed dull, unimaginative methods to teach 

slow-learning groups. 

In a more recent ethnographic study of two teachers and 

their policies for grouping students into reading groups, 

Paula Stern (1981) made several noteworthy observation about 

teachers within classrooms using ability groups. The study, 

conducted over a six-month period in a university-affiliated 
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elementary school, found that teachers regularly 

differentiated instruction for the two groups. In the low 

group, procedures, encoding, and basic comprehension skills 

were prescribed. For the high group, teachers exhibited 

more flexibility in procedures and assignments and 

emphasized sophisticated skills and comprehension. 

While Froman (1981) found little evidence of large-scale 

^erentiation of instruction in ability groups, he did 

report limited data to support claims of alteration of 

instructional techniques to fit the abilities of students in 

grouped classes. He suggested, however, that the failure of 

teachers to attend to the non-academic needs of students, 

the cognitive and developmental needs of students within 

groups, may explain its failure to produce the results its 

proponents claim for it. 

Froman further argued that grouping was only effective 

when "instructional methods are conscientiously adapted to 

student needs with ability grouped classes" (p. 10). Citing 

recent research on grouping students within vocational 

education programs, Froman pointed to the successful use of 

homogeneous grouping to maximize student learning in the 

Coordinated Vocational Academic Education program. The CVAE 

Program attempted to address the developmental and academic 

needs of its academically and economically disadvantaged 

population by merging special remedial instruction, 

carefully selected content, and individual counseling. 

Froman noted 
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...by adjusting the methods and materials used to fit 

specific student needs in the homogeneous classes found 
in the CVAE Program, ability grouping can be turned 

into a productive means of classroom organization, (p. 
7) 

This careful attention to the whole student by the teacher, 

Froman proposed, is a necessary requisite for student 

success. Unfortunately, he reported that it is rarely an 

integral part of school programs which utilize ability 

grouping. 

Recent research on teacher decision-making and ability 

grouping by Richard Shavelson (1982) suggests that grouping 

may actually hinder such an adaptation to the needs of 

individual students. In a penetrating critique of the 

effects of differentiated planning for ability groups, 

Shavelson asserts that grouping serves as an adaptive 

technique by teachers to difficult instructional demands of 

a diverse student population. As traditional instruction 

can be more easily adjusted to groups of similar students 

than to groups of dissimilar students, grouping allows 

teachers to adapt content and methods which are more 

appropriate for the general ability of the group. This also 

has important advantages for monitoring student learning. 

If student behavior differs from what is predicted, the 

teacher can intervene while still concentrating on the 

students in the target group, (p. 5) 

While serving as a successful adaptive strategy, 

grouping students by ability, Shavelson argued, directs the 

teacher's attention to the group and not the individual 

student. The individual distinctions and needs of pupils in 
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the classroom are masked as the group becomes the unit of 

instructional planning. The teacher may develop educational 

opportunities which are more appropriate for the group as a 

whole, but there is no certainty that they will meet the 

needs of most students within the group. 

Additionally, ability grouping may encourage teachers 

to act in ways that limit student learning. Shavelson 

suggested that placement in a group may serve as a ceiling 

to teachers' judgments about student achievement. When a 

student's behavior is viewed within the context of his/her 

current group status, the teacher may be prevented from 

forming an accurate idea of present performance. Shavelson 

also warned that grouping by ability encourages use of 

traditional, time-honored instructional treatment for 

students of different ability levels. Through creating the 

illusion that individual students' needs are being met, 

ability grouping may impede experimentation with potentially 

more suitable instructional techniques by teachers. 

Some critical research has also identified 

differentiation in the use of resources for students of 

different ability groups. A 1968 National Education 

Association opinion poll, for example, indicated that few 

teachers prefer to teach low-ability groups. The study also 

found that teachers were generally promoted from the lower 

groups, leaving the inexperienced or the disenfranchisea 

teachers. Though critical research is lacking, this 

ghettoization of low-ability groups no doubt exerts 
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significant influences upon both teacher and student 

perceptions of classroom learning. 

A battery of other studies has examined other aspects 

of the educational program of low-ability groups. Studies 

by Rist (1970) and Oakes (1985) found less time and 

attention given by teachers to those classified as less 

able. In a 1974 study, Heyns reported a disproportionate 

amount of time devoted to college-tracked students by 

guidance counselors. Rosenbaum (1976) also found better lab 

facilities and materials were devoted to college-prep 

students. 

In sum, research upon the manner in which teachers 

alter school environments for ability groups contains 

several strong tendencies. Where teacher differentiation 

exists, the research suggests students in upper-tracks are 

provided special attention. Upper-track students regularly 

are taught by the most experienced teachers who use more 

innovative and stimulating instruction. Teachers and 

counselors devote more time and attention to these same 

students, and provide them with better physical facilities 

and class materials. 

Other research, while identifying no overwhelming 

adaptations of instruction for ability groups, warned of the 

complex nature of meeting students’ needs within grouped 

classrooms. One study argued that grouping limits the 

teacher's ability to meet the needs of students within the 

group; a second has outlined the extraordinary efforts 



needed to assure success of students in ability grouped 

classes. 
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Taken as a whole, research findings on modifying 

curriculum for more appropriate learning in grouped classes 

are disheartening. The existence of grouping seems to 

encourage teachers to change their teaching in ways which 

are detrimental to large number of students and to adapt 

perspectives and procedures which fail to meet students' 

needs. 

Teacher expectations in grouped classes 

A great number of studies have lent strong support to 

the detrimental effects of grouping associated with slow 

learners. In attempting to explain these effects, scholars 

have produced a mass of research. One of the most 

provocative ideas to emerge from these studies to explain 

the negative influences of grouping has been what is often 

called "the self-fulfilling prophecy." 

An early suggestion that student and teacher 

expectations might be responsible for discrepancies in 

achievement among students of similar measured ability 

appeared in Daniels' 1961 review. In analyzing both British 

and American studies of the effects of tracking, Daniels 

concluded that grouping 

...artificially increases the range of educational 
widens the 

(p. 70) 

He proposed that this differentiation between tracked groups 

was a consequence o 
of the treatments received by each group. 
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Specifically, the upper A-tracked students receive "A minded 

teachers and therefore A results"; the lower C classes "get 

C minded teachers, C educational aspirations and inevitably 

C results" (p. 70). 

Daniels' assertion that teacher and student belief in 

the potential abilities of students was a major factor in 

student success was reinforced in 1964 by other English 

research. In a comprehensive study of ability and 

attainment in English primary schools, Douglas studied 491 

children within the same school. Placed in ability groups 

since their eighth birthday, they were observed and tested 

- for a period of three years. One result which emerged from 

the study was a sharp divergence of test scores between 

children of matched measured ability. Upper-track pupils 

performed predictably better than children of egual ability 

who had been placed in the lower track. 

Perhaps the most influential research to emerge on the 

self-fulfilling prophecy was that of Rosenthal and Jacobson 

(1968). In their study of Oak School, a public elementary 

school of approximately 650 students, randomly selected 

students from a class were identified as ''academic 

spurters." Teachers were informed that unusually great 

gains in achievement could be expected from these students. 

After a period of several months, these "spurters'' — 

regardless of ability group placement-showed reliable gains 

in IQ scores. Teachers also rated those selected students 

from the high and middle groups more 
favorably in several 
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classroom characteristics, although students from the lowest 

group received no such ratings. Rosenthal and Jacobson 

concluded that this modification of the teachers' 

expectations of students positively affected student 

achievement both within the class and upon standardized 

measurements. 

Though most studies have looked at the effects of 

grouping on low ability students, a 1977 study by Starkey 

and Klusendorf suggested that high ability grouped students 

might also be victims of labeling and teacher expectations. 

In their study of student attitudes towards tracking, they 

found many high-track students reported feeling excessive 

pressure and competition in their classes. These students 

seemed to express frustration because of their inability to 

perform well in relationship to other students in their 

classes. 

Summary. In examining the research on teachers and 

ability grouping, serious questions emerge about the 

equality of educational experiences for ability-grouped 

students. Researchers have documented a series of 

disconcerting tendencies that point to inferior education 

for low-level classes. Teachers in low-ability classes seem 

to use uninspiring methods, have lower expectations for 

students, and make few adjustments for individual student 

needs. This research suggests that where ability grouping 

is an integral part of the educational environment, teachers 

act in ways detrimental to learning by all students. 
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Effective Teaching 

Over the last century, teacher effectiveness has been 

one of the most researched areas of education. More than 

10,000 published studies, and untold number of dissertations 

and master's theses, have been devoted to finding the "good" 

teacher (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974). 

Early research focused upon characteristics of 

outstanding teachers. Much of this research examined 

personality factors which intuitively were assumed to be 

valuable attributes for good teachers. Other researchers 

attempted to establish statistically relationships between 

teacher characteristics and effectiveness. Such 

characteristics as intelligence, sex, marital status, and 

educational background—as well as teachers' eye color, 

voice quality, and strength of the teacher's grip—were 

investigated for their possible links to teacher 

effectiveness (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974; Cruickshank, 1986). 

For a variety of reasons, this early research on 

teaching failed to produce important results. Relying 

largely upon rating scales to assess characteristics of 

teachers, researchers uncovered few strong correlations 

between pupil gains and other criteria. Rating scales, 

which often utilized vague and highly inferential criteria, 

produced little agreement among raters and proved unable to 

separate "good" teachers from others (Cruickshank, 1986). 

Since 1960, researchers have been more successful in 
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finding useful information concerning teaching and the 

effectiveness of teachers. With the gradual abandonment of 

exploration into characteristics of teachers, the focus of 

research has been upon the actual processes of teaching as 

they occur in the classroom. This reorientation was 

encouraged by the development of models of research on 

teaching (Mitzel, 1960; Dunkin and Biddle, 1974). Mitzel 

proposed that research on teaching be classified into three 

categories: product, process, and presage. Product 

research focuses upon variables which directly affect 

student behavior. Process research includes an examination 

of student and teacher behaviors which might influence or 

affect product variables. Presage research is concerned 

with the characteristics of students or teachers which may 

bear upon process variables. Further refined by Dunkin and 

Biddle (1974), this model of teacher research suggests the 

complex nature of teaching. In addition, it clearly focused 

attention upon student learning as the goal of teaching and 

provided a framework for investigating and interrelating 

variables . 

further impetus toward examination of teacher student 

interactions was the development of classroom observational 

instruments. No longer dependent upon rating scales and 

other more subjective tools, researchers began to examine 

methodically teachers' classroom behavior. 

Among several researchers who developed instruments for 

classroom observation was Ned Flanders (Flanders, 1960). 
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One of the most frequently used classroom observation tools, 

the Flanders instrument focused predominately upon teacher- 

student interaction. By categorizing and coding 

interactions, researchers were able to use this instrument 

to begin making comparisons of patterns of systematically 

observed teacher behavior to student gains (Cruickshank, 

1986). 

The emergence of observational instruments that could 

produce reliable information about classroom behaviors 

provided a valuable tool for the investigation of teaching. 

Throughout the 1960's and 1970's, investigators observed 

classrooms to examine a broad range of teacher-related 

variables. 

One of the most influential reviews of this classroom 

research was carried out by Rosenshine and Furst (1971). In 

their review of fifty process-product studies, they examined 

the relationships of teacher behaviors to student 

achievement. They identified eleven teacher-behavior 

variables that seemed to be significantly related to student 

achievement. Of these eleven, five variables were 

particularly consistent in their effects on achievement. 

The three variables found to have the strongest 

correlations—clarity, variability, and enthusiasm-are 

relevant to the present investigation and are discussed 

below. 

Teacher clarity 

Seven studies that Ros 
enshine and Furst examined 
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reported significant results for the clarity of teachers' 

presentations. These measures of clarity were found to have 

significant correlations ranging from .37 to .71. The 

studies examined such things as clarity of teacher 

descriptions, appropriateness of cognitive level of 

materials, and teacher ability to explain concepts clearly. 

In addition, clarity of classroom organization was related 

to student achievement. Four studies had significant 

correlations of .34 to .67 for indicators related to 

organizational clarity. These studies looked at coherence, 

organization, and clarity of lessons and level of confusion 

in class. 

These findings have been supported by more recent 

research. In a study of 28 third-grade teachers (Emmer et 

al., 1980; Evertson and Anderson, 1979), teachers who were 

more effective managers set clear classroom procedures, gave 

clear directions and presentations, and communicated more 

clearly in general. A 1980 study of beginning teachers 

(Emmer and Evertson, 1980) found effective teachers set 

clear expectations for behavior and had well-defined 

academic standards. Welisch and others (1973) also 

identified setting and maintaining academic standards as 

important behaviors for effective classroom management. 

Teacher variability of instruction 

Eight of the studies reviewed by Rosenshine and Furst 

examined the variety of activities and materials used in the 

studies gathered information on several classroom. These 
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indicators of variety including: the number of different 

instructional materials and teaching devices used, the 

variety of cognitive levels of class discourse, and student 

perceptions of teachers' procedural flexibility. In the 

studies in which they were calculated, correlations to 

student gains ranged from .24 to .54. 

Teacher enthusiasm 

Teacher enthusiasm was investigated in five additional 

studies. These studies used observer ratings, estimations 

of vigor and power of classroom presentations, and student 

ratings of teachers' involvement, excitement, and interest 

in their subjects to assess teacher enthusiasm. These 

indicators were found to be positively correlated to 

learning gains, with correlations ranging from .42 to .61. 

A barrage of more recent research has reinforced these 

earlier findings. Brophy and Evertson (1976) found a 

positive relationship between enthusiasm and achievement in 

older students. Gage (1979) suggested that teacher 

enthusiasm was one of only two dimensions of teaching that 

seemed to make a difference in achievement or attitude at 

all grade levels and all subject matters and student types. 

In another 1979 report, Silvernail highlighted the 

influences of enthusiasm on students of all ages, especially 

older adolescents. 

T-irne on instruction 

Two additional classroom 
variables have emerged from 
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the literature as having important impact upon learning. 

Since the 1970's, an impressive array of research has 

identified instructional time as an important variable 

affecting student achievement. Jane Stalling and her 

colleagues at Stanford Research Institute have carried out 

extensive experimental studies in which significant 

vetiables obtained in correlational studies were tested in 

controlled situations. Using modified versions of the 

Flanders interaction observation system, researchers have 

consistently found strong links between time on instruction 

and learning (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974; Stallings, 

1979; Stallings, 1980; and Simons and Stallings, 1985). 

Other researchers (Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy, 1976; 

Fisher, et al., 1978; and Wyne and Stuck, 1979) found 

similar positive relationships between time students spent 

successfully engaged in academic tasks and student 

achievement and negative relationships to student off-task 

behavior. 

Homework 

Teachers' assigning of homework is another variable 

identified by researchers as importantly linked to student 

achievement. In a review of literature on homework, 

Walberg, Paschal, and Weinstein (1985) collected more than 

400 articles written since 1900 on the topic. Until 

recently, however, little research examined effects of 

homework on learning (Strother, 1984). A 1977 study by 

Austin found a positive correlation between homework and 
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math achievement in grades four through ten. In a 

reanalysis of data from the High School and Beyond study, 

time spent on homework had a measurable impact on student 

grades (Page and Keith, 1981; Keith, 1982). These 

researchers also noted that low-ability students could 

achieve grades commensurate with more able students through 

increased time on homework. Further, the absence of 

assigned homework negatively affected student performance on 

achievement tests. 

Perhaps the most startling findings on homework's 

positive influence were reported by Walberg, Paschal, and 

Weinstein (1985). In their synthesis of 15 homework 

studies, they noted that homework 

...appears to raise, on average, the typical student at 

the 50th percentile to the 60th percentile. But when 

it is graded or commented upon, homework appears to 

raise learning from the 50th to the 79th percentile. 

(p. 76) 

Graded homework, they point out, is among the strongest 

influence identified in educational research literature, 

producing an effect three times larger that social class. 

Summary 

Research on teacher effectiveness has made important 

strides from its early, intuitive stages to its present 

level of sophistication. With its focus on classroom 

processes, recent research has identified important aspects 

of the classroom environment that seem to contribute to 

productive student learning. Five classroom 

characteristics-teacher clarity, teacher variability of 



53 

instruction, teacher enthusiasm, time on instruction, and 

homework have been found to relate consistently to greater 

student achievement. 

While researchers have looked at these classroom 

characteristics as part of expanding attempts to trace sound 

pedagogical practices, differences among classes on these 

important elements carry a special meaning within the 

context of this study. In classes grouped by some measure 

of presumed ability—classes where poor and minority 

students consistently are overrepresented; classes where 

students' achievement falls far below those of their peers; 

classes where students' self-image and confidence seems to 

deteriorate—such differences would provide a challenge to 

equal education. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter outlines the instruments and procedures 

used to carry out the study. The sample for the study is 

detailed, the instruments used to collect data are 

explained, procedures used in the study are outlined, and 

the variables used for the study are discussed. 

Sample Selection 

Students and teachers from seven public high schools in 

Massachusetts representing diverse demographic 

characteristics participated in the research. The seven 

schools in the sample were selected to provide a range of 

students and schooling experiences from which to draw data. 

This diversity provided a broad base for viewing the 

processes occurring in classrooms. 

The social and economic diversity of the school 

communities can be seen by examining data from the 

Massachusetts Kind of Community classification system 

(Massachusetts Department of Education, 1985). Under this 

system, towns and cities are classified into one of seven 

categories using fifteen socio-economic and demographic 

attributes that were identified as significant factors that 

differentiate communities from one another. The fifteen 

variables measure the economic base of the community and 

demographic characteristics of its population, including 

54 



55 

race, age, language usage, and income levels. 

The seven communities which the schools served fell 

into four categories within the KOC scheme (Table 1). Four 

schools were located in communities classified as urbanized 

centers—densely populated and culturally diverse 

manufacturing and commercial centers. One school served an 

Economically-Developed Suburb area—a suburb with high 

levels of economic activity, social complexity, and high 

income levels. Another school was located in a Growth 

Community a town experiencing rapid economic and population 

expansion. The seventh school was located in a community 

classified as Resort/Retirement/Artistic—a community with 

high property values and relatively low income levels. 

TABLE 1 

KIND OF COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION (KOC) 
OF THE SEVEN SAMPLED SCHOOLS 

School KOC Classification 

School 1 Urbanized Center 

School 2 Economically-Developed Suburb 

School 3 Growth Community 

School 4 Urbanized Center 

School 5 
Resort/Retirement/Artistic 

Community 

School 6 Urbanized Center 

School 7 Urbanized Center 
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A wide variation in per pupil expenditures was also 

present among the sample of schools. The average integrated 

cost per pupil varied from $2,362 for the lowest school to 

$3,824 for the highest (Table 2). One school district's 

average expenditure was in the top ten percent for districts 

in the state; another fell within the bottom five percent 

for per pupil district expenditures. Five of the districts 

in which the participating schools were located spent less 

than the state-wide average of $3,143 per student; three of 

these five schools, in fact, were in the bottom third of all 

districts. The top-spending two schools in the sample, on 

the other hand, spent substantially more than the state-wide 

average. 

TABLE 2 

AVERAGE INTEGRATED OPERATING COST PER PUPIL (1984-85) 
OF THE SEVEN SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN STUDY 

Operating Costs 

School 

per Pupil 
(in Dollars) 

School 1 
School 2 
School 3 
School 4 
School 5 
School 6 
School 7 

2,362 
3,025 
3,050 
3,682 
3,824 
2,750 
2,750 

State average 
3,143 

Source: 
of Data Collection, Department of 

Education, 
(Boston: Massachusetts, 1986). 
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Schools having minority populations were also 

represented in the sample. Two schools from a large urban 

area had minority populations of over six percent. Four 

additional schools had minority populations of three to four 

percent, while the minority students in the seventh school 

school made up about one percent of the total population 

^akle 3) . The overall minority student population of the 

state is fourteen percent. 

TABLE 3 

MINORITY STUDENT POPULATION 
OF THE SEVEN SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN STUDY 

School 

it ii ii n ii ii ii ii ii n ii ii n ii ii ii ii n n n ii ii 

Minority School Population 
(in Percent) 

School 1 3 
School 2 3 

School 3 1 

School 4 4 

School 5 4 

School 6 6 

School 7 6 

State average 14 

Source: Bureau of Data Collection, Department of 
Education, Individual School Report,_October _Lt—1985 
(Boston: Massachusetts, 1986). 

In each school three classes were selected for data 

collection. United States history classes were chosen as 

especially appropriate for this study, as all students were 

required to take this course. This decision thus allowed 

be drawn from a pool of classes representing the sample to 
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the whole range of students in the schools. Though the 

original intent of the researcher was to gather data from a 

triad of one low, one middle, and one high class for each of 

the seven schools, such a sample was obtained from only five 

of the schools. In one school, class scheduling 

necessitated observations of two high-level classes and one 

middle-level class. In the seventh school, where students 

were grouped by ability only in advanced placement history 

classes, two non-grouped classes and one advanced placement 

class were chosen. 

In all, three-hundred and thirty students and twenty- 

one teachers in low-, middle-, and high-ability grouped 

classrooms provided data for the study (Table 4) . Data were 

collected from sixty-one students in five classes identified 

as low-level; one hundred and twenty-three students in six 

classes identified as middle-level; one hundred and twenty 

students in eight classes identified as high-level; and 

twenty-six students in two classes identified as 

heterogeneously-grouped. 

Instrumentation 

Four instruments were used to collect data from 

classrooms, students, and teachers: the Five Minute 

Interaction (FMI), the Classroom Snapshot, the Student 

Classroom Climate Questionnaire, and the Teacher Classroom 

Climate Questionnaire. 



59 

TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS AMONG SCHOOLS 
AND ABILITY-GROUPED CLASSES 

School 

ii ii ii ii ii n n ii ii ii it 

low 
ability 

average 
ability 

high total 
ability 

School 1 16 14 19 49 
School 2 18 17 14 49 
School 3 12 28 7 47 
School 4 8 22 20 50 
School 5 - (a) -(a) 14(a) 40(a) 
School 6 -(b) 21 38 (b) 59 
School 7 7 21 8 36 

Total 61 123 120 330(c) 

(a) Two classes were labeled "heterogeneously-grouped" by 
the principal and department head. All three classes were 
excluded from later analysis. 

(b) Because of scheduling difficulties, data were 
collected from two high-ability classes and one average- 
ability class in this school. 

(c) Includes all classes from which data were collected. 
Data from 296 students in six schools — School 1, School 2, 
School 3, School 4, School 6, and School 7—were used in 
later analysis. 

The two observational instruments, the Five Minute 

Interaction and the Classroom Snapshot, were originally 

developed by the Stanford Research Institute. They have 

been used successfully in a wide range of studies, including 

the National Follow-Through Evaluation (Stallings, 1975) and 

the National Day Care Study. More recently, the instruments 

were used to collect data in 38 elementary and secondary 

schools for A Study of Schooling, directed by John Goodlad. 

For the Goodlad study, the instruments were modified to 

simplify coding procedures and increase relevancy for 
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secondary classrooms use (Giesen and Sirotnik, 1979). 

The Five Minute Interaction focuses upon verbal or 

nonverbal interactions which occur in the classroom. During 

a recording period of five minutes, each interaction made by 

or directed to the teacher in class is coded by the 

observer. The instrument consists of a series of 70 frames 

with five response categories. Each interaction is coded 

within the five frames to identify the speaker (Who), person 

spoken to (To Whom) , content of the remark (What) , 

instructional relevancy (Context), and any major affective 

elements accompanying the interaction (How) (see Appendix 

A) . At the beginning and end of the set of frames are 

matrices for marking the beginning and ending times of the 

observations. By identifying the five component parts of 

the interaction, the observer can map, in shorthand form, 

the key elements of student-teacher interactions in the 

classroom. 

The Classroom Snapshot (Appendix B) provides data about 

the nature of on-going classroom activities. Using the 

seventeen configuration categories of the instrument, the 

observer "freezes" a particular moment of the class and 

records what each adult and student are doing, the size of 

groups of students, and the nature of class activities in 

which members are involved. The instrument thus allows a 

representative description of existing classroom activities 

including low-involvement in instructional activities and 

off-task behavior, to be easily made. 
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The Student Classroom Climate Questionnaire was modeled 

upon a similar instrument used in Goodlad's Study of 

Schooling (Appendix C). The survey was designed by the 

researcher to collect student perceptions of content and 

instructional practices relevant to the study in each 

classroom. The forty-item student questionnaire was 

administered to all students in the twenty-one classes to 

record information about students' perceptions of important 

elements of their classrooms. The questionnaire sought this 

information in several different ways. Students expressed 

agreement on a Likert-type scale to thirty-six statements 

about the class, teacher, or learning. The questionnaire 

also solicited information about use of class time, 

materials, and methods. Two additional questions sought 

information about time spent on learning in the classroom 

and at home. Students were also asked to indicate whether 

each item on a list of materials had been used as part of 

the history class. Similarly, students indicated the 

teacher's use of a variety of learning activities. 

The Teacher Classroom Climate Questionnaire, also 

modeled after a similar questionnaire used in A Study of 

Schooling, was utilized to gather information from classroom 

instructors about their classrooms (see Appendix D) . In the 

five-item survey, teachers were asked to evaluate use of 

time for learning in the classroom and at home. They also 

indicated the extent to which each item in a list of 

materials and learning activities was used in their class. 
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Additionally, teachers were asked to supply 

about the objectives or goals of the course 

five most critical things which they wanted 

learn from the class that year. 

information 

by listing the 

the students to 

Procedures 

Sample selection 

Primary consideration for inclusion in the study was the 

existence of ability-tracked classes in U. S. history at the 

school. In initial telephone interviews, three schools from 

the twelve originally considered for participation, reported 

no tracking in their schools. Of those remaining, seven 

schools were selected to reflect diversity on several 

characteristics: mean income level for families in the 

community, school size, proximity to a major population 

center, per pupil expenditure, and per cent of minority 

school population (see Appendix E). 

In five of the seven schools chosen for the study, 

interviews were conducted with the head teacher of the 

social studies department using the General Information 

Interview (see Appendix F) . In the two remaining schools, 

the same form was used with the principal. Information 

about grouping practices, including student placement 

procedures, teaching assignment procedures, and curricular 

content differentiation among levels, was solicited in the 

interview. The teachers or principal were also asked to 
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identify the three classes chosen as "high-ability," 

"average-ability," or "low-ability." 

As previously noted, one school at this point was 

identified as grouping students along predominately 

heterogeneous lines. Though data were collected by class 

observations and student and teacher questionnaires, these 

data were not thereafter used in the study. In a second 

school, class scheduling prevented the observation of a low- 

ability class, and a second high-ability class was observed 

instead. 

Data gathering 

The four instruments used to collect data were field- 

tested on two separate occasions at a high school not 

included in the study. Minor modifications, as suggested by 

the field-testing observations, were made in the coding 

procedures. All instruments were again field-tested at 

another high school. Suggestions made by teachers and 

students who participated in the field-testing were 

incorporated into the final version of the instruments to 

insure clarity of directions and items. 

During the first visit to each classroom, the Five 

Minute Interaction and the Classroom Snapshot were each used 

four times. These observations were made in four ten-minute 

pairs. At the start of each observation pair, the five- 

minute recording period of the FMI was followed by a two- 

minute wait. Codings were then made using the Classroom 

Snapshot. After this one-minute recording, the final two 
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minutes were used for preparation for the start of the next 

ten-minute observation pair. To compensate for the unequal 

length of classes in different schools, the forty—minute 

block needed for the four pairs of observations was placed 

equidistant between the beginning and end of each class. 

This procedure sought to avoid over-emphasis upon the time 

near the beginning or end of class and to allow for similar 

data to be collected on student and teacher behaviors. All 

three classroom observations in each school were made on the 

same day to provide further consistency to the data. 

During the second classroom visit, all students and 

teachers in the selected classroom completed classroom 

environment questionnaires. Teachers were told that the 

researcher would supervise the class during administration 

of the questionnaire. It was suggested that the teacher use 

this time to fill out the teacher questionnaire. In 

nineteen of the classes, the teacher was not present in the 

classroom during the administration of the questionnaire. 

In two classes, both low-ability, the teacher chose to 

remain in the classroom. 

Variables 

In addressing the research objectives, this study 

examined £ive classroom characteristics that were identified 

in the literature as aspects of effective instruction. Data 

from three sources —classroom observations, students' 
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perceptions, and teachers' perceptions—were used to examine 

these important aspects of the classroom experience. For 

these five characteristics, nineteen variables were selected 

to determine whether students in different ability-grouped 

classes experienced different instructional methods and 

content. 

Instructional methods variables 

Eleven variables measured aspects of instructional 

methods used by teachers to transmit course content. Four 

of these variables were related to the organizational and 

verbal clarity of the teacher. Six were measures of the 

variety of materials and methods used in the classroom. An 

additional three variables were used to examine the variety 

of instructional materials utilized by teachers. The final 

variable was a measure of the teacher's enthusiasm in class. 

Teacher clarity. Four variables measured students' 

perceptions of the clarity of teachers' oral instructions 

and classroom organization. The ability of the teacher to 

communicate clearly was gauged from students' responses to 

four questionnaire items. These items tapped student 

perceptions of the verbal clarity of teacher directions and 

other verbal interactions with students. Student responses 

were used to calculate a value representing overall class 

perceptions of the teacher’s ability to communicate clearly 

Data about the organizational clarity of the classroom 

environment were also drawn from the student questionnaire. 

Students were ask to express their agreement with eleven 
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statements about the organization of the classroom. These 

responses were used to calculate a value that was used as an 

indicator of the students' perceptions of the organization 

clarity of the learning environment. 

Two additional items on the questionnaire served as 

indicators of teacher clarity. Student perceptions of the 

teacher's ability to outline clearly the instructional 

purpose of activities in class and student perceptions of 

the clearness of the rules and regulations in the classroom 

were both used as further measures of teacher clarity. 

Teacher variability. Six variables representing the 

variety of materials and instructional techniques used for 

instruction by teachers in their classrooms drew upon 

teacher and student questionnaire responses and 

observational data. 

Teachers were asked to indicate how frequently they 

used each of ten different instructional materials. Using 

teacher responses to all ten items, a value representing the 

variety of materials used in each class was calculated. 

Student perceptions of the variety of materials used m 

the classroom were tapped using a similar procedure. On the 

student questionnaire, students were asked to indicate 

whether the ten instructional materials had been used in 

their class. A class score representing another measure of 

the variety of materials used in the class was then 

calculated based upon student responses to these items, 

information about classroom use of supplemental 
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materials was also drawn from data collected using one of 

the classroom observational instruments. As part of the 

data collected by the Five Minute Interaction (FMI), each 

occurrence of teacher or student use of materials other than 

textbooks was recorded. The percentage of observed 

interactions in which materials were used served as an 

a<^<^^^ona^ measure of supplemental instruction materials in 

class. 

A second aspect of teacher variability--the variety of 

instructional activities utilized in class—was also 

measured using teacher perceptions, student perceptions, and 

classroom observations. Teachers were asked to indicate 

whether students had participated in each of sixteen 

instructional activities as part of the history class. As 

with the item on instructional material, a class value using 

the teacher's responses was calculated to represent the 

variety of instructional activities used in the classroom. 

Students were asked to response to a similar item on 

the student questionnaire. A class score representing 

student perceptions of the variety of instructional 

activities used in the class was calculated from student 

responses to the sixteen activities. 

Data about instructional activities was also taken from 

the Snapshot observational instrument used in classroom 

observations. The number of different activities recorded 

during the observation periods was used as an indicator of 

the variety of learning activities for each class. 
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Teacher—enthusiasm. This variable represents students' 

perceptions of how much teachers seem to enjoy teaching 

their classes. On the Student Classroom Climate 

Questionnaire students were asked to express their agreement 

with three statements concerning the teacher's satisfaction 

with teaching. As with previous scales, a class value was 

calculated using student responses as an indicator of the 

teacher's enthusiasm. 

Curricular content variables 

Eight of the variables represented the quantities and 

types of knowledge available to students. Five of these 

were measures of time on instruction. The remaining three 

indicators related to the nature of the content of 

instruction in class. 

Time on instruction. Five variables represented the 

relative amount of time spent by students on instruction or 

learning activities. Responses to items from the Student 

Classroom Climate Questionnaire and the Teacher Classroom 

Climate Questionnaire and data from the Classroom Snapshot 

and the Five-Minute Interaction provided various measures of 

this important classroom characteristics. 

As part of the questionnaire administered to all 

teachers in the selected classrooms, teachers indicated the 

percentage of class time spent on daily routines, 

instruction, and getting the class to behave. The 

percentage of time which the teacher reported as devoted to 

instruction was used as one measure of time on task. 
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Data on instructional time was collected in a similar 

manner from students. in responding to one item on the 

student questionnaire, students were asked to indicate which 

of three types of classroom activities--daily routines, 

learning, and getting students to behave—used the most, 

next most, and least amount of class time. Students' 

responses for learning were averaged and served as an 

indicator of students' perceptions of instructional time for 

each class. 

A third indicator of time on instruction was drawn from 

data collected during classroom observations. As part of 

the Five Minute Interaction, the content of each teacher- 

student interaction was classified as instructional, 

routine, behavioral, or social. The percentage of all 

recorded interactions which were labeled instructional was 

used as an additional measure of time on instruction. 

A fourth indicator of instructional time was drawn from 

both the student and teacher questionnaires. Teachers were 

asked how much time they expected their students to spend on 

homework each day. Students were asked to indicate how much 

time they actually spent on homework per day. An average of 

the responses of all students in the class was calculated 

and the resulting amount averaged with the response of the 

teacher to obtain an class index of time spent on homework. 

Data collected using the Classroom Snapshot 

observational instrument were used for a fifth measure of 

time on instruction. The number of students observed not 
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involved in instruction-related activities during recording 

periods served as an inverse measurement of classroom 

instructional time. 

- i-.cul^r—goals . Three additional instructional 

content variables related to class goals were also examined. 

As part of the Teacher Classroom Climate Questionnaire, 

teachers were asked to list the five most critical things 

that they wanted the students to learn in their history 

class for that year. Using a simplified version of Benjamin 

Bloom's taxonomy of educational objectives, three curriculum 

experts were asked separately to examine these goals and 

place them within one of the six categories relating to the 

level of cognitive skills required for the activity or goal 

(Bloom, et al., 1956). To encourage the greatest possible 

agreement, each specialist was asked to read a narrative 

review of the the taxonomy and examples of goals or 

activities which were representative of each level as part 

of the classification process (see Appendix G). Where 

disagreement on the classification of a specific goal 

occurred, the goal was placed in the category in which two 

of the three specialists had classified it. By assigning 

numerical values to each cognitive level, the average 

cognitive level of listed goals for each class was then 

calculated. 

If goals fell into the Affective Domain of Bloom's 

taxonomy, the specialists were also asked to indicate this. 

f total class goals classified as affective 
The percentage o 
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by the specialists also served as a measure of the content 

of each class. 

Finally, goals which seemed unable to be classified 

were categorized as unclear by the reviewers. The 

percentage of total class goals that were identified as 

unclear was used as an additional indicator of the content 

of classes. 

Analysis 

Several statistical techniques were utilized to examine 

differences among the ability grouped classes on the 

variables selected for study. Initially univariant measures 

were used to provide a broad picture of the differences 

among the classes. Because of the desire to identify the 

manner in which variables worked together to differentiate 

the groups of classes, multivariant statistical techniques 

were also used. 

Discriminant analysis, a type of multivariate analysis, 

was chosen as the primary statistical method for examining 

differences among the ability-grouped classes on the 

variables selected for study (Klecka, 1975). By 

mathematically combining linear combinations of the 

variables, differences among groups were identified and 

variables within the functions which contributed most to the 

differentiation were located. Increased clarity was 

eparately those variables measuring 
obtained by analyzing s 
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curricular content and those measuring instructional 

methods. Finally, discriminant classification techniques 

were utilized to substantiate previous analysis of the data. 

Data for this study were collected from three sources— 

students, teachers, and classroom observations. While these 

data in many instances could be seen to represent 

individuals, the focus remained throughout the study on 

differences in classes. To maintain the classroom as the 

unit of measure data were aggregated to provide class means 

where necessary. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

The findings of the study are presented in this 

chapter. In the first part of the chapter, the results of 

the preliminary univariant and multivariant analyses are 

examined. Findings from discriminant analysis, the major 

statistical technique utilized in the study, are outlined in 

the second section. These findings are organized around the 

two research questions that guided this study, with a 

discussion of the findings for the curricular content 

variables followed by the findings for instructional methods 

variables. 

Initial Analysis 

The nineteen independent variables were examined to 

determined whether students in different ability-grouped 

classes experienced different content and instructional 

methods. These variables were identified in the literature 

as having a strong relationship to student learning in 

classrooms. 

Scale reliability 

Seven of the variables were represented by combined 

responses to three or more items on student or teacher 

questionnaires (see Appendix H). This grouping of responses 

to similar items, or scales, provided a broad base for 

measuring these variables. The variable representing 
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organizational clarity, for example, was based upon student 

responses to eleven statements about similar aspects of the 

classroom environment that were related to teacher classroom 

organizational clarity. Similarly, scales for teacher 

verbal clarity and teacher enthusiasm were calculated from 

student responses to several items centering upon these 

concepts. 

Two additional variables were the number of classroom 

materials that teachers or students indicated were used from 

a list of possible educational materials. In a similar 

manner, two measures of the variety of instructional 

activities were represented by the number of activities from 

a list of possible classroom activities that teachers or 

students identified as having been used. 

As the purpose of this study was to identify any 

differences in teaching methods or material among ability 

groups, these scales were examined to improve their 

usefulness in differentiating among the groups. Items to 

which responses by teachers or students within different 

groups were identical or items for which responses fell into 

no perceivable pattern were deleted. In this manner, the 

reliability of the scales—and their ability to identity 

differences among the groups—was increased (see Appendix 

I). Thus, for example, the reliability of teachers 

perceptions of the variety of classroom materials used was 

increased with the removal of the item asking about use of 

computers in class, to which all eighteen teachers responded 
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in the same manner. Where scale items were removed, scale 

scores were recalculated with the smaller set of items. 

Univariant analysis 

As an initial step in the analysis, the manner in which 

the nineteen variables differed among the three levels of 

ability-grouped classes was examined. Table 5 lists the 

variables and their corresponding ratios of variability (f- 

value) (see Appendix J for group and class means and 

standard deviations). Among the nineteen variables, the 

data suggest that only two are substantially different for 

the three groups of ability-classes. The combined student- 

teacher measure of time spent on homework differs the most 

among the groups (f=4.22 with a significance of .04). The 

number of students observed not involved in instructional 

activities during class observations also differs among the 

three groups (f=2.80 with a significance of .09). 

Five other variables have an f-value above 1.0. As 

Table 5 indicates, observed time on instruction, number of 

teacher-listed affective goals, one measure of teacher 

clarity, student-identified variety of classroom activities, 

and teacher-identified variety of activities differ among 

the classes in noticeable ways. 
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TABLE 5 

UNIVARIANT F-RATIOS AND TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
FOR ALL VARIABLES 

Variable F Significance 

Time on instruction (student) .85 . 48 
Time on instruction (teacher) .72 . 51 
Time on instruction (observed) 1.03 .38 
Homework 4.22 .04 
Students not involved 2.80 .09 
Cognitive level of goals .92 . 42 
Affective goals 2.18 .15 
Unclear goals . 39 .69 
Verbal clarity (student) .03 .97 
Organizational clarity (student) .70 .51 
What may be done in class (student) .13 .88 
Teacher tells what to learn (student) 1.18 . 33 
Variety of activities (student) 1.80 .20 
Variety of activities (teacher) .25 .78 

Variety of activities (observed) 1.35 .29 
Variety of materials (student) .04 .97 

Variety of materials (teacher) .60 . 56 

Variety of materials (observed) .03 .97 

Teacher enthusiasm (student) .13 .88 

Two and fifteen degreeds of freedom 

Multivariant analysis 

While examination of differences suggested by 

individual variables provides some understanding of 

curricular and instructional processes within the classrooms 

that were studied, a broader picture can be obtained by 

looking at the combined differences measured by the 

variables of content and instruction. By considering the 

variables simultaneously, important information about their 

relationships can be observed (SPSS Incorporated, 1986). 

Differences among the three groups on the combined 
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nineteen variables is reported in Table 6. When the three 

groups are examined on all of the nineteen combined 

variables simultaneously, no clear differences among the 

groups appear. This is reflected in the f-value and its 

corresponding significance level. 

TABLE 6 

MULTIVARIATE F-RATIO AND TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
FOR COMBINED NINETEEN VARIABLES 

F-value Significance 

.007 .74 

S=2, M=6, N=-l/2 

A more enlightening view is obtained when content and 

instructional variables are analyzed separately. In looking 

at the eight content variables, important differences begin 

to emerge. As can be seen in Table 7, the combined 

differences measured by the content variables, represented 

by the f-value and its corresponding level of significance, 

is noteworthy. Differences measured by the variables 

produce an approximate f-value of 2.02, significant at the 

.085 level. 

As a group, the eleven variables of instructional 

methods represent a small and statistically insignificant 

difference among the three levels of classes in 

In Table 8, the f-value, a instructional methods. 
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calculation of differences represented by the eleven 

variables, and its corresponding significance level suggest 

no important differences among these groups on these 

variables (approximate F=.58 with a significance of .86). 

TABLE 7 

MULTIVARIATE F-RATIO AND TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
FOR EIGHT CONTENT VARIABLES 

F Value Significance 

2.02 .085 

S=2, M=2 1/2, N=3 

TABLE 8 

MULTIVARIATE F-RATIO AND TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
FOR INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS VARIABLES 

II n II n II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II 

ii n ii n n ii ii n ii ii n ii n ii ii n ii ii n n ii ii n ii ii ii n ii ii 

F value Significance 

. 59 .86 

S=2, M=4, N=1 1/2 

Discriminant Analysis 

Discriminant analysis, a multivariate statistical 

technique, was chosen to explore these differences 

identified by this initial analysis among the three groups 
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of classes (dependent variable) on the independent content 

and instructional methods variables. The procedure creates 

functions by mathematically weighing and combining linear 

combinations of the variables to differentiate among the 

groups as much as possible. After the derivation of the 

functions, this technique further allows the researcher to 

study and explain differences among two or more groups with 

respect to several variables simultaneously (Klecka, 1980). 

Curricular content 

To determine differences in curricular content among 

the three groups of classes, discriminant analysis of the 

eight curricular content variables was carried out. 

Student, teacher, and observer reports on class time spent 

on instruction; combined student and teacher reports of time 

on homework; the number of students engaged in non¬ 

ins tructional activities; the cognitive level of course 

goals; the number of affective course goals; and the number 

of unclear course goals were considered in the analysis of 

curricular differences. 

Using the Discriminant subroutine of the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 9.0, NOS, 

these eight variables were mathematically combined to form 

functions to separate the three groups of classes (Nie, et 

al., 1975). Step-wise entry of variables was used in the 

analysis. This procedure selects the most useful variables 

one at a time to create an optimal set of discriminating 

The variable that best discriminates is selected 
variables. 
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A second variable is chosen that contributes in 

combination with the first variable to the greatest overall 

separation of the groups. The third and subsequent 

variables are selected to increase this separation until all 

remaining variables are selected or those remaining do not 

contribute sufficiently to justify their inclusion. 

The number of functions that can be derived is limited 

to one less than the number of groups. As three groups were 

being analyzed, two discriminant functions were possible. 

Initially, as indicated in Table 9, the analysis identified 

significant differences in curricular content among the 

three levels. The first function accounts for most of the 

variance (87.93) measured by the eight variables; the second 

function discriminants among the remaining, yet important 

(12.07), percentage of variance. 

TABLE 9 

TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
FOR CONTENT DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Function Variance Canonical Wilk's Chi- df Significance 
per cent correlation lambda square 

1 87.93 
2 12.07 

.87 

.55 

.17 23.09 10 .01 

.70 4.65 4 .33 

The canonical correlations express the relative ability 

of each function to separate the groups. A value of zero 

would represent no relationship at all, while increasingly 
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larger values to a maximum of one indicate greater degrees 

of relatedness. The first function, with a canonical 

correlation of .87, has a very powerful ability to 

discriminant among the three groups. This is also indicated 

by the value for Wilk's lambda (.17), the chi-square 

equivalency (23.09), and the corresponding level of 

significance (.01). 

The second function, while obviously less powerful than 

the first, seems to contain important information about 

differences among the three groups. In accounting for 

slightly over twelve percent of the differences among the 

groups, this function has a moderately strong canonical 

correlation (.55), though by itself, with a Wilk's lambda of 

.70, and a corresponding chi-square of 4.65, it has a low 

level of significance (.33). 

In mathematically forming the functions, coefficients 

or weights for each variable were calculated to maximize the 

separation of the groups. By multiplying these raw or 

unstandardized coefficients by the class scores on each 

discriminant variable and adding a constant, an overall 

score for each class was arrived at. The group centeroids 

or average scores on the discriminant function for each 

group were then calculated by averaging the class scores 

within each group. This can be thought of as the most 

typical location of a case from that group in the space 

defined by the function (Klecka, 1975). 

While the unstandardized coefficients represent the 
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absolute contribution of each variable to the function, they 

may be misleading when variables have different standard 

deviations. For purposes of interpretation, therefore, the 

raw scores were converted to standardized scores. These 

values represent the relative importance of variables within 

the function, thus allowing a determination of variables' 

contribution to the function score. 

In Table 10, the standardized canonical discriminant 

coefficients for the variables and the group centeroids are 

listed for each function. Note that there are coefficients 

for only five of the eight variables. The remaining three 

variables, though eligible for selection, failed to make a 

contribution to the function at the selected level of 

significance and were not selected. 

The group centeroids indicate that high-ability classes 

scored higher on the first function (1.54) than either 

average-ability classes (.24) or low-ability classes (- 

2.45). Further, high and low classes are most distinctly 

separated by the function. The average class centeroid 

falls between the high and low groups--and very near to 

zero, the overall means for all classes. To understand what 

this score represents, one should look, at least initially, 

to the standard coefficients. The larger the magnitude of a 

variable's coefficient, either positive or negative, the 

greater the variable's contribution to the function. 

Homework, with a coefficient of 1.52, makes the greatest 

contribution to the function. Observed time on instruction 
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(-1.11) also makes an important contribution. The three 

remaining variables (teacher-reported time on instruction, 

percentage of unclear goals, and the percentage of students 

not involved in instructional activities) contribute 

progressively less to the function. 

TABLE 10 

STANDARDIZED CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 
COEFFICIENTS AND GROUP CENTEROIDS FOR 

CONTENT VARIABLES 

Variables 

Coef f 

Function 1 

icients 

Function 2 

Time on instruction (teacher) - .75 .31 
Time on instruction (observed) -1.11 .04 
Homework 1.52 -.12 
Students not involved . 33 .90 

Unclear goals .53 . 30 

Discriminant Functions Evaluated at 
Group Means (Group Centeroids) 

High Group 
Average Group 
Low Group 

1.54 -.49 
.24 .84 

-2.45 -.33 

The direction of the contribution, represented by the 

sign for each coefficient, is also an important element of 

the differences. In general, one would expect those groups 

with relatively large, positive centeroids on the function 

to have large scores on the positive variables that play a 
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major role in the function and low scores on negative 

variables that are central to the function. Inversely, 

groups with large negative group centeroids would most 

likely have small scores on those variables contributing in 

a strongly positive way to the function and large scores on 

variables making important negative contributions (Klecka, 

1980) . 

Although the standardized coefficients are a general 

guide to differences among groups, they are of limited 

usefulness for interpreting discriminant functions. Both 

Huberty (1975) and Klecka (1980) have traced this weakness 

to the manner in which the function is calculated. The 

step-wise procedure used to enter variables into the 

function selects variables on their ability to add to the 

discriminating power of those variables already selected. 

Where variables are correlated, that is, where they share 

some degree of common information, selection is based not 

upon the variable's individual ability to discriminate among 

groups, but on its ability to discriminate beyond what is 

already represented by previously selected variables. 

Variables that might be important discriminators but are 

intercorrelated with other variables previously entered in 

the equation may be passed by for entry because their unique 

contributions are not as great as those of other variables 

(Klecka, 1980) . 

An additional set of statistics, the within-group 

structure correlations, serve 
to highlight any variables 
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that may have been ignored by the analysis. These 

coefficients represent the degree to which each variable 

individually is related to the discriminant function. Table 

11 lists the within-group structure coefficients for both 

content functions. 

TABLE 11 

POOLED WITHIN-GROUPS CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CANONICAL 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS AND CONTENT VARIABLES 

(WITHIN-GROUP STRUCTURE COEFFICIENTS) 

Coefficients 

Variables Function 1 Function 

Time on instruction (student) -.02 -.65 
Time on instruction (teacher) -.15 .23 
Time on instruction (observed) -.19 -.25 
Homework . 40 -.36 
Students not involved .09 .90 
Cognitive levels of goals .06 .08 

Affective goals -.45 -.40 

Unclear goals .07 .29 

In comparing the structure coefficients with the 

standardized function coefficients (Table 10) for the first 

function, one major difference is immediately apparent. The 

three variables with the highest standardized coefficients 

homework (1.52), observed time on instruction (-1.11), and 

teacher-reported time on instruction (-.75)—also have 

strong to moderate correlations with the function. The 

variable most highly associated with the function, the 

percentage of affective goals (-.45), however, was not among 
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the five variables entered into the discriminant function. 

This discrepancy requires further examination if the meaning 

of the function is be understood. 

While intercorrelation of variables makes 

interpretation of the discriminating functions more 

problematic, there are statistical clues that allow informed 

deductions about the functions to be made. Where two 

variables are highly correlated, they share their common 

contribution to the function. The contribution of 

positively correlated variables is often represented by the 

entry into the function of one of the variables, whose 

standardized coefficient incorporates the dominant 

discriminating power of both variables. The remaining 

discriminating power, reflected by the standardized 

coefficient of the second variable, is generally small or 

even in the opposite direction of that of the first 

variable. Where two variables are negatively correlated, 

they may both enter the function with high discriminant 

coefficients, though in opposite directions of each other. 

These coefficient values overstate the importance to the 

function of both variables, for within the function, they 

act to partially canceling out one another. Their actual 

contribution to the function is the combined effect of the 

negative and positive coefficients (Klecka, 1980). 

An examination of the relationships among the variables 

themselves (Table 12) reveals interactions among the 

variables that might distort their true discriminating 



power. Each correlation coefficient is an estimate of the 

/ 

strength of the relationship between corresponding pairs of 

variables. Two perfectly correlated variables would have a 

coefficient of 1.0; totally uncorrelated variables would be 

indicated by a coefficient of zero. 

TABLE 12 

POOLED WITHIN-GROUPS CORRELATION MATRIX FOR FIRST FUNCTION 

Variables Tine Tine Tiae 

on on on 

Ins:. Ins:. Ins: 

iSt.) (Teh.) iObs 

TO I (ST) 1.00 .01 -.03 

TOI (TCH) 1.00 .02 

TOI (OBS) 1.00 

HOMEWORK 

NON-INVOLY 

COGN. LEVEL 

AFPECT. GOALS 

UNCLEAR GOALS 

Hoaewor). 

) 

Non- 

Involv. 

Co;:. 

Level 

of 
Goals 

Affect. 

Gerais 

Unclear 

Goals 

.21 -.65 -.28 .26 -.20 

.40 -.06 .38 .23 .07 

.59 -.33 -.26 -.11 .27 

1.00 -.41 .10 -.03 -.06 

1.00 .05 -.37 -.06 

1.00 .08 ,-.20 

1.00 -.43 

1.00 

Several intercorrelations raise questions about 

possible interaction among variables. The failure of the 

variable representing affective goals, for.example, to enter 

into the discriminant function is related to its 

intercorrelations with other variables. This variables is 

strongly negatively correlated with both the percentage of 

unclear goals (-.43) and the percentage of students not 

involved (-.37). As suggested by the structure 

coefficients, neither of these two variables is importantly 

associated with the function (.07 and .09. respectively), 

moderately strong standardized 
although both have 
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coefficients (.53 and .33). These two variables are 

probably representing the large discriminating power of the 

affective goals variable within the function, and not their 

own, much smaller contributions. 

Further examination of the correlation matrix leads to 

additional clarification. The two variables with the 

highest standardized coefficients, homework (1.52) and 

observed time on instruction (-1.11), are very highly 

correlated (.59). Their standardized coefficients, however, 

are in opposite directions. As they share a large, common 

discriminating ability, they work in opposite directions, in 

effect partially canceling each other out. The role of the 

student involvement variable also begins to become clearer. 

While its standardized coefficient of 1.11 would suggest 

that it plays an important role in the function, its 

structure coefficient is only moderate in size (-.15), 

affirming that its importance is in part the result of the 

interactions of the two variables. 

In sum, the first function outlines important 

differences that exist among the groups. Further, these 

differences are most pronounced between high- and low- 

ability classes. High and low classes differ most sharply 

on time reported spent on homework, with high classes 

reporting greater amounts of time and low classes reporting 

the least. Interpretation of the function also indicates 

greater emphasis upon affective course goals in low-ability 

classes. Finally, despite initial indications that observed 
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time on instruction represented an important difference 

among classes, closer examination suggests that its 

importance is only moderate. 

While the first discriminant function is calculated so 

that the group means are as distinct as possible, other 

functions —up to a maximum of one less than the number of 

groups may exist which also can represent the relationship 

among the three groups. In discriminant analysis, the 

coefficients for the second function also maximize the 

differences among the group centeroids with, however, the 

additional condition that the values on the function are not 

correlated to the first function. Resultingly, this 

additional function often emphasizes a second dimension of 

the differences among the groups that could not emerge 

because of the strength of the differences highlighted in 

the first function. 

The standardized coefficients and group centeroids for 

the second function are also reported in Table 10. The 

group centeroids, or average group scores, suggests that 

this function, unlike the first function, separates most 

effectively average-ability classes (with a group centeroid 

of .84) from both high- (-.49) and low-ability classes (- 

.33). Among the standardized coefficients, the strongest 

contributor is the number of students not involved in 

academic tasks, with a standard coefficient of .90. Less 

important, making a contribution a third as strong as the 

first, are teacher-reported time on instruction and the 
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percentage of unclear goals. Homework and observed time on 

instruction, the variables with the two highest standardized 

coefficients in the first function, make only a modest 

contribution to the second function. 

As in the first function, a great deal of interaction 

seems to be occurring among the variables. The structure 

coefficients, representing the relationship of each variable 

to the function, (Table 11) provide insight into this 

interaction. The variable with the strongest relationship 

to the function is the percentage of students not involved 

in instructional activities. As noted before, this variable 

also has the highest canonical coefficient for the function, 

as well. The variable showing the second largest association 

to the function is student-reported time on instruction with 

a strongly negative correlation of -.65. Its additional 

contribution to the discriminant equation beyond previously 

entered variables, however, was not sufficient for inclusion 

in the analysis. Similarly, the third most strongly 

associated variable, the percentage of affective goals (- 

.40), did not play a role in the calculation of the 

discriminant function. As they both, however, are strongly 

associated with the function, the differences among groups 

that they measure must be represented by other variables. 

As Table 12 suggests, student-reported time on 

instruction is strongly negatively correlated with students 

non-involvement in instructional activities (-.65). Though 

time on instruction did not enter into the discriminant 
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equation, its important discriminating ability is probably 

represented in part by the large discriminant coefficient of 

student involvement (.90). While the exact nature of the 

interaction is less clear, the discriminant coefficients for 

the percentage of unclear goals ( . 30) and, to a lesser 

extent, student non-involvement (.90) may also represent the 

percentage of affective goals, to which they are moderately 

correlated (-.43 and -.37 respectively). Teacher-reported 

time on instruction appears to be an important element of 

the discriminant function, with a discriminant coefficient 

of .31. Table 12, however, suggests that the variable is 

only weakly related to the function (.23), and can probably 

be ignored. As in the first function, interaction between 

homework and this variable, may be inflating both their 

discriminant coefficients, as they are moderately correlated 

( .39) 

The second function, then, identifies differences in 

curricular content that set apart average-ability classes 

from both high- and low-ability classes. Most notably, 

average-ability classes are marked by a higher degree of 

non-involvement by students in classroom academic 

activities. Similarly, reported time on instruction seems 

to differ among average and low and high classes, as well. 

Average-ability students view themselves as spending less 

time on academic tasks than their high- and low-ability 

counterparts. 

The previous analyses identified differences among the 
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groups on variables for each function. Two additional tools 

will be used to provide a clearer picture of the differences 

among the groups and answer the research questions guiding 

this study. First, the derived functions for the content 

variables are graphed. These visual representations allow a 

accurate characterization of the groups. Second, the 

discriminating functions are used to classify the eighteen 

classes into the ability-group that they most resemble. The 

success of the functions in correctly identifying classes 

serves as yet another indicator of the reliability of the 

functions in identifying differences among the classes. 

In examining the two functions that were derived from 

the content variables, the structure coefficients, which 

represent the relatedness of each variable to the function, 

were used to identify those variables that determined the 

essential discriminating power of the function. Where one 

or a small set of variables have substantially larger 

structure coefficients than the remaining variables, these 

variables control the function. If the dominant variables 

are measuring a similar characteristic, the function can be 

seen as representing that characteristic (Klecka, 1980). 

As indicated in Table 11, the number of affective class 

goals cited by teachers and reported time spent on homework 

are most strongly associated with the first function. The 

variable affective goals is negatively correlated with the 

function. Large values for this variable would contribute 

to negative class function s 
cores. As noted in the previous 
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chapter, the variable is represented by the percentage of 

class goals listed by teachers that were judged to be in the 

affective domain (See Appendix K for a list of goals). 

Nearly twenty percent of these teacher goals were concerned 

with affective behaviors. Some of the goals attended to 

broad humanitarian ends, such as "appreciation of the value 

of humanities or want to become involved citizens." Many 

others, however, were behavior-related, for example "develop 

a sense of responsibility", "respect for others", or 

"ability to work in a group." All of these goals are in 

contrast with more traditionally academic goals, such as "a 

basic knowledge of our past", "ability to think critically", 

or "develop an understanding of the racial and ethnic 

diversity of our country." 

Homework, which also makes a strong contribution to the 

discriminating function, is positively correlated. Positive 

class function scores, therefore, would be expected with 

classes having large values on this variable. This variable 

is represented by the combination of the average time 

students reported spending on homework for the class and 

teachers’ expectations of time needed to complete class 

homework. 

As suggested by the structure coefficients, the 

remaining variables are only weakly related to the function 

and contribute little to its understanding. Differences 

among the three groups of classes that are identified by the 

first function should be attributed to the two most-strongly 
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correlated variables, affective (non-academic) goals and 

homework. Taken together, these two variables--and 

therefore the function can be considered to represent 

differences among the classes in academic orientation. 

For the second function, two variables—observed 

student non—involvement and student reported time spent on 

instruction dominate the function. As student non¬ 

involvement is positively correlated to the function, 

classes with high values on this variable would likely have 

positive class function scores. This variable is 

represented by the percentage of students who were observed 

not to be involved in academic activities in the classroom. 

The second most-strongly associated variable, reported time 

on instruction, is negatively correlated with the function. 

High class scores on this variable would contribute to 

negative class function scores. This variable is a measure 

of student-reported classtime spent on instruction. As 

these two variables seem to measure similar characteristics, 

the second function can be thought to represent student non¬ 

involvement . 

This discussion now allows a meaningful interpretation 

of the graphing of the two functions. The separation of the 

groups is seen in Figure 1. The centeroid for each of the 

three groups is plotted using the average group score on 

each of the two functions. The space defined by the 

functions has been divided into quadrants. The centeroid 

for average-ability classes (indicated by the number 2) is 
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in quadrant one. Classes located in this quadrant have 

greater than average non-involvement of students and greater 

academic orientation. None of the three groups is located 

in quadrant two, which represents low academic orientation 

and low involvement. The group centeroid for low-ability 

classes (number 3) is in quadrant three. This quadrant 

represents low academic orientation and high student 

involvement. The high-ability class mean (number 1) is in 

quadrant four. Classes in this quadrant are marked by 

greater than average student involvement and greater 

academic orientation. 

The ability of each function to separate groups is 

apparent, as well, in viewing the graph. The first 

function, academic orientation, most effectively separates 

high-ability classes from low-ability classes. The group 

centeroid for high-ability classes is located to the right 

of the axis representing the total class mean. The mean for 

low-ability classes is well to the left or negative side of 

the axis. The group mean for average-ability classes lies 

between the two other groups, very near the overall average 

for all classes. The second function is effective at 

discriminating between average-ability classes and low- and 

high-ability classes. The mean for average-ability classes 

falls well above the axis for this function. Both high- and 

low-ability class centeroids are located below the axis. 

Individual class scores on both functions can also be 

ented. In Figure 2, the class scores on 
graphically repres 
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the first and second functions are used to plot all eighteen 

classes. High-ability classes are indicated by ones, 

average-ability classes by twos, and low-ability classes by 

threes. As the graph suggests, class scores vary widely, 

with overlap among the groups. Scores for average-ability 

classes, in particular, differ substantially on both the 

first function, academic orientation, and the second 

function, student non-involvement. High-ability classes 

also vary considerably, though their scores on the first 

function are much more stable than on the second function. 

Low-ability classes, however, are closely clustered, showing 

little variation on either of the functions. 

While discriminant analysis is useful for analyzing 

differences among groups, it is also a powerful 

classification technique. Using the values for each case on 

the discriminating functions, the most likely group 

membership of each case can be calculated by comparing the 

scores to each of the group centeroids. This technique is 

often used as a predictive device when the group membership 

is unknown, such as predicting likely voter behavior on the 

basis of key attitudes and background, or assigning 

individuals to jobs based on personality and skill factors 

(Klecka, 1980). 

Classification can also be used, however, to test the 

power of the discriminating functions. After classifying 

each case using scores on the discriminating functions, the 

predicted group memberships are compared to actual group 
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membership. The percentage of cases correctly classified 

can be seen as an indicator of the functions ability to 

discriminate among groups. 

Table 13 lists the results of the classification phase 

of the analysis. Overall, eighty-three percent of the cases 

were correctly classified into their actual groups. As 

there are three groups of nearly equal size, prior 

probability of a class being correctly classified is roughly 

one third. Correct classification beyond one third can be 

attributed to the ability of the the discriminant functions 

to separate the groups. 

As the table indicates, classification of low-ability 

and high-ability classes was most accurate. Only one of the 

seven high classes was misclassified. For low-ability 

classes, all five were correctly identified. Inaccurate 

classifications occurred most frequently among average- 

ability groups, where one-third of the classes were 

misclassified. Interestingly, no high classes were 

misclassified as low, nor low classes as high. 

The results of the classification phase of the analysis 

reinforce the previous statistical indicators that suggested 

the strength of the derived functions. The high percentage 

of correctly classified classes highlights the significance 

of the variables within the functions and their 

effectiveness in discriminating among classes in the three 

tracks. It is also evident from the classification that 

high-ability classes are most distinct from low-ability 
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classes. Average-ability classes, 

misclassified, seem to differ most 

and are less easily characterized. 

which were more often 

markedly from one another 

TABLE 13 

CLASSIFICATION BY DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
ON CONTENT DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

II II II II II II II ii ii ii ii ii n n ii ii ii n n ii ii ii ii n ii ii ii ii ii __ __ __ _ 

Actual Group N of 

Classes 

Predicted Group 

Membership 

High Average Low 

High Track 7 6 1 0 

Average Track 6 
85.7% 

2 
14.3% 

4 
0.0% 

0 

Low Track 5 
33.3% 

0 
66.7% 

0 
0.0% 
5 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Percentage of Classes Correctly Classified: 83.33 

In attempting to answer the first research question, 

then, the analysis of the eight content variables did indeed 

indicated significant differences among the three levels of 

ability-grouped classes. These differences suggest that 

classes within each ability level have characteristics on 

these content variables that set them apart from classes in 

other groups. The three groups of classes were found to 

differ most markedly on four content-related variables. 

Further analysis suggested that these variables can be seen 

as representing two important concepts, academic orientation 

of the class and student involvement. High-ability classes 
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were likely to have high student involvement and a strong 

academic orientation. While average classes tended to have 

a moderate academic orientation, they were characterized by 

an especially low level of student involvement. Low-ability 

classes were marked by a high level of student involvement 

in academic tasks, but very low overall academic 

orientation. 

Instructional methods 

While the multivariant analysis of the eleven 

instructional methods variables (Table 8) indicated no large 

differences on these combined measurements among the three 

groups of classes (f=.59 with a significance of .86), the 

analysis was continued to explore differences that might not 

have emerged from the MANOVA analysis (Huberty, 1975). 

As with the content variables, discriminant analysis 

was chosen to examine differences among the groups on the 

instructional methods variables. As previously discussed, 

the initial step of the analysis consists of mathematically 

combining the variables into a discriminating function. 

Variables enter the function through a step-wise procedure 

where the variable that best discriminates among groups is 

selected first. Additional variables are then chosen one at 

a time for their ability to separate groups in combination 

with the previously entered variables. This selection 

continues until all variables are selected, or none of the 

remaining variables can improve the discriminating ability 
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of the function. 

During the calculation of the discriminating function 

for the instructional methods variables, the procedure was 

halted after the entry of the first variable. None of the 

remaining ten variables added sufficient discriminating 

power to the function to justify entry. The discriminating 

function, therefore, consists of only one variable, student- 

reported variety of instructional activities. Table 14 

suggests that the function, or variable in this case, 

discriminates moderately among the three groups. As only 

one function was calculated, it of course accounts for one 

hundred percent of the variance identified. The canonical 

correlation (.44), representing the function's ability to 

discriminate among the groups, is moderate. This is also 

indicated by the value for Wilk's lambda (.81), chi-square 

(3.22), and the corresponding level of significance (.20). 

Examination of the group centeroids in Table 15 

suggests that the function discriminates best between high- 

(.55) and low-ability classes (-.46). Average ability 

classes lie between these extremes (-.26), although they 

resemble more closely low classes on the characteristic 

represented by the function. 

As only one variable entered the function, that 

variable is contributing to the entire discrimination of the 

function. Its standardized discriminant coefficient is of 

course 1.00, as it is the sole contributor to the function. 

The structure coefficients, which represent the relationship 
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of each variables to the function, provide 

information. Table 16 lists the structure 

little useful 

coefficients 

TABLE 14 

TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS FOR 
INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

(FIRST AND ONLY FUNCTION) 

Percent of Canonical Wilk's Chi-square df 
variance correlation lambda 

Significance 

100.0 .44 .81 3.22 2 .20 

TABLE 15 

GROUP CENTEROIDS FOR INSTRUCTIONAL VARIABLES 

Discriminant Functions Evaluated at 
Group Means (Group Centeroids) 

High Group .55 
Average Group -.26 
Low Group -.46 

for the variables. Once again, the variable, student- 

reported activities, is perfectly correlated with the 

function. The remaining coefficients, in effect, represent 

the correlations of each variable to the one variable in the 

function, student-reported activities. Put slightly 

differently, the structure coefficients are identical to the 

within-groups correlations for student-reported activities, 

and therefore provide no information about variable 
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interaction for interpreting the function. 

TABLE 16 

POOLED WITHIN-GROUPS CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CANONICAL 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS AND INSTRUCTIONAL VARIABLES 

(WITHIN-GROUP STRUCTURE COEFFICIENTS) 

Variables Coefficients 

Verbal clarity (student) -.20 
Organizational clarity (student) .18 
What may be done in class (student) .30 
Teacher tells what to learn (student) -.31 
Variety of activities (student) 1.00 
Variety of activities (teacher) -.23 
Variety of activities (observed) -.48 
Variety of materials (student) .07 
Variety of materials (teacher) -.01 
Variety of materials (observed) -.42 
Teacher enthusiams (student) .04 

Figure 3 is a graphic representation of the group 

separation of the function. Discriminant class scores are 

calculated by multiplying the unstandardized discriminant 

coefficient for the single variable in the function by each 

class's score on the variable. As only one function was 

derived, this first and only function represents all the 

variance found among the groups. The eighteen class scores 

^£•01 therefore, plotted as a one—dimensional graph or 

continuum that represents the discriminant function. For 

purposes of comparison, each group, along with its group 

centeroid, is plotted separately. 

As the graph indicates, there is a great deal of 

overlap among the classes in the three groups. While the 
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Figure 3 continued 
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The classification phase of the analysis renders 

similar results. When class scores on the function are used 

to predict the probable group membership of each class, 

slightly over sixty percent of the classes are correctly 

classified (Table 17). High- (71%) and average-ability 

classes (83%) were most accurately classified. The 

function, however, is of little use in classifying low- 

ability classes. A mere twenty percent of these classes 

were correctly placed in their actual group. Further 

examination of those classes that were misclassified 

highlights the inability of the function to distinguish low- 

akility groups. Although no high or average classes were 

incorrectly identified as low, three low classes were 

misc 1 assified as high, and one as average. In sum, though 

TABLE 17 

CLASSIFICATION BY DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS ON 
INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Actual Group N of 
Classes 

Predicted Group 
Membership 

High Average Low 

High Track 7 

Average Track 6 

Low Track 5 

Percentage of classes c 

5 2 0 
71.4% 28.6% 0.0% 

1 5 0 
16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 

3 1 1 
60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 

rectly classified: 61.11 
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overall classification was nearly twice as high as would be 

expected by chance, the classification phase of the analysis 

reaffirms the weak nature of the function in separating 

groups. 

In answering the second research question, then, only 

small differences were found among the three groups of 

classes on the eleven instructional methods variables. 

While students in high-ability classes reported a greater 

variety of instructional activities than students in 

average- or low-ability classes, this difference was only 

moderately strong and was a weak predictor of group 

membership. On most of the instructional variables in the 

analysis, classes among all three groups were very similar. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine differences in 

instructional content and practices in ability-grouped 

classrooms. Students and teachers in twenty-one secondary 

United States history classes in seven schools in western 

Massachusetts participated in the study. Of the original 

twenty—one classes, only eighteen were found to be grouped 

by ability, and were used in later analysis. Data were 

collected from two hundred and ninety students and eighteen 

teachers from seven classes identified as high-ability, six 

classes identified as average-ability, and five identified 

as low-ability. 

Two research questions guided the study. The first 

question examined the extent to which the content differed 

among levels of ability-grouped U. S. history classes. The 

second research question centered upon the extent to which 

instructional methods used by teachers differed among levels 

of ability-grouped U. S. history classes. 

Four instruments were utilized to collect data for the 

study. During classroom observations of each class, two 

observation instruments, the Five Minute Interaction and the 

Classroom Snapshot, were used to obtain information on 

student-teacher interaction and classroom processes. Data 

about student perceptions of content and instructional 

109 
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practices were also collected from all attending students in 

the eighteen classes through a forty-item Student Classroom 

Climate Questionnaire, developed for the study from a 

similar instrument used in Goodlad's Study of Schooling. 

Information about class content and instruction was 

collected from teachers using a five-item Teacher Classroom 

Climate Questionnaire. 

Data from the eighteen classes were examined on 

nineteen variables representing five classroom 

characteristics identified in the literature as aspects of 

effective instruction. Eight of the variables represented 

the types and quantities of knowledge offered to students. 

Eleven of the variables were aspects of instructional 

methods used to transmit course content. 

A variety of statistical techniques were used to answer 

the research questions. Initial univariant analysis of the 

nineteen variables was followed by multivariant techniques 

to identify important differences among the groups on the 

variables. Discriminant analysis, a multivariant technique, 

served as the primary tool in the analysis. 

Major Findings 

The major findings for the two research questions that 

guided this study are reported separately in this section. 

Further, additional commonalities found among all classes in 

the study are discussed. 
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Research question 1: To what degree does 

curricular content differ across ability 
grouping_levels in high school United States 
history classes? 

Important differences among the three ability groups 

were found in the variables representing curricular content. 

Univariant analysis indicated that four of the eight 

content-related variables differed substantially among the 

three ability groups. Two content variables, time spent on 

homework and non-involvement of students in instructional 

activities, showed especially strong differences among the 

groups. 

Discriminant analysis, which allowed the simultaneous 

consideration of the eight variables, further indicated that 

combinations of variables differed importantly among the 

group. Two functions or unique combinations of variables 

were calculated to separate most effectively the three 

groups of classes. Several statistics related to the 

variables and their interactions with one another were used 

to identify the variables that determined the essential 

discriminating power of each function. Each function was 

named after the common characteristics which these dominant 

variables measured. 

The two functions identified two dimensions that 

distinguished levels of ability-grouped classes from one 

another. The first function, academic orientation, 

discriminated most clearly between high- and low-ability 

classes. High classes had the highest level of academic 

orientation, while low classes had the lowest. Average- 
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ability classes fell between high and low classes, very 

close to the overall means. The second function, student 

nori involvement in instructional activities, separated 

average-ability classes from both high and low classes. 

Average classes were distinguished from low and high classes 

by a considerable greater amount of student non-involvement. 

In sum, high-ability classes were characterized by high 

academic orientation and low levels of student non¬ 

involvement. Average-ability classes tended towards 

moderate academic orientation and high student non¬ 

involvement. Low-ability classes as a group had low 

academic orientation and low levels of student non¬ 

involvement . 

Research question 2: To what degree do 
instructional practices differ across 
ability grouping levels in high school 
United States history classes? 

Only small differences were found among instructional 

practices across the three ability levels. Initial 

univariant analysis indicated that classes differed weakly 

on three instructional variables, observed use of 

supplemental materials, one measure of teacher clarity, and 

student-identified variety of classroom activities. 

Discriminant analysis, which considered the differences 

on groups of variables simultaneously among the levels, also 

identified only weak differences among ability levels on the 

instructional variables. The discriminating power of just 

one of the eleven variables was sufficiently strong enough 
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to enter into the function before the procedure was halted. 

This variable, student-reported variety of instructional 

activities, differentiated weakly among the ability levels. 

This function separated most effectively high- and low- 

ability classes. High classes as a group had greater 

instructional variety than either average-ability or low- 

ability classes. 

Similarities 

In answering the two research questions that guided 

this study, analysis centered upon identifying differences 

in curricular content and instructional methods that existed 

among classes of different ability groups. While these 

differences in important aspects of the classroom 

environment shed light on the varying educational 

experiences of students within ability-grouped classes, the 

data also indicated that the classes examined in this study 

were in many ways extremely similar. This finding is 

consistent with what other studies have pointed out: that 

classrooms in the United States are remarkably alike (Boyer 

1983; Goodlad 1984; Oakes, 1985; Sizer 1984). 

Most striking were similarities in the physical 

environment of the classrooms that participated in the 

study. Students were organized into self-contained 

classrooms, predominately of one grade level, sitting in 

separated, individual seats, all facing a common chalkboard 

Almost all of the observed classes contained straight rows 

with narrow aisles separating them, occasional maps, and 
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bulletin boards- usually empty or covered with school office 

memos. 

Much of what went on in the U.S. history classes also 

followed a common pattern. A narrow range of instructional 

activities using a limited number of materials marked the 

classrooms (see Appendix L and Appendix M for summaries of 

teacher and student questionnaires). By far the most common 

activity in history classes was listening to the teacher 

talk. Every teacher and over ninety percent of the students 

reported this as a dominant characteristic of the class. An 

almost equal number indicated that class discussions were a 

activity. Although lively exchanges of ideas and 

opinions would seem to be an important aspect of any social 

studies class, classroom observations revealed that these 

"discussions" rarely involved active interchange; instead, 

teachers tended to seek specific answers to factual 

questions. While teachers spoke for seventy percent of the 

time, less than five percent of teachers' interactions with 

students were open-ended in nature. 

From teacher and student responses, other activities 

can be identified as occurring frequently in all ability 

groups. Writing answers to questions and taking tests or 

quizzes were common occurrences in class. Somewhat 

surprisingly, reading the textbook in class also seemed to 

be a frequent activity, though students noted this more 

often than teachers. 

Several activities occurred on an occasional basis in 
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classes. Making charts, graphs, or maps, listening to 

outside speakers, or having a debate were reported to happen 

from time to time in the U.S. History class in the six 

schools. Other activities were mentioned less frequently. 

Students seldom wrote reports for class, and even less often 

listened to fellow students giving reports. Students also 

stated that they rarely went on field trips, built or drew 

things, or acted out ideas or historical happenings. 

Further, making recordings or films was an infrequent 

activity for history students in any ability group. 

Given the limited range of activities, it is not 

surprising to find that U.S. history students as a group 

were exposed to a limited number of materials during their 

studies. Over eighty percent of teachers reported that 

textbooks were used often or always, while nearly sixty 

percent of these teachers said other books were rarely used 

in class. Worksheets also appeared to be commonly used by 

history teachers, with over ninety percent of teachers 

citing them as at least occasionally used. Yet, materials 

other than textbooks or worksheets were rarely utilized; 

they were recorded in use only eight percent of the time 

during classroom observations. History teachers seemed to 

make little use of learning kits, games or simulations, and 

tape recordings or records. Also infrequent was the use of 

television or computers. Despite prophecies of widespread 

electronic learning, technology seems to have been slow to 

move into the social studies classrooms in this study. 
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From the data in this study, it would be fair to 

characterize the eighteen classes as predictably passive, 

teacher-directed environments. With rare diversions, 

students sat quietly, listened, occasionally answered 

questions, or read. 

Implications 

A review of the rationale for grouping students by 

ability for instruction helps to place the findings within a 

broader context of schooling. As was discussed in Chapter 

II, ability grouping is based upon several explicit 

assumptions about the learning process. Students are seen 

to differ greatly in skills and knowledge that are assumed 

to be critical for classroom learning. These broad 

differences, it is argued, necessitate adaptations of 

educational experiences to meet students' needs. The 

adaptations that would be needed for a randomly-grouped 

class of students, however, are often so broad that they can 

not easily be provided within one classroom. Classes must 

be constituted, the argument continues, so that students 

with similar characteristics are in classes together. Such 

"ability grouping," supporters propose, allows both the 

classroom content and instructional methods to reflect the 

needs of the students. 

in classrooms examined in this study, there was little 

adapting the educational 
indication that teachers were 
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environment to meet student needs. Where differences among 

ability-grouped classes were identified, they indicated that 

classrooms characterized as low— or average—ability were 

less academically oriented and students were less involved. 

The failure of ability grouping to meet student academic 

needs was further suggested by the striking similarities 

found among classes of all levels. Based upon the variables 

examined in the study, teachers seemed to teach in very 

similar ways using nearly identical methods and materials, 

regardless of the perceived ability level of the group being 

taught. These findings, then, fail to support the major 

pedagogical rationale for ability grouping—curricular and 

instructional adaptation. If, as in the sampled schools, 

high-ability classes are taught essentially the same 

material with the same techniques as their low-and average- 

ability counterparts, the pedagogical necessity for dividing 

students into "ability groups" must be called into question. 

These broad curricular similarities echo the findings 

of other studies that have looked at classroom life in 

schools (Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 1981; Sizer, 1984). They also 

support the voluminous and important body of research that 

has failed to identify consistent academic benefits for any 

group of students. Only in classes where teachers carefully 

adapted materials and methodologies to students within the 

classes have any predictable academic gains been documented 

(Stallings, 1979; Froman, 1981). The present study, then, 

suggests that the contradictory academic effects on students 



seen across studies of ability grouping may result from 

variables unrelated to group placement. 
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Within this context, the overwhelming body of 

literature documenting the negative social and attitudinal 

effects of ability grouping on students in low-ability 

classes assumes even greater importance. While providing 

little or no academic benefits to any students, ability 

grouping seems to have negative effects on the social and 

affective growth of students in lower-level classes. Given 

the barrage of research correlating placement in low-ability 

groups to minority and low socio-economic status, sorting 

students into separate instructional environments—where 

some of these environments have clearly detrimental outcomes 

on student growth—takes on insidiously racist and classist 

overtones. With poor and minority students 

disproportionately represented in low-ability classes, 

ability grouping may be seen to perpetuate a two-tier 

educational system. In one group, "high-ability students," 

predominately white and middle-class, experience 

preferential educational environments, organized to heighten 

academic learning and foster positive attitudes towards 

school and self. In the second tier, "low-ability 

students," often economically-disadvantaged or from racial 

or linguistic minorities, are exposed to classroom 

environments where academic skills and expertise have less 

importance and negative social and personal attitudes are 

reinforced. 
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Recommendations 

The findings from this study point to several important 

directions for educational improvement within both public 

schools and university settings. While these 

recommendations have emerged from the data collected in the 

sampled schools, they may also provide insights for 

concerned professionals who are grappling with the difficult 

issues surrounding ability grouping in other learning 

environments. Educators must, of course, view these 

conclusions cautiously and examine their own settings for 

directions for educational improvement. 

Recommendations for public school educators 

Educators must continue to examine critically the 

research on ability grouping as a base for making informed 

curricular decisions. Careful exploration of the existing 

curriculum and its academic and affective effects on 

students in individual schools is strongly recommended. 

Data about the academic success of students from all ability 

levels should be used in assessing the effectiveness of 

grouping. Further, attentive analysis of grouping’s 

influences on students social and affective development must 

be made. Administrators, in informal settings and organized 

inservice efforts, can play a positive role in creating an 

environment in which such explorations are nurtured and 

valued. 

Also, exploration and experimentation 
with alternative 
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grouping procedures within the classroom and school should 

be encouraged. With mounting evidence that ability grouping 

does not engender high achievement for all students and may 

have harmful affective effects on low- and middle-ability 

students, administrators should assist teachers in 

implementing instructional alternatives for grouping 

students. 

Given the limited range of educational activities and 

materials found within the classrooms in this study, 

teachers should strive to develop a broader repertoire of 

instructional techniques. In addition, they should attempt 

to utilize a more diverse range of materials within and 

outside of the classroom. Once again, administrators can 

provide individual as well as staff-wide opportunities for 

teachers to broaden the range of instructional tools and 

apply them to their own classrooms. 

In the classrooms examined in this study, few teachers 

utilized skills that would seem to be needed for successful 

teaching of mixed-ability groups. It is clear that the 

implementation of organizational and instructional 

alternatives to ability grouping will demand dramatic 

changes in teacher behaviors. For alternative grouping 

constellations to take hold, teachers must have 

opportunities to refine and develop additional skills to 

meet the demands of diverse student needs within classrooms 

The following are topics in 

develop greater expertise: 

which teachers may need to 

assessment of individual student 
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needs; refinement of instructional goals and objectives to 

guide instruction; identification of student learning 

styles; adaptation and development of learning opportunities 

that allow students to learn material at their appropriate 

rate and using various styles and modes; promotion of 

learning environments that emphasize cooperation among 

students. Administrators must recognize the support and 

assistance that teachers will need in developing these 

skills and classroom routines to make the difficult 

transition from traditional instructional groupings to more 

responsive alternative grouping forms. 

Recommendations for institutions of higher education 

Institutions that prepare teachers must also recognize 

their responsibilities towards the creation of classroom 

conditions that are responsive to the needs of all students. 

The overwhelming support of teachers for ability grouping 

(Wilson and Schmits, 1978) raises questions about the role 

university programs play in instilling acceptance o£ ability 

grouping in students preparing to be teachers. A careful 

reassessment of teacher preparation programs could focus 

upon assuring prospective teachers opportunities to develop 

skills and expertise that would prepare them for teaching 

within a variety of grouping situations. An expanded range 

of teaching techniques, firmly grounding in identification 

of student differences, refined abilities to adapt 

instruction to accommodate learners' needs, and an 

understanding of school change are needed by teachers 
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entering the profession to respond to the demands of mixed- 

akility teaching. The reliance upon textbooks found in this 

and other studies (EPIE Institute, 1977; Goodlad, 1984) also 

points to weak curriculum development skills that must play 

an integral part of teacher preparation if alternative 

grouping strategies are to be pursued. Further, schools of 

education must reaffirm their commitment to assist teachers 

presently within schools who may lack necessary skills for 

teaching mixed-ability groups. 

One creative approach to addressing both of these 

common concerns has been the development of partnerships 

among schools and universities (see Sinclair and Ghory, 

1987; Sinclair and Harrison, in press; Trimble and Sinclair, 

1987). Working together with a commitment to collaboration 

and equality among partners, these partnerships bring to 

bear the resources and experiences of both institutions on 

persistent educational problems. Concerned educators may 

wish to draw upon the lessons and successes such 

partnerships have had in exploring the challenges of 

developing effective grouping practices that assure equal 

learning for all students (see Trimble, Putnam, and 

Sinclair, 1988) . 

Suggestions for Further Research 

Several possibilities for further research emerge from 

this study. Four of these are briefly discussed. 

The data from this and other studies suggest that 
1. 
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abilitY grouping in social studies takes many forms. 

Further cross-site studies of how students are presently 

being grouped is needed. In depth studies that explore how 

grouping is inacted within individual school settings are 

also needed. Such explorations of attitudes, assumptions, 

and effects of grouping on all members of the school 

environment would assist educators in creating more 

effective classroom and school environments that enhance 

effective instruction and increased student learning. 

2. With its complex and politically charged nature, 

ability grouping provides an interesting focus for examining 

curricular decision-making in schools. Case studies 

documenting interactions surrounding policy decisions about 

ability grouping and student placement might uncover 

enlightening insights into school administration and change. 

3. Investigators should continue efforts to identify 

effective instructional techniques for teaching students 

within mixed-ability classes. Further, the identification 

of skills and competencies needed by teachers to apply these 

techniques successfully in the classroom within a variety of 

settings would greatly aid school-based reformers and 

institutions of higher education in preparing meaningful, 

change-oriented teacher education curriculum. 

4. Investigations into the perplexing problem of the 

persistence of grouping, despite a long history of research 

that fails to document student academic gains, would greatly 

enhance efforts to change educational environments to meet 
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student needs. A crucial element of any such investigation 

would be the documentation of attitudes of teachers, 

administrators, students, and parents toward ability 

grouping. 

In examining the educational practices in ability 

groups, few adaptations of curricular content or 

instructional methods for the students were uncovered. 

Though supporters claim ability grouping permits teachers to 

change the educational environment to meet the learning 

needs of the students, little evidence emerged to suggest 

that average- and low-ability students were benefitting from 

his organization. Students in low- and middle-ability 

classes spent less time learning, were taught lower-level 

skills and knowledge, and were exposed to fewer types of 

instructional materials. Where differences in content and 

instruction among classes were identified, they tended to 

represent educational conditions that were more responsive 

to students in high-ability classes than students placed in 

middle and low classes. 

The data also suggest that a narrow range of activities 

and instructional methodologies characterized the 

educational experiences of all students in the study. These 

striking similarities in content and instruction across 

ability groups seriously challenge the rationale for sorting 

students. Instead of widely varied educational practices, 

offered to help each student learn in the most appropriate 
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way, there was a numbing similarity of practices and content 

both within and among classes. 

The findings in this study, then, add to the mounting 

evidence that calls for a change in the present grouping 

practices in American public schools. Only when schools 

stop sorting youth for learning by placing them into ability 

will it be possible to provide equitable access to 

quality education for all students. 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS 

Ho are interested in your ideas about this class You know . i .. 

andUworkingCin8thembaCWUae V°U !P8nd * 8°°d daal °f tlm* attan<lin« 

your thoughts about' your ^er^nces^n ^ 

ole!ronrder3tand ^ thia ia not “ test. •"» there are no right 
:r™"« a"SWerS' In fact, we do not even ask for your name He 
31 mply want your honest ideas about this class. 

There are 40 questions we would like you to answer. The first 36 

thinkSthee^at about this class. Please show how accurately you 
1 i 6m describes your class by marking the circle 

DIsIrnF^ mLY|/GREE’ MILDLY ‘‘REE, MILDLY DISAGREE, OR STRONGLY 
DISAGREE. Mark only one circle for each statement. 

The last four questions ask you to tell us about some of the things 

you do in class. Follow the directions for each of the four items. 

Take your time and think about each sentence or question. Make 

sure you answer each question. Remember that your teacher will 

_J3—Q—t. know how you have answered any of the items on these pages, so 
answer them as honestly as you can. 

Now turn to the next page and begin. 

/ 
r 
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE STIONCLT MIIDLT i HOLT tTIOICLI 

Ha know exactly what wa have to gat dona 

AGUE AGUE OISaCIEE DISACIEE 
1. 

in this class. 0 0 0 0 

2. Tha teacher tells us how to correct the 
mistakes in our work. 0 0 0 0 

3. He are free to talk in this class about 
anything we want. 0 0 0 0 

4. Students help make the rules for this 
0 0 n n 

class. u u 

5. He are free to work with anyone we want 
to in this class. 

0 0 0 0 

6. This teacher seems to like being a 
teacher. 

0 0 0 0 

7. He can decide what we want to learn in 
this class. 0 0 0 0 

8. The teacher tells me how to correct the n n 0 o 
mistakes in my work. 

u u 

9. Thi3 teacher lets us know when we have 

not learned something well. 
0 0 0 0 

10. I do not have enough time to do my work 

for this class. 
0 0 0 0 

11. The teacher seems to enjoy what he/she is 

teachi ng. 

0 0 0 0 

12. He know why the things we are learning in 

this class are important. 

0 0 0 0 

13. The grades or marks I get" in this class 

help me to learn bet-far. 
0 0 0 0 

14. He don't know what the teacher is trying 

to get us to learn in this class. 

0 0 0 0 

15. The teacher seems bored in this class. 0 0 0 0 

16. He know when we have learned things 

correctly. 

0 0 0 0 

The teacher uses words I can understand. 
o 0 0 0 

17. 

o 0 0 0 
The teacher gives clear directions. 18. 

0 0 0 0 

Some of the things the teacher wants us 19. 

0 0 0 0 
to learn are just too hard. 

20. Many students don’ t know what they re 

supposed to be doing during class. 

0 0 0 0 

21. I have trouble reading the books and 
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othar materials in this class. 

22. Students help decide what we do in this 
class. 

23. This class is disorganised. 

24. The grades or marks I get in this class 
have nothing to do with what I really 
know. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

He have to learn things without knowing 

why. 

Different students can do different 
things in this class. 

Sometimes I can study or do things I am 
interested in even if they are different 
from what other students are studying or 

doing. 

The teacher gives me too much work to do 

in this class. 

Students know the goals of this class. 

The students understand what the teacher 

is talking about. 

I help decide what I do in this class. 

Things are well planned in this class. 

I understand what the teacher is talking 

about. 

Our teacher gives us good reasons for 

learning in this class. 

Everyone in this class knows what we may 

or may not do. 

The 
we 

teacher tells us ahead of time what 
are going.to be learning about. 

monel! Mtioif XlUl! 
iCIU tciu IIUCIU 

ooo 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

ooo 

0 0 0 

ooo 

0 o o 

0 0 o 

0 0 o 

0 0° 

|T10«CLI 
KtlMU 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



139 

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 thing that takes the 

least amount of time. 

1. Daily routines (passing out materials, 

taking attendance, making announcements) 

Least 

0 

Next Most 

0 

Most 

0 

2. Learning 0 0 0 

3. 

On 

Getting students to behave 

the average, how much time do you spend on 

0 

homework 

0 

a day? 

0 

0 none 

0 about half an hour 

0 about one hour 

0 about two hours 

0 more than two hours 

Which of the following things are used in your history class as part 

of your lessons? Mark the YES circle if you have used the material in 

class; mark the NO circle if you have not used it. 

YES NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 Textbooks 

0 Other books 

0 Work sheets 

0 Films, filmstrips, or slides 

0 Learning kits 

0 Games or simulations 

0 Newspapers or magazines 

0 Tape recordings or records 

0 Television 

0 0 Computers 



40. 

YES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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ypc foll°win« activities have you done in your history class? 
Mark the YES circle if you have done the activity in class; mark the 
NO circle if you have not done it. 

NO 

0 Listen to the teacher when s/he talks or demonstrates how to do 
something 

0 Go on field trips 

0 Do research and write reports, stories, or poems 

0 Make maps 

0 Listen to student reports 

0 Listen to speakers who come to class 

0 Have class discussions 

0 Build or draw things 

0 Have a debate 

0 Write answers to questions 

0 Read a textbook in class 

0 Take tests or quizzes 

0 Make charts or diagrams 

0 Make films or recordings 

0 Conduct an interview or opinion poll 

0 Act things out 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO TEACHERS 

This questionnaire is part of a curriculum study project of 

the Curriculum Center at the University of Massachusetts. He are 

looking at ways in which teachers adapt their classes to students 

in different ability groups. As the teacher, you more than anyone 

else are aware of the daily routines and activities in your 

classes. He ask your help in filling out the five items on the 

questionnaire about your history class. He hope that the 

information we gather from you will prove valuable for making 

future curriculum decisions. 

Please be assured that your responses will remain annonymous. 

Information will be gathered from many different schools, and your 

questionnaire will be used only as a part of groups of teachers1 

responses. 

Thank you for your time and concern. 
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TEACHER QUESTSIONNAIRE 

On the average, approximately what percentage of class time is 
spent on each of the following? 

Daily routine (getting 

started, passing out 

materials, taking 

attendance, making 

announcements, 

messages, intercom, 

preparing to leave) 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 S 

0000000000 0 

Instruction 0000000000 

2. 

Getting students to behave 

How much time do you expect your students on the average to spend 
on homework? 

0 none 

0 about half an hour 

0 about one hour 

0 about two hours 

0 more than two hours 

3. How often do you use the following materials in your History class? 

never not very often often always or most of the time 

textbooks 

other books 

worksheets 

films, filmstrips, 

or slides 

learning kits 

games or simulations 

newspapers or 

magazines 

tape recordings or 

records 

television 

computers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Which of the following activities have you had the students do as 

part of their work in your history class? Mark the YES circle if 

you have done the activity in class; mark the MO circle if you have 
not done it. 

YES NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0. 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 Listen to the teacher when s/he talks or demonstrates how to 
do something 

0 Go on field trips 

0 Do research and write reports, stories, or poems 

0 Make maps 

0 Listen to student reports 

0 Listen to speakers who come to class 

0 Have class discussions 

0 Build or draw things 

0 Have a debate 

0 Write answers to questions 

0 Read a textbook in class 

0 Take tests or quizzes 

0 Make charts or diagrams 

0 Make films or recordings 

0 Conduct an interview or opinion poll 

0 Act things out 

If you had to rank order them from most important on down, what are 

the rive most critical things you want the students in your 

period U.S. History class to learn this year? By learn, we mean 

everything that the student should have upon leaving class that 

s/he did not have upon entering. (List no more than five.) 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 

School ol Education 
Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-3642 

January 15, 1985 

Don Frizzle, Superintendent 

Amherst-Pelham Regional High School 
170 Chestnut Street 

Amherst, MA 01002 

Dear Dr. Frizzle 

As part of our continuing commitment to cooperation with schools for 

bringing about improvement, the Center for Curriculum Studies is 

undertaking an inquiry into ability grouping. This research is 

intended to provide teachers and administrators of the participating 

schools with an in-depth picture of several aspects of educational 

environments existing in different ability-grouped classes. More 

specifically, we will be looking at how teachers adapt their teaching 

to meet the diverse educational needs of students within these 

different ability levels. Our inquiry will focus upon thirty United 

States History classes in ten selected schools in Massachusetts. We 

hope that these data will be useful as a base for future curriculum 

directions and decisions. We would like to invite your school to 

consider participating in this important project. 

This spring we will make two visits to each school chosen to 

participate in the project. During our first visit, three United 

States history classes will be observed. The second visit will 

include the administration of a short questionnaire to all students 

and teachers in the same three classes. This will take about 30 

minutes. We have included a brief summary of our research plan as 

additional information for you. 

Please let us know your plans for participating in the project by 

returning the pre-addressed letter to the Center for Curriculum 

Studies. If you have any questions or would like further information, 

please contact the project director, Kim Trimble, at the Center (413“ 

545-3642). 

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to cooperating with 

you in this effort to create effective learning environments for all 

learners. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Sinclair, Director 

Center for Curriculum Studies 

Kim Trimble, Director 
Effective Secondary Education Study 
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Effective Secondary Education Study 

Ability Grouping in United States History Classes 

Center for Curriculum Studies 

University of Massachusetts School of Education 

Dr. Robert L. Sinclair, Director Mr. Kim Trimble, Director 
Center for Curriculum Studies Effective Secondary Education Study 
Professor of Curriculum and Instruction 

PROBLEM 

The vast majority of secondary schools—more than three-quarters by 
recent counts—divide students into groups for instruction based upon some 
criterion of perceived or measured ability. One of the major justification 
for this grouping by ability is the need to reduce the range of students’ 
educational skills and background within each classroom. This reduction is 
seen to allow teachers to adapt more readily the content and instruction to 
the needs of the students in the class. 

Despite ability grouping’s widespread use as an organizational scheme, 
however, little is known about how teachers make these adaptations to meet 
the needs of the students in these classes. This study will look at 
classrooms to gain a better understanding of how teachers match the content 

and instruction to their students. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is to address the need for information about 
educational experiences which teachers create within ability-grouped 
classes. To this end, two aspects of teachers’ adaptations to students 
within different ability grouped classes will be examined: instructional 

behavior and curricular content. 

In concentrating upon the similarities and differences in both 
curricular content and instructional behavior across various ab ity-tracked 
Masses, the study will specifically address the following questions. 

To what degree does curricular content differ across ability grouping 

levels in high school United States History classes. 

To what degree do 
grouping levels in 

instructional practices differ across ability 
high school United States History classes? 

VARIABLES 

I„ addressing the r.M.rch Ob^>‘^'5;:^'^ 
of several important variables uhl , , These variables have been 
of students within iff.nt «rouP 1 n^levels. effective 

identified through a review brief description of each variable and a 

sri/c:.s . 
Time on instruction „ 

This variable represents the relative 
amount of time spent by students 
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on instruction or learning activities. Responses to items from the Student 
Questionnaire and the Teacher Questionnaire and data from the Classroom 
Snapshot and the Five-Hinute Interaction uill be used to gauge this 
variab1e. 

Cognitive level of skills and instructional activities 
This variable represents the nature of instructional content and 

activities presented by teachers in their classes. Information from the 
Teacher Questionnaire and examination of written curricular material uill be 
used to gauge this variable. 

Teacher variability 
This variable represents the variety of materials and instructional 

techniques provided by teachers to students in their classrooms. Students’ 
and teachers’ responses to several items on the Student Questionnaire and 
the Teacher Questionnaire and observation data from the Classroom Snapshot 
and the Five-dinute Interaction uill be used to gauge this variable. 

Teacher clarity 
This variable represents perceived clarity of teachers’ oral 

instructions and classroom organization. Students’ responses to several 
items on the Student Questionnaire uill be used to gauge this variable. 

Teacher enthusiasm 
This variable represents students’ perceptions of hou much teachers 

seem to enjoy teaching their classes. Information from students gathered 
from a set of items on the Student Questionnaire uill be used to gauge this 

variab1e . 

Student involvement . . ^ . , 
This variable represents the manner in which students engage in 

learning activities. Information gathered from students and teachers using 
the Student Questionnaire and the Teacher Questionnaire, in addition to 
classroom observations made with the Classroom Snapshot and the the 
Five-flinute Interaction, uill be used to gauge this variable. 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

history '’•*••• ft-*"™"i...- m-i. 
UU 'of^anticipatm, too schoots-utn serve a* the 

sample for the study. 

um y..< the 
Five-Hinute Interaction, the Classnoo aire_ These instruments are 

Questionnaire, and the STudents Qoodlad’s A Study of Schooling, 
adaptations ^of^i ns trumen^ ^ developed^ Stanford J-earch^nst itute 

interactions u°hicooccur tnVh/cl assroom. During the one-period class 
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observation, each verbal or nonverbal interaction made by or directed to a 
teacher is coded to identify the speaker, person spoken to, content of the 
remark, instructional relevancy, and major affective elements. 

The Classroom Snapshot, also developed by Stanford Research Institute 
and used in A Study of Schooling, will be utilized in classroom 
observations, as uell. Used at ten-minute intervals, the Classroom Snapshot 
is designed to collect data about the nature of on-going classroom 
activities. All participants in the classroom at the time of the recording 
are placed in categories describing the type of activity being engaged in. 
The instrument thus allows student and teacher behaviors and classroom 
configurations to be identified and noted. 

The Teachers* Questionnaire will be administered to teachers of the 
three selected classes at each research site. The questionnaire consists of 
five items which ask the teacher to provide information about classroom 
goals and activities. The completion of the questionnaire takes about 
fifteen minutes. 

The Students’ Questionnaire will be administered to all students 
present in the three selected classes at each research site. Consisting of 
40 multiple choice questions, the questionnaire solicits students* 
perceptions about classroom activities. The administration and completion of 
the questionnaire takes about 30 minutes. 

TREATMENT OF DATA 

A profile of each class will be made based upon students’ and teachers’ 
responses to questionnaires and data collected in classroom observations. 
High-ability classes, average-ability classes, and low-ability classes from 
all participating schools will then be compared to determine any 
similarities among ability classes. 

For the purpose of the research project, each classroom and school will 
be treated anonymously. A profile of the three classes observed in each 
school, as well as a comparison of the three classes to classes in other 
participating schools, however, will be provided to each school or 
superintendent for consideration. 
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Or. Robert Sinclair 
Mr. Kim Trimb1e 
Center for Curriculum Studies 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01002 

fold here 

fold here 

Name”of School" City and State 

School Telephone 

Superintendent"of"School" High School Principal 

Name and Home Phone of Contact Person 

_ Ue are definitely interested in perticipetins in the Project. 

_ Ue ere tentatively interested in perticipetins in the project 

Ue are not interested in this project. 



151 

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 

School ol Education 

Amherst. MA 01003 

(413) 545-3642 

Center for Curriculum Studies 

February 12, 1985 

James Cavallo 

Ludlow High School 

63 Chestnut Street 

Ludlow, MA 01056 

Dear Mr. Cavallo, 

Many schools have written expressing their interest in 

participating in our research project into ability grouping and 

teacher adaptation of instruction. Yet, we have not heard from your 

school system concerning your plans. He will soon be making decisions 

about which schools will be selected and would like to consider your 

school. He would appreciate you completing, folding, and returning 

the enclosed response form by the end of February. If this reminder 

crossed your response in the mail, you will be hearing from us again 

shortly after we receive your correspondence. Should special 

circumstances make complying with this deadline difficult, do not 

hesitate to write or telephone us to axplain the problem (413-545- 

3642). 

Some administrators have found it helpful to discuss the project 

in more detail over the telephone before expressing strong interest in 

the project. Please feel free to ask for more information which you 

need to make a decision. 

He look forward to hearing from you soon and cooperating with you 

in this effort to create effective learning environments for all 

learners. • 

Si ncerely. 

Robert L. Sinclair, Director 

Center for Curriculum Studies 

Kim Trimble, 

Effective Sc 

e, Director 
Secondary Education Study 

Enclosure 
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Apri 1 

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 

School ol Education 

Amherst, MA 01003 

(413) 545-3642 

18, 1985 

James Cavallo 
Ludlow High School 
63 Chestnut Street 
Ludlow, MA 01056 

Dear Mr. Cavallo, 

Thank you for your serious interest in learning more about how 

teachers can adapt their classes to meet better the needs of their 

students. He are pleased that you will' be participating in the 

Effective Schooling Study. 

He plan to schedule two school visitations during the week of May 

7. He will contact you in the near future to confirm dates of your 

choice during this week. 

He 

the outs 
departme 

history 

history 

He would 

scheduli 

30-mi nut 

provious 

be asked 

the teac 

would liko to outline briofly tho agenda for our visits. At 

et, a short meeting with the head,of the social Judies 
nt will be held to provide general information about the U. . 

program. Also during the first day, three United StateB 

classes from three different ability levels will be observed. 

prefer to visit a different teacher for each level, if 

ng permits. As part of our activities on the second day, a 

e questionnaire will be administered to all students in the 

ly ob.arv.d cl...... T.ach.r. of th. Ur« 
to fill out a short questionnaire. It would be helpful ir 

her could be present for the first five minutes of the class. 

In diTCarant abtlity-group.d claeaaa. “Ju b. provldad. Thl. 

comparing your aoho.l to o bar ... 1 “uS“a^hSra pfo.ot. 

laarning^for^tudantTin^dif farant ability alaaa... 

.gain, thank you for th. ,“-bortunlty tOtCo°p.r.t.,with„your 

achool in generating information t u„„ "f different ability 

difficult tasks teachers face in t®*®h;"fpCiutur8 to schedule mutually 
groups. He will telephone you in the near future 

agraosblfl visitation days. 

Kim Trimble 
Effective Education 
Center for Curriculm 

Study 
Studies 
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 

School of Education 
Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-3642 

July 9, 1985 

James Cavallo 

Ludlow High School 

63 Chestnut Street 
Ludlow, MA 01056 

Dear Mr. Cavallo, 

Thank you for your cooperation in my recent visitations to your 

school. Your helpfulness — and the friendliness of your social studies 

staff made my stay both pleasant and productive. Please pass on my 
thanks to Mr. Williams and the other teachers. 

We are presently processing the information collected at Ludlow 

and the other schools in the project. We will complete the 

preliminary stage of the data analysis this month. You can expect a 

report of the observations from your school by the middle of August. 

Once again, thank you for your assistance in the work of the 

project. I look forward to working with you and your school again. 

Si ncerely, 

l L\*Y\AS 

Kim Trimble 

Effective Education Study 

Center for Curriculm Studies 
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 

School ol Education 

Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-3642 

December 3, 1986 

James Cavallo 

Ludlow High School 

63 Chestnut Street 
Ludlow, HA 01056 

Dear Mr. Cavallo, 

In the spring of 1985, you kindly participated in a research project 

about student perceptions of curriculum in different levels of U. S. 

history classes. This study was conducted in collaboration with the 

Center for Curriculum Studies at the University of Massachusetts. As 

part of this study, a researcher observed three history classes, 

surveyed students in these classes, and collected information from 

administrators and members of the social studies department. 

Attached for your use are the collective responses of the student 

questionnaires in your school. He have also included summaries of 

student responses from all seven schools which were visited, and a 

brief report based upon information collected in your school and the 

other participating schools in western Massachusetts. He hope the 

information will be useful to you in thinking about curriculum and 

instruction in your school. 

If you are interested in further information about the study or if the 

participating teachers would like to receive individual class 

summaries, please contact Kim Trimble at the Center for Curriculum 

Studies, School of Education, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 

01060 (413-545-3642). 

Once again, thank you for your cooperation. It 

working with professionals who are committed to 

all students. Best wishes. 

was indeed a pleasure 

quality education for 

Sincerely, 

Kim Trimble 
Project Coordinator 

lUAJ 

Robert L. Sinclair 
Professor of Education 
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 

School of Education 
Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-3642 

December 3. 1986 

Ron Lech 

East Longmeadow H. S. 
180 Maple St. 

EaBt Longmeadow, MA 01028 

Dear Mr. Lech 

In the spring of 1985, you kindly participated in a research project 

about student perceptions of curriculum in different levels of U. S. 

history classes. This study was conducted in collaboration with the 

Center for Curriculum Studies at the University of Massachusetts. As 

part of this study, a researcher observed your class, surveyed your 

students, and collected information from you and other members of the 
social studies department. 

Attached for your use are the summaries of responses by your class. 

He have also included summaries of student responses from all seven 

schools which were visited, and a brief report based upon information 

collected in your school and the other participating schools in 

western Massachusetts. He hope the information will be useful to you 

in thinking about curriculum and instruction. 

If you would be interested in further information about the study or 

would like a copy of the complete report, please contact Kim Trimble 

at the Center for Curriculum Studies, School of Education, University 

of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 01060 (413-545-3642). 

Once again, thank you for your cooperation. It was indeed a pleasure 

working with professionals who are committed to quality education for 

all students. Best wishes. 

Sincerely, 

Kim Trimble 
Project Coordinator 

Robert L. Sinclair 

Professor of Education 



A P P E N D I : 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

F 

INTERVIEW 

156 



157 

GENERAL INFORMATION SHEET 

Date_ 

School _ 

Contact 

Position 

How are students placed in U.S. History classes? 

major minor 

teacher recommendation _ 

test scores 

student choice _ 

counselor decision _ 

parent choice _ _ 

other 

How many levels of U.S. History classes are there in the school? 

_ one 

_ two 

_ three 

_ -four 

f i ve 

What are the approximate percentage of students in each level? 

Are there differentiated grades -for different ability levels for 

figuring grade point averages? ^ 

no 

Is there differentiated content for U.S. 

1evels? 

History classes o-f different 

_ yes 

no 

Are there differentiated written objectives or 

History classes of different levels? 

requirements for U.S. 

yes 

no 

How are teachers assi sned to levels? 
teacher choice 

rotation 
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Cagniii.y£_L£V£l_o£_Skills_aDd_losicucli.onal_ Activities 

Instructions • 

The following lists were submitted by high school U. S. History 
teachers as representing part of the content of their semester-long 
history class. Your task is to place each goal or topic in one of six 
categories relating to the level of cognitive skills required for the 

activity or goa1 • 

nark each goal with a number from 1 to 6 corresponding with Bloom’s 
categories. Some of the goals may fall into the Affective Domain of 
Bloom’s Taxonomy, nark these AFFECT. Others may be impossible to 

classify. Hark these NOCLASS. 

The relationship between social studies activities and cognitive level 

as discussed by Bloom are listed below. 

1. Knowledge 

Knowledge is defined as the remembering of previously . 
material. This may involve the recall of a wide range of material, 
from specific facts to complete theories, but all that is required is 
the bringing to mind of appropriate information. Knowledge represents 
the lowest level of learning outcomes in cognitive domain. 

examples: knows common terms 
knows specific facts 
knows methods and procedures 
knows basic concepts 
knows principles 

2. Comprehension ability to grasp the meaning of 
Comprehension is defined as translating material from one form to 
material . This may be shown by translating "ate^^ ,„p1llnin9 „r 

another (words to numbers), by f , lrerids (predicting conseguences 

understanding. 

iSiSJTitl: verba? SleEK ?o -ath.maticat formu.as 

estimates future consequences implled 

justifies methods and procedu 

AppH cat ion^ refers to the ab. 1 i»y^o^sej earned^, er ial in - 

a^rul es .^methods^concepts^pr incipl es. laws, and theortes. Learning 
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outcomes in this area require a higher level of understanding than 
those under comprehension. 

examples: applies concepts and principles to neu situations 
applies laws and theories to practical situations 
solves mathematical problems 
constructs charts and graphs 
demonstrates correct usage of a method or procedure 

4. Analysis 
Analysis refers to the ability to break doun material into its 
component parts so that its organizational structure may be 
understood. This may include the identification of parts, analysis of 
the relationships betueen parts, and recognition of organizational 
principles involved. Learning outcomes here represent a higher 
intellectual level than comprehension and application because they 
require an understanding of both the content and the structural form 
of the material . 

examples: recognizes unstated assumptions 
recognizes logical fallacies in reasoning 
distinguishes betueen facts and inferences 
evaluates the relevancy of data 
analyzes the organizational structure of a work (art,music, 

writing) 

5. Synthesis 
Synthesis refers to the ability to put parts together to form a neu 
uhole. This may involve the production of a unique communication 
(theme or speech), a plan of operations (research proposal), or a set 
of abstract relations (scheme for classifying information). Learning 
outcomes in this area stress creative behaviors, with major emphasis 
on the formulation of neu patterns or structures. 

examples: urites a well organized theme 
gives a well organized speech 
urites a creative short story (or poem, or music) 
proposes a plan for an experiment 
integrates learning from different areas into a plan 

for solving a problem 
formulates a neu scheme for classifying objects 

(or evenents, or ideas) 

Evaluation is concerned with the ability to judge the value of 
material (statement, novel,poem, research report) for a given Purpose. 
The judgments are to be based on definite criteria. may be. 
internal criteria (organization) or external criteria (relevance 
the purpose) and the student may determine the criteria or be given lit. outcomes in this are, are highest in the cosn.t:iv, 
hierarchy because they contain elements of all of the othe 
categories, plus conscious value judgments based on clearly defined 

criteria. 



examp 1es: judges the logical consistency of uritten materials 
judges the adequacy with which conclusions are 

supported by data 
judges the value of a work (art, music, writing) 

by use of internal criteria 
judges the value of a work (art, music, writing) 

by use of external standards of excellence 



think about present-day i ssues with historical prespectiv# 

understand what democracy is and how it evolved 

have a basic knowledge of our past 

respect the opinions of others 

develop a sense of how the US fits into the world community 

a greater desire to read 

a greater understanding of the world in which they live 

to know more about the country in which they live (chronological 
development of U.S.) 

to understand that we can learn from what has gone before 

to want to become involved as citizens (give a damn) 

critical analytical ability 

written essay skill level 

knowledge of subject matter 

disciplined approach to study 

appreciation of value of humanities 

understand concepts 

be able to express themselves with concepts 

general understanding 

understand American History as it really was 

Show them some background on how life rally was in other period 



basic knowledge of their country and background—develop an appreciation 
for "America" 

ability to analyze facts and situations and draw conclusions 

ability to relate current events to past and vice-versa 

ability to understand current situations through knowledge 

(only four listed) 

ability to express themselves in subject matter 

have understanding of concepts 

good sold working knowledge of American History 

destroy some "myths" of American History 

have a better understanding of how life really was 

causes/events of Civil War & Reconstruction period 

settling the west 

the Industrial Revolution and growth of big business/labor movement 

US as a world power-why? how? 

the ability to analyze events, research, and speak to class 

historical events and how they apply to the present 

same sense of chronology 

discuss issues openly—freedom of speech 

behavior-social—respect for others 

ability to work in a group 
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09 

to be able to relate the n-ac-i- 4-„ *.u. 
tne past to the present problems 

to be able to have a good knowledge of events 

■ to hopeful 1 y hev. students look ,„d pop!,,!. ls„u„ 

sit3iuonrU°'nt expr"s th*”- vi.». pertaining to hi.torlcl 

(only four listed) 

10 

-ability to think critically 

- ability to write evaluative and interpretive essays/papers 

-a knowledge of American history 

-a familiarity with interpretations of American history 

-a positive attitude towards serious learning 

11 

-be able to think clearly about issues 

——^ ® able to write a clear answer to essay guesti on 

-some understanding of historical background of U.S. 

-why and how U.S. is a world leader 

-ability to do a research paper for social studies class 

12 

- develop a sense of organization and responsibility 

_ learn to make decisions, judgement#, etc. 

_understand democratic ideology and compete it to other kinds of 

governments 

_ knowledge of U.S. history 

_basic skills 

manner 



deveiop 

what is 

deveiop 

deveiop 

sides of 

deveiop 

country 

an appreciation of one country’s history to help them understand 
currently happening 

their writing skills (answering test questions, essays, etc.) 

skills such as being able to compare and contrast,1ooking at all 
an issue, etc. 

an understanding of the ethnic and racial diversity of our 

(only four listed) 

have an appreciation of people of the past as living beings 

have a realistic perspective of their nation’s role in history 

perceive the strengths and weaknesses in American philosophy 

know some of what happened and why 

not hate history (or history teachers) 

improve reading skills 

appreciation of our nations past history 

general understanding of the changes that have taken place (for example, 

growth of the federal government) 

some understanding of our political and economic system compared with 

other nations’ systems 

a certain amount of factual knowledge 

think 

write 

gain conceptual knowledge of 

gain conceptual knowledge of 

political and economic systems 

human behavior patterns 



gain factual knowledge of US h istory 

enjoy reading and learning about U.S. history 

relate all aspects of the past to the present 

relate all aspects of a single time period to each other 

know where to find information (multi-sources) about history Ci 
music, books, magazines) nistory li. 

bJtterbwSldUmanity and d°lng SOmethin<3 to contribute to making 

e. art, 

this a 

sensitivity to the use and abuse of language (both oral and written) 

skill of being able to determine thesis and assumptions it is predicated 
upon 

questioning sources 

evaluation of the credibility of sources, i.e. frame of reference 

content of course, i.e. the so-called "stuff" of American history 

recall with understanding the complexities of serious themes in US 
hi story 

demonstrate by verbal and written evaluations an understanding of US 
government and the democratic process—especially by reading documents 

to write clearly and precisely in analytical fashion 

to read a variety of points of view and be able to synthesize the 
material 

to pass ETS AP exam with a high grade—since that is one reason the 
course was formed 

a broad understanding of the development of our country 

that we have become increasingly democratic in our country 
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_ that we have often confused free enterprise with democracy 

_=> knowledge of some of the more important events that have 

-understand the difficulty of knowing exactly what happened 

21 

- knowledge of democratic process 

_ ability to reason 

(only two listed) 

taken place 

in the past 
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CLASSROOM LEARNING ENVIRONMENT SCALES 

Teacher Enthusiasm (Student Classroom Climate Questionnaire) 

6. This teacher seems to like being a teacher. 
11. The teacher seems to enjoy what he/she is teaching. 
15. The teacher seems bored in this class.* 

Verbal Clarity (Student Classroom Climate Questionnaire) 

17. The teacher uses words I can understand.* 
18. The teacher gives clear directions. 
30. The students understand what the teacher is talking 

about. 

33. I understand what the teacher is talking about. 

Organizational Clarity (Student Classroom Climate 
Questionnaire) 

1. We know exactly what we have to get done in this 
class.* 

12. We know why the things we are learning in this class 
are important. 

13. The grades or marks I get in this class help me to 
learn better.* 

14. We don't know what the teacher is trying to get us 
to learn in this class. 

20. Many students don't know what they're supposed to be 
doing during this class. 

23. This class is disorganized. 
24. The grades or marks I get in this class have nothing 

to do with what I really know. 
25. We have to learn things without knowing why. 
29. Students know the goals of this class. 
32. Things are well planned in this class.* 
34. Our teacher gives us good reasons for learning in 

this class.* 

Classroom Materials Used in Class (Teacher and Student 
Classroom Climate Questionnaire Questionnaire) 

textbooks 
other books 
worskheets* 
films, filmstrips, or slides 

learning kits* 
games or simulations 
newspapers or magazines* 
tape recordings or records 

television 
computers* 



170 

Classroom Activities in Class (Teacher and Student 
Classroom Climate Questionnaire Questionnaire) 

Listen to the teacher when s/he talks or demonstrates how 
to do something* 

Go on field trips 
Do research and write reports, stories, or poems* 
Make maps* 
Listen to student reports* 
Listen to speakers who come to class* 
Have class discussions* 
Build or draw things 
Have a debate* 
Write answers to questions 
Read a textbook in class* 
Take tests or quizzes 
Make charts or diagrams 
Make films or recordings* 
Conduct an interview or opinion poll 
Act things out 

* Low-discriminating items removed to improve scale 

reliability. 
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TABLE 18 

ALPHA VALUES FOR VARIABLE SCALES FOR ALL ITEMS 
AND WITH LOW-DISCRIMINANT ITEMS REMOVED 

Variable 

Cronbach's Alpha 
with All Items 

Cronbach’s Alpha 
with Removal of 

Low-discriminating 
Items 

Teacher Verbal Clarity .77 • o
o

 
V

O
 

Teacher Organizational 
Clarity 

-.08 -.63 

Teacher Use of a Variety 
of Activities (st) 

.20 .59 

Teacher Use of a Variety 
of Activities (tch) 

.61 .64 

Teacher Use of a Variety 
of Materials (st) 

.50 .59 

Teacher Use of a Variety 
of Materials (tch) 

.18 .54 

Teacher Enthusiasm 

1 1 
V

O
 

.88 
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TABLE 19 

GROUP MEANS FOR ALL VARIABLES 

Group Level 

Variable High Average Low All 

Time on instruction (st) 2.90 2.74 2.72 2.80 
Time instruction (tch.) 8.12 8.50 8.60 8.39 
Time on instruction (obs.) .85 . 84 .94 .87 
Homework 1.45 1.16 .98 1.22 
Students not involved .15 .30 .12 .19 
Cognitive level of goals 2.46 2.18 2.08 2.26 
Affective goals .15 .07 .30 .16 
Unclear goals . 11 . 17 .07 . 12 
Verbal clarity (st.) 1.64 1.21 1.32 1.34 
Organizational clarity (st.) 27.29 27.02 26.17 26.89 
What may be done in class (st.) 1.78 1.85 1.83 1.82 
Teacher tells what to learn (st.) 1.66 1.71 2.07 1.79 
Variety of activities (st.) 19.12 17.67 17.30 18.13 
Variety of activities (tch.) 14.86 15.67 14.80 15.11 
Variety of activities (obs.) 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.01 
Variety of materials (st.) 8 . 90 9.05 8.87 8.94 
Variety of materials (tch.) 9.14 7.33 8.40 8.33 
Variety of materials (obs.) . 11 .10 .13 .11 

Teacher enthusiasm (st.) 2.94 2.71 2.88 2.85 
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TABLE 20 

STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALL VARIABLES 

Variable 

Group Level 

High Average Low All 

Time on instruction (st) . 16 . 42 .21 . 28 
Time on instruction (tch.) .69 . 55 . 89 .70 
Time on instruction (obs.) . 16 .09 .07 .12 
Homework . 36 . 27 . 17 . 34 
Students not involved .14 .17 .06 .15 
Cognitive level of goals . 56 . 55 .33 . 50 
Affective goals .15 .10 .28 .20 
Unclear goals .20 .20 . 10 . 16 
Verbal clarity (st.) 1.64 1.21 1.31 1.33 
Organizational clarity (st.) 1.53 .65 2.51 1.63 
What may be done in class (st.) .26 . 21 .27 .23 
Teacher tells what to learn (st.) .40 . 50 . 56 .48 
Variety of activities (st.) 2.01 1.23 2.04 1.88 
Variety of activities (tch.) 1.86 3.14 1.79 2.25 
Variety of activities (obs.) 0.00 0.00 .11 .06 
Variety of materials (st.) 1.09 1.44 1.02 1.13 
Variety of materials (tch.) 4.22 1.21 2.19 2.91 
Variety of materials (obs.) . 11 .10 .13 .11 

Teacher enthusiasm (st.) 2.94 2.71 2.88 2.85 
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Teach Listed Goals Juqded to Be -in Affective Domain 

respect the opinions of others 

a greater desire to read 

want to become involved as citizens (give a damn) 

appreciation of the value of humanities 

discuss issues openly—freedom of speech 

behavior—social—respect for others 

ability to work in a group 

a positive attitude towards serious learning 

be able to write a clear answer to essay question 

develop a sense of organization and responsibility 

learn to make decisions, judgments, etc. 

not hate history (or history teachers) 

enjoy reading and learning about U.S. history 

care about humanity and doing something to contribute 
to making this a better world 
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO TEACHER QUESTSIONNAIRE 

Classroom time devoted to: (per cent of responses) 

Daily routine 0% 14 10% 84 20% 5 

Instruction 70% 10 80% 35 90% 45 100% 10 

Getting students 0% 76 10% 24 
to behave 

2. Expected amonut of time spent on homework (per cent of 
responses) 

0 none 

65 about half an hour 
35 about one hour 

0 about two hours 
0 more than two hours 

3. Frequency of use of classroom materials (per cent of 
responses 

never not very 
often 

of ten always or 
most of the 

time 

textbooks 5 14 43 33 

other books 5 60 30 5 

worksheets 10 43 33 14 

films,film¬ 
strips, or 
slides 

15 50 35 0 

learning kits 89 11 0 0 

games or simulations 65 35 0 0 

newspapers or 
magazines 

26 42 26 5 

tape recordings 

or records 

33 67 0 0 

television 47 24 29 0 

computers 95 5 0 0 
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4. Frequency of classroom activities (per cent of 
responses) 

YES NO 

100 0 Listen to the teacher when s/he talks or 
demonstrates how to do something 

19 81 Go on field trips 

76 14 Do research and write reports, stories, or 
poems 

38 62 Make maps 

45 55 Listen to student reports 

43 57 Listen to speakers who come to class 

100 0 Have class discussions 

10 90 Build or draw things 

52 48 Have a debate 

95 5 Write answers to questions 

47 53 Read a textbook in class 

100 0 Take tests or quizzes 

60 40 Make charts or diagrams 

0 100 Make films or recordings 

24 76 Conduct an interview or opinion poll 

19 81 Act things out 
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•All 21 Cl *sses 

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Responses by all Classes 
• in percents) 

STRONGLY 

AGREE 
AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 
NO 

RESPONSE 

1- Ue know exactly what we have to set done in 
this class. 

46 44 8 2 1 

2. The teacher tells us how to correct the 
mistakes in our work. 

21 41 26 12 1 

3. Ue are free to talk in this class about 
anything we want. 

21 26 30 22 1 

A. Students help make the rules for this class. 5 24 31 39 1 

5. Ue are free to work with anyone we want to in 
thi8 cl ass. 

14 26 28 32 1 

6. This teacher seems to like being a teacher. 71 18 8 4 1 

7. Ue can decide what we want to learn in this 
class. 

6 20 38 46 1 • 

8. The teacher tells me how to correct the 
mistakes in my work. 

19 36 33 12 1 

9. This teacher lets us know when we have not 

learned something well. 
38 36 16 9 1 

10. I do not have enough time to do my work for 

this class. 
7 19 32 41 1 

11. The teacher seems to enjoy what he/she is 
teaching. 

74 19 6 1 1 

12. Ue know why the things we are learning in this 

class are important. 

40 39 12 9 1 

13. The grades or marks I get in this class help me 

to learn better. 

25 34 24 17 1 

14. Ue don’t know what the teacher is trying to get 

us to learn in this class. 

4 9 26 61 1 

15. The teacher seems bored in this class. 7 7 16 69 1 

16. Ue know when we have learned things correctly. 42 41 12 3 1 

17. The teacher uses words I can understand. 62 21 8 9 1 

18. The teacher gives clear directions. 55 29 10 5 1 

19. Some of the things the teacher wants us to 
learn are just too hard. 

6 22 34 37 1 
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20. Many students don’t know what they’re supposed 
to be doing during class. 

10 19 32 38 

21. I have trouble reading the books and other 
materials in thi3 class. 

6 12 26 54 

22. Students help decide what we do in this class. 6 32 30 30 

23. This class is disorganized. 6 16 30 48 

24. The grades or marks I get in this class have 

nothing to do with what I really know. 
16 25 29 28 

25. Ue have to learn things without knowing why. 6 16 30 47 

26. Different students can do different things in 
this cl ass. 

11 17 27 43 

27. Sometimes I can study or do things I am 12 28 23 34 
interested in even if they are different from 

what other students are studying or doing. 

28. The teacher gives me too much work to do in 7 19 37 36 
this cl ass. • 

29. Students know the goals of this class. 35 41 16 7 

30. The students understand what the teacher is 43 41 10 5 
talking about. 

31. I help decide what I do in this class. 11 29 39 28 

32. Things are well planned in this class. 36 38 18 7 

33. I understand what the teacher is talking about. 54 32 8 5 

34. Our teacher gives us good reasons for learning 30 37 24 9 

in this cl ass. 

35. Everyone in this class knows what we may or may 39 43 13 4 

not do. 

36. The teacher tells us ahead of time what we are 52 27 10 9 

going to be learning about. 
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*7. In this class, how much tlme 1S usually taken by th# fo|,ouing , 

Mack 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 
thing that takes the least amount of time. 

1. Daily routines (pa 

taking attendance. 
ssing out materials, 

making announcements) 
33 60 

2. Learning 
3 12 

3. Getting students to behave 
63 25 

38. On the average, h ou much time do you spend on homework a 

PER CENT OF RESPONSES 

19 none 
51 about half an hour 
23 about one hour 
4 about two hours 
2 more than two hours 
1 no response 

LEAST NEXT MOST NO 

MOST RESPONSE 

1 

84 

8 

39. Uhich of the following things are used in your history class as part of 

your lessons? Mark the YES circle if you have used the material in 
your c1 ass mark the NO circle if you have not used it. 

YES NO NO RESPONSE 

92 7 1 Textbooks 

54 46 1 Other books 

80 20 1 Work sheets 

70 29 1 Films, filmstrips, or slides 

3 95 2 Learning kits 

27 72 1 Games or simulations 

49 50 1 Newspapers or magazines 

29 70 1 Tape recordings or records 

45 54 1 Television 

1 98 1 Computers 
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40. Uhich of the following activities have you done in your history class? 

Mark the YES circle if you have done the activity in class: mark the NO 
circle if you have not done it. . 

YES NO NO RESPONSE 

89 9 2 Listen to the teacher when s/he talks or 

demonstrates how to do something 

6 92 2 Go on field trips 

75 23 2 Do research and write reportsi storiesi or poems 

44 S4 2 Make maps 

27 71 3 Listen to student reports 

55 43 2 Listen to speakers who come to class 

90 8 2 Have class discussions 

10 87 2 Build or draw things 

52 46 2 Have a debate 

86 12 2 Urite answers to questions 

71 27 2 Read a textbook in class 

97 1 2 Take tests or quizzes 

32 66 2 Make charts or diagrams 

2 96 2 Make films or recordings 

12 86 2 Conduct an interview or opinion poll 

17 80 2 Act things out 
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