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RATCHFORD, VICTORIA FEIMSTER, Ed.D. Participant Assessment of a Reduction in
Tracking in High School Social Studies. (1993) Directed by Dr. Dale Brubaker. 178 pp.

The tracking controversy revolves around the issues: (1) how to organize students for
academic achievement, and (2) how to provide an equitable curricular organization. Tracking
proponents claim that the system facilitates academic achievement; opponents claim that it is
inequitable. Courts have ruled tracking to be illegal (Hobson v. Hansen, 1967), but have been
more lenient as time has passed since the Brown (1954) decision.

The traditional theory of tracking holds that the practice facilitates academic
achievement for all groups. The divergent theory holds that tracking affects different groups
differently. Most researchers find that tracking slightly benefits the high-ability group and
penalizes the low-ability group (Rosenbaum, 1976; Gamoran, 1987; Oakes, 1982, 1985).
Slavin (1990) found there was no achievement gain or loss for tracking at the high schoot level.
Braddock and Slavin (1992) found negative effects of grouping for all students.

Rowan-Salisbury Schools, Salisbury, North Carolina, attempted to reduce tracking by
eliminating the accelerated track in the high school social studies curriculum for the 1991-92
school year. The research questions posed for this study are the following:

1. After one year of implementation, how do parents, teachers, and students differ in
their assessment of a social studies curriculum that has been reduced from three to two tracks
when they assess the new curriculum for the concerns most often expressed by the
proponents and opponents of tracking?

2. How do the perceptions of parents, teachers, and students relate to the issues of
academic achievement and equity of the new system?

Parents, teachers, and students were surveyed using a questionnaire constructed to
assess opinions about the issues most often raised about tracking: rate of instruction, lack of
understanding, number of failures, difficulty of material, and interest of student. Responses
were tallied into a histogram using MicroTest software, and then were compared for differences
using SPSS software to do an ANOVA. Parent comments were analyzed for content using
AskSam Qualitative software. A preferential question was compared for the three groups:

Would you have preferred an accelerated level of social studies to have been offered this



year? Teacher interviews were held with a representative from each of the five high schools.

Responses to concerns raised and addressed through the questions indicated that
fears expressed about reducing tracking had not been realized. Parent comments
contradicted the general findings of the questionnaire and were much more critical of the
reduced tracking system. Questionnaire results indicated that there was consensus among
the three groups that the reduced track system was working as well as the previously used
organizational system. The responses to the preferential question indicated that parents most
strongly supported the more tracked system, followed by students. Teachers were least
supportive of the more tracked system.

Teachers revealed in the interviews that they felt that academic achievement was as
good or better than it had been, and that equity was enhanced by the reduced tracking
system.

The reduced tracking system appeared to work as well as or better than the previously
used more tracked system. More research should be done after the reduced tracking system

is in place for another year.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Numerous people have contributed to the development of this
dissertation through providing knowledge, specific expertise, and
encouragement. More names than can be listed here have offered words of
interest, concern, and support as | have traveled the winding road toward the
doctorate of education. Thank you to all of them.

In particular, | appreciate my professors who piqued my interest in the
topic of tracking and challenged me to expand my thinking beyond the local
circumstances into theoretical realms. Dr. Charles Achilles first introduced
me to the concept and disrupted my satisfaction with the status quo. Dr.
Joseph Bryson led me to examine the issue from sociological and legal
perspectives. Dr. David Reilly questioned the conceptual base of this study
and caused me to be more objective in my approach. Dr. Dale Brubaker has
provided the constant faith and encouragement | have needed to pursue this
study to a point where some conclusions can be drawn. Technical
assistance was provided by Dr. Rita O’Sullivan and Dr. Martie Skinner for
the statistical portions of the study.

My colleagues within the Rowan-Salisbury School System have been
most supportive of my efforts. Superintendent Donald L. Martin has provided
an inspiring example of scholarship in practical application. Dr. Judy
Grissom, Assistant Superintendent, has continually provided me professional
growth experiences and wishes of personal good will. Principal Henry Kluttz

has given me the freedom and support to meet the demands of the doctoral



program and the dissertation study. No document ié ever produced without a
quality secretarial staff. | have been privileged to have that in Sallie Dillon,
Kay Allen, and Lougenia Goodman. Darrin Hartness was very helpful in
producing a publishable copy.

More than anyone, my family deserves a thank you for allowing their
lives to be disrupted for two and a half years while | traveled back and forth to
Greensboro and spent every weekend in the library or at the computer.
Thank you to my sons, Craig and Chris, who would not let me quit when |
became tired and discouraged. Thank you most of all to my husband Ray,
who grocery shopped, cooked, cleaned house, did the laundry, and
generally served as mother and father while | played scholar.

Writing a dissertation is not just an exploration of a topic. It is an
exploration of self. | have grown personally and professionally through the

experience. Thank you, all.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

APPROVAL PAGE. . ...t et et iieiia e ii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. ... oot e eia e iii

LISTOFFIGURES. . . ..ottt ittt ee i e vii

LISTOF TABLES. . ...ttt i ettt et viii
CHAPTER

LINTRODUCTION . ..ot it 1

L0 7= 1= 1

TheCaseforTracking . .......oooiiiiiiiiiiniinennnn.. 2

TheCase Against Tracking ............ooiiiiiiiiii s, 3

Pointsof Comparison. ... it 3

StatementoftheProblem ............... ... ... ...l 5

A Historical Perspective . ... ...... ..o, 5

ASocial Perspective. . ...t 9

PurposeofthisStudy ........... .. oo 11

OutlineoftheStudy . .......... ..o i 12

. REVIEWOFTHELITERATURE ..., 14

The Academic Achievementlissue........................ 15

Achievement:. . ... ... 14

Within Group Analyses. . .......coiiiin it 14

Between Group Analyses. . ...........ccoiiiiiiiian... 17

Analysesof Research............. .. ciiiiiiiiintn, 20

TheEquitylssue..........coiiiniiiiiiiiiiis i 25

FromalegalPerspective.................cciviiiain.. 25

From a Social Perspective . ............. ..ot 29

Studies of the American High School . . ................... 34

Voices Favoring Ability Grouping and Tracking ............ 36

T [1.0]11F=T o7/ 38

. METHODOLOGY . ...ttt it ie et 41

Program HistoryandContext............................ 41

SubjeCtS . ... e 44



DesignoftheStudy............. ... oo i, 45

DesignoftheFieldTest............ .. oot 48
ThEe SUNVEY .« ottt ittt ciiiieeann e 50
Materials. ...t e 51
Procedure. ...... ...t e e 54
Data Analysis . .....oooiiii i e e 56
Limitationsofthe Study .. ........ .. ..ot 57

IV. RESULTS. ... it i e e e 61
Respondents. ...ttt 61
Reliability and Validity of Data......................... 64
ResearchQuestionOne.............oiiiiiiinnnnen 65
ParentComments.......... ..t : 72
ADirectOpinioN . . ....oiii i e e 73
ResearchQuestion TwWO. . .........coiiiiiiiiineen.t. 75

V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS ........ 81
T8 013 0= L 81
Discussionof Survey Results .. .. ........... ... ..ooint 81
Discussion of Teacher Interviews .. .................... 90
Theoretical Implicationsof Results . .................... 92
Practical Implicationsof Results . . .. ................... 94
Suggestions for FurtherResearch. . .................... 96
Lessons from the Rowan-Salisbury Experience .......... 97
BIBLIOGRAPHY ... i e e 101
APPENDICES . ... . i e e it e e 108
A-NewspaperAricles ... ..., 108
B-Questionnaires.............coviiiiiiiiii i 140

C- MicroTest Histograms . ..........c.oiiiieiiiininn... 158

vi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page
1. WhatisBeingCompared? . ..........coiiiiiininii i iieiannnns 4
2. Responses to Questionnaire ltems 1-7 .. ....... ... ... oo 70
3. Responses to Questionnaire ltems 8-14&29.................... 70
4. EOCResults: ELPS .. ... ... i i 77
5. EOCResults: U.S. History . .. ... 77

vii



Table

Weighted Grades Awarded By Tracks ... ......................
Social Studies Courses Available: 1991-92...................

wn

—
SLVENOO A

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.

LIST OF TABLES

. Teacher Predictions for the Success of Reduced Tracking

inSocial Studies .. ...l
CoursestobeSurveyed...........ciiiiiiii it
Field Test Population........ ... ..ottt

Question Content . .
Discussion Guide . .

Student Respondents . ............ it i
ParentRespondents. ......... ..o,
TeacherRespondents ......... .. ..o i,
Analysis of Variance Summary for ltems 1-14&29.............

ParentComments........................ it

Parent Responses .
Teacher Responses
Student Responses

viii

42
43

44
44
48
53
56
62
63
64
66
73
74
75
75



CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Overview

The intent of this study was to investigate the responses of teachers,
students, and parents to the reduction of curricular tracks in a high school
social studies program. After a year of experiencing a two-track social
studies curriculum rather than the previous three-track organization,
teachers, students, and parents were asked to assess the new curricular
organization for the concerns most often expressed by the proponents and
opponenté of tracking. Responses from the three groups were analyzed to
determine each group’s perception of how well the new system is facilitating
academic achievement and equity.

The two focal points of the analysis were effectiveness in facilitating
academic achievement and equity. These concepts summarize the
arguments most frequently voiced in the controversy of whether tracking is
beneficial or detrimental for student learning. Those in favor of tracking
believe that the arrangement facilitates learning, especially for the high-
ability or high-achievement group. Those opposed to tracking believe that
the arrangement is undemocratic and inequitable, particularly for the average
and low-ability or low-achievement groups. The basic arguments have not
changed over the years of the controversy (Turney, 1931; Esposito, 1973;

Sarason, 1984; Slavin, 1990; Braddock & Slavin, 1992).
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Most researchers suggest that tracking should be decreased because
of its lack of positive effects on achievement and its inequity to some students
(Oakes, 1985; Gamoran, 1987; Slavin, 1990; Braddock & Slavin, 1992).
Educators in the Rowan-Salisbury Schools in Salisbury, North Carolina,
followed this advice by reducing the high school social studies curricular
tracks, or levels within courses, from three to two for the 1991-92 school year.
The reaction of students, parents, and teachers to the first year of reduced
tracking can help educators as they make decisions about how to provide a
quality education for all students within an equitable organizational system.

The Case for Tracking

Glazer (1990) stated that the tracking argument divides into what
parents and some educators believe and what education experts say.
Proponents of tracking, mostly middle-class parents and some practicing
educators, believe that the reduction of tracking will bring a concomitant
reduction of standards in order to allow slow children to keep up with the
group.

Slavin (1990) reported that the arguments for and against ability
grouping have not changed since Turney (1931) identified them 75 years
ago. Parents and educators who favor tracking contend that students’ needs
are better met when a teacher is working with a group more homogeneous in
ability and with shared goals. High achievers, particularly, are believed to
benefit from the added stimulation of more difficult material and the
intellectual stimulation of other high achievers (Kulik & Kulik, 1982;

Feldhusen, 1989; Gamoran, 1990 ).



The Case Against Tracking
Opponents of tracking, usually educational researchers, report that
tracking perpetuates social and racial inequality and that it does not benefit
high achievers (Oakes, 1985; Gamoran, 1990; Glazer, 1990; Slavin, 1990;
Braddock & Slavin, 1992). Arguments opposed to ability grouping focus on
the perceived damage to low achievers, who experience a slower pace and
lower quality of instruction, less able or experienced teachers, low
expectations for performance, and few positive role models (Rosenbaum,
1976; Oakes, 1985; Gamoran, 1989). Ability grouping is perceived to
perpetuate social class and racial inequities, because lower-class and
minority students are disproportionally represented in the lower tracks.
Ability grouping and tracking work against democratic ideals by sorting
students into categories from which escape is difficult or impossible (Slavin,
1990).
Points of Comparison
Research on the achievement effects of ability grouping has been
conducted in one of two ways: (1) comparing achievement gains of students
in homogeneous groups to students in heterogeneous groups, and (2)
achievement gains of students in high ability groups to students in low ability
groups (Slavin, 1990). When homogeneous groups are compared to
heterogeneous groups, little or no effect is realized on overall achievement at
the high school (or elementary school) level (Fowlkes, 1931; Borg, 1966;
Findley & Bryan, 1970; Esposito, 1973; Good & Marshall, 1984; Slavin,
1990; Braddock and Slavin, 1992). When achievement gains are compared

between tracks, high-track placement accelerates achievement while low-



track placement reduces achievement, when variables such as
socioeconomic status and IQ are controlled (Alexander, Cook, & McDill,
1978; Oakes, 1982; Dar & Resh, 1986; Gamoran, 1987; Sorensen &
Hallinan, 1986). (See Figure 1.)

Figure 1

What is Being Compared?

Within Group Analysis
Pre-Test Post-Test

Heterogeneous Homogeneous

Between Group Analysis
Pre-Test Post-Test

Heterogeneous Homogeneous




Statement of the Problem

Historically and philosophically, the issue of how to group students for
instruction has centered on two issues: (1) how to facilitate academic
achievement, and (2) how to provide an equitable curricular organization
system for all students. The conflict between the two points of view has
exacerbated the controversy of heterogeneous grouping versus
homogeneous grouping. An understanding of the history that has produced
the differing views regarding grouping and tracking will be useful.

A Historical Perspective
In its earliest forms, American education was confined almost entirely

to individual teaching. According to Keliher (1931), in the first public schools,
the individual child spelled his way through his speller at his own rate and
took his daily turn at the teacher’s desk to recite his quota of memory work. In
the one-room school house with its many levels of age and attainment, the
most frequent organizational system was to teach the basic curriculum of the
three R'’s using small groups and individualized instruction.

As society became more complex and compulsory attendance laws
forced more students into the public school for longer periods of time,
educators were faced with the growing dilemma of what to teach, to whom,
and how to group students for teaching. By the mid-1800’s, schools had of
necessity moved toward grading students into “high, grammar, and primary”
levels, each representing a four-year period with “grades” for each year
(Keliher, 1931). In the latter part of the 19th century, as non-English-
speaking immigrants from eastern and southern Europe flowed into

American cities, student enroliment in public schools increased dramatically.



In 1890, high schools served only 10% of the 14-17 year olds, but by 1920,
60% of that age group was enrolled in high school. With the increase in the
number of students attending high school, leveling of courses and tracking
toward vocational goals became popular alternatives for meeting individual
needs (Oakes, 1989).

Although moving whole groups of students through grades and
subjects at first seemed the most organizationally efficient way to teach the
curriculum, problems arose when individual students began demonstrating
differences in the quantity of what they learned and the rates at which they
learned. The 1860 School Report of New Haven, Connecticut, identified the
problem with the graded system as being that, “the progress required of each
class cannot exceed the average capacity of each class” (Keliher, 1931, p.
11). Some students were expected to be retained, some promoted, and
some might “skip” a grade. As early as 1868, Dr. William T. Harris,
Superintendent of Schools in St. Louis, proposed a “flexible promotion” or
“sifting-up” organization based on homogeneous grouping: “lt is evident that
the school best subserves this purpose [meeting the needs of the individual]
when it classifies so that each pupil meets his equals in the recitation. Great
inferiority or great superiority in his fellows mars the force of the lesson which
he learns from seeing their work” (Keliher, 1931, p. 13).

Special programs for special students became both an answer to a
problem and a problem itself in the 1950s and 1960s. The Brown mandate of
1954 established that separate was not equal. Segregation by race was no
longer acceptable for the housing of students in separate schools. The

reaction of many educators was to resegregate within the walls of the school.



The call to regroup within the school to meet the academic needs of the
students seemed reasonable when teachers were reporting wide
discrepancies among students’ knowledge and skills.

A national impetus to accelerate the best students came in 1957 when
the launching of Sputnik made the United States aware that its educational
standards were falling behind those of the Soviet Union. In response to this
need, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 was passed, which
provided funds for strengthening academic programs for abler students
(Boyer, 1983). Conant’s report in 1959 suggested that rigorous attention be
accorded to the academically talented and that this could be achieved by
ability grouping of students by subject (Oakes, 1985). The 1974 Education of
Handicapped Children Act (PL-94-142) provided for the needs of special
students, but in the least restrictive environment. Students might be
temporarily homogeneously grouped for teaching, but ideally, they should be
taught in the heterogeneous mainstream. The mainstreaming goal of PL-94-
142 contradicted the American practice of meeting the needs of the individual
by grouping together students of similar abilities. However, the law did
facilitate a special education for the brightest students to enable the country
to meet the need of developing competitive thinkers.

The issue of the relative importance of academic achievement came
into question as the equity issue gained more recognition. From a legal
perspective, students who have been relegated to the lowest ability groups
have frequently turned to the courts with claims by their parent
representatives that group placement is inequitable. The legal pendulum

has swung from the right to left and back again in the hundred plus years
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since this country has practiced ability grouping. Legal precedent to classify
and distribute students by ability was established in Roberts v. City of Boston_
(1850) when the Massachusetts Supreme Court rejected the challenge by
black parents to Boston’s dual school system and supported segregation by
ability, which happened also to be by race (Glazer, 1990). That precedent
was challenged and defeated in courts of law in the 1960s and 1970s when
numerous decisions reinforced the precept that homogeneous grouping as a
means to avoid desegregation was not legal.

After the 1954 Brown decision that struck down the “separate but
equal” standard established in Plessy v, Ferguson (1896), the 1960 and
1970 courts generally found homogeneous grouping a facade for racial and
social discrimination. Although no law specifically addresses the issue of
homogeneous grouping, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, or national origin in the assignment of students to
schools, classes, ability groups, and tracks in programs or activities that
receive federal assistance. Schools with ability grouping or tracks must offer
opportunities for students to change tracks according to progress. Tests must
be appropriate to determine students’ needs and be used appropriately to
determine placement (“Student Assignment in Elementary and Secondary
Schools and Title VI,” 1989).

Court cases addressing the homogeneous grouping issue have most
often been tried under issues of desegregation, testing and other placement
methods, and handicapped students’ rights. Hobson v, Hansen (1967) is the
only case to date that directly addresses the tracking issue. Judge Skelly

Wright found tracking undemocratic and discriminatory and mandated a



heterogeneous curricular system to replace the tracked system. Cases
throughout the 1960s and 1970s tended to be decided against
homogeneous grouping, a thin veil for resegregation, but as time has
progressed and more school systems have desegregated, decisions have
been more favorable toward homogeneous grouping (e.g., NAACP v.
Georgia, 1985, and Quarles v, Oxford, 1989).

A Social Perspective

Rosenbaum (1976) drew on issues raised by the 1966 Coleman
Report and by the 1972 Jencks study of inequality in American schools to
describe the hidden curriculum of American schools. Set in a homogeneous
working-class community, the Grayton school curricularly sorted students into
the same social strata from which they had come and liberated very few into
a better quality of life. His metaphor of tournament education illustrated that
the student who loses out early in gaining access to high level tracks, loses
out forever. The selection criteria of meritocratic tracking (ability, effort, and
achievement) lack validity and stability and are inequitably applied to the
student population to maintain the elite and non-elite in society.
Rosenbaum’s study called basic American stated values of equality and
opportunity into question.

Researchers who have spent time inside high schools attest to very
different educations that are available there. Powell, Farrar, and Cohen
(1985) compared the high school to a huge shopping mall where one can
buy any quality of education. The curriculum is both horizontal
(encompassing different courses from English to Wood Shop), and vertical

(English to Honors English). Sizer (1985) reported that the tracks are homes
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to students of different social backgrounds. The honors programs “serve the
wealthier youngsters, and the general tracks serve the working class.
Vocational programs are often a cruel social dumping ground,” ( p. 2).
Boyer (1983) proposed a strong core curriculum that would open academic
and vocational doors for all students. Recent ethnographic studies have
attempted to provide interpretation as to why curriculum is differentiated in
the American high school (Page & Valli, 1990).

The most extensive tracking study to date was done by Oakes, social
scientist with the RAND Corporation in Santa Monica, California. Using data
from Goodlad’'s A Study of Schooling (1983) Oakes declared that
homogeneous grouping, which on the surface appears to be practical, is
actually quite inequitable. The racial and socioeconomic make-up of the
tracks points up the inequity of the courses of study leading to the announced
career goals. College-preparatory English is far richer in subject matter than
is vocational English (Oakes, 1985).

Tracking cannot be abandoned without some system replacing it.
Suggestions for alternative programs include cooperative learning (Oakes,
1985), discussion seminars (Adler, 1982), and computer-assisted instruction
(Schlechty, 1991). Any organizational system that replaces or reduces
tracking needs time for evaluation of how well students' needs are being met
and how well the new system is accepted by those who are most directly
affected by it: the teachers, students, and parents. The problem is that those
who determine curricular organizational systems may do so on objective
data or subjective feelings, or a combination of the two. Parents may be less

concerned with the issue of academic achievement as measured by
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standardized tests than by the affective issue of how well the child liked a
particular class. Students may be less concerned with what they learned
than with the weighted grade assigned to the class. Teachers may be less
concerned with academic achievement as measured by end-of-course tests
than with practical problems of having to learn new teaching methodologies
to accommodate a wider range of abilities. These differing concerns suggest
that a study of a specific program in one school system would yield some
conclusions of value to educators.
Purpose of This Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the responses of teachers,
students, and parents to a reduction in curricular tracks in a high school
social studies curriculum after one year of implementation. Accordingly, the
following research questions were addressed: ’

1. After one year of implementation, how do parents, teachers, and
students differ in their assessment of a social studies curriculum that has
been reduced from three to two tracks when they assess the new curriculum
for the concerns most often expressed by the proponents and opponents of
tracking?

2. How do the perceptions of parents, teachers, and students relate to
the issues of academic achievement and equity of the new system?

Although the terms “ability grouping,” “homogeneous grouping,” and
“tracking” are used interchangeably in most literature, there are differences in
meaning. Slavin (1990) defined “ability grouping” as any school or
classroom organization plan which is intended to reduce the heterogeneity of

instructional groups. “Between-class ability grouping” reduces the
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heterogeneity of each class for a given subject. “Within-class ability
grouping” reduces the heterogeneity of groups within the class (e.g., reading
groups). Between-class ability grouping, the preferred structure in
secondary schools, may take the form of “tracks,” a program of study within
which all courses are taken. Students are assigned to or choose a track, e.g,
academic, general, or vocational, based on some combination of composite
achievement, IQ, and teacher judgment. Membership in a track may carry
additional requirements, e.g., an academic track student may have to take
foreign language, whereas a vocational track student may have to take shop.
Slavin (1987) called the assignment to higher and lower sections of the same
courses “ability grouped class assignment.”

Outline of the Study

Chapter | provided an overview of the problem of the best way to
group students for academic achievement and equity. An historical
perspective was given as background for the purpose of the study. The
research questions were presented and terms were defined.

Chapter Il reviews the literature addressing the issues of academic
achievement and equity. The equity issue is reviewed from legal and social
perspectives. Brief attention is given to comprehensive studies of the
American high school. Comments from proponents of ability grouping are
provided.

Chapter Il describes the methodology undertaken in the study.
Qualitative methodology used was a questionnaire administered to parents,
teachers and students who participated in the reduced tracking program.

Parent open responses were analyzed for content and teachers were
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interviewed.

Chapter IV describes the results of the research and answers the
research questions.

Chapter V provides a summary and discussion of the results
presented in Chapter IV. Further research is needed to determine the effect
of reduced tracking on academic achievement and equity and the attitudes of

parents, teachers, and students about the reduction in tracking.
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CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The proliferation of literature on tracking and its effects is confusing
and contradictory. Proponents claim that tracking facilitates higher academic
achievement. Opponents claim that it perpetuates an inequitable social
class system. Rosenbaum (1976) stated that the 1968 NEA study of 50
studies on grouping reported that for every study showing a net gain through
grouping, there was one showing a net loss. The inability of researchers to
demonstrate conclusively the effect of grouping on achievement may patrtially
explain why focus has shifted away from achievement to equity.

The Academic Achievement Issue
Achievement: Within Group Analyses

The traditional theory of grouping held that students learned better
when grouped with their intellectual equals. Early studies carried through
this premise by comparing achievement of homogeneous groups to
achievement of heterogeneous groups. Fowlkes (1931) experimented with
students in two schools, using three ability groups in one school (low,
average, high) who were matched by 1Q with a heterogeneous group in
another school. Both were pre and posttested with alternate versions of the
New Stanford Achievement Test. Out of the 21 comparisons Fowlkes made,
only one case favored homogeneous grouping -- the history and civics

studies for the low 1Q group. This finding is an interesting contrast to
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Slavin’s (1990) summary finding from 29 studies that heterogeneous
grouping is superior to homogeneous in social studies. Five cases favored
heterogeneous grouping -- reading, literature and history, and civics for the
average group, and language and geography for the high group. The
remaining gains and losses were too slight to be statistically significant.
Fowlkes’ conclusion was that homogeneous grouping based on IQ was not
advantageous for academic achievement, a contradiction of the prevalent
traditional theory.

Borg (1966) studied the effects of ability grouping on achievement of
elementary, junior high school, and high school students over a four-year
period. Philip Lambert, Professor of Educational Psychology from the
University of Wisconsin, stated in the foreword to Borg’s work, “It is a well
known fact in educational circles that ability grouping has definite effects on
learning achievement and generally that such grouping is superior in results
obtained to the random method.” (p. ii) Ironically, Borg’'s study did not bear
out the traditional theory. Students in the random (heterogeneous) group
were given an enriched curriculum, and students in the ability
(homogeneous) group were given an accelerated curriculum. At the end of
the four years, Borg made 30 comparisons and found four that statistically
favored District A (ability grouped) in mathematics. The differences broke
down to one between superior pupils, two between average pupils, and one
between slow pupils. Of the vtiher 26 comparisons, there were no statistical
differences. Borg concluded that ability grouping can be connected to
slightly higher achievement in math, but not in other subject areas. His study

included a review of 34 studies of grouping and achievement at the high



16

school level. While he noted that nearly all contain deficiencies that raise
questions about their validity, the majority showed no statistical difference
between the achievement of the ability group and the regular group.

Findley and Bryan (1970) surveyed 328 school districts to determine
their ability-grouping practices, and particularly the methods by which
students were assigned to ability groups. They found that ability grouping
was favored by 57.6% of the elementary teachers surveyed and 87.3% of the
secondary teachers surveyed. Larger districts were more likely than small to
have their curriculum organized for homogeneous ability groups, and to
claim that such an arrangement was the best way to meet individual needs,
to make teaching easier, and to facilitate curriculum planning. Districts that
did not homogeneously group saw the arrangement as likely to label
students too early, limit their possibilities, and reduce teacher and student
motivation. Findley and Bryan (1970) found conflicting evidence that ability
grouping promoted scholastic achievement; at best, it benefited the higher
group while penalizing the average and lower groups. They also found that
ability grouping reinforced favorable and unfavorable self-concepts in
children. The authors suggested alternative grouping strategies and
teaching methodologies that would be more effective than ability grouping.

Kerchoff (1986) studied 11,000 British students over a five-year period,
to evaluate the traditional learning theory that grouping is beneficial to all
groups against the divergent theory that says grouping affects different
groups differently. The study was sponsored by the National Children’s
Bureau of London, who followed every baby born in England, Scotland, and

Wales during the week of 3-9 March, 1958. The subjects were tested for
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ability and achievement at ages 7, 11, and 16. The achievement effects of
grouping were studied in a homogeneous vs. heterogeneous format and a
homogeneous vs. homogeneous format. Kerchoff identified four kinds of
schools: (1) grammar schools, for high ability students, (2) secondary
modern schools, for all except the high ability students, (3) comprehensive
schools, for mixed-ability students, and (4) private schools, for those seeking
high positions. The private schools were also likely to draw high-ability
students. Kerchoff concluded that the effects of school type and ability group
are independent of each other. Grammar and private schools produced
gains in math, but not in reading. Students within tracks in the schools were
compared to counterparts in the comprehensive school where there was no
ability grouping. As for effects on groups, generally, the high groups gained
and the low groups lost. Remedial classes were likely to lose in reading,
when compared with counterparts in a heterogeneous setting; low-ability
groups lost in both reading and mathematics; high-ability groups gained in
both reading and mathematics. Kerchoff's study supported the divergent
theory of grouping.
Between Group Analyses

In 1978 Alexander and Cook supported the divergent theory of
grouping when they studied data collected from 1961-69 for the Study of
Academic Prediction and Growth done by the Educational Testing Service.
At that time they concluded that students in academic tracks learned more
than others. In 1982, Alexander and Cook undertook a smaller study from
the same data and determined that when certain variables were controlled,

track placement did not affect achievement. The second study posed two
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questions: (1) Why are some students placed in college tracks and others
not? and (2) Why is track placement so influential? They found that track
placement was made according to student ability and effort and had little
connection to socioeconomic, racial, or gender bias. Additionally, they found
that track placement was less influential on achievement than previously
believed. They concluded that high school track placement was a result of
differences begun much earlier, including differences in self-perception.

Dar and Resh (1986) studied two groups of Israeli high school
students, one ethnically and socioeconomically heterogeneous and the other
ethnically and socioeconomically homogeneous. They found that the
intellectual component outweighed the ethnic and socioeconomic
components in affecting student achievement. Their hypothesis that
classroom intellectual composition positively supports academic
achievement was supported. They concluded that a homogeneous structure
hurt low-resource students more than it helped high-resource students and
that the high resource students’ losses in a heterogeneous setting were less
than the low-resource students’ gains in such a setting. Even controlling for
socioeconomic differences, Dar and Resh found that grouping affected
different groups differently. Their findings supported the divergent theory of
grouping.

Gamoran (1987) used data from the High School and Beyond study to
examine the effect on individual achievement from the school itself and from
the curricular organizational structure (tracks) within the school. He expected
to see indirect effects from different schools and direct effects from the tracks

within the schools. He controlled for socioeconomic status and compared
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achievement test scores for sophomores and then he compared the scores
for the same students two years later. Part of the information given included
the courses students had taken to that point. Looking at the results of six
achievement tests per student, Gamoran found that socioeconomic status did
not determine higher achievement, but that higher socioeconomic status
students were more likely to have taken the academic courses and that
students who had taken those courses scored higher on the achievement
tests. He concluded that, “Tracking and course taking together account for
substantively significant differences in student achievement.” (p.153) Like
Kerchoff, Gamoran (1987) found the greatest track advantage was in math.
Gamoran found little school-level effect on achievement. Just because
schools offered special programs for the gifted or advanced placement
courses did not mean that their students scored higher on the tests.

. However, schools that had more advanced math courses tended to score
slightly higher on the science tests. A surprising finding from this study was
that track placement affected achievement scores more than dropping out of
school did. Using a least squares regression equation to predict scores of
students who dropped out, Gamoran found the differences in scores
according to track were greater than the differences between scores of
lowest track students and those of dropouts.

Braddock and Slavin (1992) analyzed the data from the National
Longitudinal Study (NELS:88) and provided information about the effects of
ability grouping for all students. They studied eighth graders who attended
schools in which ability grouping was or was not used, and then they

examined outcomes for these students two years later, statistically controlling
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for prior grades and test scores, gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status,
school size, and other variables. They compared high, average, and low
achievers separately in the tracked schools to their counterparts in the
untracked schools. They found that students in the low track performed
significantly less well than did the similar low achievers in the untracked
schools on composite and core subject achievement tests in reading,
mathematics, science, and social studies. However, they found no consistent
corresponding benefit of ability grouping for high or average achievers.
Analyses of Research

Analyses of research on the achievement -grouping issue are as
varied as are research designs themselves. Goldberg, Passow, and Justman
(1966) in their book The Effects of Ability Grouping, pointed out the variety of
criteria for determining homogeneity, the duration of studies, and the
inadequacy of matching experimental and control groups. Gamoran’s (1987)
initial review of research indicated that homogeneous grouping (a) produces
conflicting evidence that it promotes scholastic achievement in the superior
groups, (b) almost uniformly provides unfavorable evidence for promoting
scholastic achievement in average groups, and (c) almost uniformly provides
unfavorable evidence of promoting scholastic achievement in low groups.

Esposito (1973) began his review of ability grouping research with the
same caution and concluded:

(1) Homogeneous ability grouping as currently practiced shows no
consistent positive value for helping students to achieve more scholastically.
Slight gains for the high group are off-set by losses for the average and low

groups.
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(2) The findings of the impact of homogeneous ability grouping on
affective development are unfavorable. Students develop feelings of
superiority or inferiority related to their ability-grouped status.

(3) Homogeneous grouping separates students not only by test
results, but by socioeconomic status, and by ethnic status.

(4) Where homogeneous or heterogeneous grouping is related to
improved scholastic performance, the curriculum is subject to modifications
in teaching methods.

Kulik and Kulik (1982) conducted a meta-analysis of 52 studies of
ability grouping in secondary schools. They found small but significant
achievement gains for high ability students who received an enriched
curriculum in a homogeneous setting. Multitrack programs for students of all
ability levels produced near-zero effects. Achievement effects for average
and below average students were statistically insignificant. Kulik.and Kulik
found the affective outcome that homogeneously grouped classes produced
more positive attitudes in students than did heterogeneously grouped
classes. This finding about attitude was contradicted by Oakes (1985).
They also found that achievement in average and low-ability groups did not
decline when high-ability students were moved to separate classes.
Gamoran (1987) explained that the achievement was not affected by the
grouping per se, but by teaching methods used with the group.

Because of the criticism of Slavin in 1984 that their meta-analysis
included too many studies with inadequate experimental controls and that
interaction effects may have skewed the findings on self-esteem,Kulik and

Kulik conducted a second meta-analysis in 1985, entitled “The Effects of
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Inter-class Ability Grouping on Achievement and Self-Esteem,” Their second
study included 85 studies at the secondary and elementary levels which
were analyzed for achievement and/or self-esteem. The Kuliks studied
three different types of programs: xyz programs (students of a full range of
abilities are assigned to homogeneous classes), honors programs (talented
students were provided enriched, separate classes), and remedial programs
(slow students were provided remedial, separate classes). They found clear
positive results for achievement for the honors classes. They concluded that
homogeneous grouping may improve achievement and self-esteem of slow
learners, but has little effect on the achievement and self-esteem of average
students. They cautioned that their findings concerning remedial classes
were questionable because of the few studies available (four). A deficiency
inherent in this study is that the authors did not separate the results by
elementary and high school levels, although they did initially state that 40 of
the studies were elementary and that 45 were high school.

The Kuliks (1987) concluded from their meta-analysis of the research
on grouping that the strongest and clearest effects of grouping came from
programs designed especially for talented students. They found that talented
students gained more in grouped classes than in heterogeneous classes
and that “grouping can be a powerful tool in the education of gifted and
talented students” ( p. 29). Their research has been useful to parent groups
who have lobbied to maintain gifted and honors programs.

Feldhusen (1989) synthesized the research on gifted youth and found
that multiple data sources were needed to identify giftedness. He criticized

the present system of using primarily writing-based intelligence tests. He



23

also recommended acceleration of gifted youth to allow them to reach their
potential, supporting his contention with the Kuliks' 1984 study which
indicated that acceleration does not cause social or emotional problems for
students. Feldhusen suggested grouping gifted and talented students for all
or part of the school day to provide them motivation through mutual interest.
He argued that the removal of the gifted to separate classrooms would afford
the average a chance at leadership. He further predicted that gifted young
people would achieve more and would be socially well adjusted when they
were segregated from average and below-average students. Like the Kuliks’
work, Feldhusen’s has been especially well received by parents of higher
achieving students.

Slavin (1990) provided a recent and comprehensive review of
research on ability grouping and achievement at the high school level. He
had reviewed the research on grouping and achievement at the elementary
level in 1987. The Kuliks’ first study was included in his analysis (as are
other articles they have written), but their second study was not, probably
because high schools and elementary schools were not treated separately.
Slavin reviewed 29 studies (6 randomized experiments, 9 matched
experiments, and 14 correlational studies) and concluded:

(1) Comprehensive between-class ability grouping has

little or no effect on achievement of secondary students. This

conclusion is most strongly supported in grades 7-9, but the

more limited evidence that does exist from studies in grades

10-12 also fails to support any effect of ability grouping.

(2) Different forms of ability grouping are equally
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ineffective.

(3) Ability grouping is equally ineffective in all subjects,
except that there may be a negative effect of ability grouping in
social studies.

(4) Assigning students to different levels of the same
course has no consistent positive or negative effects on
students of high, average, or low ability (p. 17).

Allan (1991) reviewed the two reviews of research described above--
the meta-analyses of Kulikd an Kulik (1982, 1984) and the best-evidence
syntheses of Slavin (1986, 1990). She pointed out the methodological
problem of trying to compare studies that set out with different research
questions. She described the Kuliks’ method as more objective than
Slavin’'s method. The Kuliks located studies through replicable searches.
They coded the studies for important features and described outcomes on a
common scale. Results had to be reported in a quantifiable form before the
Kuliks used the study. Slavin, according to Allan, combined meta-analysis
and narrative review. Even though he computed effect sizes as did the
Kuliks, he included several studies for which effect size could not be
computed. Allan stated that the Kuliks disagreed with the mathematical
procedure Slavin had used in his studies. Her conclusion was that the
Kuliks' findings were more accurate than Slavin's. She faulted school
system who were cutting funding for special education classes based on the
Slavin study when “The preponderance of evidence does not support the
contention that children are academically harmed by grouping” (p. 65). ltis

no surprise that Feldhusen (1991) and Kulik (1991) agreed with her and that
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Slavin (1991) disagreed.

The Equitylssue
From a Legal Perspective

Legal issues regarding tracking are usually approached through
cases dealing with racial discrimination, testing, equal opportunity, due
process, and rights of the handicapped. When the government gives
differential treatment to people in the same circumstances, their actions must
pass the tests of “minimum rationality” and “strict scrutiny” for the “suspect
classification” (Bryson & Bentley, 1980). Cases dealing with grouping
practices most often refer to the Fourteenth Amendment (guaranteeing civil
rights), the Civil Rights Law of 1964, The Handicapped Act of 1975, and the
Brown decision of 1954, which held that “education . . . must be provided on
equal terms to all people unless the state can demonstrate a compelling
reason for doing otherwise” (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954).

Early cases established the precedent that separating students was
legal. For example, Roberts v, City of Boston (1850) approved segregation

by ability and Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) approved separate but equal
facilities for education. Brown (1954) swung the pendulum to the opposite

side with the ruling that “separate was not equal,” and desegregation began.
Cases that came to the courts in the 1960s and the 1970s have generally
struck down ability grouping when it has been interpreted by the courts as a
facade for continued racial segregation.

Oakes (1983) questioned the constitutionality of tracking in

consideration of the Fourteen Amendment to the U. S. Constitution that
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guarantees equal protection and the 1954 Brown decision that held that
separation of students by race was inherently unequal and that education
must be made available to all on equal terms. She identified several
characteristics of ability grouping and tracking that may be susceptible to
legal action. The are: (1) the separation of students resulting in
disproportionate placements of poor and minority students in groups; (2) the
reduced educational quality in low groups; (3) the limited access low groups
have to higher education or some occupations; (4) the relative permanence
of ability classifications and inflexibility of grouping systems; (5) the
stigmatization of low-track students; and (6) the misclassification of students
resulting from inappropriate or haphazard classification processes.

Oakes (1983) cited Wisconsin v. Constantineau (1971) as establishing
that a stigmatizing label could not be applied to a person without due
process-- her contention is that membership in a low track is stigmatizing.
She also cited Goss v. Lopez (1975) that held that education is a property
right that could not be denied a child without due process. Students who
have been denied entrance to upper tracks could sue on the basis of losing a
propenrty right without due process. The Mills case (1972) extended due
process requirements for special class placement to exceptional children.
Oakes (1983) suggested that the same rights apply to ali children.

Oakes (1983) pointed to the landmark case on tracking, Hobson v.
Hansen (1967), brought against Washington, D. C., school superintendent
Carl F. Hansen on behalf of Julius W. Hobson, a Negro student assigned to a
a low track. Hansen had devised a four-track system for Washington schools

after the forced desegregation of schools in 1956. He held that the
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assignment of students to tracks was for their educational benefit and that the
racial effect was “but an innocent and unavoidable coincidence of ability
grouping.” The parents of Hobson held that there was no remedial
instruction in the lower tracks; that the curriculum was very limited and not
equal to other tracks; that the self-image of students assigned to low tracks
was damaged; that teachers did not expect students to do well in these
classes and thus students were not challenged and did participate in a self-
fulfilling prophecy. Judge Skelly Wright in his decision said, “The track
system simply must be abolished . . . . [lt] discriminates against the
disadvantaged child, particularly the Negro. [lt] is undemocratic and
discriminatory.” The decision abolished tracking, but did not address the
constitutionality or legality of ability grouping and the appropriateness of
intelligence testing.

Following Hobson, numerous similar cases struck down ability
grouping when it resulted in resegregation. Spangler v. Pasadena County
Board of Education (1970) found that ability grouping resulted in racially
imbalanced classes and violated the Fourteenth Amendment. Singleton v.
Anson County Board of Education (1971) held that ability grouping could not

be used to avoid desegregation. Larry P. v. Riles | & 11(1972) found
unconstitutional intelligence testing procedures that placed disproportionate

numbers of black students in classes for the mentally retarded . Most of the
early 1970s cases upheld the mandate to desegregate schools and removed
ability grouping as an alternative for avoiding that mandate.

Oakes (1983) warned school districts who used grouping systems that

result in racially identifiable classes that they are likely to be challenged
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under the principles established in the cases discussed above. Only Hobson
claimed that being poor is a suspect classification. Should further cases
extend that idea, there is ample research to support that the poor are
disproportionately placed in low tracks. Oakes (1983) acknowledged that no
court has yet ruled that ability grouping in itself constitutes a violation of
equal educational opportunity or that the processes involved in placement
require procedural-due-process protections. However, she cautioned “[i]t is
clear from the research on tracking and ability grouping that the practice
constitutes a governmental action that restricts students’ immediate access to
certain types of education and to both educational and occupational
opportunities in the future” (p. 816).

As time has elapsed, the late 1970 and 1980 decisions have been
more favorable for allowing ability-grouped classes. McNeal v, Tate County
School District (1975) ruled that a desegregated school district could not use
a grouping system that resulted in racially identifiable classrooms until it had
operated an integrated system long enough to ensure that the harmful effects
of prior segregation had been overcome. Recent rulings have allowed
grouping with disproportionate racial representation to exist on the basis of
the McNeal test. Most of the students in question had never attended a a
dual school system (segregated) and thus could not be victims of such a
system, reasoned the court. In PASA v. Chicago Board of Education (1980),
Judge Waddy reviewed IQ tests himself and did not find them culturally
biased. He ruled that they could be used for group placements. NAACP v,
Georgia (1985) in the 11th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals held that a system

that placed Blacks disproportionately into low groups was legal and satisfied
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the McNeal test. Montgomery v, Starkville Municipal Separate School
District (1987) also used McNeal to allow blacks to be placed

disproportionately in low tracks, reasoning that the placements were the
result of socioeconomic conditions. Quarles v, Oxford Municipal Separate
School District (1989) allowed tracking through the eighth grade because
there was a unitary system. The count rejected testimony of Dr. Jeannie
Oakes, social scientist for the RAND Corporation whose work is discussed
above, on the grounds that she had no personal knowledge of the Oxford
school system.

The 1990’s may see more action from the Office of Civil Rights (OCR)
toward eliminating tracking. In 1991, the OCR named tracking as one of its
seven priority issues. The OCR 1986 case against Dillon County Schools,
South Carolina, illustrates that federal funding can be withdrawn from a
system that uses tracking to perpetuate segregation. The Dillon case found
that the tracking system violated Title VI of The Civil Rights Law and that low
track students were not being remediated or given access to higher tracks
(Dill istri
Carolina State Depariment of Education, 1986).

From a Social Perspective

The finding of differences in achievement between tracks and a
concurrent national history of attention to civil rights and social issues have
turned the grouping debate away from academic achievement toward
questions of equity. Slavin (1990) noted that since the 1970s, most studies
have tended to compare the achievement of students in different tracks. He

suggested that the differences in track achievement may be an effect of
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differential course-taking. The student in the high track has a cumulative
advantage of having taken courses such as Advanced Math, Chemistry, and
foreign language, while the low track student may have taken courses such
as Shop or other general or vocational courses. Social scientists have
explained the unequal achievement of students in tracks as being not just a
reflection of track placement, but a cause of track placement.

Rosenbaum (1976) studied the selection systems within schools and
concluded that there was more difference within a_school than between
schools as to the education a student received. Spurred by the 1961
Coleman report and the 1972 Jencks study on the effects of family on
schooling, Rosenbaum’s systematic case study of Grayton School, which
was racially and socially homogeneous, showed that the primary determiner
of the quality of a student’s education was track placement. He charged that
the school was first responsive to bureaucratic imperatives of itself, then to
society, and only lastly responsive to the needs and desires of family and
students. Rosenbaum described the sorting mechanism used by schools as
a fournament system: a student competitively found unworthy would early
be relegated to a lower track from which rising was all but impossible.
Rosenbaum condemned the lack of consistency in the system of track
placement. Guidance counselors, in particular, were criticized for
encouraging students to stay in lower tracks, rather than encouraging them
to aspire for those tracks that would prepare them for better jobs and life
styles. Rosenbaum’s interviews with students convinced him that although
some believed they had made their own decisions on track placement, the

opinions of teachers, counselors, and administrators had shaped their
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decisions.

Rosenbaum (1976) found meritocratic placement of students in
curricular tracks unacceptable because of the lack of consistency in
placement criteria and the eventual consequences of such decisions. He
also noted that earlier studies described the opportunity structure, selection
criteria, and social consequences of track systems, but did not separate the
influence of social class from that of tracking itself. Rosenbaum chose a
socially homogeneous community to focus on the effect of the tracking on the
student.

On the issue of academic achievement, Rosenbaum (1976) pointed
out the contradictions in studies done between 1950 and 1970. In
consideration of the lack of consensus on the advantage of homogeneous
grouping for academic achievement, Rosenbaum suggested that the natural
system of heterogeneous grouping be employed, and that all students be
prepared for varied life roles through a broad and general education. He
particularly felt decisions about vocational education should be postponed
until the last two years of high school. The suggestions have become part of
the manifesto of Adler's Paideia Proposal (1982).

The most extensive study of tracking done in the last ten years was
undertaken by Oakes (1982). She used data from the national research

project, A Study of Schooling (Goodlad, 1983), to look at the effects of

tracking on 13,000 students in 25 secondary schools. Her findings were
published in full in Keeping Track: How Schools Structure Inequality (1985).
Oakes explored the theory of cultural reproduction: the inequities of the

larger society are reinforced and reproduced through tracking. She
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examined five variables of schooling: (1) curricular content, (2) instructional
practice, (3) teacher-student relationships, (4) student-peer relationships,
and (5) student involvement. Her hypotheses were as follows:

(1) The distribution of knowledge among social, economic groups

is such that high status knowledge is distributed disproportionately

to students from privileged and impoverished backgrounds.

(2) Instructional practice is differentiated so that school knowledge

is more accessible to students of advantaged backgrounds.

(3) Classroom social relations and interaction are different for

different groups in school.

While Oakes stopped short of confirming the cultural reproduction
theory, she did state that the classroom practices she observed were
consistent with the theory. The best educational experiences happened to
the advantaged student.

She pointed out the varying public value of the different tracks and
asserted that the tracks cause and support differences in students. In
reviewing the research on academic achievement and tracking, she
concluded that “no group of students has been found to benefit consistently
from being in a homogeneous group” (1985, p. 7). As much as anything,
Oakes questioned the processes and measures by which students were
placed or counseled into tracks. Noting test bias against certain groups, she
found that track placement was more often a reflection of social class than
ability. As Goodlad (1984) had pointed out, Oakes found that the promises
of vocational education were unfulfilled. She charged that tracking lowers

self-esteem and aspirations, promotes misbehavior and dropping out, and
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separates students along socioeconomic and racial lines. Tracking systems
that Oakes described varied in degree and flexibility, but none facilitated
much mobility between tracks, unless that mobility was downward.

Oakes presented a strong case for the inequity that tracking
perpetuates by looking at the type and quality of knowledge available in the
different tracks. The comments from students when asked, “What did you
learn in here?” covered the range from high-level students who praised their
classes for teaching them thinking skills and important knowledge to low-
level students who responded that they had learned little and that what they
did learn was not important. Student comments indicated that not only was
the cognitive learning different in different tracks, but that the affective
learning was also. Oakes (1989) summed up the inequity of lower-track
classrooms as providing (a)unequal access to knowledge and (b)uneven
classroom opportunities. She reported that the lower-track student who
wants to learn often cannot because of the lack of positive climate that exists
in the classroom.

Oakes (O’Neil, 1992 ) pointed out that school and societal norms
support tracking. The low tracks have been seen as the place where the
behavior problems do the least damage. In comparing our country’s system
to that of Japan, Oakes contrasted the family emphasis on academic work
and the school organizational system that provides everyone the same
educational experience through grade eight. The American system sorts
students in kindergarten into academic and developmental levels. American
students may be given a choice of courses and programs when they enter

high school, but that choice is greatly limited by their prior experiences in the
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kinds and quality of courses they have taken. Oakes continues to encourage
educators to provide the best curriculum of real-world problem solving and
higher-level thinking to_all students.
Studies of the American High School

Studies of the American high school by Boyer (1983), Goodlad (1984),
Sizer (1985), and Powell, Farrar, and Cohen(1985) did not focus primarily on
tracking, but all confirmed tracking as the most common pattern of curricular
organization. Boyer (1983) reported that at typical Ridgefield High 45% of
the students received a regular diploma, 45% received a comprehensive
diploma, and 10% received a college prep diploma. He noted that curricular
decisions were most shaped by the track in which a student was enrolled--
academic, vocational, or general--and that the core curriculum varied
according to that track. Boyer agreed with Adler (1982) that all students need
a strong academic core background, and that literacy is the most essential
tool for gaining access to the rest of the curriculum. Noting that vocational
education has not succeeded in introducing students to the world of work, he
suggested a seminar where students would study how attitudes toward work
have changed through the years. Boyer drew upon Oakes’ 1982 study in his
discussion of tracking.

Powell et al.(1985) provided a metaphor that describes the many

tracks available in the high school in The Shopping Mall High School:
Winners and Losers in the Educational Marketplace, In addition to the

horizontal curriculum (different subjects) and the vertical curriculum (different
levels of courses), Powell described an extra curriculum and a service

curriculum that have stretched the comprehensive high school to the point of
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doing a little of everything and nothing well. He said that parents demand
“Speciality Shops” (AP and Honors courses), and that the average student is
left alone to wander through the mall, choosing whatever is most appealing.
Most teachers and students strike a treaty that says, “If you're orderly and
attend most of the time, I'll pass you” (Powell et al., 1985, p. 4). This study
corroborated Oakes’ account of the different knowledge, skills, and attitudes
available in different tracks.

Based on data gathered in his A Study of Schooling (1983) and
discussed in A Place Called School (1984), Goodlad described tracking as
an academic-vocational dichotomy. He was hard pressed to explain the
growth in vocational subjects, except to say that schools have lived out a
popular myth that some people are best equipped to work with their heads
and some are best equipped to work with their hands. He noted the difficulty
of students switching from a vocational track to an academic track, although
such a move is theoretically possible. Goodlad concluded that the mandate
o give lower ability students “relevant” education has actually denied them
the very academic skills they need to raise themselves to a better way of life.
Goodlad’s look into high schools produced considerable data that
depending on track placement there were “significant differences in
curricular content, instructional procedures, and elements of the student-
teacher relationship...[that] suggest the probability of marked inequities
among students in regard to access to knowledge and pedagogical
practices.” (Goodlad, 1984, p. 152) Appearing before the Kappa Delta Pi
Convocation (1992) Goodlad reiterated, “ You don’t place children in a so-

called ability group and then create a self-fulfilling prophecy that results in
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the child being cheated in the participation in the human conversation.”

Voices Favoring Ability Grouping and Tracking

Although most of the current literature appears to be opposed to
tracking, there certainly is a strong contingency that continues to support the
practice. Most of the voices in favor of tracking emanate from the curriculum
designers who believe and practice the traditional theory of grouping to help
all students. One such practitioner is Charles Nevi, director of Curriculum
and Instruction for the Puyallup School District in Washington. Nevi (1987)
reminded critics that federal funds for special and gifted students have
required grouping for different specialized education. He held that grouping
is necessary, unless everyone is to be taught everything simultaneously;
grouping is a way to meet student differences based on ability and attitudes.
Nevi based his argument in part on the Kuliks’ work (1982, 1984, 1987),
reviewed earlier, noting that students liked school and themselves better
when grouped with peers of similar ability and interests. Nevi suggested a
middle ground by differentiating tracking as both “appropriate” and
“‘inappropriate.” Inappropriate tracking is the type described in Hobson v.
Hansen, wherein certain children were denied educational opportunities on
the assumption that they could not learn. Appropriate tracking structures
situations so that students’ special needs and abilities are considered.
Students are constantly moved toward high status knowledge. Nevi
suggested that the problem is not the grouping itself, but the quality of
instruction the group receives.

The distinction between the group and the instruction was also
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pointed out by Barr and Dreeben (1983) who contradicted researchers such
as Oakes (1982,1985, 1989) and Rosenbaum (1976) who had found that
group assignment represented social categories. These researchers found
that pace and amount of material covered was a correlate of the group mean
aptitude. They suggested that the fact that some groups moved more slowly
and covered less than the group mean aptitude was probably a result of
teacher decision. This study lent support to the parents who fear their child
may be slowed down by the average ability of students in the class.

Another voice that has spoken out to maintain tracking is that of
college professor Singal (1991). He identified two crises in American
secondary education: (1) the ghetto social-problem students, and (2) the
students who enter college unprepared. Singal referred to a 1978 study by
the National Association of Secondary School Principals that had identified
schools that were succeeding academically. Those schools were
characterized by a practice of grouping students by academic ability in as
many subjects as possible. In calling for an increase of assigned reading at
all grade levels and a return to the study of humanities at the high school
level, Singal also called for the institution of flexible ability grouping at the
elementary and secondary levels.

Through parent groups organized to foster gifted education, numerous
spokespersons have come forward to counter the move away from
homogeneous grouping. Writing in the Journal for the Education of the
Gifted, professor Robinson (1990) condemned the current move toward
cooperative learning as an exploitation of the gifted. Beck (1990), a
syndicated columnist who writes for the Chicago Tribune on child-rearing,
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charged that “Educators who refuse to acknowledge the special needs of
high-ability children--because of a preoccupation with at-risk youngsters, a
misreading of research on the gifted, or a lopsided focus on equality instead
of excellence--need 1o look ahead to the nation’s next century.” Beck
attributed the current anti-tracking movement to the Carnegie Foundation’s
1989 report that had condemned tracking as being divisive and damaging to
the nation’s children.

Feldhusen’s (1989) review of research on the gifted has been
discussed earlier. He has effectively argued for the grouping of gifted
students in core subjects for the purpose of their own development and for
the purpose of providing the best leadership for this country in the 21st
century.

Summary

The findings from research and the experts’ opinions can best be
remembered through the window of theories. Researchers who explored the
traditional theory that grouping helps everyone include Fowlkes (1931), Borg
(1966), and Findley and Bryan (1970). They found inconsistent support for
the theory. Supportters for the divergent theory that grouping has different
effects on different groups include Alexander, Cook, and McDill (1982), Dar
and Resh (1986), and Gamoran (1987). They found consistent support for the
divergent theory. Kerchoff (1986) brought the traditional theory and divergent
theory together and found for the latter.

Reviewers of research emerged with different findings. Esposito
(1973) and Slavin (1990) found that there was virtually no effect on learning

for ability grouping, but any positive effect would be realized by the high
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group. Kulik and Kulik (1982, 1984,1985, 1987) found that high-ability
students benefited by ability grouping. Feldhusen (1989) found that the
gifted benefited by acceleration and ability grouping. Allan (1991) reviewed
the Kuliks’ reviews and Slavin’s reviews and sided with the Kuliks.

In studies of practices within schools, Rosenbaum (1976) found that
track placement was done on nebulous criteria, but that it determined the
quality of the education the student received. Oakes (1982, 1983,1985,
1989, 1992) charged that track placement created an inequity of opportunity
and helped to maintain a social class system.

Oakes (1983) charged that current ability grouping and tracking
practices may violate the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and
contradict precedents set in several court cases such as Brown (1954),
Wisconsin v. Constantineau (1971), Goss v. Lopez (1975), Mills (1972), Larry
P.land lI(1972 & 1979), and Hobson v. Hansen (1967).

The courts condemned tracking as discriminatory against the
disadvantaged child in Hobson v, Hansen (1967). McNeal (1975) allowed
racially identifiable classes if they were not the direct results of the dual
school system of segregation. While federal funds have been withdrawn
from a school district because of its insistence on tracking (Dillon County,
1986), the courts have been more lenient on tracking in the more recent
years.

Portraitures of the American high school by Boyer (1983), Goodlad,
(1984), Sizer (1985), and Powell et al. 1985) confirm tracking as the
accepted organizational system and generally condemn it as perpetuating

mediocrity in a downward spiral of teaching and learning. The lack of
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consensus on the issue of tracking accounts for its continued position as one

of the most controversial subjects in American education.
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CHAPTER 1l

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to examine the responses of teachers,
students, and parents to a reduction in curricular tracks in a high school
social studies curriculum after one year of implementation. Both quantitative
and qualitative methods of research were utilized. Parents, teachers, and
students were surveyed by means of a questionnaire. The questionnaire
responses were compared using descriptive statistics. Parent comments
were analyzed for content. Teachers were interviewed and their comments
were analyzed. Conclusions were drawn from this researcher’s
perspective as a‘ participant-observer in the program under study.

Program History and Context

Sarason (1984) stated that new settings are often rooted in old ones.
When Rowan County Schools and Salisbury City Schools of North Carolina
merged on July 1, 1989, bringing together one city high school, four county
high schools, and their 23 feeder schools, leaders in the new setting took on
a renewed mission to provide the best education for all Rowan County
children. The merger meant more than a consolidation of finances and
facilities; it meant a consolidation of curricular and evaluation systems.
Salisbury’s system of offering three levels of courses for the four core

program areas of English, mathematics, science, and social studies was
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adopted by the new Rowan-Salisbury Schools. Salisbury’s weighted grade
system was also adopted to identify courses designed at three levels of
(1) applied or regular, (2) academic or accelerated, and (3) honors or
Advanced Placement. Table 1 describes the weight values for grades

received in each track.

Table 1

Weighted Grades Awarded By Tracks

Grade Applied/Regular Academic/Accelerated Honors/AP
A 4.0 5.0 6.0
B 3.0 4.0 5.0
C 2.0 3.0 4.0
D 1.0 2.0 3.0
E 0.0 1.0 2.0

In the Spring of 1991, the Rowan-Salisbury Central Curriculum
Committee, composed of administrators from each of the five high schools
and the central office staff, voted 4 to 1 (each high school having one vote) to
offer a two-level, rather than three-level, social studies curriculum for the
1991-92 year. As Sarason (1984) had predicted, the decision was made
after several discussions that revealed conflicting values and beliefs about
tracking and homogeneous vs. heterogeneous organizational systems. The
new setting eliminated the 5.0 (accelerated) track for high school social
studies and set the expectation that the content formerly taught as
accelerated would be taught at the regular (4.0) level. Students were left the

alternative of choosing from the six courses available at the 4.0 level or the
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three AP courses available at the 6.0 level, two of which were new

(European History and American Government/Politics) (Table 2).

Table 2

Social Studies Courses Avalilable:1991-92

Regular (4.0 Weight) AP (6.0 Weight)

*Economic, Legal, & Political Systems European History

*U.S. History U.S. History (Meets Requirement)
American Government/Politics

World History (Meets ELPS Requirement)

World Geography

Sociology and Psychology

Contemporary Studies

Bible History |, il, lll

Amy ROTC |, Ii, 1ii, iV *Required tor Graduation

Realizing that teachers would need training in teaching methods for
heterogeneous groups, social studies teachers were provided a 30-hour staff
development activity during the summer of 1991, addressing new techniques
and methods of teaching likely to be successful with heterogeneous groups:
cooperative learning, writing assignments, seminar style teaching, and
computer and laser disc technology. Although some teachers were
skeptical about organizing classes so that wider ability ranges were grouped
together, most approached the new system with a positive attitude. Twenty-
four social studies teachers from the five schools were surveyed for initial
opinions in June, 1991. When asked, “How effective do you think the social
studies restructuring effort will be in student learning?” they responded on a
five-point Likert-type scale, with a 1 valued as representing “Not Effective”

and a 5 representing “Very Effective.” Their initial opinions indicated a
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positive attitude toward the reduced track social studies experiment (Table 3).

Table 3

Teacher Predictions for the Success of Reduced Tracking in Social Studies

Choice No. of Respondents
1 (Not Effective) 0
2 2
3 1
4 16
5 (Very Effective )
Total 24

With a mean score of 4 and 67% of the 24 respondents choosing the 4
option, this group of teachers appeared to approach the challenge with high
expectations for success.
Subjects
The subjects of this study were drawn from those teachers, students
and parents of students who had participated in the two-track social studies
curriculum during its first year of implementation. Target courses are

indicated in Table 4.

Table 4

Courses to be Surveyed

Economic, Legal, & Political Systems AP European History
U. S. History AP U.S. History
World History AP American Government/Politics
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These courses were selected because they were currently or formerly had
been weighted above the regular 4.0 level.

The subjects were asked to rate the two-track system for the concerns
most often expressed by proponents and opponents of tracking. Students
who had been in Rowan-Salisbury since the 9th grade had experienced the
three-track choice in social studies at the 9th and 10th grade levels. Three
tracks were still available to them for the curricular areas of English, math,
and science. Ninth graders were having their first experience with receiving
weighted grades, according to the intended difficulty of a course. However,
they had all experienced tracking to some degree in the K-8 experience.
Most had experienced a differentiated curriculum in the areas of English and
math since entering middle school at grades 5 or 6. They had also
experienced achievement grouping in elementary school for reading and
arithmetic. Of course, all of these experiences served as a backdrop for
students’ judgments about the current experience.

Design of the Study

The design for this study evolved out of the need to provide a way to
measure the opinions of Rowan-Salisbury parents about the issues of
reducing tracking. Appendix A provides insight into parent fears about
reducing the quality of the content of the curriculum and slowing the pace for
brighter students so that slower students could keep-up. The parent meeting
described in the September 11, 1991 article was very emotional as parents
charged that the school system had made decisions and then asked for
parent approval. The combative tone of the meeting was reflected in the

newspaper's placement of the articles in the paper. “Tracking: Parents Don't
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Want Concept Completely Dropped, Officials Learn” ran on page 1A. The
review of the Shirley Haworth’s speech encouraging the reduction of tracking
ran on page 5A under the title “Separating Students by Ability Does Not
Solve Problems, Teacher Says.”

In consideration of the public concerns about the reduction of tracking,
which were the same concerns identified in the literature about tracking,
Rowan-Salisbury curriculum planners decided to administer a questionnaire
to the three groups affected by the restructured social studies curriculum--
parents, teachers and students, and compare the responses. There can be
no pretest and posttest comparisons in this type of study because
participants can assess the arrangement only after they have had the
experience. The study design does not exactly replicate any of those
described by Campbell and Stanley (1963), but comes closest to being the
first-time assessment of the counterbalanced design in which all respondents
are submitted to a treatment. The difference in this study is that each group
was describing an experience from a unique point of view. Teachers
assessed reduced tracking from the teaching position; students assessed it
from the receiving position as students; and parents assessed it from the
indirect position of what parents can know about their children’s experiences
in school. The quasi-experimental counterbalanced design is appealing
when one has control over a few naturally aggregated groups but cannot
divide these natural groups into randomly equivalent subgroups for the
presentation of a treatment or for testing. The analysis of variance is an
appropriate method for comparing the groups results (Campbell and
Stanley, 1963).
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The counterbalanced design is strong for the sources of internal
validity that include history, maturation, testing, instrumentation, regression,
selection, and mortality. However, the method is questionable for the
possibility of interaction of two or more of the internal validity sources, such
as selection and maturation. The selection-X interaction refers to the
limitation of the effects of the experimental variable to that specific sample
and to the possibility that this reaction would not be typical of some more
general universe of interest for which the naturally aggregated exposure-
group was a biased sample. The way to assure internal validity is to
administer the same questionnaire to the same subjects over an extended
period of time.

The counterbalanced design is questionable for several sources of
external validity. The interaction effect of the treatment and the testing might
increase or decrease the respondents’ sensitivity to the subject and cause
them to answer in a certain way. There could also be interaction effects of
selection biases and the experimental variable, and there could be reactive
effects of experimental arrangements, which would preclude generalization
about the effect of the experimental variable to nonexperimental settings. Itis
likely in this design that external validity may be breached by multiple-
treatment interference. For example, in this study, respondents may have
had difficulty separating the curricular organization issue from the total
experience with a given teacher.

The reliability of any study is influenced by irrelevant factors that cause
the results to fluctuate when they should not fluctuate (Vockell, 1983). The

reliability of this study can only be assured by its replication over a period of



48

time. Within the limits of this study, the similar pattern of answers coming
from the five schools and three populations surveyed suggest reasonable
reliability.
Design of the Field Test

Student, parent, and teacher questionnaires were developed to
address the common concerns of the homogeneous vs. heterogeneous
debate, as identified by Turney (1931), Esposito (1973), and Rowan-
Salisbury parents. Survey questions were worded to compare responses
item by item from the student group, parent group, and teacher group. The

field test population is described in Table 5.

Table 5
Field Test Population (All from West Rowan High School)

Students Field Tested:
Students Course

23 ELPS
23 US History
19 AP US
N = 65 (88% of Enroliment)
Teachers Field Tested: N = 7 (100% of Teachers)
Parents Field Tested:

A college research class attempted to contact the 74 student househoids by
telephone to read parents the questionnaire and record their responses. They were able to
complete 38 questionnaires through this approach.

N = 38 (51%)

Questions for the three surveys were constructed by the researcher
with input from the director of secondary education, the director of testing,

the other four curriculum specialists, the superintendent, and a social
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science teacher from Catawba College. Questions were designed to assure
that the concerns of all parties were reflected in the questionnaire. Questions
1-13 (Pilot Student Survey) addressed the issues raised in the literature
concerning homogeneous/heterogeneous grouping. Questions 14-25
addressed methodology issues from the 1991 summer workshop for social
studies teachers. Questions 26-29 addressed learning and teaching styles
issues. A five-point Likert-type response set was chosen to determine
degree of opinion about the questions. Wording the response choices was
difficult because some questions dealt with time, some with speed, some
with behavior, and some with values. Wordings for questions and responses
were revised several times in an attempt to ask the appropriate question and
provide appropriate responses.

The student field test was administered by teachers who had been
instructed by this researcher about consistent procedures. Teachers were
field tested by this researcher one day after school. In order to use time and
money resources efficiently, parents were field tested via telephone
interviews conducted by a social science class at Catawba College.
Responses were analyzed by the researcher, the directors of secondary
education and testing, and the social science professor from Catawba
College.

A few revisions were made in the questionnaire before the actual
survey was done. The field test indicated a problem with the parent survey in
that many of the parents had no knowledge of or no opinion on some of the
questions concerning their child’s social studies class. Consequently, the

parent survey was reconstructed so that a response choice of Don'’t
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Know/No Opinion was available for each item. Directions for the parent
survey were revised to encourage parents to return the questionnaire before
the deadline.

Questions were addedabout competition among students (item 12)
and learning from other students (item 13) since these were issues
addressed in the literature. Item 10 was deleted (My personal concern
about making good grades in this class was...) because participants
commented that everyone would probably claim high concern. Actually, this
question elicited the highest score on the field test (3.97). The questionnaire
designers decided to delete the question because the previous item asking
for an assessment of the class’ concern about good grades was probably
more meaningful in describing the more heterogeneous classroom.

( Appendix B).
The Survey

The students, parents, and teacher populations of the target courses in
the five high schools surveyed with the three revised instruments. Self-
contained Exceptional Children were not surveyed. All students were
surveyed in social studies class on May 12, 1992. Teachers had been
instructed by curriculum specialists to distribute the questionnaires and
instruct students about filling out the answer forms, but to offer no opinions
that might prejudice students one way or the other in answering the
questions.

Parent questionnaires were mailed to the homes of the students on
the January, 1992 roll of the target courses. A self-addressed stamped

envelope was included and coded so that a second mailing could be sent to
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non-respondents. Questionnaires were separated from envelopes before
tallying began so that responses could not be connected with respondents.

Because of the design of the software used to analyze the data,
teachers who were surveyed were forced to describe their “course
enrollment” as the one course they taught most of the day. Although teachers
for all six courses did respond, no one taught AP US History or AP
Government for most of the day.

Materials

Participants in the two-track curricular system assessed it for the
issues most often raised about tracking by answering questionnaires
designed to address the pros and cons of homogeneous grouping as
identified by Turney (1931) and Esposito (1973). According to its
proponents, homogeneous grouping is preferable to heterogeneous
grouping for these reasons:

1. Homogeneous grouping takes individual differences into account
by allowing students to advance at their own rate with others of similar ability,
and by offering them methods and materials geared to their levels.

2. More individual attention from teachers is possible.

3. Students are challenged to do their best in their group, or to be
promoted to the next level, within a realistic range of competition. Therefore,
failures are reduced.

4. It is easier to teach to and provide materials for a narrower range of
ability (Turney, 1931; Esposito, 1973).

According to its proponents, heterogeneous grouping is preferable to

homogeneous grouping for these reasons:
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1. Homogeneous grouping is undemocratic and affects the self-
concept of all children adversely by placing a stigma on those in lower
groups while giving high-group children an inflated sense of their own worth.

2. Most adult life experiences do not occur in homogeneous settings,
and students must learn to work with a wide range of people.

3. Students of lesser ability may profit from learning with those of
greater ability.

4. Itis impossible to achieve truly homogeneous grouping, even
along a single achievement variable, since test data are not generally
reliable or valid enough for this type of distinction.

5. Homogeneous grouping may provide less sensitivity to individual
differences in children by giving the teacher the false sense that students are
similar in social needs, achievement, and learning style, while heterogeneity
permits different patterns of abilities and needs to merge with a group of
children.

6. Homogeneous ability grouping tends to segregate children along
ethnic and socioeconomic lines as well as ability.

7. Teachers may be assigned several groups to teach and may not
have or take time to differentiate assignments.

8. Teachers object to teaching lower groups (Turney, 1931; Esposito,
1973).

The revised surveys not only addressed the issues raised by Turney
(1931) and Esposito (1973), but methodology issues that interested the
director of secondary education. While the issue of teacher methodology is

an important subject that demands further study, it is not part of this study.
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Responses to the other questions are being studied by the Rowan-Salisbury

schools director of research in an attempt to look closer into techniques and

methods used within classrooms. Question content is summarized in

Table 6.

Table 6

Question Content

. Rate of instruction

. Rate: disruptive students

. Rate: lack of understanding
. Number of failures

. Difficuity of material

. Interestin class

. Importance of content

. Importance to future

. Active participation

. Attention to individual needs
. Grade concern

. Competition among students
. Students learned from others
. Teacher expectation

. Methodology: lecture

-t
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Methodology: technology
Methodology: video tapes
Methodology: seminars
Methodology: cooperative groups
Assigned homework

Did homework

Reviewed homework promptly
Asked oral questions

Emphasized concepts

Learns best

Most difficulty learning

Method used most

Method used least

Overall experience

Teacher prep time/ Communication
Ease/difticulty of teaching

These issues were addressed in the surveys because they are the

arguments most often given by parents, teachers, students, and educational

researchers and writers to convince others that homogeneous grouping is

good or bad. Getting below the surface issue of, “Do you like homogeneous

grouping?” by asking about perceived strengths and weaknesses of the

arrangement will help decision makers such as superintendents, principals,
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curriculum specialists, and school board members to identify specific facets

of the arrangement that are or are not working well.

Procedure

Questionnaires were typed, duplicated, and distributed from the
central office. Curriculum specialists at each of the five high schools were
trained by the director of testing to assure consistent administrative
procedures for student and teacher surveys at the five sites. Teachers at
each school site were given the same instructions as to how and when to
administer the questionnaire. All students and teachers were surveyed on
May 12, 1992. Parent surveys were mailed from the central office from a
Student Information Management System (SIMS) list of parent addresses for
the target group. Surveys were mailed on May 15 with a request that they be
returned by June 1, 1992 in the provided envelope. Because the first mailing
did not produce enough responses, a second questionnaire with return
envelope was mailed on June 9. Responses were accepted until June 26,
1992.

Using a soft lead pencil, students and teachers answered their
questionnaires on General Purpose Data Sheets Number llIl. The data
sheets provided two small blocks for comments. Parents answered
questionnaires on the actual questionnaire and their responses were
transferred to the data sheets described above to be scanned as the other
responses were. Parent comments were analyzed through the AskSam
software program for qualitative analysis. Student comments on the data

sheets were not analyzed because a review of the responses indicated there
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would be no new information gathered from the lengthy process of entering
the comments into AskSam. Teachers did not offer written responses to the
survey, but gave their opinions in focused interviews.

The open responses of parents were typed into AskSam for qualitative
analysis. AskSam allows free form entry of information. Content analysis is
provided through features that tally words and patterns of words.

Focused interviews with a social studies teacher from each school
were held in October, 1992 to address the academic achievement-equity
issue and help this researcher formulate an answer the second research
question, How do the perceptions of parents, teachers, and students relate to

he | f mi hievemen ity of the the new m.
Each department elected a representative who met with this researcher to
discuss the announced topic. The interviews were held after school for
approximately 45 minutes. To begin the discussion, the teachers were
shown the parent, teacher, and student responses to Question D (Figures 2,
and 3, and Table 11) and asked to comment. The Discussion Guide shown
in Table 7 was used by the researcher to lead the interview. The interviews

were taped and analyzed for content.
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Table 7

Discussion Guide

How do the perceptions of parents, teachers, and students relate to
the Issues of academic achievement and equity of the new system?

Is the curricular organization system we are presently using facilitating
academic achievement?

- Does it appear students are learning as well as they did under the old system?

- How meaningful is one year of data?

- When and how will we know if students are achieving academically?

Is the curricular organization system we are presently using equitable
to all students?

- Are all levels of a course open to all students?

- Is it fair to require prerequisites?

- Is it equitable to provide some students with higher status knowledge than others?

- Does the weighting of grades affect equity one way or the other?

Data Analysis

Responses to the questionnaires were analyzed usihg MicroTest
survey software and SPSS qualitative analysis software.
MicroTest provided a Frequency Tabulation Report in a histogram format that
shows the number and percentage of respondents who selected each
response for each item. (Appendix C) The report includes summary
statistics. Parents were directed to leave blank any questions for which they
had no opinion. These blanks are tallied under the “missing” category in the
histogram. For purposes of comparison, these missing responses are
disregarded for all groups when the means are compared for significant
differences.

Data were transferred from MicroTest to SPSS through an ASCI! file

(Appendix D). The five options for each question were weighted 1-5 and
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means for each question were compared through an analysis of variance
(ANOVA), a statistical technique used to determine whether the differences
between two or more means are greater than would be expected from
sampling error alone. MicroTest carries means to the hundrédths place,
while SPSS carries means to the ten thousandths place; thus there are
slight differences between the statistics reported. Quantitative analysis of the
surveys was used to answer the first research question:

The open responses from the parent survey were analyzed for
content through the word and phrase count feature of the AskSam program.

An analysis and comparison were also done of one question in the
demographic section: “Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated level) to
have been taught this year?” (1) Yes (2) No (3) Undecided. Responses to
this question were compared school-by-school to determine if particular
opinions were located in panticular schools.

The focused interviews with teachers were taped using a cassette
audiotape. This researcher listened to the tapes twice, taking notes each
time. Notes were summarized into a consensus narrative.

Limitations of This Study

The method of study used here was a survey format utilizing
questionnaires. The purpose of using a questionnaire was to provide three
response sources from small to large groups about the same issues.
Although questionnaires are efficient methods of data collection, they contain
inherent problems such as readability, word meaning, and length. Even with
field testing, validity is difficult to ensure in created questionnaires such as

the ones used here. Obtaining the targeted number of responses does
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assure statistical validity for the population; however, only one school (South
Rowan) returned enough parent responses to assure validity. Nevertheless,
the parent responses from the other four schools were used, because they
were close enough to the target number that they probably accurately
represented the parents’ perceptions from that school. Enough responses
were received from the total parent group to assure validity for the parents as
one population.

As in any survey, respondents’ answers depended upon their
interpretation of the question. For example, one question asks each of the
three groups the students’ perception of the “importance” of what was
learned in the class. Herein lies one of the weaknesses of survey research:
one cannot know the frame of reference that causes a responder to choose a
certain answer. Also one cannot know how a responder interprets and
chooses labels such as “somewhat low,” “average,” and “somewhat high.”
Those choices depend on the individual frame of reference and expectation.
By definition of this kind of research, however, responses are quantified for
comparison and a conclusion is drawn.

Another limitation to this study lay in the fact that the student and
teacher samples were quite large for the population surveyed, while the
parent respondents represented a much smaller segment of that population.
Students and teachers were drafted responders who responded on school
time. Parents who responded were interested enough to answer a long
questionnaire and to mail it back in, tasks done voluntarily on their time. The
parent sample was less representative of their population than the other two

sample groups were of theirs.
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Credibility of parent responses is particularly limited because parents
are responding out of second-hand information, rather than first-hand
experience. However, the most vocal opposition to reducing tracking came
not from the students or teachers, but from the parents. It seems only fair to
publish their perceptions alongside the perceptions of those who actually
participated in the experience.

This study is also limited by the time that the new two-track system had
been in place. A year is a short time to evaluate a new organizational
system. Another survey should be done at the end of years three and five to
longitudinally assess attitudes toward reduced tracking.

Another limitation of the survey was the difficulty of quantifying parent
open responses. Although AskSam affords the freedom of entering data and
then imposing structure, someone must make the determination of where the
parent responses are to be counted. The researcher made an honest
attempt to do that, but another person may have disagreed with where
responses were counted.

The content analysis of the interviews presented a similar problem.
What this researcher chose to highlight may not have been what another
researcher would choose. Also, the teachers interviewed were selected by
the individual faculties to represent their opinions; however, the
representative may or may not have represented the majority opinion.
Representatives sometimes are sent to such meetings because they are the
newest members or the faculty or the most outspoken ones.

A final limitation of the study is that once the perceptions of the three

groups were gleaned, it was difficult to relate those perceptions to the central
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issues of academic achievement and equity that formed the conceptual base
of the study. Each respondent reported his/her perception from a unique
viewpoint that likely contradicted another person’s unique viewpoint. For
example, two parents may have said that “pacing” was a problem in the new
system. One parent may have thought the pacing too slow and the other
thought it was too fast. One parent may have thought that the AP courses
were a strength because they facilitated academic achievement. Another
parent may have felt that AP courses were a weakness because they were
too difficult for his child and denied his child the “best” teacher.

The data gathered in this study can be disaggregated by course in
which the student was enrolled. An appropriate follow-up study would be to
look at opinions according to the track in which the child is enrolled. This
study was an initial study to begin comparing and contrasting perceptions of

the three overall groups of parents, teachers, and students.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS

Respondents

Rolls containing names and addresses of students’ parents/guardians
were secured for the target courses in January in order to provide ample time
to prepare questionnaires for mailings. Parent surveys were mailed on May
15 and a second mailing to nonrespondents was issued on June 9.
Teachers and students were surveyed at school on May 12. Completed
surveys from the students 1992 tallied 2,383, representing a student group of
1,180 males (50%) and 1,203 females (50%). The discrepancy between the
January enroliment and the May returns is accounted for by students
withdrawing from school or the course, absentees, and students who did not
fill out a questionnaire. Further description of the student group is given in
Table 8.
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Table 8

Student Respondents

School Site
East North Sasbury  South West Total
On Roll 554 425 518 766 524 2,787
Jan, 1992
Surveyed 444 355 426 685 473 2,383
May 12,1992 80% 84% 82% 89% 90% 86%
Course Enrollment
ELPS 1138 (48%) AP _US History 84 (4%)
US History 768 (32%) AP Eur His. 45 (2%)
World His, 324 (13%) AP Amer, Gov, 24 (1%)
2,383
(100%)
Ethnic Description
White Black Asian Qther No Answer
No. 1826 493 26 6 32
(76.6%) (20.7%) {1%) (.3%) (1.5%)
2,383
(100%)

Although parents were contacted twice via mail to secure enough
responses to represent accurately each school population, only South
Rowan returned enough questionnaires to assure their responses are a valid
representation of that subpopulation. Needed returns for validity are based
on January enroliment figures because questionnaires were mailed to all
households with a student enrolled in January. Therefore, parent responses
represent a larger percentage of students surveyed on May 12 than those

enrolled in January (34% compared to 29%). According to Scheaffer,
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Mendenhall, & Ott (1990), a sample size of 338 is a valid representation of a
population of 2,787. The total parent returns more than meet the minimum
sample size requirement for the total population. According to Vockell (1983),
a sample size of 817 that represents a population of 2,787 carries a
confidence interval of plus or minus 3.02%. The narrow confidence interval
means the sample size likely represents the population. A description of

parent respondents is given in Table 9.

Table 9

Parent Respondents

Returns By School

School Jan Students *Needed Beceived
Fol Surveyed Betums Beturns

East 554 444 220 192 (35%)
North 425 355 201 87 (20%)
Salisbury 518 426 217 125 (24%)
“s_mnn 766 685 254 275 (36%)
524 473 217 138 (26%)

sttem 2,787 2,383 335 817 (29%)

* Needed returns for validity according to Scheaffer, Mendenhall, & Ott (1990).
**The only school to return the number of responses needed.

Parent Returns According to Their Students’ Course Enroliment

ELPS 349 (43%) AP US History 77 (9%)
US History 221 (27%) AP Eur, His. 21 (3%)
World His, 134 (16%) AP Amer, Gov, 15 (2%)
Returns According to Parent Ethnic Group
White Black Asian Other No Answer
No. 723 81 7 5 1

% 88.5 10 9 5 A
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Teachers surveyed are described in Table 10. All courses were
represented through teacher response. The software used, MicroTest,
allowed respondents to record only the course taught for most of the day.

Teachers’ answers applied to their total days’ schedule.

Table 10

Teacher Respondents

School
East North Saisbury  South West Total
Population 8 6 6 8 7 35
Sample 7 6 6 7 7 k<]
Z%Betum 88% 100% 100% 88% 100% 94%
Returns According to Course Taught Most

ELPS 13 (39%) AP US History 0 (0%)

US History 16 (48%) AP Eur, His, 2 (6%)

World His. 2(6%) AP Amer. Gov, 0 (0%)

Ethnic Group Sex
White 32 (97%) Male 17 (52%)
Black 1 (3%) Eemale 16 (48%)

Reliability and Validity of Data
The advantage of questionnaires is that they can be designed for
specific research problems. The disadvantage of questionnaires is that they
are generally suspect in regard to reliability and validity (Berdie & Anderson,
1974). For this study, validity of the responses was assured by the number
returned. Content validity was assured by the field testing of the instrument
and the consequent revisions discussed in Chapter lll. The director of

secondary education, the director of testing, and this researcher were
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satisfied that the instrument accurately measured the participants’
perceptions of the tracking issues under consideration.

Reliability deals with consistency of meaning conveyed to a
respondent. Through the field test, respondents were given the opportunity
to critique questions for meaning. Their suggestions were incorporated into
the revised instrument. The consistency of responses from each of the five
schools ensured reliability. Ensuring anonymity of the respondents and
asking questions using familiar terms enhance reliability of questionnaires
(Berdie & Anderson, 1974). Both practices were fdllowed for this
questionnaire.

Research Question One

An item-by-item comparison of responses from the three groups
surveyed provided an answer to the first research question: After one vear of
impl tation. | I ts. teact | students differ in thei

[ ial studi iculum that has ¢ iuced from tt
{0 two tracl hen ti ! iculum for tt
often expressed by the proponents and opponents of tracking?

Mean scores for the three groups derived through MicroTest are
presented for the 15 survey items concerned. Figures 2 and 3 provide a
graphic representation of the comparison of responses. MicroTest results
are provided in Appendix C.

Through SPSS software an analysis of variance was used to compare
the differences in responses from parents, teachers, and students. A
summary table is presented in Table 11

Parents assessed rate of instruction at 2.91; teachers assessed it at



Table 11

Analysis of Variance Summary for Iltems 1-14 and 29

PARENT TEACHER {' STUDENT GROUP ANOVA
TTEM -MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION MEAN STANDARD DEVIATIO% 1 MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION D.F. F-RATIO F PROB. LEVEL

1 p: 29071 0.9368 2.5758 0.9364 3.0087 0.8098 2 8.1502 0.003°
2 '3 2.6146 1.2597 2.8485 1.2021 2.5789 1.2222 2 0.9722 0.3784
3 2.3857 1.134 2.9091 1.0713 21343 1.0858 2 21.734 .0000°
4 1.9548 1.2239 3.2121 0.9924 2.2829 1.2681 2 31.0148 .0000°
5 2.8162 1.0583 3.2121 0.9604 2.8564 1.0017 2 2.5819 0.0759
6 2.9091 1.2101 2.8182 1.0141 2.8 112222 2 1.7884 0.4075
7 = 2.71 1.0472 2.6667 0.9574 2.5993 0.9656 2 3.5555 0.0287"°
8 4 3.1237 1.1475 4.21214 0.6963 3.0585 1.134 2 17.4086 .0000°
9 2 3.8592 1.1049 3.7879 0.9924 3.6067 1.1006 2 15.5552 .0000°
10 "1 3.4881 1.1854 3.9394 0.8638 3 4239 1.1676 2 3.8511 .0214°
11 2 2.9945 1.1432 2.7576 1.0906 2.9941 1.1065 2 0.7355 0.4794
12 2.6941 1.1332 2.5152 1.1214 :2.6328 1.1138 2 0.40665 0.3444
13 2.7457 1.1147 3.0606 0.89663 i 2.6555 1.0505 2 4.0838 0.017°
14 3.392% 1.0915 3.6061 0.9334 ;i 3.3948 9.883 2 0.7136 0.49

29 2.87 1.0235 2.6364 0.8223 2.9296 1.0198 2 2.235 0.1073

* Denotes Significant Between Groups Difference

99
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2.58; students assessed it at 3.01. Teachers assessed the rate as “slower”
than parents or students did. There was a statistically significant difference
between teachers and the the other two groups.

Parents assessed the number of students who slowed the class down
because they were disruptive at 2.61; teachers assessed it at 2.85; students

assessed it at 2.58. Seventy-five parents (9%) did not respond to this item.
Disregarding the non-respondents, there was no significant difference
among the three groups’ responses. All agreed that the number was
between “somewhat low” and “average.”

Regarding the number of students who slowed the class down_
because they didn't understand the material. parents responded at 2.39;

teachers responded at 2.91; and students responded at 2.13. Parents who
did not answer this question totaled 9.5%. Comparing those who did
respond, there was a significant difference between parents and students;
there was also a significant difference between students and teachers; and
there was a significant difference between teachers and parents. All

responses fell between the “somewhat low” and “average” range.

Parents assessed the number of failing grades students experienced

on tests or major assignments, at 1.95; teachers assessed it at 3.21; and
students assessed it at 2.28. There was a significant difference between

parents and students; between teachers and parents and between teachers
and students.

Parents assessed the difficulty of material studied in the class at 2.82;
teachers assessed it at 3.21; and students assessed it at 2.86. Students

differed significantly with parents, and teachers differed significantly with both
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parents and students. Teachers assessed the material as more difficult than
the other two groups did. However, all three groups assessed difficulty as
close to the “about right” descriptor.

Parents assessed the interest the child had in the subject matter, at
the 2.91 level; teachers and students assessed it at the 2.82 level. There was
no significant difference among the three groups. All agreed that the interest
was close to the “average” description.

Parents assessed the importance of the content studied in the course,
at the 2.71 level; teachers assessed it at the 2.67 level; and students
assessed at the 2.60 level. While parents and students significantly differed
in their assessment, teachers fell between the two groups and did not
significantly differ with either. Eighty-six parents (10.5%) did not respond to
this question, indicating they did not have an opinion about how important
students believed the content to be.

Parents assessed the importance of the content for the child's future
at the 3.12 level; teachers assessed it at the 4.21 level; and students
assessed it at the 3.06 level. Only 33 (4%) of the parents failed to answer
this question. Teachers expressed one of their strongest opinions here by
moving into the level 4 descriptor. Teachers significantly differed with
parents and students, finding content to be of “somewhat high” importance,
while the other two groups evaluated “content importance to the child’'s
future” as “average.”

Parents assessed _the child’s active participation in the class at the
3.86 level; teachers assessed it at the 3.79 level; and students assessed it at

the 3.61 level. Parents significantly differed with teachers and students,
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finding the participation to be closer to the “often” description, while the other
two groups described it as “occasionally.”

Parents assessed whether teachers paid attention to the child’s needs
as an individual at 3.49; teachers assessed it at 3.94; and students assessed
it at 3.42. Teachers significantly differed with parents and students by
choosing closer to the “often” option. Parents and students found the
attention to be somewhat above the “average” descriptor, but not as high as
the teachers judged it.

Parents assessed the number of students in the class who were_
concerned about good grades at 2.99; teachers assessed it at 2.76; and

students assessed it at 2.99. There was no significant difference between
any two of the groups, with the parents and students agreeing exactly.
However, 86 (10%) of the parents did not answer this question, indicating
they had no opinion about the number of students in the class who were
concerned about good grades.

Parents assessed the competition among students in the class at
2.69; teachers assessed it at 2.52; and students assessed it at 2.63. No two
groups differed significantly with all three groups assessing “competition”
between the “somewhat low” and “average” range.

Parents assessed the number of students in the class who learned
from each other at the 2.75 level; teachers assessed it at the 3.06 level; and
students assessed it at the 2.66 level. Parent responses here indicated this
was the item about which they felt least knowledgeable; 113 (13.8%) did not
answer. There was significant difference between parents and students and

between teachers and students, but parents and teachers did not differ
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significantly in their assessment of “students learning from each other.” All
three groups described the number of students who learned from each other
as being close to the “average” range.

Parents assessed teacher expectations in the class at the 3.39 level,
teachers assessed it at the 3.61 level; and students assessed it at the 3.39
level. There were no significant difference between any two groups.

ltem 29 allowed the groups to respond with an overall evaluation of
the learning experience in social studies class for the year. Parents
assessed the experience at 2.55; teachers asssessed it at 2.64; students
assessed it at 2.36. There was no significant difference between any two

groups.



Figure 2
Responses to Questionnaire ltems 1-7
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Teachers
B students
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 item No.
Figure 3
Responses to Questionnaire ltems 8-14 & 29
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MR Parents
Teachers
B Students

8 9 10 1 12 13 14 29 Item No.
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Parent Comments

The first research question was further addressed through an analysis
of parent comments about strengths and weaknesses of the two-track system.
Comments were entered into the AskSam qualitative analysis computer
program, and categories of comments were established as follows:

Structure. Sirength comments identified the two-level
organizational structure as a strength and referred to aspects such as pacing,
the weighted grade system, and the level of difficulty or challenge of the
content. Weakness comments identified the two-level organizational
structure as a weakness and referred to aspects such as, the loss of the 5.0
weight, the pacing, and the level of difficulty or challenge of the content.

Teacher. The teacher's personality, attitude, and personal attributes
were identified as the strength or weakness of the experience.

Content/Material. Content (e.g., economics, civics) or materials
(e.g., worksheets, text, videos) were identified as strengths or weakness of
the experience.

Methodology. The methodology used or misused by the teacher was
identified as the strength or weakness of the experience (e.g., discussion,
group work, projects, field trips).

Other Students. The attributes and contributions of other class
members were identified as a strength of the experience. However, the
attitudes, misbehavior, and disciplinary problems of other class members

were also identified as a weakness of the experience.
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Other Factors. Other factors such as the physical environment,
class size, and the student himself were identified as being both strengths_
and weaknesses of the experience.

Comments were tallied in more than one category if appropriate to the
content. For example, this strength comment was counted in the categories
of Teacher, Content, and Methodology: “Economics will prepare for
independence. Information on budgeting, credit cards, checking accounts
was interesting. Teacher was interesting. Used discussion.”

Frequencies of parent responses for the categories are giveh in Table
12. From the two mailings that produced the 817 returns, there were 428 that

had written responses (270 from the first mailing and 158 from the second).

Table 12

Parent Comments

Strength Weakness

No. % No. %
Structure 17 18 79 82
Teacher 148 73 55 27
Content/Material 87 61 55 39
Methodology 111 57 83 43
Other Students 15 27 40 73
Other Factors 16 57 12 43

N = 428

A Direct Opinion
The three groups were asked to express a direct opinion of the

decision to reduce tracking by responding to Question D in the Demographic
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Section: “Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated) level to have been
taught this year?” Responses of the three groups are presented in the charts
given in Tables 13, 14, and 15. As a total group parents offered the strongest
support for three tracks (54% = Yes); students offered the next strongest
support (41% = Yes); and teachers offered the weakest support (37% = Yes).
Teachers gave the strongest negative response to the question (40% = No);
students followed with a 38% No vote; and parents provided a 30% No vote.
In the Undecided category, 23% of the teachers were undecided, 20% of the

students, and 16% of the parents.

Table 13

Parent Responses

Would you have preferred 5.0 (accelerated) level to have been taught this year?

1(Yes) 2(No) i
East 96 (50%) 67 (35%) 29 (15%)
North 46 (53%) 20 (23%) 21 (24%)
Salisbury 90 (72%) 17 (14%) 18 (14%)
South 129 (47%) 96 (35%) 50 (18%)
West 81(59%) 43 (31%) 14 (10%)

Total 442 (54%) 243(30%) 132 (16%)
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Tabie 14

Teacher Responses

Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated) level to have been taught this year?

1(Yes) 2(No) 3(Undecided)

East 5 (71%) 2 (29%) 0 (0%)

North 0 (0%) 3 (60%) 3 (50%)
Salisbury 1(17%) 4 (67%) 1 (17%)
South 5 (71%) 0(0%) 2 (29%)
West 2 3.(75%) 1(25%)
Total 11 (37%) 12 (40%) 7 (23%)

Table 15

Student Responses

Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated) level to have been taught this year?

1(Yes) 2(No)
East 201(46%) 166 (38%) 73 (17%)
North 128 (36%) 133 (38%) 91 (26%)
Salisbury 206 (49%) 133 (32%) 82 (19%)
South 251 (37%) 294 (43%) 138 (20%)
West 92 (41%) v, 95 (20%)
Total 978 (41%) 909 (38%) 479 (20%)
Research Question Two
The second research question, How do the perceptions of these
1S, an ] j f
and equity of the new system? was partially answered by an analysis of

teacher interviews with a representative from the social studies department in

each school. There was some disagreement, but much agreement among
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the teacher representatives who discussed the second research question by
the discussion guide given in Chapter lil.

Academic Achievement. The consensus about academic
achievement was that there is no valid way to measure it. Two teachers
stated that the end-of-course test (EOC) was not a valid measure, but when
pressed to name one, they could not. Although teachers give grades on a
daily, weekly, quarterly, semester, and yearly schedule, no one suggested
that grades are a valid measure of academic achievement. Three of the five
teachers interviewed stated that course credit should be determined more by
behaviors and attitudes as judged by the teacher than by grades on any kind
of test. “Why I've had students hardly do anything all year and then pass that
(EOC) test,” said one teacher. The two other teachers stated that the EOC
test is as good a measure of mastery of the curriculum as is available. “It is
based on what the state says we're supposed to teach,” said one teacher. All
five teachers pointed out that the system EOC scores for ELPS and U.S.
History had actually improved slightly for the 1992 year. They felt that the
test scores validated the fact that heterogeneous grouping had not ruined the
academic achievement of the students. (See Figures 4 and 5 for end-of-

course test results.)



Figure 4  Rowan-Salisbury EOC Results - ELPS
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The teachers interviewed stated that the two-track system was
preferable to the three-track system. The teacher interviewed from Salisbury
High, where the highest teacher anti-tracking scores were recorded,
reasoned that the socioeconomic structure probably explained the parent
and student preference for three tracks reported in Question D. He noted that
the school serves large upper and lower classes and a small middle class.
The parents who responded would more likely be those upper or middie
class parents who fear the three-track system that is working for them may be
weakened through heterogeneous grouping. Likewise, he reasoned that
most respondents had their minds made up before the experiment began as
either in favor of or opposed to tracking, and that one year was too short a
time for minds to change one way or the other.

Another teacher reasoned that teachers responded in a pro-tracking
manner because they wanted to teach the higher tracks and not have to
teach the less motivated students. When this researcher suggested that not
everyone could teach the high tracks, the teacher responded that teachers
may have answered in hope that they would eventually get the “good” kids.

The teachers agreed that the responses of all three groups (parents,
teachers, and students) to Question D had little connection to the issue of
academic achievement. All the teachers did believe the responses were
somewhat based on a desire to raise grade point averages through the
weighted grade system. One teacher expressed deep frustration at students
who would take take accelerated courses and then complain about the level
of work. He felt that students were interested in getting the 5.0 for grade

purposes, but were unwilling to do the corresponding work.
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Equity. Some teachers initially had difficulty identifying an equity
issue in tracking. The only inequity they saw was that some students deny
other students educational opportunities through acting out and creating
disturbances. The complaints about discipline applied more to the 9th grade
level than to any other. Two teachers reported that the heterogeneous
arrangement facilitated better behavior. Each had taught general level
courses before and believed that the infusion of the higher level student into
the class caused the general level student to be assimilated into a better
behavior pattern.

One teacher reasoned that the equity issue could not be determined
until the system agreed on a philosophy of who is being educated for what.
The teacher saw two opposing views: (1) prepare everyone for college, and
(2) prepare some for college, some for a technical education, and some for
work. He said, “Until we know what we want to do, we can't talk about
equity.”

When the Oakes idea of high and low status education was presented
to the teachers, one commented that the only reason a student gets a low
status education is because he chooses to do so. Another teacher, in a
different interview, disagreed and commented on the cumulative effect of
course taking. He said, “We are in an educational caste system. Kids are
taking on a level and living in it. There was a lot more there to work with, but
we just didn’t harvest it. By the time they're in the fourth grade they know
what group they belong to.”

The teachers agreed that the respondents’ assessment of the reduced

track system had little to do with equity. From both the statistics and
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comments, it can be observed that almost everyone responded from a
personal point of view . Very few parents (or teachers) rose to a global view
to look at the impact of the curricular organization on the entire student body.
One teacher offered a bit of wisdom that may sustain Rowan-Salisbury
and other curriculum planners as they look for better ways to teach students.
He said, “If we believe that what we are doing is right, we should continue
with it, regardless of what detractors say. It takes time for people to accept

the big C word -- Change.”
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

The assessment tools used to answer the research questions posed
in this study produced contradictions that are difficult to resolve. Results from
the fifteen items on the questionnaire appeared to disagree with the
responses to Question D in the demographic section. The analysis of the
parent comments on the strengths and weaknesses of the reduced tracking
program appeared to disagree with the teachers’ perceptions of the success
of the program. In general, the concerns that increasing heterogeneity
within the classroom would cause learning to be hampered were not
confirmed, according to the responses of the parents, teachers and students
to the fourteen items on the questionnaire. The objective data of end-of-
course tests indicated that more had been learned under the more
heterogeneous system. However, parents still preferred the three-tracked
system to the two-tracked system.

Discussion of Survey Results

Discussion of ltem Responses. According to the literature,
one of the primary arguments for homogeneous grouping is the belief that
students can learn more and move faster when they are not held back by
classmates who either cannot or will not keep up. Items 1, 2, and 3 on the

questionnaire were designed to address the academic achievement issue of
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pacing. Responses to item 1, rate of instruction, indicated that teachers felt
the rate was moving more slowly than parents or students did. That
perception seems logical considering teachers are under the constant
pressure to cover a certain amount of material in a defined time period. No
group reported a great number of disruptions (item 2) that slowed the
learning, but again, teachers were more critical than the other two groups.
As the disciplinarians in the classroom, teachers would be more sensitive to
disruptions than were students or parents. Likewise, they were more critical
in item 3, the number of students who slowed the class down because they
didn’t understand the material. It is understandable that over 9% of the
parents did not have an answer for items 2 and 3. Not knowing about
impediments to pacing probably indicates that pacing was not a problem.

ltems 4, 5, and 14 were designed to assess the academic
achievement issue of different ability levels needing different levels of
material. The discrepancy between the parents’ perception of students’
grades and the teachers’ and students’ perceptions can be explained by
remembering that the parents represent a more select group than do the
teachers or students. When these parents reported that the number of failing
grades for their children was “somewhat low,” they were probably right.
Teachers and students are describing a broader spectrum of students in their
answer. ltem 14, teacher expectations, confirms item 5. Teachers believed
that they have higher expectations than parents and students do.

ltems 6, 7, and 8 were designed to assess the alignment of the
students’ interest with content. An equitable curriculum would be interesting

to each child, contain content the child believed to be important, and actually
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be important for the child’s future. An argument for homogeneous grouping
is that more learning occurs if students are grouped together according to
similar interests and needs. When asked about the interestin the subject
matter, the three groups agreed that it was in the average range. Teacher
responses on item 7, how imporiant students felt the content is, reflects their
frustration in attempting to teach something they believe is not valued by the
audience. The contrast between teachers’ responses to item 7 and item 8
implies teachers may be spending time teaching material that is not valued in .
itself, but is valuable to the child’s future. That future could include earning
course credit, graduating from high school, and becoming a contributing
citizen. The teachers’ strong opinion on item 8, the importance of the
content to the child’s future, sadly contrasts with what they perceive that
students believe.

items 9 and 10, the child’s active participation in the class and the
attention paid to the child’s needs as an individual, were designed to assess
whether the child received an equitable amount of attention in the class
where there was a broad range of abilities. The parents’ optimistic
perception that the child was participating “often” (3.86) was more positive
than the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of active participation. Again,
parents who responded may not be representative of the total parent group.
The fear that students would no longer receive individual attention in a
heterogeneous setting was not borne out according to the responses.
Teachers believed that they were giving more individual attention than
parents or students did. However, all assessed individual attention above

the 3.0 or average level (from 3.42 to 3.94).
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ltems 11 and 12 were designed to assess the influence of other
students’ attitudes in the class. The atmosphere generated by students
concerned about good grades and competition could affect academic
achievement and equity. All groups agreed that the number of students who
were concerned about good grades was in the average range (2.76-2.99).
Similarly, competition was found to be between somewhat low and average
(2.52-2.69). Whether competition is a motivator to learning is arguable.
More recent theorists argue for team effort toward a learning goal, rather than
individual effort.

item 13 addresses cooperative learning through the larger issue of
learning from others in the class. Several educators have suggested
cooperative learning as an effective teaching method for heterogeneous
classes (Findley & Bryan, 1970; Goodlad, 1983; Oakes, 1988; Braddock &
Slavin, 1992). The fact that students assessed this item lower than teachers
or parents did (2.66-3.06) gives cause for teachers to reconsider how their
procedures can be altered to facilitate more learning from other students.

The fact that there was no significant difference between any two
groups in the final evaluation of the year’s learning experience (item 29)
indicated that for the three groups the experience was “good.” This
consensus was encouraging after the initial controversy about the reduced
tracking system.

The areas where there was the most disagreement are
understandable when one considers the respondents’ points of view. ltem 3,
the number of students who slowed the class down because they didn’t

understand the material, probably reflects the teacher’s sense of
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responsibility to get to every child and move instruction along. Ironically, the
complaint that the pacing would be a problem was one of the charges most
often made by parents when the program got under way. (See Appendix A.)
The difference in opinion on item 4, the number of students with failing
grades, is probably the result of the fact that teachers and students were
describing the total population and that parents were speaking for only their
child and any immediate classmates they might know. The difference in
opinion on item 8, the importance of the content to the student’s future, is
logical. Teachers would naturally believe in the importance of the subject or
they would not devote their lives to teaching it.

Overall, the survey responses indicated that the reduced tracking
system was working as well as any other organizational pattern the students
had experienced. This perception was supported by the objective data of
end-of-course tests.

Discussion of Question D. The three groups’ assessment of the
reduced tracking organizational pattern indicates that the fears critics had
expressed about more heterogeneity in the classroom were not realized at
the end of the first year. However, the results of the questionnaire for items 1-
15 seemed to contradict the responses to Question D in the Demographic
Section of the survey, (Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated) level to
have been taught this year?) Over 50% of parent respondents from every
school except South Rowan said Yes.

The parent vote in favor of a three-track system may be based on
several reasons. To begin with, it is unlikely that attitudes for or against

something as controversial as tracking will change in one year. Longitudinal
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data are needed to determine the full impact of changing the curriculum
organization. Parents appeared to be saying through the survey that the
detriments to learning they feared would befall (slower pacing, lower quality
of content, content less specific to the child’s needs, less participation by the
child, less attention from the teacher, influence from unmotivated or
undisciplined peers, and lowered teacher expectations) had not happened,
but (according to Question D), they would prefer the security of the system
they had known for several years rather than a new system. A majority of
parents from every school except South Rowan would have preferred
offering a 5.0 or accelerated level (East - 50%; North - 53%; Salisbury - 72%;
South - 47 %; and West 59%). lronically, South Rowan parents were the only
ones to return enough responses to assure that the sample represented the
larger population.

Salisbury parents’ strong support of the more tracked system is
understandable in light of the fact that the three-level curricular organization
had originated in the old city system many years before merger; they had
ownership in a system that was working pretty well, at least for the parents
who responded to the survey. A second irony exists in the contradiction
between the Salisbury teachers’ response to Question D and the parents’
response to it. Only one teacher (17%) answered Question D with a Yes.
The fact that the teachers see the value in reducing tracking will probably
help parents and students become more accepting of the new program, but
that will take time. Salisbury High School has suffered the same fate of many
city schools that have had to deal with meeting the needs of a changing and

diverse student body. As the Salisbury teacher noted in the interview, the
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school serves a diverse socioeconomic student body. The traditional theory
of tracking has been that homogeneous grouping meets the needs of all
three groups. It is likely that it will take time with positive experiences in both
the affective and cognitive domains before parents and students accept a
heterogeneous organizational system.

Students were less supportive of having the 5.0 level than parents
were, but more supportive than teachers were. In total, 41% of the students
answered Question D with a Yes, Again, Salisbury students expressed the
strongest pro-tracking voice with 49% of them responding Yes. Although the
students’ comments were not analyzed because of the great number and the
likelihood that they would produce no new perceptions not voiced by the
parents, a cursory examination by this researcher produced two major
attitudes from the students. The students who took the time to write a
comment did not like to have their learning time infringed upon by students
who misbehave. Secondly, the students liked having the 5.0 track for the
purpose of grade point averages (GPA). Parents, too, were well aware that
the 5.0 track facilitated a higher GPA without the very h‘i}gh demands of
Honors or Advanced Placement courses. Teachers pointed out in their
interviews that too many students sign up for courses to get the weight
added to their grade, and then “whine” about the work required for that level
of the course. It would be an interesting experiment to offer the three tracks
of a course, with each receiving the same weight, and see how many
students would sign up for the more demanding levels. Teachers guess that
very few would. While weighted grades were initiated as a way to reward

students for more demanding work, they have become the reason that
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students take courses. As one of the teachers noted in the interview, “What's
a 5.0 Ain one class is not a 5.0 A in another class. Teachers are different
and subjects are different.” Perceptions about the weighted grade system
may have interacted with perceptions about the tracking system and
threatened the validity of responses. Students and parents who benefited
from the weighted system may have been unable to separate the issues of
weight and curricular organization to give a valid answer to the questions
asked.

Discussion of Parent Comments. While the survey respondents
represented the most concerned parents, the respondents who took time to
write a comment represent an even more elite group. As one teacher said in
his interview, “These are the parents who come to PTA and who support all
the school activities.” They are the worker parents that every school needs in
order to progress. Most of the parent comments were concerned about
academic achievement and equity. The fact that 82% of the comments about
structure identified it as a weakness probably reflected a general anti-
heterogeneous grouping sentiment. Those parents may have felt that the
removal of the 5.0 level, termed the middle ievel by some, was unfair. Their
children had been forced into a general level that was too low, or an honors
level that was too high. They were well aware of what the 5.0 could do to a
GPA and probably believed they had been a benefit promised years before.

Almost three-fourths of the responses identified teachers as the
strength of the 1991-92 program. The mention of personal characteristics
and the appreciation for the individual attention afforded students should be

very uplifting to teachers. Teachers often believe that parents do not know or
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appreciate what they do, but these comments indicated a high degree of
respect and appreciation for teachers’ efforts. Many parents reported class

room discussions that were extended around the dinner table.

The content/material studied was identified by 61% of the respondents
who mentioned it as a strength of the new system. Although there was
criticism that some material was irrelevant or too easy or too difficult, most
parents felt that the content was strong and appropriate to the course.

Fifty-seven per cent of the respondents identified specific teacher
methodology as being a strength of the course. They described activities
such as discussions, writing assignments, and field trips as experiences their
children would retain.

“Other students” were identified more often as a weakness than a
strength (73% to 27%). Concern about the effect of other students on the
individual student is at the heart of the heterogeneous-homogeneous
debate. Parents identified behaviors and attitudes of other students as being
the biggest detriment to the reduced tracking experience. Some mentioned
lack of academic ability, but most noted behavior problems that they believed
interfered with their child’s learning. While it is difficult to isolate discipline
within the learning environment, parents are demanding a controlled
learning environment where their students’ right to learn is not infringed upon
by another. The same demand was echoed by students in their comments.

The “other factors’ that parents mentioned included class size (too
large), lack of air conditioning, floating teachers, and frustration with the

child himself; “l can’t get him to do anything, either,” one parent said.
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The overwhelming impression from the parent comments was that
they could not assess the organizational structure separate from their own
child’s experience with a particular teacher. The experience was judged as
excellent, mediocre, or poor almost exclusively through the lens of the
teacher’s personality. Comments ranged from “The teacher didn’t seem to
care if they learned,” to “The teacher was prepared, had high expectations,
put in extra time with students...is dedicated...needs encouragement and
recognition.” 1t should be uplifting to teachers to know that 73% of the
responses that mentioned teachers were complimentary. In a time when
there is daily criticism in the media about the educational system and the
poor job teachers are doing, teachers need to know that the parents whose
children they teach feel positive about what they’re doing.

Overall, through their responses to Question D and their written
comments, parents were not in favor of decreasing homogeneous grouping.
Esposito (1973) stated that opponents of heterogeneous grouping based
their arguments not on research, but on what they considered logical
reasons. The parent responses in this study confirmed Esposito’s finding.

Discussion of Teacher Interviews

The teachers were given the difficult task of relating the survey results
to the larger issues of academic achievement and equity. They perceptively
judged that the groups’ opinions about how well the two-track system was
working had little to do with academic achievement and more to do with
perceived personal equity than group equity. Teachers acknowledged that
losing the 5.0 track had caused some students to go up to an AP course and

that for some that had been good and for some it had been bad. The
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teachers who taught AP felt that there should be a time, perhaps after first
quarter, when a student who was really struggling could opt out of an AP
course into a regular course. Overall, the teachers felt that academic
achievement had been enhanced during the 1991-92 year, and that was in
part because some students had been “forced” into the more challenging
level of AP. Teachers were also quick to point out that end-of-course tests
had actually improved at every high school during the year. Their comment
that it is impossible to accurately measure academic achievement is well
taken. Only by observing real life situations can one know if learning has
occurred. Unfortunately, rarely are teachers or researchers afforded that
opportunity.

The difficulty some teachers had in grasping the equity issue as
presented by researchers such as Rosenbaum (1976), Oakes (1982, 1985),
and Goodiad (1984) probably indicates the depth of the daily grind and real
world in which they are embroiled and the few opportunities they have to rise
above that reality into the area of philosophy. While two of the teachers
interviewed quickly moved to the global view of the equity issue, the other
three responded strictly from the perspective of, “What'’s fair in my
classroom.” When the second-class education some students are getting
was pointed out to the three, they blamed the students and not the
organizational system. Achievement was located in the mind and heart of
the student, not in the system the curriculum designers had set in place.

The teacher who commented that a clear philosophy must be agreed
upon before the equity issue can be approached was right on target. The

American educational system is a growing paradox of values. Do we want to
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educate all children for the academic life, or do we want to educate some for
the academic life and some for the more practical service life? The teacher
who commented that students take on a level and “live in it” brings to light the
slight effect the high school can have in providing everyone the same
opportunities when students have been living in a level for eight or nine
years. Students do not begin kindergarten as equals; they are even less
equals when they begin 9th grade.
Theoretical Implicatiohs of Results

The experiment of reducing tracks in a high school social studies
program was undertaken by the Rowan-Salisbury system after reading and
discussing findings of current educational experts. Numerous researchers
had offered evidence that tracked systems facilitated academic achievement
no better than heterogeneous systems (Esposito, 1973; Findley & Bryan,
1970; Oakes, 1985; Braddock & Slavin, 1992). Slavin’s (1990) review of 29
research studies indicated that tracking was particularly detrimental to
academic achievement in high school social studies. The courts had ruled
against tracking as not only inequitable but illegal (Hobson v. Hansen, 1967).
Add to that those voices of researchers such as Rosenbaum (1976) and
Oakes (1982) who suggested that tracking not only perpetuates inequality,
but helps to create it. Additionally, the Carnegie Foundation (1989) had
called for an end to tracking in the middle school. This program, then, was
an attempt to heed the advice of the experts. Was it successful?

The indications are that for the initial year the reduction of tracking in
high school social studies was successful. A survey assessment of parents,

teachers, and students indicated that the fears of more heterogeneity in the
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classroom were not realized. Academic achievement as measured by the
one constant yardstick, end-of-course tests, did improve. Equity was
facilitated because for the required social studies credits, everyone had an
opportunity to experience a quality curriculum at the 4.0 level or choose an
more stringent curriculum at the 6.0 level.

The traditional theory of tracking--that it benefits all groups--hardly
seems supportable in light of the more recent research. It is doubtful that the
parents who voiced opposition to reduced tracking would argue for the
traditional theory. Rather, accepting the divergent theory--that tracking
benefits the high group most--they want that opportunity for their children.
Schneider, program development specialist at the national Education
Association (NEA) noted, “Very few middle-class parents are willing to take
the chance that their children are not going to be pushed, so they don't allow
them to be in the programs which have the other kids,” (Glazer, 1990, p. 749).
Parents’ demands that their children have a quality education provide the
leverage educators need to maintain the integrity of a curriculum. However,
educators are also charged with the responsibility of providing a program
that is academically rich and challenging for all students, including those
who don't have parent advocates.

The equity issue as presented by Oakes (1982, 1983, 1985, 1989)
makes the practice sound almost like a conspiracy to keep the lower class in
its place. While it is undoubtedly true that the tracks do not afford the same
status of knowledge, this researcher contends it is academic snobbery to
think that everyone wants the same status of knowledge. Many skilled

craftsmen would consider it a punishment to have to earn their life’s bread in
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academia. While their professions do not open the doors of society to them,
those are not doors upon which they ever want to knock. Those in the
academic world may believe that they have the best life, but the rest of the
world does not necessarily agree. The challenge educators face is
providing an education that affords all children a level of competence that
ensures there are real choices. Too often, the vocational track is the default
track for the student who has not mastered the skills that allow a more
academic choice.
Practical implications of Results

One of the teachers interviewed said, “We need to market our
successes better. We need to invite parents in to see what's going on in the
classroom.” That comment encompasses the practical implications of the first
year of reduced tracking. The good news that academic achievement did not
fall and that teachers and students feel positive about the year's experience
needs to be shared with all audiences, but particularly with the parent
contingency that has been highly skeptical of reducing tracking.

Nevertheless, the voices of caution cannot and should not be ignored.
Singal (1991) particularly makes a good case for the return to stricter
academic standards. The question is why these standards are not required
of all students. Having worked in education for over 20 years, this
researcher’s personal experiences indicate that students usually rise to the
level of expectation, just as Good and Marshall (1984) found they did. The
need to produce a well educated student goes beyond the responsibility to
develop the individual. It goes to the country’s need to develop its best

resources to the fullest extent.
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The term “tracking” has become so pervasive that in many people’s
minds, it means any kind of homogeneous grouping for any length of time.
Even the most strident anti-tracking voices do not condemn all forms of
homogeneous grouping. Obviously, when foundation work needs to be
done, students may need to be grouped for reading or math sessions in
order to learn and practice new skills. Tracking becomes a problem when
students are subject to permanent grouping; then students perceive
themselves and teacher perceive students as entrenched in a given track.
Oakes (1992) pointed out that in Japan students get the same education up
through the 8th grade and only at the high school level are they divided into
differentiated groups for different career goals. While the United States and
Japan have very different cultures, we can learn from their commitment to
provide all students an equal education until there is a career goal reason to
do differently. We could keep options open for children through grade eight,
rather than determining at kindergarten which students will prepare for
college and which will prepare for a job upon high school graduation.

Oakes and Lipton (1992) concluded that a culture of detracking was
more important than the specific strategy chosen to detrack. Their
observations in schools where detracking is occurring produced these
suggestions for leaders of such schools:

1. Recognize that tracking is supported by powerful norms that must
be acknowledged and addressed; particularly, conceptions about
intelligence and the purpose of school.

2. Expect change to be comprehensive. The curriculum cannot be

offered in a heterogeneous format without attention to teaching methodology,
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assessment strategies, and grading practices.

3. Be prepared to be engaged in a process of inquiry and
experimentation that is idiosyncratic, opportunistic, democratic, and politically
sensitive. There is no prepackaged detracking plan. Each setting must
produce its own.

4. Encourage alterations in teachers’ roles and responsibilities,
including changes in the ways adults in the school work together. Teaming
teachers in cross-disciplinary teams has proved successful in several
schools.

5. Persist in the commitment to scholarship and democratic values.
Leaders must see themselves as risk-takers who are creating a culture for
detracking.

Suggestions for Further Research

Both affective and objective data need to be monitored as the reduced
tracking experiment continues another year in Rowan-Salisbury. Because
the curricular offerings are planned a year in advance, data from the 1992-93
year will be used to plan the 1994-95 curriculum. Should the indicators
remain positive that reduced tracking is working, other program areas should
be examined for the possibility of reducing tracking. It would seem logical to
move to the science curriculum next and reduce tracking in the core subjects
required by everyone, Physical Science and Biology. The two most heavily
tracked program areas are English and math. The argument for tracking
these subjects has arisen out of the philosophy that students are being
educated for different life roles. Teachers say, “Some kids don’t need to

know how to write a research paper, or work calculus.” If differentiated
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education is what the school business is about, this needs to acknowledged.
On the other hand, if it is intended that all students will be educated to a level
of academic excellence where they have a real choice about life roles, that
needs to be acknowledged and the curriculum be configured accordingly.

Rowan-Salisbury is moving its curriculum to an outcome-based
philosophy wherein program areas and courses are focused on defined
outcomes that are assessed through student demonstration. The curriculum
is structured around the question, “What will the students be able to do when
they finish this course, program, or schoo!?” Outcome-based education and
detracking have a common linchpin in the philosophy of high expectations
for all students. If the Rowan-Salisbury leaders can maintain that focus, they
will more likely meet success in their attempt to create a culture where all
students are able to demonstrate skills and knowledge.

Further research about the impact of the reduction of tracking should
be conducted with focus on these questions:

1. What are parent, teacher and student attitudes toward reducing
tracking as the experiment continues?

2. What do objective data such as end-of-course tests show about
academic achievement as the experiment continues?

3. Consider ability scores and determine predicted achievement
scores from those. How are students meeting their prediction?

4. How is the more heterogeneous arrangement affecting discipline
within the classroom?

5. What kinds of teaching methods are successful with college

preparatory groups, with vocational preparatory groups, with all students?
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The responsibility of educators is to be as objective and equitable as
possible in the analysis of data and the reception of opinions about how
effectively the curriculum is working. Above all, it must remember be
remembered what Gamoran (1990) said about tracking, “It all boils down to
what we do with kids after we assign them to classes. How well we teach is
much more important than how we arrange them for teaching” (p. 3).
Teachers will need continued staff development as they attempt to meet the
needs of a more diverse classroom.

Lessons From the Rowan-Salisbury Experience

As noted by Oakes and Lipton (1992), reform attempts are quite
susceptible to the political environment in which they occur. Appendix A
indicates some of the controversy that has surrounded this limited
experiment to reduce tracking. The curriculum planners in Rowan-Salisbury
chose not to attempt to reduce tracking in another program area for the 1992-
93 school year to provide time to gather data and analyze the results of the
first year of reduced tracking.

Wheelock and Hawley (1992) researched school systems that have
increased heterogeneous grouping and suggested do’s, don't's, and
beware's for educators considering reorganizing their curriculum on a more
heterogeneous basis. The Rowan-Salisbury experience confirms their
findings. A few are highlighted below:

- Do become familiar with common arguments in favor
of ability grouping and have responses prepared. Beware of
the inclination to think that everyone will automatically be

convinced that change is desirable and necessary just
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because research and “right’ are on your side.

- Do consult with and inform all parents early in the
planning stages; identify parent support, and be prepared for
tough questions from opponents.

- Do introduce changes in grouping, curriculum, and
instruction in phases, allowing for feedback to the whole
school and opportunities for modification. Beware of
implementation that assumes school reform will take place all
in one year.

- Do begin by peeling off the lowest tracks from the
ability grouping hierarchy. Beware of plans that eliminate the
top track or that move from three levels to two levels by
dividing the middle level into high and low groups (pp. 9-10).

Heeding this advice could have avoided a lot of controversy in Rowan-

Salisbury. The curriculum planners chose to eliminate the low-track in

content, but they eliminated the middle- track in the weighted grade system.

The rationale was that the weight for all regular classes was a 4.0 and that if

the 5.0 were maintained, students would tend to sign up for elective 5.0

social studies classes, rather the 4.0 electives they had been taking in other

program areas. The quality of course content is so connected to the

weighted grade system that parents and students could not accept that the

course content was academic (5.0) but the weight was regular (4.0). Also,

parents and students who had enjoyed the numerical advantage of the 5.0

track felt that grade point averages were being unduly reduced.

- Do begin with the most enthusiastic teachers who are
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sold on the idea. Beware that teachers commandeered into

teaching heterogeneous classes can undermine success.

- Do continue to circulate information about alternatives

to ability grouping, publicize your successes throughout your

implementation effort, and enlist your students in describing

their experiences to parents and teachers. (p. 11).

It would be well to follow Wheelock and Hawley’s (1992) advice to
consider school reform on a minimal five-year plan. Educators need time to
reorganize resources for an atmosphere in which all students are expected
to achieve high standards.

In retrospect, it probably would have been wiser to focus the first
efforts to reduce tracking at the elementary level. Rowan-Salisbury did begin
the reduction of tracking at the elementary and middle school levels shortly
after the movement was begun at the high school level. There was
practically no controversy at that level, where there is no weighted grade
system and less concern about grade point averages. Changes at the high
school level always bring more publicity and controversy than those at the
lower grade levels. Rowan-Salisbury attempted to put into practice what
most of the educational experts suggested was a system that would be more
equitable and better facilitate academic achievement for all students.
Whether that attempt will succeed will require more years of planning,
research, and re-planning. It promises to be an exciting and rewarding time

for those involved with the Rowan-Salisbury School System.
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meel the needs of 218 students 2t the highast Salistury, N.C.
level.” Mrs. Fuller says. Il certainly appears Sune Y cs
that we need to m.=" = somec changes \o prepare wmseas \.. !\ugx ‘..l-l. | .‘ 981
students betler for whalever they choose to do BV S ALY "

in the future."

Tne firsl slep, already approved bty the board,
will bagin this year in high schoal social studic:
classes. Most tracking, a longtime praciizs ol
szparaling students by abilily, will be
stiminated. The purpose is to easurae that il
stedents receive ovality instreciion.

Students have generally been sep
iliree lraciis: general/vocalional:
acczlerated/college preparatio
Lonors/advanced placeinent (A7

The peneral and accelerated trachs have




eliminated in social studies courses. Now, most
students will be in one level of Courses, while
gilted students can enroll in AP courses.
Students can earn college credit by passing AP
exams, .

H the social studies experiment succecds,
most tracking may be eliminated in other core
high school subjects, such as English, math and
science, in coming years.

There are two other key parts of the proposed
curriculum overhaul; :
» The intraduction of a core curricutum that
musl be mastered by studen:s in order to

graduate.

* Stalf training in new teaching techniques
that address the needs of individual students,

in Norlh Carolina: low scoresva sounbarized
tests, a high pereentage of unskilled workess,
highiltiteracy and dropoul rates.

Rowan-Salisbury ranked below pacon the
state’s fiz s report card for sehools, am! stident
lest scores have been below state and national
averages.

Curriculuin experts sav the basic failing of
schools is that they haven't changed as societs
has,

“We're preparing most for college eniritnee
when thers are different {acuses.™ sayvs Vernon
Hevie, staie coordinator for seeondary education
in Region 5. *Students can be passed and still
not redd at a nintk-gradc level. That just
shouldn't ba, We need to change the structiire so
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The changes will begin at the high schiool level
and if successful, conlinue to the elementary and

middle school levels,

**We wanl lo get a nice Now from onc level
to another,” Dr. Grissom says. **Al the end of
three years, we hope Lo have a

11 the school board approves the revamping of
its entire school curriculum, it will be
a slate and national trend lo improve student

achievement.

Evidence points to a crisis in public educ{lion

K-12 program.*

A4 CONTINUED ..

Changes
' From Page i3

**Curriculum, instruction and
assessment should be based on
essential knowledge. skills anfl
atlitudes that young people will
need lo be successiul during the
21st century. Schools need to be
restructured to provide the learn-
ing opportunities designed Lo t?c-
velop essential kannesedyer, <kills
wind nl 0 ibwden,”

Quitcuine-based edueition is
vastly dilferent [rom current
methods, Brantiey says.

“The key is that there are
certain outcomes you expect stu-
dents to master before they gradu-
ate,” Brantley says. **Now, stu-
dents collect units toward gradu-
2tion. The benefit of outcome-
based education is thal students
progress at their own rate. When

they demonstrate proficiency,

ey move on, There's 2 st of

Jexibility.” .

“dents 1o (2l Dr. Gris

>z them throughout high scha
e IR L TITH IR HIY

each student can learn at theirown level.™
Rowan-Salisbury's plans {all in line with

recommendations by the state Task Force on

Excellence in Secandary Edueation, The sk
force’s No. t recos:mendation isaswilchto
outcome-based education prograins.

That means, accerding to the task force
{ollowing repori: “Schools must be results-oriented. .
Expectations about what students should know

and be able to do must he clearly stated.

Funding

The state il select four scheal
systems for pilot projecis in
oulcome-based education. Rowan.
Salisbury plans to apply for seles-
lion.

The school systom has also
applied for federal grasnis (or bo'=
the social studies experiment
($97.634) and overall high schoo!
curriculum changes (§132,543).

The money would pax (or equic-
ment, supplies and consu:ltants to
help train the local sta!f in

- teaching the new cuerictulum,.

Without the state or federal
fomling, the sehnol svsten will
lave b ok al lnplgeting: foen)
shoadlar o bovpnahes Uhes oo o ie dinn
changes.

“"We'd have lo move stower than
we'd like, bul all this work will not

Grissom says. “'It's Lo important.
1t’s such 2 key to turning around
our test scores and drop:ut rates.”
With outcome-based eciucatinn,
students are tested throu:zhoul the
school vear and given ep-
portunities for remedial kelp. Thex
don’t advance lo another evel of
education unlil they've niot ident.
ificd goals. .
“ILimeans we don’t allesw sty
N1 SAYS,
Sehonl olffieuls hogoe 10 lesvsloap
puter el Lesting ok Sy
aaves v oo Haolin
i work that accong-mie

» See Changes, Page 75

Loarning for lito

Sehcois need to provide teaching
that shows students =sw to learn

*-for life. Brantley says.

**The high schiool curricutum is

;50 fragmented and w2 teach in

" -isolation,” he says. “*Xids see no
‘relevance or interaction batween
“things 1°s Hike a fontiall coaech

Liolhi el foosllann )l adl sweeesk and

g the Lesn g Friday

‘night o play. There's 1o praclice.
- The teachers need to csach and the
students need to practice. If nol,
j(:e_\' See no practical uss for what
4

v're learning,
Fhe new high school surriculum

‘proposal is the work of the
:Secondary Curriculum Study Com-

mission, appointed in fa!l 1950, Its
members include the five high

‘scheuol assistant princi-

pal curriculum speciaiists, Dr.
Grissnor and Brantley. The cur-



ricululm specialisls spenl a month
this summer working on the study.
The school board approved the
extra montih of employment.

This year's restructured social
studies curriculum is the pilot
projecl for revamping the remain-
ing high school core curriculum.
The commission decided to begin
the non-tracking experiment wit::
social studies because it couldn’t
lind much difference between the
general and accelerated levels of
courses in that area, Dr. Grissom
says. Also, new materials for
social studies instruction are avai':
able, she says.

The local budget includes $10,000
for supplies and $14,000 {or teacher
training.

Curricutum guldo

As part of the project, a commit-
tee of teachers (one from each
high school) will analyze the social
studies courses and define the
outcomes students should achieve.
Then the committee will write a
curriculum guide.

The study commission is also
working to identify the courses
that lead students to college,

“technical college or the work
force.:

The federal grant would then
pay for the local staff to work with + .

Dr. Dale Brubecker of the Univer-
Sity of North Carolina at Green-.. I
sboro in developing the core.cur- / [+ .

ricolum that high school students . =°
should masler before graduation.
~"The school system hopes théi to
develop a manual of its high school
proposal for distribution to every
school district in the United States.

_The local school system began a
yearly high school curriculum-
review process in 1987 and began
publishing a curriculum guide for
students. 4

Members of the Secondary Cur-
riculurz Comimittee are Dr.
Grissor, Brantley, the principals,
curricelum specialists/assistant
principats and guidance couraclors
froin each high school and direc-
tors of vocational education and
student services.

Wolghtod grading
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That group first sglllcd ona core
curriculum and deciderd to imple-
menl a weighted grading g,\'slcm.
meaning stutlents earn points ac-
cording to the level of the course.

For example,anAina general
level course results in the standard

fnur points. Butan A inan

accelerated course earns a student

five points and an A ina

honors/advanced placement

course, six points.

he purpose of weighted grading
is ‘lro gl?cotm\gc students to take
challenging courses without fear of
being penalized by lower grades.
There's (00 much emphasis on
grades and class rank, Brantiey

and Dr. Grissom say.

¥
«parents should be goncerneg
about where their particular child
should be at in school, and not

compare children or schools,’

Grissom says.

* Dr.

After three years of teaching in
weighted-grade system.of tracking
students, social studies teachers

reported that students in the

general level set goals pglow their
capabilities. Lower-abilily stu-

dents who wound up inanac-

celerated course did well because

expectations were high, the

teachers say.

‘The teachers requested that the

arriculum committee consider
aeterogencous (different ability
levels) student grouping {or all
social studies courses exccpl AP
classes.

Recommondations

The commission will make rec-
ommendations this fall to the
strategic planning commillee on
curriculunt. That committee,
along with four others, was formed
in the sununer of 1990 (o sct goals
for the future of local educalion
and strategics for achieving the

goals. It consists of citizens and
school stalf members.

The Secondary Curriculum Com-
miltee will also study the com-
mission's recommendations in the
fall, before a presentation to the
school board.

I the reccomendations are ac-
cepled, they will be included in the
secondary curriculum guide pub- |
lished next spring.

Dr. Grissom hopes Lo appoint a
middle school study commission
for work next summer and one for
clementary in iwo years.



Ficacking
i

#By Tracy Presson_ ’
.g!t: ,:fgsn..av rosT. .

.. EAST SPENCER ‘— School officials
-adam_ap:uy told parents at a Tuesday public
‘meeling that there are no plans to do away
with tx:a_cking of students in all curriculum
areas,.. . )

%-Rowan-Salisbury. high schools are ex-
peri!nenting this year with eliminating track-
ing in =~~i1l studies classes. Tracking is the
grouping of students by ability levels.

-.T'parenls‘ ques

. tions indivi I
~Kluttz, princi Yo Duall:

: ] pa_l of West Rowan H
B ::gksg;:;lu; :ae;:n:rilgg the decisivus made by
€ sch ] curriculum specialists
o b‘r‘:s _ve been working since before mer :r
o lqge,ther the high se+-_: curriculgm
""-'Trackin“'at Wwe need to do,” Klullz saig
o thingg ;sagzc; ;llui;g \;.e looked al. We know
. orking and ¢*-zckj
.xznpl,w‘ork for .the most part. I do not f‘:egldt?::

K » See Tracking, Page 54

But Henry
igh School,

Tracking
» From Page 1A

js.some pre-ordained thing we're
sqing to do in every area.”

>School board chairman Anne
Fuljer also denied that plans to end
all - tracking had already been
made. She admiued she had
previously been in favor of track-

iog:

?“Bul I've been so disappointed.”
Mrs. Fuller said.

The brightest students per-
formed worse on the SAT in
comparison to state and naitional
averages than-did students of less
ability, she said.

“We have faced that there is 2
crisis in education. bu. ‘here is ne
foredrawn plan to end all lrag}:-
ing,”” Mrs. Fuller said directing
her cominents to Dr. Swann. *You
have my word on that as chairman
of the board of education. I hope
you' don‘t want to sabotage what
we're doing. We have to consider
what is happening to the children
and not just what parents think and
fecl.”

e

s ..!!:, ’ it |
Rdents don’t want concept dropped completely,
officials leari

Dr. Martha Swann, a Catawba College '
political 'stiéfice™ professor, said parents
believed that decisions had aiready been made
to expand the experiment to other curriculum

areas. She questioned if school officials really
wanted parent inpul.

-*'I'm annoyed that you want me to support
this after the decision has been n\adc.‘?pSr.
Swann said. “'I feel some resentment.”

Alter Dr. Swann spoke, school officials
wanted to end the formal meeting and answer

une parent  at the meeling
supporied the school stafl.

“I'd like to sce our adiminis.
trators * e the leadership and
profes.onalism to act on their
expertise amd not be intimidated
by paremts,” thr speaker said.

wluttz said he was disappointed
that mere parents didn’t atiend the
meeling. About 85 were there.

“Noue of us have the expecta-
tions of students that* we should
have.”” he said **When we Lry to
raise expeclations. people are up
in arms  They talk aboul
cheerfcading or band practice, not
senior English or AP biology. 1t's
real disappointing when you think
vou're throwing strikes and you
find out you're throwing balls.

“When | deat with parents, it's
always an adversarial rela-
tionship. Before 1 can tell iy side.
I hear that F've wronged their
child. We're trying to better teavh
the kids in this system amd two o!
thom happes Lo Bave the same last
same | have, You nevd to expedt
e to expeet @oeroat deal of vour
kids. | don’t understand if we're
toving to prepare children. how
anvthing but school can be &
sriority.””
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‘Separating students by ability does not -

éy Tracy Presson
THE SAUSBURY POST

:.;t.., . *

- [EAST SPENCER — Research
does not show that tracking or
séparating students by abllity im-
proves achievement, a Catawba
College professor told loca!
parenls on Tuesday.

< "'What the research studies in-
dicate "is that maybe the top 10
percent: of students benelit {rom
tracking,” -said Dr. Shirley Hay-
ayorth:- “Bul, lel’s face it, those
Students will probably make it no
ynatter what we do for or lo them.
That leaves 90 percenl of the
children the public schools are
tesponsible [or educating showing
po; net elfect in terms of achieve-
mhent.” .

% Compeltition is OK, but shouldn't
be.overemphasized, Dr. Hayworth
sald. Learning to cooperale with
people who are different from you
is -also important, she said.

3 VLook al society,” Dr. Hay-
worth said, *'Do you deal only with
Reople of the same intellectual
level?”

.+ Tracking can work in some
-curriculum areas, but not in all.
Dr. Hayworth said.

.» Dr. Hayworth, direclor of the
division of teacher education at -
Catawba, said her backgroun’

sald. For success in education, she
said thal teachers need to be
treated as professionals; they need
access (o research; and they need
the support of parenls and school
adminiatrators,

Also, she said qualily education
is dependent upon knowledgeable,
commitled teachers, interested,
supportive parents and committed
students.

*‘With .all those, how could we
fail?* Dr. Hayworth said.

The Salisbury Post, Wednesday. Seplember 11, 1991—5A"

- Local school olticials have ad-
mitled there are problems with
education and are making avail-
able the resources for change. she
said. ’

She said the goals of tracking
have been idenlified as the follow-
ing: -

* lmproving student per.
formance.

« Improving student seli-csteem
by removing some [rom competi-
tion with brighter children.

|

* Increasing teacher effective-

ipcludes working with curriculur ness.

change and social studies is he

The ability level of children is

ficld. determined, mostly by standard.
tLocal students are bein; ized tests, Dr. Hayworth said.
grouped together in social studie There is cultural and socio-econ-
this year as an experiment wit! omic bias in testing, whether it's

pon-tracking.
7 About 85 people attended last

intentional or not, she said.

Also, human expectations play 2

night's meeting for parents in 1.2 part in labeling children for learn-
North and West Rowan and ing. Dr. Hayworth said.

Salisbury areas. Parents of South

“*We often find that our expecta.

and East Rowan students _an tions are way below the mark of

aitend a similar meeting at 7 p.m.
Thursday at the Long Street ad-
ministrative office in East
Spencer.

= School officials said they picked
social studies for the non-tracking
experiment because there ap-
peared to be little dilference
between levels of courses, they
said. :

#No one should be satisfied with
feports of student performance,
Qr. Hayworth said.

4"l am first and foremost a
‘eacher and | think 1 speak for
achers,” she said. “We't€ lired
7 being beat over the head about
®w inadequale we are.”

. #Finding out why students are not

serforming well is the kev to
na!ung changes, Dr. Havworth

what ihat studenl can do.” she
shid

Stentents amd paremts also par.
ticiparte in making decisions ateant
grouping in school, Ur. Haywarth
said. They dont always have
adequate information

Teacking atso hurls self-estvam
of he low-ability swdents, Dr.
Hayworth said. They are scpar-
ated from strong role madels, she
said. They suller from alienation,

defcatism and resistance Vo in
justice, she said,

“They g duwn the drack unal
fected and sumctimes neglected,’
she said. “Usually, all the special
programs are al cither end. 1 keey
waiting for all the parents of the
widdie children to risc up and say

‘t¢lass action

suit.” .

Perhaps the worst effect of

racking Is

on the middic-leve!

students, Dr. Hayworth sald.

solve problems, teacher says
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A classless society in the schools?

I certainly don’t have any answers
in the local debate on whether to'phase
oul “tracking’ in the schools.

But I do have some questions:

* Is this change =
beirng con-
templated for
practieal  educa-
tinnil reasons or
for philosophical,
ideolopgical,
and.or political
nnes? It's not just !
an exercise in
social feveling, is
it?

¢ [s there some-
thing wrong with
being smart? And
are we in danger
of penatizing smart kids by denying
them special educational apportunitices
adapted to their ability level?

« Thaugh there may be no statistical
evidence that tracking works, as those
e vor ol phasiog it out say, is there

Steve ¢ LA~

Boussr

any evidence that not tracking will
work any better?
Tracking, as [ understand it. is the

practice — which most of us grew up
with — of grouping kids in classes
according to their performance or
pcrcei\'ed potential. You have fast

tracks for gifted kids, regular tracks
for average kids, and slow tracks for,
kids with problems. All supposedly gel’
specially tailored attention.

Stress the word ‘'supposediv.” In
real life, the elile students typically
get the most attention — often because
they're the most rewarding to work
with and the most well-behaved. | used
to hang around with a group of high
school teachers many years ago in
another place, and I remember being
offended at hearing them sit around at
parties and complain about having lo
teach a class of *‘dummics.”

If teachers harbor those attitudes,
they're sure to transmit them to slow-
track students, with subscquent stig-
matization, defeatism and low sell-
esteem. The resull can be a tendency
to live up to the low expectations of
others — and a lifetime of [failure.

That's bad. And il's one reason the
Rowaun-Salisbury schools are now toy-
ing with the idea of abolishing irack-
ing.

Let's emphasize, by the way, that
this experiment is so far conlined to
high school social studies classes. The
school board and administration swear
up and down that they don’t necess-
arily have any plans to take it any

further than that. We ought to take
them at their word and let them carry
out their pilot program without a lot
of harassment.

At the same time, though, I've got
my doubls — somewhere down al the
gut level. Somebody reassure me.

I trust we're not talking about
dumbing-down here. Or gearing every-
thing to the lowest common de-
nominator. Or averaging cverything
out and. aiming it at the mass of
middle-ability studenls while the
gifted ones yawn with boredom and the
not-so-gifted ones sleep or set fires in
the trash can.

If that were the case, wouldn'l we
be moving in the wrong direction at a
time when we're supposed to be
worried about the decline of American
excellence in an increasingly com-
petitive world economy and all that?

Elitism has no place in the schools,
they say, and that has a good.
cgalitarian ring to it. But I think it
depends on whether you're lalking
about an aristocracy thal one has o be
born into or a meritocracy that's open
to anyone with the brains and the heart
to earn himself a place in it.

I understand the democratic appeal
of non-tracking to those who dream of

moving toward a classless society
where no one is made to f[eel second-
class or to spin his wheels at some kind
of dead cnd. And mixing everybody up
does enrich the cducational experience
by exposing kids from widely dlﬁcrlng
backgrounds to each other. .

But to succeed, non-tracking will
surely have o rely lo an ‘unusual
degree on dedicated and Ingenious
teachers capable of keeping the high
kids in a classroom challenged without
passing the lower ones by. Sounds like

quite a jugeling acl. Maybe it could be-

accomplished by lalloring individual
assignments. Of course, that Is still a
kind of in-class tracking.

The jury's still out on all this.
Proponents make some good argu-
ments for shutting down all the
separate tracks-and routing everybody
onto one eightlane supcrhighway, but
then they made good arguments for
replacing  phonies  with  something
called look-say, too. Or for oapen
classrooms. Or for the New Math.

I hope Lhis ecducational fad fares
better than those earlier ones, which
seem to have gone the way of video
discs and mood rings.

Steve Bouser is editor of The Post.

AN
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“Tracking’ is no help to anyone

This is written in response (o
comnments made by Dr. Shirley Hay-
worth at a recent meeting of the
Roiran-Salisbury Board of Education.
She spoke on a plan by the schools to
eliminate ''tracking,'’ or grouping of
students by ability, in social studies
classes.

Allelvia and praise the Lord! Dr.*
Shirley Hayworth finally came out and
said what we parents all knew.
Separating students by ability does not
solve problems.

If the truth were known,
leachers knew that also.

I am a parenl of seven children.
Three were in the gifted and talented
classes, two were middie-roaders, one
was in special ed and the verdict isn‘t
in yet as to what the last one will be
labeled.

Six have graduated from Salisbury
High School. The three in the gifted
and talented classes. frem preschool
on, always had their noses in books.
The two middle-roaders would rather

the

purtunity 1o elevale themselves as
high as they can go.
As a parent, I would like for our
school system first and foremost to be
a safe environment. We do not want to
»oworry  atwat whether or not our
children might be hit over the head
with a chair or hil in the eye with an

apple that is thrown across the
cafeteria.
Secondly, we would like a sane

environiment where learning can take
place — desks with students sitting
properly and quietly doing their work.
Students that are unruly and cause
disturbances in the class so that 97
percent of the sludent body cannot
learn will have (o be asked 10 leave.
They can partake of home-study,
tuloring, reform school or public
schools for behavior modification.
We cannot allow a very few students
preventing the masses from allaining
an cdueation for which their parents
are paying dearly,
- Patricia Moore
Salisbury

play and socizlize and join organiza.
tions and study enough to be just above
average. The one in special education
had lo struggle.

Special educalion in reality mezns
it's special because vou get less
education and less attention than
anyone else in school.

1 agree with Dr. Hayworth. The top
10 percent would excel if they never
went to school. The iniddle-ronders
need more help and more stimulation
lo motivate them to study. Both our
middle-roaders did beller in college
than high school.

Dr. Hayworth is correct. All the
gilted and talented classes do is instill
in the students that they are a cut
above. Now, zre lhese the lvpe cf
people you wznl lo be ocur doclors.
nurses, ‘dentists, teachers zand cngi-
neers? I think not. We need people wha
know how o interact an 21 equal leve;
with those whom they will serve.

What happens to a middie-roaders
They are trappad on o lower level thas
they might be able o achieve. Ina nor.
tracking situation they have the op-
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End tracking?

Notevery change is aneeded reform

Dr. Martha Swann, a political
science professor at Catawba Col-
lege, spoke at a recent meeting of
the Rowan-Salisbury Board of
Education to question the decision
to eliminate ‘‘tracking’’ in social
studjes classes. This is an
amplification of her remarks.

By Dr. Martha Swann
SPECIAL TO THE POST’

intendent Don Martin and the

school board for recognizing
that our existing high school
curriculum has problems. Recog-
nition of a problem is the first step
to solving it.

Simply put, our current ap-
proach is not working (at least not
for everyone). The board and
superintendent have decided lo try
to solve the problem.

l would like to applaud Super-

Iam concerned that in trying to

reform an unsatisfactory cur-
riculum, we might be considering
future actions that are not necess-
arily a reform, bul only likely to
result in a change. [ am concerned
that if the board and the adminis-
tration do not provide teachers
with the necessary supportthey
will need lo successfully imple-
ment a heterogeneous curricutum,
we will not achieve a reform, and
may wind up with more problems

Tracking
} From Page 1E

allempt to “sabotage'” their ef-
forts. It was my understanding
that l.he board was holding public
meelings and, inaccord with
President Bush's advice, is trying
to “increase parental involve-
ment.”’

Asa concerned parent, [ have
tzen !rymg lo gel answers to
questions about both the current
tracking system and their ex-
perimental program - non.
t.rack_ed social studies classes in
the high schools, wwhich may lead

lo |;lnlracking other courses as
well.

than we have now, or ever
bargained for.

If we are going to reform our
syslem, then let's do il the right
way, If wedo
not have the re-
sources or comn-
mitment to do
so, then I would
rather improve
the system
we've gol novwi.

Some argue
that the current

jool tracking system
- 37 B3 4id nol achieve

its intended
goals (goals well articulated by
Dr. Shirley Haworth), because jt
was nol adequately supported.
Examples such as classes being
too large in all levels, inap-
propriale placement in courses
and lack of parental involvement
are lypically cited.

Not unique

With first-grade classes as large
as 29 or 30, middle school math
classes ranging in size [rom 26-35,
and high school honors classes
pushing 30, an argument could be
made that this is a systemwide
problem, certainly nol unique nor
caused by the high schools’ track-
ing curriculum,

Others, equally Toncerned aboul

é:at is regretiable, But just be-
”:.:e questions and/or comments
npleasant does not mean they

ére not worty cpnsidering

116

the quality of our current educa-
lional system. appear to believe
that any form of tracking is
inherently biased, unfair, preju-
dicial, and, dare | add, even
‘evil."" As such. its detraclors
believe it **should™* be abandoned
at all costs. But what do we
replace it with? What are our
choices?

I believe that advocates of
tracked and non-iracked ap-
proaches hold the same concerns |
do: What do we r2ed todoto
provide quality education for our
students? What will it take {o
provide ocur chiléren with an
educational systum that
chalienges the
the very ovier
abilities? Will mx child be able to
get into coliege, and once there, be
able lo survive and compele
academically?

Every parent ! know has these,
as well as other. concerns about
their children’s {ittures.

No ‘sabotage’

My recent corunients and ques-
tions at a public meetings stem
from these worrizs, [ have no idea
why Mrs. Fuller : Anne Fuller,
chairman of the school board)
stated that she ncped 1 would not

‘See Tracking, Page 4E

It is my understanding that for
helerogeneous!y grouped classes
to work, a number of actions need
to occur. Teachers need to be
“relrained™ to ieach in this Lype of
setling. Apparestly this often re.
quires a serjous change in both
teackers’ value ntations and
their prepara assignisients,
Additionatly nunication
Suppert ielwne s eeds Lo be de-
velope.! and pro s led.

Also. classes
ly assigaed. Bus
than razsdomiza is the need for
“balance™: j.e Idren of above-
averags, averags:. and less-than.
average abitities all necd to be in
the same classes

:4d to be random-
re impartant



. (I could not find any definitive
proportions recommended in the
literature, bul the general idea
seems to be that not too many of
any one group dominale in any
single class.)

v,
Class sizo

. Additionally, class size appears
lo be very important, as well as
the disciplinary topic being taught.

Experts recommend that hetero-
gencously grouped classes ideally
have 21-23 students in each, with a
possible ceiling of 27-29. Apparent-
ly, in classes above that range, the
goals of helerogeneous grouping
become increasingly difficult to
achieve.

Some subjects, such as math,
appear to naturaily ‘‘track’’ them-
selves. Those who can do calculus
can, and many others {(myself
included!) *‘cannot.”’ Research
suggests that other subjects may
have similar constraints within
which heterogeneous grouping is
nol consistently successful. While
classes in literature, for example,
may be successfully non-grouped,
classes in composition present
serious problems if extreme dif-
ferences in abilities exist.

My purpose is not to defend the
current tracking system, nor is it
to advocate the '‘untracked” pilot
program. Rather, I hope we will
all seriously consider what we
want to achieve, how we want to
achieve it, and if we are willing to
do whal it takes to do so.

I suspect that one of the main
reasons reform is being considered
is thal our systems's SAT scores
have been below average and
unsatisfactory to the school board
and pubiic alike. There is, how-
ever, a significant difference be-

tween a change and a reform. A
change means a different way of
doing somelhing, while reform
implies significant improvements.

Reorlenting neoded

My recent observations of our
current system and the pilot
program leave me with several
concerns. If the reorienting of
teachers’ valies and approaches is
critical, then administrative sup-
port will be needed. .

Teachers in the social studies
pilot program received 30 hours of
staff development this summer lo
prepare them for the new pro-
gram. The workshop was ""op-
tional'* and participants were paid
o attend. (Nol everyonc chose to
do s0.) My point is that the
necessary amount of retraining,
and continued updating should be
provided to our teachers if we
expect them to successfully imple-
ment a reflerm in any curriculum.
Such activilies cost money.

The random assignment of stu-
dents is possible. This will be
easier to achieve in the county high
schools than al Salisbury High, due
to demographic differences within
Lhe respective student populalions.
To obtain **balanced’’ classes (bal-
anced by ability, ethnicity, gender,
race, and ideally-by socio-econ-
omic-stalus as well) may take
considerable personnel efforts and
man-hours.

This is not to say it cannol, nor
should not be done, bul rather to
recognize the fact that such an
effort may be necessary and may
run into more administrative ex-
penses.

Class slzo .
As for class size, well, we don't

appear {o be doing a very good job
with that now. The pilot social
studies classes vary from 16 lo 35
sludents. Attempts have been
made to achieve some balance in
numbers, bul several other factors
dictate class schedules.

Many classes push the limils
within which we can expect the
program to achieve its educational
goals. If the schoo! board (and the
public) wishes to untrack its
curriculum, I suggest Lhal serious
allention be given Lo holding the
student/teacher ratios down to
20/1 10 2371, which will mean
hiring more teachers — and that
means more costs.

[ am interested Lo see whal will
happen this year. If 10, 20, 30 ot 40
pereent of the students in the now
ungrouped classes [ail 1o meel the
new higher standards, will
teachers actually flunk that many
students? I so, will adminis-
Lralors have the courage to sup-
port their teachers when parents
descend upon them with com-
plaints?

If many students do fail, and if
the majority of these students {all
into minorily categories, how will
the system deal with charges of
discrimination and racism? I sin-
cerely hope none of Lhese
possibilities develop. For these
reasons I hope the pilol program
works. I am just concerned that if
the School Board does not ade-
quately prepare and support the
program, such eventualilies are
cerlainly possible.

Disciplina

My last concern deals with
disciplinary differences. The
nature of social studies courses,
lends itself to an untracked ap-

proach. But the same is nol true of
English and math. These are also
the Lwo subjects which have the
most direct effect on SAT seores
(due Lo the fact that both are
heavily tested and weighted on.the
exam).

Additionally, the verbal ami
quantitative scores that are of
greal concern to college ad-
missions commitiees appear i
specifically related to compo-
sition, advanced algebra and
geomelry abilities. It is in these
areas that untracked programs
appear o have weaker results, and
often hurt students in the top 10
pereent.

Obviuusly, the necded support,
personnel and reductions in class
sizes will probably cost money —
maybe alot. I we want tiis
educational reform Lo work, then
we'll have to find the mones
supporl it lel's he prepu
$o from the start, This issue
matlers to me because the quality
ol my two daughters’ education is
al stake.

If Mrs. Fuller, the board and
Superintendent Martin seriously
want to reform our system, |

- heartily applaud their efforis and

olfer my support. I am simply
concerned thal if the needed
support teachers must receive for
such reforms to be successiul is
not provided, then we may change
for the worse and nol improve for
the better.

kdo not want my daughters to o
through "*the worst.” Therefore. |
hope we will all seriously consider
what we wanl to do with education
in Rowan County. Let’s suppornt
our teachers 150 percent, whatever
program is {inally voted on by Lhe
board (tracked or untracked). Qur
children’s fulures are on the line.

LTT



Public resists school plans-

8y Tracy Pressor
TnE SALISBURY POS

Rowar-Salisbury schoo! officials
say lhey're finding public re-
sistance to new progrzms designed
o improve student s:ccess.

On the other hanc. school per-
sonnel need to be more responsive

:0 public concerns says one
aarenl.
School board chz.cman Anne

Tuller savs she hesrs parents
saying they're unhapsy about low
125t scores and that students aren’t
prepared for the workplace. But
changes, such as less tracking of
students” by ability and stricter
~omework and tardy pslicies, have
z!so drawn complain:s.

“We need parent reinforcement
lor what we're trring to do
because i{ the putiic is not
receptive to change, the school
svstem is going to “zve a hard
:ime," Mrs. Fuller saxs. *'l always
«wani lo say ‘What are "ve here for
i{ not to teach so children can
izarn?’ With the resisiance we're
fzcing, you may see same people
inrowing up their hanls."

Cindy Noell, chairman of the

AU least IUs not a;athy,” e
says. “"Criticism nakes vou study
and work harder when you're
trving to convince somesne. All of
what we're doing is related lo
hizher expectations. Wz expect
evaiyone to do beller.”

Resistance to -change
Lic:: is going on across thz state. In
putiished ceamments izst week,
Howard Haworth, a men:der ¢f the
state school board sai¢ ‘I think
it's clear that jn a runber of
arezs. education refor: in North
Carolina is really nol zader way
vet. The system seems :9 have a
remarkable ability o resist being
referned,”

Martin says he's received a lot
of znonymous letlers !z:zly that
con:zin complaints z:3jut the
scheol system,

"I wish people wouli not be
alraid to sign their narnazs if they
want lo comment on sorething,'
he says.

Mrs. Noell says parcats don't
feel comfortable about presenting
their concerns lo school officials.

“Parents are concerned aboul

* See Public, Page 2A

in cduca-

Community Involvement Conunlt-
lee for strategic planning, says
schoo! ollficials often make
changes withoul public input.

*They're using their experlise
and I agree with thal,” she says.
*However, when people have ques-
tions, they're not getting satisfac-
tory answers."”

Henry Klutlz, principal of Wesl
Rowan High Schoo!, says current
efforts to improve the local
schools are critical.

“We're in a real precarious
situation in public cducation,”
Klutlz says. “Demands are greal
and expectations are high. 1 hear
complaints all the time aboul
students having too mwuch home-
work and high school should be

- fun.

T want it to be fun too. but that
should be the icing on the cake.
You have lo make the cake first.
The boltom line is we're notl
holding kids accountable. The gen-
eral public has to do il (oo. We
need suppport.”’

Dr. Don Martin, schools super-
intendent. says public criticism
doesn’t bolher him.
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Public

y From Page A

the chnngcs sd4 the problems,”
she says. " They feel frustrated, |
think ‘school rersonnel are de-
femsive lo publis input because it's
negative and :hat is a human

response.

“But it's the problems that we
woulda’t

need lo work on. I
encourage [ussing and carrying on,
but there has to be an opportunity
to say somethirz if you're con-
cerned.”

" Grievance boa:d?

Some type grisvance board at
.the school level would be helpful,
I Mrs. Noell says, Advisory councils
“could play that role.

- The school bozrd does allow an
- opportunity {or public comment at
.its meetings, but most parents (ecl
:intimidated in ihat setting, Mrs
“Noell says.

. “We're talking irom [eelmgs
she says of parents. “We're the
-ones who hear our children when
-they come home irom school.

* "The school parsonnel need to
- get down on the community's ievel
.and let us (eel cornfortable about
.venling our fresiralion. We're
.gelting somewh2r2 when pcople
-get excited and upsel. At least that
-shows they care.

Another opporivnity for parent
invoivement is ths s.rategnc plan-
-ning commitlees. The five com-
-mitlees, made tp oi school staff
membars and citizens, have been
working over a ys2r on ways lo
' improve the school system.

The meelings are open to the
public, with 10 scheduled for
October. All the committees will
present .2 report to the school
board on Oct. 28,

Mrs. Noell says she got mvolved
in the planning process because of
her frustration.

I thought participating was the
way lo go,” she szvs. “And there
has been soma positive response.

But [ don't feel vel that we've
communicaled with the cominuni-
ty enough. People still don t know
.about the commitiees.’

Mrs. Noell says she is an

atsocate for public schonls. but
often hears that the public is
dissatislicd.

I don’t know muny pegle who
are pleased,” she says,

No challengo

Test scores aren’l the only issue,
Mrs. Noell says. She says parenls
worry that students arent being
challenged. Current programs
aren't being implemented elfec-
tively and leachers nesd more
training lo implement changes.
she says. Parents also worry about
the quality of pérsonnel, Mrs.
Noell says.

Parents sometimes [eel they
aren't welcome in schools, she
says.

*It’s public school,” she says.
“That’s who pays for it. It's not
enough that the administration be
happy with it. The whole communi.
ly must (ect supportive.™

Mrs. Noell says she thinks that
the ideas coming from her com-
mitlee will make a positive impact
on community involvement in
schools.

Martin and Kluitz both say that
the problemy wilh public attitudes
about the schools is one with
individuals. Marlin uses low SAT
scores as an cxample. He says
students aren‘t using practice ma-

-terials available at high school

libraries two nights a week.

*The communily gencrally says
we don’t like that and it's a bad
refleclion on the school system.”
Marlin says. '‘Bul it doesn't get
down to the individual level that
each score makes up the svstem'’s
score, It's the same thing with
taking rigorous courses. They'd
rather have less work becausc it
takes less time.

‘“‘Maybe thal's an over-
generalization, bul somc of that is
happening — that the district

should be doing better, but not the”

individual chitd.”

No! discouraged

Martin, who is in his 12th year
as a school superintendent, says
it's natural for people to respond
negatively lo change.

“I'm nol discouraged by it,” lie
says. 'We'll keep working. Even

thoupgh e Ges:
acgative. e
Stnctines

Oone
sysiem
thze spe
But scha
some choan

seeres
et aitestion,
aat it tokes®
st the schooi
1g down on
the classroom,

! omust make
£25 100, Martin says.

He says h2 zilended a recent
regional t ing of the N.C. High
School Ath!aiic Association. A lot
of coaches sitended the daylime
meeting and missed several hours
in their classcooms, he says.

"They could have that mectling
in the evexing, bul it would
inter{ere with ‘ootball practice,”
Martin savs. hat does Lhal say
about the pricrily of being in the
classroom?”

Because of soiae of the educa-
lional experimazais the local sys-
tem is try t could sland a
chance of v g faderal grants
related o President Bush's educa-

3

ten goals.
“We're geuing our leet wetl and
looking ahesd to ihe [uture,”

Marlin says. ©'Sui it takes a lot of
lime and effort 10 biaz2 new {rails.

Public suppart is seally itnportant.

.-:d to move
zhead and be succassful. Thal's
what cvery organication in (he

marketplace is doing,”

are’
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On the ri

SHS students,;
teachers unsure
of latest move

By Phuong Ly
SALISBURY HIGH SCHOOL

Social studies courses are no longer grouped
into three levels. Instead, students have the
option of taking a regular class, whichisa
combination of the general and academic levels,
or an Advanced Placement class.

Senior Nicole Massey believes that the new
structure pushes general students to their
potential. *’Because academic students are in

. the class, it makes me want to go faster. The
class becomes more challenging. I'm glad they
changed the structure.”

Philip Loflin, a senior, says that the class
moves at a faster pace because the academic
students “speak up in the classroom.dis-
cussions."

Some teachers also see the pilot program as
beneficial.

"*It’s improved behavior in my classroom,"
says Keith Rhoney, social studies teacher.
‘"Now, the lower levei students have good
examples to follow and model after. Before, all
they had were mostly bad examples to follow and
model after."*

Social studies teacher Tom Sexton believes
that with a ‘*healthier learning environment and
a greater dichotomy of students in the same
class,” the students that were classified as
general are now being challenged more.

Charles Cobble, social studies teacher, feels
that the pilot program ""has gotten rid of some
of the stereotype.’” He says students are no
longer classified as general or academic,
*‘they're just students.”

Page 4
Salisbury, N.C. _
Salurday, October 26, 1991

Some complaints

Some students who were in academic classes
last year and have decided to take gencral this
year think the program is hurting them.

Junior William Moore says that his general
U.S. History class is going at a slower pace than
his academic world hislory class last year.

"*Time has lo be taken to help the slower
learning students,'* says Moore.

Rhoney agrees that there is a *'problem of
whal to do to let other students who grasp
concepls quickly work on while I help the
others.”

To try to cambat the problem, both Rhoney
and Gobble pair up students so that the students
can help one another.

**It’s worked relatively well,” says Rhoney.
“*Bringing them together lets the higher level
students sec how the other half lives. so o speak.
It lets those students try to help his peers.”

Loflin says that '‘it helps to have students who
learn faster than you in the class because they
can help you."

Gobble also prepared enrichment activities
for the students in the class who are quicker
learners.

Middle ground

Some students argue that the general and AP
levels are too extreme and thal a middle ground
needs lo be offered.

“1 think 1 belong in an academic class iustead
of the AP LS. History class that I'm in right
now,"’ says Robbie Winecolf, a junior. He says
that the pilot program pushed him into taking AP
becavse “there is no way I would gointo a
general class ™



Senior Raye Lee says that the pilot program
“limits students to very hard classes or very
easy classes.”

**The AP material is too hard for students who
should be in middle level classes. However,
those students can't get anywhere at a slower
pace,’” says Dana Harrington, a junior.

Catherine Rivens, assistant principal in
charge of curriculum, says ""people are equating
the 4.0 weight of the heterogeneously grouped
class with the quality of the instruction,”

**The class is weighted at a general level, but
the quality of instruction is in no way general.”
says Ms. Rivens.

Junior Ron Stout [eels that his history class
is *‘moving at a more academic level than
general.”

**The tests and assignments are [airly
challenging.” says Stout.

At the end ol the school year, educators and
administrators will make a total evaluation of
the pilot program. Recommendations will then
be made to the school board.

Senior Jewel Harrison says that *’sticking
students in gencral classes gives them no
incentive lo do better.'"

) ' WES MILLER:TE SALISBURY POS
Teacher Keith Rhoney talks with Donna Hunter, left, Fran Johnson

Junl r Deborah Stalev suys that in some of her
classes. she has noticed that “"students get
pressure from their buddies. Some of the
students don’C want Lo learn hecause they're
afraid that their {riends will pick on them."”

She says that putting gencral students among
more academically inclined studeats will make
them do better in schwal,

If someone who is not afraid to raise their
hand and say the answers in class, then the
general student will take that action in a positive

- way and say tif they candao it cando it also’,”

savs Miss Staley.

Others feel that tracking ray not be ideal, but
it is better than non-tracking.

“There are ditfevent types of peaple: same
learn quick and others learn slower. Therefore,
there should be different types of clases for those
different learning ability levels,” says Stoul,

Freshman Laura Bracken says thal when
classes ave grouped according e learning
ability. the teaclier is able to focusinon
indwvidual students better.

Senior Shawn Jones savs that if students were
heterogencously grouped, the faster students
woutld gt bored and the slower anes would get
left behind. ™
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Will English be next subject for experiment

Catherine Rivens, assislanl principal in
charge of curriculum at Salisbury, says that
many people were under the false impression
that English would be next for a non-tracking
approach.

She believes that even if the social studies pilot
program is deemed a success, '‘it will be at least
two years before another core subject will be
tested."”

Salisbury Nicole Massey belicves that the pilot
program will not work in English classes
because *‘English builds upon stulf you are
already supposed to have learned."”

Jolene Philpott, a senior, says, “English is a
complicated subject and if you group English
classes into anly two levels, you would have
people with little background in reading and
people with more of a hackground in the same
class.”

English teacher John Brown says that hetero-
geneous social studies classes can be taught with
students who have o multitude of reading levels.

“In English, the gap between reading levels js
o wide.”" says Brown.

Literaturae is written on an abstract level and
requires a great deal of individual attention and

time consuming explanation. Some students are
able to read and think on an abstract level, but
those slower to catch on will hold back the rest
of the class.”

English teacher Raemi Evans believes if the
general and academic English classes are
merged, then general students “'will profit by
being around studenls who can make strong
contributions to the class."’

Mrs. Evans also says that for the program to
work, there should be more accelerated students
in the class than general students.

Brown agrees that if that were the case, then
non-tracking might work. Bul "*at our school,
there is a large percentage of students who read
below grade level,” he says.

*With a majority of weaker students, non-
tracking would puil down" the more academical-
ly inclined students, Brown says.

Ms. Rivens says she hopes to see non-tracking
in all subject areas. She believes that ‘ideally,
non-tracking should start at the elementary level
first, then there won't be a problem with non-
tracking when the students get to high school.

1 helieve that non-tracking can and will work

because tracking certainly has not been success-
ful,’” she says. ‘“We cannol continue to prepare

a sinall segment of the population for success.

If we don't educate our young people now, we'll
have to take care of them later.”

Brown doesn't believe in 100 percent tracking
because ‘‘there are some areas in which non-
tracking can be successful.”

But, he says those who think problems with
low-achievers **will be solved by non-tracking,
even when'started at the éléementary level, have
their heads buried in the sand; there are too
many variables involved.

Non-tracking would work, he says, il ''you
could insure that students could stay reasonably
in the same ability level, ... but common sense
will tell you that the further students are along
in school, the more widespread their ability
levels are.™

He says that much of the solution rests in the
hands of parants. ''Parents need to provide
students with the proper environment and preper
social training."”



Byanacy Presson
e SAuslunv POST

1 proposal for radical changes
in bhe high school curriculum to
make sure students do not fail will
bv' presented to the Rowan-
Sahsbury Board of Education on
Meriday nighl.

*The .proposal recommends:

. = Thal sludents prove they have
mastered desired skills before
they can move on to new material
or graduate. -

. = Phasing out of tracking (abili-
ty .grouping) and weighted grad-
ing,-which allows students to earn
extfa points in difficult courses.

: "The proposal, developed by a
commitlee of the five high school
assistant principals, is known as
butcome-based education. The as-

sistant -principals work as cur. -

riculum specialists in
schools

their

. Vicky Ratchlord of West Rowan
ngh School will present the com-
mittee’s position paper. Other
¢tommiltee members are Bill De-
aver (South Rowan), H.K. Gaster

(North Rowan), Judy Patton (East -

Rowan) and Cathenne Rivens
lSahsbury)

Z Working with the committee are
Dr. Judy Grissom, assistant super-
intendent for instruction, and Allen

Brantley, director of secondary
education.

‘ ‘The ultimate goal
is to improve achieve-
ment scores and
learning. If that hap-
pens, we ought to be
able to explain why.

77

— Dr. Don Mazrtin

The commiltee’s report is a
philosophy for curriculum resiruc-
turing, says Superintendent Don

.. Martin. The board will not veie on

it yet.

*We're nol at the decision point
of saying, °this is what we are
going to do,’ " Dr. Martin says.

School oflicials hope to g2t a
grani to become one of four pilot
systems of outcome-based ecuca-
tion. Applications are duz in
February. Teachers must voiz to
become a pilol for the system o be
considered. Martin savs sciiool
board approval is also necessary.

On the tracking issuc, the cum-
mittee says that system prevents
average and below-average siu-
derits from receiving quality in-
struclion and above average siu-
dents {all far behind lhe achisve-
ment level of students in other
countries.

High school changes propés‘ed

‘11/

This year, the sxhuol system is
experimenting with less tracking
of students in social siudies
classes. Helord moving to
eliminate tracking in other stbject
areas, school officials want to see
the results of the social studies
experiment and hear what pavents
and students think.

C“-—-

**The ultimate goal is Lo improve
achievement scores and learning,”
Martin says. “If that happens, we
ought to be able to explain why."

Also in the new recommended
structure:

= Students would move at their
own pace,

* ‘Ceachers would grade in pencil
until v student masters a concept
and then the grade would be
changed in ink. Teachers would
use only the grades of A, B,2nd C
and 1 for incomplete.

“Pulting a *'D" or an 'F" on a
paper signals the end of that
activity even though the student
learning was unacceptable, What
we need Lo cunsider is not grading
work until it is acceplable,’ the
position paper says.

* Students having problems
would receive immediate remedial
opportunities..
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School board 1o see plan l\/londay

By Tracy Presson
Tf'! SALISBURY POST

A road map for operating local
schools in the [uture will be
pTesented to the Rowan-Salisbury
Board of Education on Monday.

\ The “Stralegic Action Plan’ is
designed for 'charling the course
for the future of public education
in Rowan County." says the cover
ol a notebook containing the 132-
page plan.

+ *“This is not a plan to put on the
shelf,” says Dr. Don Martin,
Rowan-Salisbury Schools super-
mlendenl “It is a way of operat-
mg

* Martin says he wants the school
board to use the plan to measure
the success of the school system.
He recommends 2 review of Lhe
plan every six months.

v Martin also wants to match the
tptal school system budget with
the goals included in the plan.

+ "'We should be able to identify
a}l the money we spend with a goal
area,' he says.

:-Some of the activities included
if-the plan require funding. There
ls no established budget yel.

Plan truns through ‘95

\% The plan includes time lines for
atcomplishing each activity, from
now until 1995,
**“There is obviously more in
Ibefe than anybody can think about
doing right away,” Martin says.
*But it's lmporlant to get it all
down on paper to gel a feeling of
tbe . whole scope. I don't think
Were's anything I would cal}
radical, but there are dilferent
s'rays to think about some things."
:IThe action plan is the result of
1y -months of work by five commit-
t¢es made up of citizens and school
stalf members. The commiltees’
men.bershlp currenily totals 153.
i The document is also divided
Ir)to five sections: community
invelvement, curriculum, person-
nel, student services, and support
Servxces
< iThe five commiitee chairmen —
C)'ndy Noell, Jim Cohen, Michael
Hughes, Jay Boulter and David
Smith — will ricsent the plan to
lhe board

Goals accepled

The board has alrcady accepled
the goals and objectives estab-
lished by the commitlees. Those
parts of. the plan have been
mounted in the board's meeling
room as a constant reminder.

\Whal board inembers will hear
on Monday are the stralegies and
activities for accomplishing the
goals.

The school system has alrcady
implemented parts of the plan. For
example, all 28 schools are pub-
lishing monthly newslelters this
year as way lo improve com-
munications with parents.

Also, the support services com-
mittee spent much of ils time
working on the bond reierendum
proposal.

Some places for activities are”

left blank in the plan because the
commiltees are still working.

“‘This is an evol\ing process.’
Martin says. *‘But it is becomlng
a good organlzallonal
framework."

Cilizens can review a copy of the
action plan by coming by the
administrative offices located on
Long Street in East Spencer and on

‘Ellis Streel.

Here's some of the activities
included in the plan:

Communily involvement

* Expand the roles oi school
advisory councils in planning.

= Design more ci{eclive school
volunteer programs.

= Offer more programs lo in-
crease communication belween
school personnel, parents and stu-.
dents. School-wide picnics ate ane
suggested activity.

= Implement a telephoune voice
mail system at each school for
receiving and sendmg messages.

* Establish a method of lnbbying
for schoo! nceds at the lecal, state
and national level.

Curriculum
*ldentify  what courses high
school students should take to

enter college, technical college or
the work force: and identifyv u core
curriculum all students musit mas-.
ter at the elementary, middte and
high school levels before advanc-
ing or gradualing.

= Lessen tracking or scparation

_management;

of students by ability.

= Allow teachers more inpul in
more planning
lime; more trairing: more sup-

porl: more resources; and man-
ageable class sizes.
* Provide students with ex-

posure to {echnology and the arts
and humanities. Provide op-
portunities for siudenls to work
wilh  pre-schoolers and elderly
people.

» Raise expectalions for all stu-
dents and encourage sludents to be
responsible {or their own learning.

Personnel

= Identify job descriptions.

= Expand recruiting efiorls in
high schools and colleges.

» Expand orientation aclivilies
for employvees.

= Improve working conditions by
providing: hol water heaters in
teacher lounges: access to private
lelephones for conlerences; copy
machines in good condition; more
teacher assislants for elementary
schools.

* Reduce paperwork
size and class load.

* Develop employee
programs.

znd class

zssistance

Student services

= Provide family stedent ad-
vocales to give representation on
educational issues.

= Provide programs on human
relationships, family development
and olher issues.

* Provide joinl [amily/student
homuework assignments,

= Provide [ree health screenings
for students.

» Provide information on sum-
mer programs for young people.

Support services

» Periodically review the status
of school facilities and neaded
funding for improvemenis.

» Develop plans for a centralized
maintenance and adininistrative
facilities.

Develop drop testing
procedures fur bus drivers, includ-
ing randomx testing.

» Evaluate need [or improved
computer: system,

s Increase nulrition cducation
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-'I‘h'e work is just beginning.

THhat is the conclusion of school
board members, who on Monday
-received 160 pages of plans aimed
.at.improving the Rowan-Salisbury
system.:

“I'm overwhelmed," said board
chairman Anne Fuller. ‘“There has
been a’ mountain of work ac-
-complished already. Obviously,
there is still a lot lo accomplish
and the board needs lo be accoun-
table.""!

The board heard an action plan
for the future developed by five
committees of staff members and
citizens, along with a proposal for
changes in the high school cur-
riculum written by assistant prin-
cipals who work as curriculum
specialists.

The latter report recommends a

-.change to outcome-based educa-

tion, a system of expecting slu-
dents to achieve certain results
before gradualing. It _also rec-
ommends _less ‘‘lracking,’’_ or
grouping_studenis_hy_ability.
Vicky Ratchfordassistant-prins
ci : wan-High-School,
said the repart_ is_still_in.dralt

form,

"We welcomne discussion [rom
parents "and leacbers *“she ‘said.

Ted Blanlon, a Salisbury at-
torney and parenl, asked when
parents could ask questions and
present concerns aboul the cur-
riculum proposal. He requested a
spol on a fulture board meeling
agenda after Dr. Don Mariin,
schools superintendent, mentioned

_with_general and”

riculum change is o msking sure
all students. are. prepared_{or_the
future, Mr< Ralchlord said. High-
performaice. “schdols_have more
sludents_ laking academic-Igvel

__cou:ses,-she said..

“*There is no place in the Iulu.e
for the unskilled dnd Unedotited,
she said. " ‘We have to educale 21l
our_sludents, "~ =~

Tracking

-puum.nlml, with less tlackmg in

social“studlies clas

§T1AIs vear,
dnm_c_Je ',els .

being combined. . 1

gifted students...

that option.

The emphasis of local cur-

Usnng a tlackmg svslem _means

assummg lhat soine students can'i

itaprove schools pour in

or—won’'t learn, Mrs. Ratchford

system to be considered [or inhe

_s.gijﬂq-\ -
: umnwg%m__me
direction of outcome-based eduga-
tion racking wouldn't be
included in next year's curriculum
guides: Martin-seid—H—the—seecial
studies—experiment-is—suceessful,
haxever, the system may start
making _other changes

_ears, he said

"What you're progosing is for-
ward thinking,"” Mrs. Fuller said.
*'We want to do what is right for

the majorlly, and hopefully, for all
children.’

Martin said the system will
apply for a stale grant to be one of
_four pilot districts for outcome-
“based education. The first year of
funding would pay for teacher
lraining. Teachers must vole for
the curriculum change for the

in two

grant.

Still openings

The other report, which is a
guide for school system oper-
ations, is the result of more than
a year of work by the five
committees. The board earlier
accepted goals and objectives rzc-
ommended by the committecs. On
Monday, the board heard sugges-
tions for accomplishing the goals.

The committees are still work-
ing. Each is open lo new members.

“IU's [rustraling someclimes to
communicale wilth the whole cem-
munily,”’ said Cindy Noell, chair-
man of the communily involve-
ment commillee. '‘People slill
don’t know aboul these commit-
tegs."”

Jim Cohen, chairman of the

curriculum comunilice, =aid that
commiltee's membership had
doubled since January. The issue
of tracking has drawn the most
interest.

**The last several meetings have
been exciting,” Cohen said.
**"We've had a lot of discussion and
some heated debale about the
lessening of tracking. There is a
great deal of concern abuut step-
ping into thal too soon.”

Without counting Lhe opinions of
school slaff members on the
coimniitlee, 50 lo (0 percent of the
cilizen moembers arc oppused lo
the reducing of tracking. Cohen
said.

He said he didn’t approve of atl
the suggested aclivilies included in
the curriculum committee’s

» See Schools, Page 2D
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proposal. He said -the goal of
reducing tracking should probably
be réworded to say that the school
system will move in that direction
if the social studies experiment is
successful.

I feel we are really just getting
started,” Cohen said. *“‘Our job
won't be done by this time next
year.”

More study needed

" The support services committee
primarily focused on preparing the
bond referendum proposal, said
chairman David Smith. The com-
mittee suggests continual study of
school facilities.

“We don't want to get into a

situation where we review on a 15-
to 20-year basis,”” Smith said. "It
needs to be an ongoing process. We
do not want our facilities to
depreciate and get outdated
without some proactive measure
up front."
: Smith said people think the
school system has put all its
efforts into planning for the bond
referendum. But the five commit-
tees are addressing other school
system needs, he said.

The student services committee
had to approach its task different-
ly, said chairman Jay Boulter.

""We had to look at all the other
systems which serve children,'' he
said. :

By the year 2000, 50 percent of
all children in Rowan County will
live in single-parent households or
with parents that have remarried,
Boulter said.

All the candidates for local
Teacher of the Year said that the
dissolution of the family is the
biggest problem facing education,
according to the selection commit-
tee.

More cooperation

The student services committee
recommends more cooperation be-
tween home and school and other
service agencies. A Family-School
Collaboration System (FSCS) at
each school ‘would provide ad-
vocates to represent and assist
students and families.

The community involvement
committee hopes to make school
advisory councils more active,
Mrs. Noell said. Parents don't
always feel comfortable talking to
the school board, she said.

Volunteer efforts also need to be
emphasized more, Mrs. Noell said.
She said parents have told her that
they sign up to help, bul no one
from the school ever calls.

The personnel committee
surveyed teachers to delermine

how lo improve working con--

ditions, said chairman Michael
Hughes. Teachers want less paper
work and reduced class sizes and
class loads. Employee assistance
programs are also needed, Hughes
said. The survey also showed that
teachers want a voice in school
decisions, he said.
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arents complain to board

about plans on trackin

v Tracy Presson
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ZAST SPENCER --- The school
ard heard Xaoaday that parents
ase  a  pearceived  plan Lo
sminate all iracking of high
choot studens

“T think a2l the administrators

wve made azx their minds that
ueking will 22 done away with il
=ey have anw=mng Lo do with it,"”
:nid altpraes Ted Blanton.
‘Parents are not going Lo go away
:alil we get some response [rom
the board.”

Blanton and Dr. Mzrtha Swann,’

a Catawba College professor, bolh
spoke to the board.

Bianton recomnizrded that.

school reform should swart with the
board allowing students and
parcats to choose schools.

“The end result «f such [rec
choice and its resuiizna competi-
lion would be innovzive schools,
better student perferisznce and a
deparlure from bland conformi-
ly,"" he said.

Tracking is the grouping of
sludenls by ability. The school
board is experimenting with the

“We cannol make everyone

elimination of tracking in high
school social studies classes this
yvear. General and accelerated
courses have heen combined. Ad-
vanced placement courses, which
offer college credit, are. still
available for gifted students.
School  curriculum  specialists
say the social studies experiment

is an cflort to provide challenging

courses to all students.

“"Inslcad of grouping all students
logether, an alternative ‘school
should be eslablished for students
who need extra help, Dr. Swann
said.

“Bul I can't help il,"" Ma

equal,” she said. "We can only
cqualize opporlunities.”

Dr. Swann said parenls arc not
enemies of school leaders. The two
groups should work together, she
said.

“The parcnis have nol created
the ‘us vs. them' environment that
exists now,"”” Dr. Swann said. "*We
wanl to believe von and we're
having problems doing so’*’

Dr. Don Marlin, superintendent
of lhe Rowan-Salisbury Schools,
said he had nol planned to respond
to Blanlon and Dr. Swann.

said. ‘T don't helieve the twc
you arc really interested in wi
ing with us. Whal I'm has
trouble understanding is this i
that administrators have alre
made the decision. Where is -
coming from?"

Dr. Swann said parents I
been told conflicling stories al
proposcd curriculum changes
asked for their opinions, but s¢
leaders have not listened. She
the recent bond issue for sc

} See Tracking, Page
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facility improvements. failed be-
.cause of dissatisfaction with Lhe
,s,_chool system.

Perception on classes

Dr. Swann also said that the
+%oming year's curriculum guide
«:Teflects proposed changes
~-Another reason that parents mis-

- drust school officials is because the
“same materials are being used in
Zlevels of English classes at
.Sahsbury High this year, Dr.
- Swann said. Parents see that as a
“move to eliminate tracking in
: -English too, she said.
7~ Martin and school board chair-
~yman Anne Fuller said that the new
. ;curriculum guide does not include
* .any changes in levels of courses in

_other subject areas. The name of .

“:acceleraled English courses has
.been changed to ‘‘col-
'~legepreparalory" and the social
. Studies experiment will continue,
they said.

.% "The public needs to hear that
-there has been no change.” Mrs.
- Fuller said. ‘*We are holding in

'_place (the social studies experi-
-ment) while we cvaluate.™
.- School officials are most

-Jdnterested in the outcomes of
-curnculum experiments, Martin
-sald The school system hopcs to
>be one of four pilot districts in the
“’state to receive funding for im-

-plementing oulcome-based educa-
“-tion. which involves requiring high

:School students to master certain
Skills and knowledge before mov-

-1ng on.

.= *“That is what we want to drive
*Dur curriculum,’ Martin said.

-.Date for declsion

:Z, *He said the social studies experi-
‘Tnent will be monitored over a two-
syear period. Scores on énd-of-
Lourse tests will be compared to
“previous scores, Martin said.

. "Our whole intlent is to create a
.pool of data from which to make
Anformed curriculum decisions,”
he said. 'I'm not satisfied with the
progress our students are demon-
“strating on the measures we have
befmc us. If T was, I shouldn't be
“here.”

-- Blanton chalienged the board to
-survey all high school teachers for
~their opinions on lrac'~:ing It
-Should be done in a way that
“teachers won't fear "rcl*xbuhon

for thetr answers, he sald. Dr
Swann volunteered to conduct the
survey.

Marlin said the results of such a
survey may only reflecl a re-
sistance to change.

*To be successful in any new
delivery system requires a change
in leacher behavior,” he said. *'We
do nced all the information we can
provide teachers and we nced to
gel feedback.”

Dr. Swann -said " that gilled
students will come out on ‘‘the
shorl end of the stick™ without
tracking.

*‘I'hose in favor of abilily group-
ing are charged with" being
elitists,”” Blanton said. “That is
simply f{alse. We are worried about
excellence. We ought not hold
those who can excel in a prison of
mediocrily. Putting all students in
one group is a recipe lor disaster.
Ability grouping makes sense (rom
grade 1 on, and especially in junior
and senior high. It is cssential il
we're really going to stand for
excellence.™”

Board response

Martin said local gifted students
aren’t measuring up to those in
other syslems. Studenls from
lower-income families and with
less-educated  parenls  perferm
‘more  competilively  with their
counterparts. he said.

The system is offering more
advanced placement courses and
paying for all students to lake the
exam for college credil, Martin
said.

Board vice-chairman Jonathan
Shores said he was concerned that
students with learning disabilities
receive the same opportunities as
other students.

“We've gol to find a balance so
no child will be denied the best
education we can offer.” he said.

Dr. Swann also expressed con-
cerns about drugs and violence al
school. She said she has seen large
groups of students gather alter
school al Salisbury High School.
She said she has seen knives pulled
and that police have been called to
break up confrontations.
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Dr. Swann also said that the
board wastes time on adminis
trative matiers that it should ailow
Martin to handle.

Martin said he would vespazd o
lhn parents’ concerns in wri

“We will certainly consider
evervthing vou've said,” Xirs
Fuller said **We appreciate the

information and we will get back
to yvou.”
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Coach

» From Page 1B

their own and then, evaluate them
either through a Lest or game.

Sexton doesn’t like to be called
**Coach’’ in the classroom or
“Mr."” on the field.

Allen Brantley, local director of
secondary education, says Sexton
is a “‘creative teacher."”

‘"He does a lot of innovative
things,’" Brantley says. "'He is true
facilitator of learning. He cares
about kids and he has an excellent
academic program."’

Sexton is in the middle of.a
current controversy, an experi-
ment with grouping social studies
students of various levels of abulily
together in class. He fayors the
idea.

~—T"There is too much inequitv.
__now,” Sexton says. It has raised,
a controversy because the big-C
~word is there — change_Qur._

t's philosophy-is-thatwe
are goipg ta challenge every
student. I haven't scaled down my’
classes at all. We're providing an
m
educational caste system.""

“Another recent ¢ontroversy
didn't affect him, Séxton says. A
change in the homework policy
requires teachers Lo give home-
work on a regular basis. The
previous policy left the decision up

" to teachers.

Sexton says homework has
always been a part of his teaching.
He didn't mind the change in
wording of the policy.

““If a change is for the benefit of
the kids, I don’t mind following
rules and regulations set down by
the school board,"" Sexton says.

Rules vs. performance

He says North Carolina school
systems are among the most
regulated in the country,

*‘But test scores are still low,"’
Sexton says. ‘‘We somehow have to
find a happy medium belween
regulations and performance in
the classroom. I think our adminis-
tration is concerned and aware

oF';/'l\ e

Y
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Teacher Tom Sexton

that teachers need as much time
as possible to promole excellence
in the classroom."’

Sexton says teachers have tu be
flexible because change comes
often in the education field. A
sense of humor is another key
ingredient [or teachers, he says.

**People can be defeated by a
problem or take it in stride.”
Sexton says. “'One way I deal with
problems is to joke about them.™

He says he always tells his
athletes that a game isnot adoor

*die situation.

*That takes the pressure off.”
Sexton says.

Student involvement

Involving students in class is one
of Sexton’s priorities.

“You have to bring the cur-
riculum to the students,’” he savs.
**They have to feel affected by it
or they won't be interested.”

Sexton's students says his
Teacher of the Year award is no
surprise to them.

**He is one of the most inter-
active teachers,” says senior Rob-
ert NMiller. **He loves his work and
you can always tell that he's
exciled and interested. He doesn’t
want just superficial answers from
students. He wants us to think and
analyze.”

Senior Alexis Sockwell re-

members when Sexton was an
assistant coach for the foothall

tean.
“'As a teacher. 1 didn't think he

v~ = Ton Soy fon

would be as good as I've-found that
heis.” Alexis savs. “’He gets youl
involved in stuff. It's never bor:ng.
Hf you don’t know something righi
off, he helps you and makes you’ -
feel good about learning something
that you didn’t know before.”

No lectures

Sexton’s students like that he
doesn’t lecture to them. N

*‘We can have a conversation,"”
says senior Jaime Daugherty. - -
**And Mr. Sexton doesn't lel just
one person do all the talking. It's:
really informative and a lot of fon.
I always look [orward to coming'io
class. When you don't get involved
in class. you can just wander off.”*

Students joke about driving by
Sexton’s house and catching him -
walching C-Span. Thev've also "'
picked up on one of his favorite’
expressions. When a student
answers a question incorrectly, -
another student will say, ““You're.
not asking the right questions.™

Sexton has a govd rapport with
his students and manages lo keep
their attention in class.

“Twon't let someone just sit
there,” he says. "'l can’t stand to
see someone out in left field when-
everyone else is in the ball park’.*

Young leachers oiten make the
mistake of trying to be friends
with their students, Sexton says.

“You can’t be their buddy.
because they'll treat you that
way." he says. “"But you can show
that you cure.” i

On Monday. Sexton's advanced
placemenl Americuan government:
and polilics class of 12 seniors
studied the 1988 presidential elec-
tion therough the use of a laser -
disc program.

Sexton asks students what issues
will be important in the 1992 .
electlion. Students reel off a Jist.
Everybady cantribmites an answer.

During the other half of the
period, students used The Post and
USA Today to study current
events.

One studenl mentions something
he read about the abartion issue.

“*See if you can fird tha:.”
Sexton says. "and bring itin."”
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Gettingon
the right track

he Rowan-Salisbury school board faces a no-

win situation on the “‘tracking’’ issue. But if
Jfficials follow some basic principles, there may
be a way out of the current controversy.

- Parental resentment of tracking (educators
prefer.to call it 'ability grouping’’ or some such)
has always simmered below the surface here and
elsewhere. By assigning students by ability into
slow, average and gifted categories, the school
system upsets some parents who feel their
children are unfairly stigmatized as slow
learners — or who fear that teachers don’t work

" as hard to help such students. .

- There is also evidence that tracking can be a
self-fulfilling prophecy. A student who becomes
identified as performing at a certain level may
live up to those expectations. And that self-image
may become a lifelong reality.

Yet whenever school officials consider cutting
back or eliminating tracking, parents of above-
average students complain that their children
will be denied a chance to be challenged in their
studies. Diluting the course work to Lhe lowest
common denominator, these parents say, will

;leave the brightest students bored and

: academically deprived.

% Both camps wave bulky studies in the air,
- claiming that the latest hndlngs back up their
slaim thal tracking is a success or failure.
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.Academic opportunity

Despite rumors of an impending ‘'de-tracking"
of other subjects, those in charge of the Rowan-

. Salisbury schools adamantly respond that the
: only non-tracking courses planned — and on a

trial basis at that -~ are high school social studies

: classes. Given the limited nature of this
:experiment, it's reasonable Lo let it run its course
-and then assess the resulls.

. Whatever the school board members decide,

- they would do well not to stray {rom two
.important principles:

= Schools must give every student regardless
chance to reach hlS or her fullest
acadermr_potentxa

= America’s schools must do better in stimu-
lating iheir brightest studenis —a Tailure that5
same expert§ Have dibbed:tie "Secand.crisis”
American_ educalion...

European elitism

Therefore, American schools should steer
clear of a European-lype approach that locks
children into rigid_ g_t;g‘(lemlc tracks at an carly
age and doesn’t aliow theim to swilchT regardless
of their later school successes or preferences.

Perhaps the system could continue tracking but
gwc students more opportunities to switch h tracks
in midstream. Or some ¢lassesinay.lend

themselves to de-txacking while others do not.

Universal public education means our schools
should provide opportunity and attention Lo all
voungslers. ‘I'hal shouldn't mean, however, that
lhe_brighmslstuden&s should be held back by a
one-size-fits-all approach to teaching. If we

- TiléndTo compele in the international market-

- place in coming decades, our schools must not
. sacrifice educational excellence on the altar of
_ rigid student equality.

But al this point, there's no reason to Lthink the

: local school system has anything that radical in
. mind. A pilot program is just that — an
; experiment. This one ought to be allowed a

chance to prove itself.
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Parents should speak out on tracking

By Cindy P. Noell

SPEC 4, L Tef POST

I am writing in response t¢ The Post
editorial. "*Gelling on the right track.”

I refer to the¢ paragraph thal says,
“Despite rumors of an impending ‘de-
tracking” of other subjects, these in
charge of the Rowan-Salisbury schools
adamantly respond that the only non-
tracking courses planned — and on a
trial basis at that — are high school
social studies classes. Given the
limited nature of this experiment, it's
reasonable to let it run ils course and
then assess the results.”

I T felt this paragraph were lrue, |
would agree with you. Most people do
not realize and are not being told thal
de-tracking has_already begun_in_{uil
lorce in all 17 efermentary schools in
the Rowan-Saiisbury syslem.

..-.-Teachers arc told by administration
nol :lo_ rolale__ sludenls helween
leachers, so they can_ be ability-
groped in malh and reading. THis is
a big change in'some of the clementary
schools.

Before this year il was al the
discretion of the principal and
leachers of the individual schools lo
decide whal was best for Lheir parlicu-
lar studenl population. Studenl popu-
lalions do differ greatly from one parl
of the county lo the other, and it makes

==Tpan ideal

a difference in mceeting the needs of
students. .

Who doubts that the elementary

schools in Lhe city area_have the far
greaternumber of disadvantaged chil-
dren? This means the range of low- lo
high-learning abilities are very greal.
This wide rangé_with_oply..a_small
middie grdup makes leaching all
studenls’in the same _classroom very.
dilflcyle -
““TIi¢ school sysiem says il is possible
with leacher training and motivated
teachers. | agree the leacher can do
some grouping within her own
classroom lo teach all levels, but how
many do this? Nol cnough!

I cerlainly don’t think il is necessary
to ability-group -in all subjecl areas,
since all students have something to
give and can enrich each other.
However, in Lhe core subjects of
réading and malth, | do_Lhink il is

neCessary:

classroom silualion
where the discipline is very good,_a.
teacher & (GACH A wider. range. of
abilfiics. "Bul most of our leachers
have lo deal wilh very disruplive

. behavior daily, thereby losing a’lol of

class "lime when_studenis.. could_be

“leapning. "

Our school system has somelhing
called the '"Assertive Discipline

dents who do not” obey rules and

disrupt the class.

These rules are not being foliowed.
1 have been in the schools, in the
classroom, have children in the
classroom that are frustrated because
they see students that ‘‘cuss’’ _at
teachers and don’t gel wriilen up, but
dnvther ‘child-may-chew guim .and.’
WTIUEHT up- very quickly.

Both things are againsl the rules. Be
consistent; show the kids you mean
business and follow the *Assertive
Discipline Plan.” .

I am a parenl who is involved wilh

.us.” If we agrec_with.all the.ideas.of

{he administration, then we.are.carin
-and_involved .. :
The main concern thal prompted me
to wrile this letter is the mention of
the outcome-based education experj-
mient {ha( ‘our sydteim’ is irving to get
Ninding [0t T have'féceived a stack of

gum.and, get ~Thformation on this idea and attended

@ curriculum meeting Lo listen to the
report on this teaching method. Ii_is
experimental and I don’t agree with-

~whiat 1t will mean for.all our.sludents,

buis if_we’ gefthe=money~ fromithe
government our school sysiém_wiil do

the schools, hopefully in a positive il"and we parenls will“be lold, this is

wayv. I have been aclive in the PTA's,
volunleer luloring programs, Boosler
Clubs and have been a grade mother
and chairperson of the communily
involvement commiltee for almost
two years, because | wanted to work
with the system.

- 1 have seen some very. good things

happening in the school system Lhis
year, such as monthly news letters to
parents to keep them informed aboul
school activities. My children go to a
school where the principal is working
with parents to try and make his
school the best it can be.

My concern is thal when_parenls
disagree with Dr, Don Martin.2nd his
stalf, we are labeled by lhem as

Plan.” These are cerlain sleps lo be ~Troublemakers and parenls ‘‘who are

followed wilh consequences [or slu-

réally notl interested in working with

the way il will"b&. Tes

I suremy-speiking out so frankly

about the way I (ecl,_will_cf\nss_ﬂ.‘ﬁ
school administration lo be upset wit
me, but [ will"3lWays Tconliiié to
~voluhtecer and support this school
system. when I can, because you can'l
give up and let the children down, 1
would strongly urge a leller-wriling
campaign from all concerned parents
in the Rowan school system to your
school board members and let them
know how you feel about school issues.

One, two or three, even 50 parents
will rlol make a difference. [{ will lake
us all!

. t
Cindy P. Noell lives in Salisbury.
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More goals
for 1992

ven in economically gloomy times, Rowan

County has the opportunity to move forward
on issues ranging from education to the arts.
Here is the second installment of The Post's
goals for the new year.

Despite their hard work and dedication, the
Rowan-Salisbury Board of Education and
Superintendent Don Martin have a problem on
their hands: Many Rowan parents feel that
§chool olficials have insulTicrentmterest in
reeetving input Trofi the public.

‘Whether the topic is tracking or curriculum
overhaul, schoo! officials must reassure the

public that channels 3 iTable to receive

. comments from parents. Once parents put
rward suggestions, a greater effort should be

made to include them im

QeveloEmenL The tracking issue is one®xample.

On the positive side, the school system should

continue its efforts to strengthen curricuium.

.Providing the proper training Tor personngl will
be a‘crucial part of thamrsr'rmol board
should work toward implementing the rec-
ommendations of the five strategic planning

committaas. Promaotion of the tech-prep cur-
riculum is vital.
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»—The& schools™ need-to-do list a1so inciuoes

greater cfforts to help disadvantaged students.
Moreover, in the wake ol'llié ColUrgversy over—
the former Dunbar school and the NAACP's
opposition to the 1991 school bond issue, school
officials should work to repair the strained
relations with the black community, No progress
Wiilpossible, however, untess black leaders also
demonstrate a willingness to work constructively
to heal these wounds.

The school board will need to re-examine its
facility needs and see if il can develop a smaller
bond proposal.Last fall's $49 million schodl bond
package, deleated by a 52-t0-48 percent margin,
was just too large for many volers to swallow.

One of the brightest notes on the education
{front is the creation of the Rowan-Sallsbury
Educational Foundation, which uses local
contributions to encourage creative teaching
methods in our schools. Promotion of this
exciting new program is essential.

In economic matters, Rowan faces some
serious concerns. Many traditional manufac-
turing jobs are disappearing, and the county’s
retail sector has also been suffering. One result:
The average per capila income for Rowan has
slipped below the staie average.

Salisbury should improve its retail mix, anrd
Rowan as a whole should explore ways to
motivate other grocery chains to come into the
Lion's den here to increase shopping op-

_portunities for residents.

The Salisbury-Rowan Chamber of Com-
merce should move forward wilh its plans to
encourage ncw people to enter the leadership
ranks in the business community and within the
Chamber itself. To thal end. the Leadership
Rowan project should begin this fall.

Government and civic.leaders should continue
Lo press for revamped phone sarvice so South
Rowan residents can call Salisbury without
having Lo pay long-distance charges. That's
especially needed since so many emergency
agencies are located in the county seat.

Efforts to renovate the Meroney Theatre inust
geloff the ground, so that the facility will
ultimately house nol only the Piedmont Players
but the United Arts Council and the new
Playwrights Center as well.

The overall aim should be the creationof a

" performing arts center to serve as a focus for

Salisbury’s growing development as anarts
magnet {or the Piedmont. To that end. the
community should further explore the idea of an
annual regional arts festival.
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Tracking reaches lower

grades

By _Tracy Presson
THE SALISBURY POST

The controversy over ‘‘track-
ing" has -spread to Rowan-
Salisbury elementary schools.

Seme parents are upset that
elementary schools are no longer
domg as much separation of stu-
dents by ability for reading and
math instruction.

School officials say there has
been a change in student grouping
this-year with the implementation
of asnew reading series for grades
K-5. Elementary students are also
being grouped less for math in-
struction.

-. V'Flexible'' grouping is the
preferred method of instruction
Tor the reading series, but elemen-
tary schools are using several

different methods., says Dr.
Martha West, director of elemen-
tary education.

‘*‘We have not mandated any-
thing in elementary schools,'” Dr.
West says. ''What we’ve tried to do
instead is keep teachers and
principals updated on research and
practices, and they decide what's
best for their school.”

Dr. West will speak on student
grouping in elementary schools at

7 p.m. on Tuesday, Jan. 21, at the .

Ellis Street school offices.

The big dilference this year
seems to be in former city elemen-
tary schools, where students had
previously been pulled out of class
for instruction in certain subjects.
Former counly elementary
schools followed less of a *'pull-
out'' pattern.

Page 1B
Salisbury, N.C.
Monday, January 13, 1992
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“There is a delinite national
trend away [rom tracking,”” Dr
West says. '“The research shows
that once a child gets in the low
group, they never get out.”

Research shows high achieve-
ment results for students who have
not been ability-grouped, Dr. West
says. When the lop-level studenls
jeave the class, the other students
have no good role models, she
says. Flexible grouping also

“provides an opportunity for gifted
" studenls lo develop leadership

skills, Dr. West says.

But parents worry that teachers
won't be able to work with dif-
ferent levels of students within one
classroom.. They say the result is

} See Tracking, Page 128
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Tracking
} From Page 1B

instruclion geared
middle-level student.
.-“That's why we encourage dif-
ferent types of grouping, so stu-
dents can be in groups where they
will. be challenged,'" Dr.
says.

toward the

Diﬁicull for teachers

Joyce Davis, a Cabarrus County
teacher, says flexible grouping is a
good idea but putting it into
-practice is difficult. Mrs. Davis is
using the method with the new
reading series, which she says is
more literature-based. Her two
children attend school in Rowan
County. )

. "Grouping different types of stu-
dents helps children learn how
others think, Mrs, Davis says.

"1 have seen a difference in how
first-graders see themselves,” she
says. ‘'The children are very
unaware of which children are
very good readers and which ones
don’t read at all.”

That aspect of the program
helps raise self-esteem at an
important age, Mrs. Davis says.
. .School administrators musl be
aware that teachers need more
planning time to make (lexible
grouping succeed, she says.

“If the teacher is willing to put
in the time, it can be wonderful,"
Mrs. Davis says. *'[ think there are
some very gilted teachers who can
pull it off, but it is difficult for
others."

More planning time

Some local principals are
providing more planning time for
teachers during periods when stu-
dents attend classes in music, PE
or Lhe library.

‘*We're having all kinds of staff
development, Dr. West says. ']
don’l want leachers trying new
{hings until they feel comfortable.
But it is important for teachers lo
know the new ideas. Obviously,

West .

we're nol solving the problems
with the old ones."

There is some confusion be-
lween tracking and ability-group-
ing. "Tracking involves locking a
child into a certain level for an
enlire school career, says Dr. Judy
Grissom, assistant superintendent
for instruction.

Ability-grouping is done by sub-
ject. For example, a student may
excel in language arts but not in
math.

In middle school, sludents are
divided into teams [or classes. Bul
those who show potential in
language arts or math are grouped

“logether for those classes. Also,

exceptional children and students
who need remedial help are
grouped together. Bul grouping
together of different types of
students is done as much as
possible, says Dr. Elen Pittillo,
director of middle grades educa-
tion.

Experiment

The school system is involved in
a experiment with less tracking in
high school social studies classes

.this year. General and acceleraled

classes have been combined. Ad-
vanced-placement classes still re-
main.

Parents have accused school
officials of planning to eliminate
tracking entirely, while school
officials have said they will
carefully evaluate the social stud-
ies experiment before making any
other changes.

However. the same malterials
are being used for different levels
of high school English this vear.
Allen Brantley, director of second-
ary education, says the school
system is moving loward using a
single textbook in many subjects.

Money is one reason. Another is
that all students deserve the same
instruction regardless of their
ability, Brantley says. All students
must take the same end-of-course
state tesl.

Most elementary schools do not

have children changing classes
this year, Dr. West says.- Parl of
that trend involves integrating the
curriculum, she says. That's hard
lo do when students study subjects
under dilferent teachers, Dr. West
says.

“We want to show thal what
they are studying is something to
use and nol just something to
study,' she .says.

Pull-out programs

There are still weekly pull-out
programs for the academically
gifted and for students who need
remedial help.

Academically gifted students in
grades 3-5 are pulled out of regular
class [for instruction with a
certified AG teacher.

"“There is no plan lo eliminate
the AG program.” Dr.Grissom
says. "We have a very strong
program. | don't anlicipate any
changes.”

In March. parents may attend a
panel discussion on the local AG
program.

With the new reading series, the
teacher introduces the lesson and
then may group sludents in various
ways. Students do not remain in
the same groups every day.

Classroom activities involve the
whole class, small groups, pairs of
students and individual students.
All students work on the same
lesson and use the same lexlbooks
and malerials. Student who are
doing well participale in enrich-
ment activities. Students who need
more allention receive rem-
ediation,

Cooperaliie learning is a part ol

‘the grouping plan. Students with

differing abilities are assigned
group lasks.

“The idea is to help Lleach
students (o work ogether Lo solve
aproblem,” De, West says, **When
they grow up and go out in the
work place. they won't be working
on their own. Bul in school, we
have always encouraged students
lo work on their own and notl
share.”’
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Some ways to send a message to school system

By Dr. Don Martin

SFEC.A. O THE POST

in the Jan. 2, 1992 editorial, "'More
Goalis ior 1992," you wrote, "'Whether
(he wpic is lrackmg or curriculum
overhaul. school of-
ficials must re-
assure the public
that channels are
: available lo receive

‘. commenls from
parents.”

1 am writing this
article o inform
your readers of the
channels that are
- available lo receive

Martin .
comments {rom parenls. The follow-
ing routine channels of communication

should always be available: talking
with teachers, counselors, principals,
central office staff {including me) and
the Board of Education. (The Board
has established a lime at the beginning
of each meeting to receive com-
munications. f[rom lhe public).

Three other communication chan-
nels that are_available lo the public
include slraleglc planning meelings;
school PTA officers; and school ad-
visory council members. I want to
comnment ‘about each of Lhese.

As 1 evaluate whal has been ac-
complished in our school
during the past 2% vyears, I am
extremely pleased with our strategic
planning process. In June 1990, a

district -

public meeting was held inviling
members of the public to help plan our
school district's future. Over G0
citizens attended and many signed up
lo serve on one or more of five
strategic planping committees.
These commitlees mel twice a
month between July and November,
1990. In December 1990, each commit-
tee finalized a broad range of goals and
objectives in the f[ollowing areas:
curriculum, community involvemnent,

personnel, support services and stu-
dent services.
In January 1991, the Rowan-

Salisbury Board of Education adopted
these goals and objectives, which are
prominently displayed in our board
meeting room at Long Street.

These committees conlinued lo
meet throughout 1991. Each commil-
lee is chaired by a local person and is
assigned a staff [facilitator who
provides information and arranges
presentations for each meeting. An
inlerested citizen may attend one
meeling or every meeling.

During the past 18 monlhs (since
July, 1990), the curriculum committee
has mel 27 times; Lhe support services
committee, 24 times; the personnel
committee, 21 times; the community
involvement commiltee, 2i times; and
the student services commillee, 20
times. In summary, cilizens have had
113 opportunilies to talk with staff
members. in a small group about our
school district.

1 recognize that some parents, for
one reason or another, may be unable
to atlend or are uncomfortable attend-
ing ‘a strategic planning meeling.
Local school PTAs and advisory
councils offer two less olficial chan-
nels of communication.

Each school has an active PTA that
meets regularly. Each school also has
an advisory council, whose members
are parents or other interested persons
appointed by the school board to serve
two-year terms. Advisory councils
meel regularly with school principals.

1f you would like to know’the names
of any advisory council members, just
call the particular school or my office.

In your Jan. 2, 1992 editorial, you
commented, ''Once parents put for-
ward suggeslions,
should be made to include them in new
policies undér development. The
tracking issue is one example.”

Without question, the tracking issue
has struck a nerve among some
parents. We have copied articles [or
parenls summarizing a great deal of
the research on this topic, showed
video lapes, conducled parent dis-
cussions and explained carefully the
experiment now underway in many of
our high school social studies classes.

Ccincidentally, Mrs. Cindy Noell
sent a letler to The Post (Dec. 27, 1991)
encouraging- parenls to speak out on
tracking. She believes that principals
have been mandated to make student
grouping changes al the elementary

a grealer efforl’

school level.

Becavse of this confusion, BDr.
Martha West, our director of ciemen-
tary education, will address this topic
at the next mecting of the currieubmmn
strategic planning committes, which
will be held on Tuesday, Jan. 21, 1592
at 7 p.m. at our Ellis Street office.
. Public inpul is important in shaping
the desired educational outcomes and
goals for our children. It is important
for the public to understand the
rationale and research that supports
any educational decision.

Our strategic planning commitiees
are designed lo provide ample op-
portunily for public input and the
sharing of information. Ultimately,
decisions musl be made by school
personnel and approved by the elected
board of educalion. -

There is no doubt in my mind that
our educalional delivery system must
change if we are to adequalely prepare
our students lo enler tomorrow's
workforce. Change is uncomfortable
for al} of-ys. As we continue to struggle
{or excellence, cducators and parents
may nol always share the same
wiewpoint, but hopefully all of us will
continue to work together to achieve.a
mutual goal — providing the best
education possible for all studerts who
live in Rowan County. .

[

x w
o,
Dr. Don Martin is superintendent of

the Rowan-Salisbury school system.



Some ideas to help 5
our ailing schools ... e A

It is refreshing to know ai least
one group is doing something to
improve and encourage crealive
teaching methods in the
classroom. The Rowan-Salisbury
Educational Foundation is to be
commended for *‘promoting and
supporting excellence in teaching
and learning.”"

*The hundreds of commiltee
meelings. {rom the national to the
- local level. other than turning out
a lot of bureaucratic. rhetorical
theorizing. are mostly spinning
their wheels. Qutcome-based
education is inly not.a_new
_Eoncept, It is the same.congept as.
performance- and compelen-,
cy-based instruction that voca-
TiGhal instruclors hiave been using
Tor years. ==ttt

If st_udenl test scores and grades
are going to be improved. it will be
inside the classroom doors where
“‘the rubber meels the road™, nol
in commiltee and board mectings.
As Jim Hunl said in his recent Post
inlerview. “"the teachers are the

ones who help us really change the
schools.”

. A {ew curriculum changes might
be.needed. bul the main .arust in

improviu test scores and grades

sbould be ‘o get the directors of
instruction. the supervisors. the
curriculum specialists. the princi-
pals and assistant principals into
the classrooms to heip improve the
instructor-student learning pro-
cess..

‘:One hundred and thirteen meet-
ings by four committees in 18
roonths is ridiculous. particularly
when the superintendent says.
“Ultimately. decisions must be
made by school personnel and
approved by the elecled Board of
Education.™

One other point of discussion is
the lengthening of the school day
or the schoo! year. This change is
absolutely not necessary.

. The solution is 10 eliminate 95
peicent of the iniringements on
.present classroom time. It would
-be appalling 1o know the nummber of
:ime periods that are missed or cut
. short as students are removed
from a class for varwus reasons
Keep our students in the
classrooms and laboratorices.
- Arnold W. Lingle
Salisbury
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Will idea
for schools
really fly?

RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK —
You can counl on one thing from the
educalion reformers who set the
agenda for school improvement dis-
cussions: Their
ideas. no malter
how worthy or un-
worlhy. will be ex-
pressed in jargon
that will leave the
typical parent
puzzled.

Thal's certainly
the case with the
whole movement

lowards a “‘com- d

Paul T.

petency-based”

system ol educa-

tion. one that re- Q'Connor
lies On @ SINAENL'S  remmerrmemere

“mastery of skills.” .

Reliel for North Carolina parents
may have literally dropped out of the
sky recently. however. and it came
from the most unlikely of places: A
politician. Colorado Gov. Roy Roiner
advoc._... this relorm when he spore
to the World Classs Schools Cen
ference this month. and he did so wil
an example that makes sense.

Romer. a Democrat in his scconw
weem, is a national  advucate s
defined cducational poals aml st
dards. He says that our schouls shu
decide what we want our children
learn. and then move children along
the education ladder as they progress
towards the ultimate goal. :For thoss
holding Ph D.s in education, Pl trans.
laie: “Establish “compy
advance students as they
those competencies.”)

Romer's metaphar cores from his
experiences as the owner of a fligh:
school. When one apens & schol for
future pilots. one must teach peopls
how to fly. You get your pilni s licens:
when you learn how to get an dirplane
up into the air, {ly it arow
number of diungerous situnations, ang
then put it back on the growsd in om
picce. :

seies

niastler

«What is fixed is whal we need 0
know.” Romer lold the conference of
business and cducation leaders from
across the state. You must know haw
to fiy a plane. What is variable. he
said. is the amount of time it will
take™ to learn that skill. .

In other words. no maller how many
hours of Might school you underlake.
you don’t get the license until you can

v :
“Pyblic education is just the op-
posile,” Romer complained. Sludents
move out of third grade after 180 days.
not alter they have mastered the skills
which have been determined (o be
essential {or children aged eight and
nine lo master.

In the public schools. progress is
made by sitting vut your time. not by
learning the nccessary material. If
such a systemn existed [or piiots. noone
would be willing o {ly. 1t weuld be tdo
dangerous.

But who decides what skills a third
grader should master? :

Romer advouites crealion of na-
tiona) goals. He's been instremental in
the decision of (he National Gov-
ernor’'s Association and President
Bush. for example. lo set z goal for
2000 that the U §. lead the world in

math education
J-.g;.u, :’31 /- ﬁ 2

Fsul (CConnor Wwrites coinmns for
the Capitol Press :AS50€1aii05. :
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Aéhievement-oriented plan shows promise

By Tracy Presson
THE SALISBURY POST

EAST SPENCER — A radical new curriculum
model local school officials are proposing may be
.the “‘wave of the [uture,t’ a state education
.specialist lold parents Tuesday night.

-*'It changes everything about the way we think
-about education,” “said David Holdzkom, chief
.consultant in personnel services with the N.C.
Department of Public Instruction.

- -Holdzkom talked about outcome-based education
{OBE) with about 30 parenls and school staff

members at the Long Streel school administrative
-office.

" -The state school board and the General Assembly

‘are sponsoring a pilot project in outcome-based
education. Four school.systems will receive [unding
to implement the curriculum model. The Rowan-
Salisbury system is applying for funding.

- "Here’s Holdzkom's definition of OBE: 'Focusing

and organizing all of the school’s programs .and
instructional elforts around the clearly delined
outcomes we want all students to demonstrale when
they leave school.” )

1n OBE, all students must meel certain standards
before moving on to new material. Students may not
all graduate at the age of 18, Holdzkom said. .

**Age is not the issue. Achievement is the issue,
he said. ’ - :

A switch to OBE will require significanl
retraining of tleachers, Holdzkom said. To be
considered [or state funding, a school system must
offer proof of leacher support.

The local stal{ wants to begin OBE at the high
school level and work backwards. said Dr. Don
Martin, superintendent. The school board will hear
the local proposal at its Jan. 27 meeting. Martin also
plans lo meet with all staff members to discuss the
proposal. .

» See Plan, Page 2D
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» From Page 1D

School officials were disap-
pointed with allendance for Hold-
- zkom's talk, considering the recent
* outcry over curriculum changes.
“*They missed an opportunily,”
said Dr. Judy Grissom, -assistant
superintendent for instruction.

Holdzkomn praised local school

- leaders for their efforts in cur-
riculum reform.

*You're doing experiments the
way 1 like — slowly, with a firm
hand on the rudder,”” he said.

OBE can involve tracking or
ability grouping, but Holdzkom
said helerogeneous grouping is
more consistent with the model.
High expeclations for the success
of all students is the key, he said.

Tracking results in competition
and low sell-esteem for some
students, Holdzkom said. Students
need lo learn cooperation instead
of competition, he said.

Holdzkom said OBE is different
‘from other models for curriculum
reform in that it means ''doing
better things' instead of ‘‘doing
‘things better.”” Most educational
research focuses on the latter, he
said.

People must change their ideas
about education in order to accept
OBE, Holdzkom said.

For instance, it's assumed that
all 6-ycar-olds are in [irst grade,
but it may be that they're not all
ready after finishing kindergarten,
he said.

People also assume that so
-many children will excel and so
many will fail, Holdzkom said. The
rest fall somewhere in betweer, he
said.

"We don’'t take intervention
seriously enough,'’ Holdzkom said.

OBE involves using a fixed
standard of success rather than a
competitive or comparative stan-

o5 Q 3 K
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David Holdzkom talks lo parents; Don Marlin listens

dard., Holdzkom said. Currently,
students and classes are compared
and people think it’s important to
know who is at the lop. he said.

OBE can be explained through
the example of getting vour driv-
er's license. Holdzkom said.
People receive different scores on
the driving test. but evervonc gets
the same result — a license. If you
don’t pass the test, vou eventually
Lake it again.

Scouting merit badges are
another example Holdzkom gave.
Scouts know exaclly what they
must do to earn a badge.-

OBE also uses amounts of time
differently. Instead of expecling a
student to learn alpebra in 180
days, students would get more or
less time.

In OBE. a student’'s aplitude
becomes their rate of learning

instead of their ability to learn,
Holdzkom said.

“No one is jusl sitting there
getting nowhere,” he said. “"The
whole idea is making progress.”

Grading is also handled dil-
ferently with OBE. If grades are
given al all, they should be As and
Bs and N for “'not yet.”

“We use grades (o validate that
2 student has reached a high
standard of success,” Holdzkom
said.

Todayv's schools provide slu-
dents with very few o the skills.
employers look for. he said.

My son’s high scheol is doing a
wonderful job preparing him for
the world he lives in now.”
Holdakom said. But I'm scared
that my kid is not being prepared
for-the world in which he will
live ™



Parents wantimproved
elementary curriculum

Y U ]
By Tracy Presson ="
THE SALISBUAY POST?

iyt 2
Parents expressed concerns
with new elementary school teach-
ing methods on oing
Tuesday, but
agreed that
they should
work withf}
school officials &
on improving
the curriculum,

About 35 |
people atiended [
a meeting of the
curriculum
planning com- West
mittee to hear a presentation on
elementary student grouping by
Dr. Martha West, Rowan-
Salisbury schools’ director of
elementary education.

Some elementary teachers are
using different methods this year,
a move directly related lo the
adoption of new reading textbooks.
Instead_of separating students_by
abjlity, teachers are doing. more
flexible grouping.. -

“Here are™$§6ine concerns parents
mentioned:

= Parents are [rustrated be-
cause they think_ children aren’t
learning. They said brighter stu-
denfs”aren’l progressing because
they are helping theother students
and the new redding book is too
hard for some of those students.
Parents said the result is a
dumbed-dawn. curriculum.

“"wParents aren't receiving any
feedback _on their children’s pro-
gress.

* Teachers are {rustrated be-
cause they are not sure of how to

irhplement new methods, parents
said. Teachers did not receive
enough trajning before starling
something new, they said.

» Parents said they are nol
made awarg.of changes until they
happen.

Dr. West emphasized thal
teachers have not been requiced fo
use_ [lexihle grouping. She said
teachers do need more training.

“There are a lot of things we're
getting at that we're learning
about because we are (rying
something different,” she said.
‘“We expect teachers and princi-
pals to do what is best for children.
There are juslt no easy answers.

We've wrestled with this for 2 long
time."

Research implies that students
should spend more lime in hetero-
geneous groups and more lime

* participaling in cooperative learn-

ing, Dr. West said. Students learn

-Best when interacting with other

students or adults instead of doing
individual work, she said.

Worksheets should be
emphasized less, even though
parents like lo see this type of
work coming home, Dr. West said.

Dr. Don Martin, schools super-
intendent, suggested parents talk
to principals about specific prob-
lems at their child's school. If they
don’t receive satisfaction, they can
come o him, he said,

Parents said thal it may be
betler to have all teachers doing
the same thing in order to measure
the results adequately,

Martin poinled oul that teachers
select lextbooks. He also said
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administrators are interested in
measuring results and in matching
teaching and learnizg styles.

Last year, seven elemenlary
schools did some tracking (separ-
aling by ability) of students, Dr.
West said. This yez:. two schools
still have siudents change classes
for math and languzge arts.

Dr. West explained a teaching
method designed by Dr. Patricia
Cunningham of Wake Forest Uni-
versity, who will be working as a
consullant with the school system.

Dr. Cupninghain's method com-
bines writing. individual reading,
paired reading. anc phonics ac-
tivities. All students receive the
same instruction in 2ach “block.”
Children who are rzving trouble
gel an oppertunity o read. some
easier materials.

The methad was first tried last
vear ‘in Winstoz-3alem and
produced g -+ resuls. Dr. West
said.

said her ciid
program be
lo Rowan
Rowan-Sali:
implement



140

Appendix B
Questionnaires




interview Questions
Reduced Tracking System .

Parent interview: Pilot

Introduce sell and reason for inlerview (to find out how parents believe the
social studies program Is progressing. *Your child has pariicipated this school year in
a social studies curriculum organized to reduce tracking (grouping students of the
same ability level together for classes). You probably remember that in previous years
there had been three tracks or levels available in social studies:

Regular - 4.0 weight (at A level)
Accelerated - 5.0 weight
Honors/Advanced Placement - 6.0 weight

This school year the Rowan-Salisbury system reduced the track choices to two so that
sludents could choose these courses at the regular 4.0 weight

Economic, Legal & Politcial Systems (required 9th grade)

United States History (required 11th grade)

World History

or these courses at the 6.0 weight
Advanced Placement (AP) U.S. History (may replace regular)
AP European History
AP American Government/Politics {may replace ELPS)

Having had a child in one of these courses for this year, we would like 1o know your
perceptions of how the year has gone.

l. Demographic Information

1. Which high school does your child altend?
East North Salisbury Soulth West

2. In which social studies course is your child presently enrolled?
4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
4303 U.S. History
4302 World History
4803 AP U.S. History
4802 AP European History
4813 AP American Government/Politics
Unknown

3. Which social studies course did your child take last (before this one)?
4301 Ecnomic, Legal & Political Systems
4601 Acclerated Economic, LEgal & Political Systems
4303 U. S. History
4603 Accelerated U.S. History
4803 AP U.S. Hislory
4302 World History
4602 Accelerated World History
None of the Above
Unknown

4, Would you have preferred that your child take the academic track {5.0) weight in a
social studies course il it had been available this year?
, Yes No No Opinion

5. What was your child’s grade in social studies al the end of the 3rd quarier?
A B C D E Inc. Unknown

8. What ic your child's aox? male femalo

P-1

141



7. What is your cl;lld‘s ethnic group?  While Black Asian Other

il. Survey
1. Do you feel your chiid has had a successful experience this year in his/her social
sludies course? (S1-12) (Examples? Elaboration?)

2. Did hefshe feel the class moved too quickly or too slowly?(S1)

’

3. Did he/she experience a lot ol failing grades (especially on tests) in this class?(S2)
4. Did he/she find the material too diflicult or too easy?(S3)
5. 'Did he/she seem to be interested in the subject?(S4)

6. In your oplnlon, what was the value ol the conient of the information your child
learned in this class? (S5 & 6)

7. Did you child mention class activities lhal would indicate he/she was aclively
paricipaling in the class? (Examples?) (S7)

(a) Did he/she menlioﬁ use ol seminars, group work, or laser discs?(13,15)

8. Did you feel the teacher paid altenlion to your child's individual needs in this class?
(Examples?) (S8) :

9. Did your child mention other sludents in the class?

(a) Were mosl ol the olher students in the class molivaled to make good
grades? (S9)

(b) Were there many students who slowed the class down because they
disrupted? (S10)

(c)Were there many studenls who slowed the class down because they didn't
understand material? (S1)

10. How uselul do you think what your child learned in this class will be for his/her
future career or educalional goals? (6)

11. Do you think your child would take an acceleraled or honors course il il received
no extra weight in calculaling his grade point average?

12. Hows could the social studies curriculum be impioved? Any olthe: zomments?

Thank you lor panticipaling in this survey.

P-2
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TEACHER SURVEY: Pilot
Assessment of the Social Studies Program to Reduce Tracking

Directions: During this school year, you have taught a social studies curriculum
organized to reduce tracking. Please indicate your assessment ol how well the new
systom is working by answaring 1ha following questions. Use a number 2 pencil
and answer under_Special Codes on the answer sheet by {illing in the
bubble. Do not mark in the top row indicaled by 0. Give one answer per
question.

The survey form iIs designed for you to describe one course at a time.
Please fill out a form for each different course you taught (not each
different section). |f there were great differences between sections, {ill
out another form and mark beside of question E which section you are
describing.

Demographic Information:
A. At which high school do you teach?
(1) East (2) North (3)Salisbury (4)South (5)West

B. Which social studies course do you teach for most of the day?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
{2) 4303 United States History
(3) 4302 World History )
(4) 4803 AP United Stales History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Government/Politics

C. Which social studies course did you teach for most of the day last year?
{1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4601 Accelerated Economic, Legal & Political Syslems
(3) 4303 U.S. History
(4) 4603 Accelerated U.S. History
(5) 4803 AP U.S. History
(6) 4302 World History
(7) 4602 Acclerated World History
(8) None of the Above

D. Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated) level to have been taught this
year? .
(1) Yes (2) No (3) Undecided

E. Which social studies.course are you describing in this survey?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Polilical Systems
(2) 4303 United States History
(3) 4302 World History
(4) 4803 AP United States History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Governmenl/Politics

F. How many years have you taught social sludies, including this year?
_{1)1-5 (2)6-10 (3) 11-15 {4) 16-20 {5) 21 or more

G. How many of those years have been in the Rowan-Salisbury System?
{1) 1-5 (2)6-10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16-20 (5) 21 or more
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STUDENT SURVEY: Pilot 144

Assessment of the Social Studies Program to Reduce Tracking

Directions: During this school year, you have experienced a social studies

curriculum organized to reduce tracking. Please indicale your assessment of how well -
the new system is working by answering the following questions. Use a number 2
pencil and answer under_Special Codes on the answer sheet by {illing in
the bubble. Do not mark in the top row indicated by 0. Give one answer
per question.

. Demog:aphic Information:
A. Which high school do you attend?
(1) East (2) North (3)Salisbury (4)South (5)West

B. In which social studies course are you presently enrolled?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4303 United States History
(3) 4302 World Hislory
(4) 4803 AP United Slates History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Government/Politics

C. Please indicate the last social studies course you took before this year.
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4601 Accelerated Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(3) 4303 U.S. History
(4) 4603 Accelerated U.S. History
(5) 4803 AP U.S. History
(6) 4302 World History
(7) 4602 Acclerated World History
(8) None of the Above

D. Would you have taken the academic track (5.0 weight) in a social studies
course il it had been available this year?
{1) Yes (2) No (3) Undecided

E. What was your grade in the class your are presently taking at the end of the
3rd quarter? ’

(1)A (2B (3)C (4)D (5) E (6) Incomplete

F. Approximately how many students are in your social studies class?
(1) 15 or less (2) 16-20 (3) 21-25 (4) 26-30 (5) 31 or more

G. Of which class are you a member, according to homeroém?
(1) freshman  (2) sophomore (3} junior  (4) senior

H. What is your sex?
(1) male (2) female

I. What is your ethnic group? -
{1)White (2)8Black (3) Asian (4) Other
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1. s'urvey' Questions: Use a no. 2 pencil and fill in the bubble corresponding to
the answer you choose. °

1. l{ound the rate at which the instruction moved in my classes to be
(a) verysiow (b} somewhat slow (c) aboul right {d) somewhal last (e) very fasl

2. The number of {ailing_grades my sludents experienced on tests in this class was
(s) very low (b) somewhat low (c)about usual (d) somewhal high (e) very high

3. The difficully of the material | taught in this class was
(a) very easy (b) somewhal easy (c)about right (d) somewhat«diflicull (ejvery difficull

4. The interest my students had in the subject matter in this class was
(a) veryllow (b) somewhat low {c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high

5. Most sludents appeared io believe the imporiance of the conleni studied in this
course was
‘(a)very low (b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

6. The jmportiance of what | taught for must students’ futures is
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high {e) very high

7. Most students _aclively pardicipated in this class

- (a) neveror very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (e) very olien

8. | paid allention 1o individual studeni needs in this course

(a) neverorvery rarely (b) rarely (cloccasionally (d)oflen (e)veryoften
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9. In comparison to other classes | have taught , the number ol studenls in this course

who were concerned aboutl good grades was
{a) very low {b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

10. In comparison to other courses | have taught , the number of students who slowed

thus course down because they were distuplive was
(a) very low (b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high

11. In comparison o other courses | have taught, the number of students who slowed

the class down because they didn't understand the material was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high

12. My expeclalions for students in this course were
(a) very low (b) somewhal low (c) about right (d) somewhal high (e) very high

13. Inthis course | taught by leglure
(a) never arvery tarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)oflen (e)veryoflen

14. in this course | used technology such as laser discs or compulers
(a) neverorvery rarely (b)rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e) very often

.15, In this course | used video tapes
’ . (a) never or very rarely (b) yarely {c)occasionally (d) olien (e) very olten

16. In this course ! used seminar discussions

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e} very olten

17. inthis course | used cooperalive groups

(8) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally {d)olten (e) very oflen

18. I this course | agsigned homework

(a) neveror very rarely (b)rarely (c)occasionally (d) oilen (e} very oitan

19. hYy sludents did the assigned homework
{a) neveror very rarely (b)rarely (cloccasionally (d)olten (e)veryoi'z~
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20. | promplly reviewed the assigned homework

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen {(e) very ollen

21. In this course | asked oral gueslions

(a) never or very rarely {(b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ofien (e) very olien

22. In this course sludents usually answered the oral guestions

{a) with one or two words (b) with a sentence (c) with several senlences

23, My fest guestions in this course were usually
(a) muttiple choice or lruetalse (b) shorl answer or fill in the blank (c) discussion or essay
{d) a combination ol techniques

24, What received most emphasis in this class?

(a) memorizing facls
(b) understanding concepts
{c) both received equal atiention

25. The method through which | believe most students learn best is
(a) reading malerial themselves (b) hearing a leclure (c) participaling in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) compleling work sheels '

26. The method of learning through which it is mogt ditficult for most students to learn
is
(a) reading material themselves (b) hearing a lecture (c) parlicipating in a discussion (d) watching a
video (e) compleling work sheels

27. The method of teaching | ysed most often is
(a) reading malerial themselves (b) hearing a lecture {c) pardicipaling in a discussion (d) walching a
video {e) compleling work sheels

28. The method of teaching | used least oflenis
(a) reading material themselves (b) hearing a leclure (c) participating in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) compleling work sheels

29. If there are other questions you believe should be asked to understand better how
the social studies project is progressing, please write them in below.

Please indicate on the answer sheel whal you consider 1o be the sironges! poinl and the weakest point o}
the social sludies class you have laken this year,

-Strength (Comment 1):

Weakness (Comment 2):

Thank you for your participalion in this survey

T3
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Il. Survey Questlons: Useano. 2 pencil and fill in the bubble corresponding to
‘the answar you choose.

1. |found the rate at which the Instruction moved in this class to be
{a)verysiow  (b) somewhal slow (c) aboul sight (d) somewhallast (e) very last

2. The number of {alling grades | experienced on tests in this class was
(a) very fow (b) somewhat fow (c)aboutusual (d) somewhat high (e) very high

3. The difficulty of the material we studied in this class was
(a) very easy (b) somewhal easy (c)about right (d) somewhat difticull (e)very dillicult

4, Theinlerest | had in the subject matter in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

5. Most students appeared 1o believe the importance of the_content studied in this
course was
{a)very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e} very high

6. The jmportance of what | learned in this class for my future is
{a) very low {b) somewhat low {c) average {d) somewhat high (e) very high

7. | _actively parlicipaled in this class

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e) very often

8. The teacher paid plion o my n n indivigual in his class
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (e) very ollen

8. In comparison to my other classes, the number of siudents in this class who were

concerned about good grades was

(a) very low {b) somewhat low {c) average (d) somewhat high {e) very high

10. My personal concern about making gogd arades in this class was

(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

11. in comparison to my other classes, the number of students who slowed the class
down because they were disruplive was
(a) very low (b} somewhat low {c) average {d) somewhal high (e) very high

12. In comparison to my other classes, the number of students who slowed the class
down because they didn’l understand the malerial was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average {(d) somewhat high (e) very high

13. Teachergexpectations in this class were
{a) very low (b) somewhal low {c) about right (d) somewhat high (e) very high

14. In this class the teacher taught by lecture _ ¢
(a) neveror very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) oflen (e) very ollen

15. In this class the teacher used {echnolggy such as laser discs or computers
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) oflen (e) veryollen

. 16. In this class the leacher used video lapes
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)olien (e) very ollen

17. In this class the teacher used seminar discussions

(a) never orvery rarely (b) rarely (c)occaslonally (d)ollen (e} very 2lien

lf\ this class the teacher used coooperalive aroups

{a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (cloccasionally {d) ollen [e) very 2llen

In this class the teacher assigned homework

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) otien (e)ven S'ten

-
w

-
M
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'20. 1did the assigned homework

(a) neverorvery rarely (b) rarely (cjoccasionally (d)olten (e) very ollen

21. The teacher promplly reviewed the assigned homework
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally {d) olien (e} very oflen

22. In this class the teacher gsked oral quastions

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (e) very ofien

23. In this class students usually answered the oral queslions

(a) with one or two words (b) wilh & sentence (c) wilh several sentences

24, Tes! questionsin this class were usually
(a) muliiple choice or true/lalse (b) short answer or lillin the blank (c) discussion or essay
{d) a combinalion of techniques

25. Whal received most emphasis in this class?
(a) memorizing lacts

(b) understanding concepls
(c) both received equal altention

26. The method ihrough which | believe | jearn best is
(a) reading material mysell (b) hearing a leclure (c) participating in a discussion (d) walching a video
(e) completing work sheels

27. The method through which it is most ditficult for me to learn is
(a) reading malerial mysell (b) hearing a leclure (c) paricipaling in a discussion (d) walching a video
(e) compleling work sheels

28. The method my teacher ysed most often is
{a) reading material mysel! (b) hearing a leclure (c) participating in a discussicn (d) walching a video
(e) compleling work sheeis

29. The method my teacher used leasl oflen is
{a) reading material mysell (b} hearing a lecture (c) participaling in a discussicn {d) walching a video
(e) completing work sheets

Please indicate on the answer sheet what you consider {o be the strongest poiri and the v.eakest point of
the social studies class you have taken this year.

Strength (Comment 1):

Weakness (Comment 2);

Thank you for your partticipation in this survs.

S-3
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Assessment of the Soclal Studies Program to Reduce Tracking
Rowan-Salisbury Schools

Directions: During this school year, your child has experienced a social studies
curriculum organized 10 reduce fracking. Please indicate your assessment of how wel)
the new system is working by putting your answer in the blank provided. Questions
refer to the experience of the child whose name is on the address label. Please return
the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by June 1, 1992. Evenif you have to
answer “No Opinion/Don’t Know" to several queslions, your response is important in
helping us plan better educational experiences for your child.

I. Demographic Information:
A. Which high school does your child attend?
(1) East (2) North (3)Salisbury (4)South (5)West

B. In which social studies course is your child presently enrolled?
- (1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Politicat Systems
.(2) 4303 United States History
(3) 4302 World History
(4) 4803 AP United States History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Government/Politics

C. Please indicate the iast social studies course your child took before this year.
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4601 Accelerated Economic, Legal & Polilical Systems
(3) 4303 U.S. History
(4) 4603 Accelerated U.S. History
(5) 4803 AP U.S. History
(6) 4302 World History
(7) 4602 Accelerated World History
(8) None of the Above
(9) Don't Know

D. Would you have advised your child to take the acceleraled track (5.0 weight) in 2
social studies course if it had been available this year?
(1) Yes (2) No (3) Undecided

E. What was your child's grade in social studies at the end of the
3rd quarter?
(HA (2)B (3)C (4D (5 E (6)Incomplete (7) Don't Know

F. Do you believe you understand the weighted grade system presently used?
(1) Yes (2) No (3) Undecided

G. Of which class is your child a member, according to homeroom?
(1) freshman  (2) sophomore (3)junior (4) senior

H. What is your child's sex?
(1) male (2) female

I. Whatis your child's ethnic group?
(1)White (2)Black (3) Asian (4) Other

J. What is your relation to your child?
(1) Mother  (2) Father (3) Female Guardian (4) Male Guardian (5) Other

P-1
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Il. Survey Questions: Answer your queslions according to comments your child
has made, returned papers you have seen, report cards, discussions with your child,
and any contacts you have had with your child's social studies teacher.

1. My child found the ralg at which the instruclion moved in this class 1o be ‘
(a) very slow (b) somewhat slow (c) aboul right (d) somewhal {ast (e) very fas! (I) no opiniorvdon't know

2. In comparison to other classes, the number of students who slowed this class down

because they were distuptive was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high ({) no opiniorvdon'l know

3. In comparison to other classes, the number of students who slowed the class' down

because they didn't understand the material was

(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high (I} no opinion/don't know

4.. The number of failing_grades my child experienced on tests or major assignments
in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high (f) don't know

5. The dilficulty of the material studied in this class was
(a)very easy (b)somewhat easy (c)about right (d)somewhat dillicult (e)very dillicult (f) don't know

6. The interest my child had in the subject matter in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high (1) no opiniorvdon'l know

7. Most students appeared to believe the importance of the content stud:ed in this
course was

(a)very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high (I) don’t know

8. The importance of what my child learned in this class for his/her future is
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high (I) no opinion

9. My child _aclively participated in this class

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e) very ofien (f) don't know

10. The teacher paid attention to my child's needs as an individual in this class
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen {e) very ollen {I} no opinion

11. In comparison to other classes, the number of students in this class who were
concerned about good grades was '
(a) very low (b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high (I} don't know

12. In comparison to other classes, competition among students in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high (f) don't know

13. The number of students in this class who learned from each other was
(a) very low (b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewhat high {e) very high (f) don't know

14. Teacher expectations in this class were
(a) very low " (b) somewhat low (c) about right (d) somewhat high (e) very high () no opinion

15. In this class the teacher taught by lecture
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)ollen (e) very olten {I) don't know

16. In this class the teacher used fechnology such as laser discs or compulers
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)ollen (e)very ollen () don'l knovs
17. in this class the teacher used video tapes

{a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally {d)ollen (e) very oflen (1) don'l know

18. In this class the teacher used seminar discussions
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)olten (e) very ollen (f) don't know
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19. In this class the teacher used gooperalive qroups
(a) never or very rarely {b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)olien (e} very ollen (l) donl know

20. In this class the teacher gssigned homework
(a) neveror very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e) aimost always (f) don'l know

21. My child did the assigned homework
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) often (e) aimost always (f} don't know

22. The teacher promptly reviewed the assigned homework
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) often (e) zimast always (f) dont know

23. In this class the teacher gsked oral questions that required a sentence or more to
answer

{(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (e) zlmosl always (f) don't know

24. In this class the teacher emphasized learning concepls, rather than memorizing
facts

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) often {(e) aimosl always (f} don't know

25. The method through which | believe my child learns pest is
(a) reading material mysel (b) hearing a lecture {c) participating in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) compleling work sheels (f) dont know

26. The method through which it is most difficult for my child to learn is
(a) reading material mysell (b) hearing a leclure (c) participaling in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) completing work sheels (1) don't know

27. The method my child’s teacher used most often is
(a) reading material myself (b) hearing a leclure {c) participaling in a discussion {d) walching a
video (e) compleling work sheels (I) don‘l know

28. The method my child's teacher least oftenis
(a) reading material myself {b) hearing a leclure {c) participaling in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) completing work sheets () don’t know

29. Overall, my child's learning experience in social studies class this year has been
(a) poor (b)fair (c)good (d) superior (d)excellent {e) no opinion

30. How often have you had communicatidn (\}vritten and/or verbal) with your child’s
teachers this year (all teachers, not just social studies)?
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e) very often

Please indicate on the answer sheel what you consider to be the strongast point and the weakest point ol
the social studies class your child has taken this year. Any other comments are welcomed.

Strength (Comment 1):

Weakness (Comment 2):

Thank you for your paricipation in this survey.
All answers are confidential.
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Assessment of the Social Studies Program to Reduce Tracking

Directions: During this school year, you have taught a social studies curriculum
organized to reduce tracking. Please indicate your assessment of how well the new
system is working by answering the following questions. Use a number 2 pencil
and answer under_Specijal_Codes on the answer sheet by filling in the
bubble. Do not mark in the top row indicated by 0. Give one answer per
question.

The survey form is designed for you to describe one course at a time.
You may fill out a new answer sheet for each course you taught of those
listed in question B, or you may provide answers about the course you
taught the most. If there were great differences between seclions of the
same course, you may fill out another answer sheet to describe the
different sections. At Jeast one answer form should be completed by 2!l
teachers of the courses listed in B.

Demographic Information:
A. At which high school do you teach?
(1) East (2) North {3)Salisbury (4)South (5)West

B. Which social studies course do you teach for most of the day?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4303 United States Hislory
(3) 4302 World History
(4) 4803 AP United States History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Government/Politics

C. Which social studies course did you teach for most of the day last year?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4601 Accelerated Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(3) 4303 U.S. History
(4) 4603 Accelerated U.S. History
(5) 4803 AP U.S. History
(6) 4302 World History
(7) 4602 Accelerated World History
(8) None of the Above

D. Would you have preferred a 5.0 (accelerated) level to have been taught this
year?
(1) Yes (2) No (3) Undecided

E. Which social sludies course are you describing in this survey?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
{2) 4303 United States History
(3) 4302 World History
(4) 4803 AP United States History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Government/Politics

F. How many years have you taught social sludies, including this year?
(1) 1-5 (2) 6-10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16-20 (5) 21 or more

G. How many of those years have been in the Rowan-Salisbury System?
(1) 1-5 (2) 6-10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16-20 (5) 21 or more

H. Whatis your sex?
(1) Male (2) Female
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1. What is your ethnic group?
(1) White  (2) Black (3) Asian (4) Other

Il. Survey Questlions: Use ano. 2 pencil and f{ill in the bubble corresponding to
the answer you choose.

1. lHound the rale at which the instruction moved in my classes to be
(a) very slow  (b) somewhat siow (c) about right (d) somewhal tast {e) very fast

2. In comparison to other courses | have taught , the number of students who slowed
thus course down because they were disruptive was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

3.. In comparison to other courses | have taught, the number of students who slowad
this course down because they didn't understand the material was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

4. The number of {aiting grades my students experienced on tests in this course was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c)about usual (d) somewhat high (e) very high

5. The difficulty of the material | taught in this course was
(a) very easy (b) somewhat easy (c)aboul right (d) somewhat dilticull (e)very dillicult

6. The interest my students had in the subject matter in this course was
(a) very low (b) somewhal lows (c) average (d)} somewhal high (e) very high

7. Most students appeared to believe the imporiance of the content studied in this
course was

(a)very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

8. | believe the importance of what | taught for must students’ futures is
(a) very low (b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewhal high (e) very high

9. Most students _actively padicipated in this class

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) often (e) very ollen

10. | paid attention to individual sludent needs in this course .
(a) never or very rarely (b rarely (c)occasionally (d) oflen (e) very often

11. In comparison to other courses | have taught , the number of students in this

course who were goncerned about good grades was

(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

12. Competition among students in this course was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhalt high {e) very high

13. The number of students in this course who learned from each other was
(a) very low (b) somewhal low {c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

14. My expectations for students in this course, compared to other courses | have
taught, were
(8) very low (b) somewhat low (c) about right (d) somewhal high (e) very high

15. Inthis course | taught by lecture
{a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (2)very ollen

16. In this course | used {echnology such as laser discs or computers
(a) never or very rarely {b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) often (2} very often

17. Inthis course | used vide9 {apes

(a) never or very rarely (b) rzrely (c)occasionally (d)olien (2)very ollen
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18. In this course | used seminar discussions

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely * {c)occasionally {d) often (e) very ofien

19. Inthis course | used cooperalive groups

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (cJoccasionally (d) olten (e) very oflen

20. In this course | gssigned homework

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (e) almost aways

21. My students did the assigned homework
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) oflen (e) aimosl always

22. | promptly reviewed the assigned homework
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olten (e) almost always

23. in this course | asked oral questions that required a sentence or more {0 answer
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally {(d) often (e) almost always

24. 'l tried 1o emphasize learning_concepts rather than memorizing facts
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally {d) oiten (e) almost always

25. The method through which | believe most students learn bestis
(a) reading material themselves (b) hearing a lecture (c) participaling in a discussion (d) watching a
video (e) completing work sheels

26. The method of learning with which most students have the most difficully is
(a) reading material themselves (b) hearing a leciure (c) participating in a discussion {d) walching a
video (e) compleling work sheels

27. The method of teaching | ysed most often is
(a) reading material themselves (b) hearing a leclure (c) participating in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) completing work sheets

28. The method of teaching | used least oftenis
(a) reading material themselves (b) hearing a leclure (c) participaling in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) compleling work sheels

29. Overall, my teaching ex'perience in social studies this year has been
(a) poor (b)fair (c)good (d) superior (d) excellent

30. The amount of time required for preparing for my sociallsludiés classes this year
has been
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) about usual (d) somewhat high (e) very high

31. The difficulty of teaching my social studies classes this year has been
(a) very low {b) somewhat low (c) aboul usual (d) somewhat high (e) very high

Please indicate on the answer sheel whal you consider lo be the strongest poinl and lhe weakest poinl o!
the social studies classes you have taught this year.

Strength (Comment 1):

Weakness (Comment 2):

Thank you for your participation i this survey.
All answers are confidential.

T3

154



STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 155

Assessment of the Soclal Studies Program to Reduce Tracking

Directions: During this school year, you have experienced a social studies
curriculum organized to reduce tracking. Please indicate your assessment of how well
.the new system is working by answering the following questions. Use a number 2
pencil and answer under Special Codes on the answer sheet by filling in
the bubble. Do not mark in the top row Indicated by 0. Give one answer
per question.

l. Demographic Information:
A. Which high school do you attend?
(1) East (2) North (3)Salisbury (4)South (5)West

-.B. In which social studies course are you presently enrolled?
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4303 United States History
(3) 4302 World History
.4) 4803 AP United States History
(5) 4802 AP European History
(6) 4813 AP American Government/Politics

C. Please indicale the last social studies course you took before this year.
(1) 4301 Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(2) 4601 Accelerated Economic, Legal & Political Systems
(3) 4303 U.S. History
(4) 4603 Accelerated U.S. History
(5) 4803 AP U.S. History
(6) 4302 World History
(7) 4602 Accelerated World History
{(8) None of the Above

D. Would you have taken the accelerated track (5.0 weight) in a social studies
- course if it had been available this year?
(1) Yes (2) No {3) Undecided

E. What was your grade in the class your are presently taking at the end of the
3rd quarter? ' ’

(1)A (2)B (3)C (4)D (5) E (6) Incomplete

F. Approximately how many students are in your social studies class?
(1) 15 or less {2) 16-20 (3) 21-25 (4) 26-30 (5) 31 or more

&. Of which class are you a member, according to homeroom?
(1) freshman (2) sophomore (3) junior  (4) senior

H. What is your sex?
(1) male (2) female

[. Whal is your ethnic group?
(1)White (2)Black (3) Asian (4) Other



ll. Survey Questions: Use ano. 2 pencil and fill in the bubble corresponding 1o
the answer you choose.

1. |found the rate at which the instruction moved in this class to be
(a) verysiow  (b) somewhat slow (c) aboul right .(d) somewhat fast (e) very fast

2. In comparison to my other classes, the number of students who slowed the class
down because they were disruplive was
(a) very low (b) somewhal low (c) average (d) somewha! high (e) very high

3. In comparison to my other classes, the number of students who slowed the class
down because they didn’t undersiand the material was
{a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e} very high

4. The number of failing_grades 1 experienced on tests in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c)about usual (d) somewhal high (e) very high

5. The difficulty of the material we studied in this class was
(a) very easy (b) somewhal easy (c)aboul right {d) somewhat dillicult (e)very dillicult

6. The interest | had in the subject matter in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

7. Most students appeared to believe the imporiance of the content studied in this
course was
(a)very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

8. The imporiance of what | learned in this class for my fulure is
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average {(d) somewhal high (e) very high

9. | _actively parlicipated in this class

(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)olten (e) very oiten

10. The teacher paid nfion to my n n individual in this class
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) often (e) very oflen

11. In comparison to my other classes, the number of students in this class who were

concerned aboul qood grades was

(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average {d) somewhat high (e) very high

12. In comparison to my other classes, compelilion among students in this class was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

13. The number of students in this class who learned {rom each other was
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) average (d) somewhat high (e) very high

14. Teacher expectations in this class were
(a) very low (b) somewhat low (c) about right - (d) somewhal high (e) very high

15. In this class the teacher taught by lecture
(a) never or very rarely {b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)ollen (e} very oflen

16. In this class the teacher used technology such as laser discs or computers
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) oflen (e) very often

17. In this class the teacher used video tapes
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) olien (e) very often

18. In this class the teacher used seminar discussions
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (cjoccasionally (d) often (e) very often

19. In this class the teacher used cooperative groups
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)olien (e)very olien
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20. In this class the teacher assigned homework

{a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) oflen (e) aimost aways

21. 1did the assigned homework

{a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d)ofien (e) aimost always

22. The teacher promptly reviewed the assigned homework
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (coccasionally (d) olien (e) almost always

23. In this class the teacher asked oral questions that required a sentence or more to
answer -
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely {c)occasionally (d) ollen (e) almosl always

24, In this class the teacher emphasized learning_concepts, rather than memorizing
facts
(a) never or very rarely (b) rarely (c)occasionally (d) ollen (e} almost always

25.  The method through which | believe | Jearn besl is
*{a) reading malerial myseli (b) hearing a leclure (c) participating in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) completing work sheets

26. The method through which it is most difficult for me 1o learn is
(a) reading material myself (b) hearing a leclure (c) participating in a discussion {d) walching a
video (e) completing work sheets

27. The method my teacher used most ¢flen is

(a) reading malerial myself (b) hearing a leclure (c) padicipaling in a discussion (d) walching a
video {e) compleling work sheels

28. The method my teacher used least oftenis
(a) reading malerial myself {b) hearing a lecture (c) padicipating in a discussion (d) walching a
video (e) completing work sheels

29. Overall, my learning experience in social studies class this year has been
(a) poor (b) fair (c) good (d) superior (d) excellent

Plzase indicale on the answer sheel what you consider lo be the strongast poinl and the weakesi poinl of
the social studies class you have laken this year.

Strength (Comment 1):

Weakness (Comment 2):

Thank you for your paricipation in this survey.
All answers are conlidential.
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Date: 07-21-92 National Computer Systems
MICROTEST Survey
Histogram
Total Respondents: 817 Ratchford Survey Subgroup Respondents: 817

Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4_...5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 1 = The rate at which the instruction moved in this class was:

A= very slow........... *XKX

B = somewhat slow....... *REKRKRKFRK

C = about right......... EXKRKEERERRRRRKK KKK K KKK XK

D = somewhat fast....... LSS LS

E =very fast........... XX %

A: 7.5% B: 20.8% C: 51.0% D: 15.1% £: 5.7% Mean = 2.91
f = 58 f = 161 f = 395 f = 117 T = 44 Missing = 42
Item 2 = Number of stu who slowed down class due to being disruptive:
A=very 1oW.....covvuane FRRKKERERRRKK

B = somewhat low........ LEE RS LS

C = average.......ceeee-- XEXEEKKKEK KK KKK K

D = somewhat high....... RAKKKKE KK

E = very high........... *kxX

fA: 27.0% B: 16.7% C: 32.6% D: 15.4% E: 8.4% Mean = 2.61
f = 200 f = 124 f = 242 f = 114 T oz 62 Missing = 75
Item 3 = Number of stu who slowed class because they didn’t understan
A=very low......oeoo.- KEKKKKKRRERR KKK

B = somewhat low........ KR HAK KKK KKK

C=zaverage...........n. KEREKRKKRKERKKR R

D = somewhat high....... KRRKKKK

E = very high........... X%

A: 29.1% B: 23.3% C: 30.9% D: 13.5% E: 3.2% Mean = 2.39
f = 215 f = 172 f = 228 f = 100 T = 24 Missing = 78

Item 4 = Number of failing grades experienced on major tests/assignme

A=z very low.....o.o.... RERKEEERKELKREKKEKRKRERE KX XKk
B = somewhat low........ KKEKKR XK

C = about usual......... RREXERL KX

D = somewhai high....... XE XK

Eowovery ign oo, L3

A 54.2% Do 14.2% C: 18.4% 0: 8.3 T 4, Mean = 1.95
f = 432 oz 113 T = 147 f = 66 s o= 59 Misaing = 20
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Date: 07-21-92

160

Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 5 = The difficulty of the material studied in this class was:

AT VEry €asyeeeeevenann KXXLRKR

B = somewhat easy....... EXRRKERERKX

C = about right......... KRKKKRXKXXRKRREREKKK

D = somewhat difficult.. *¥¥¥xxxX*xx

E = very difficult...... *x

Az 14.1% B: 20.5% C: 39.2% D: 22.2% E: 4.1% Mean = 2.82
f = 111 f = 162 f = 309 f = 175 f = 32 Missing = 28
Item 6 = The interest my child had in the subject matter in this clas

Az very low............ XXKERKKK

B = somewhat low........ XERXKRRXX

Czaverage.......coeue.. FRRKKEKXKKKKKRR XK K

D = somewhat high....... FokRKAkK X

E = very high........... ¥ERXXKE

A: 15.7% B: 18.4% C: 37.7% D: 15.6% E: 12.6% Mean = 2.91
f = 126 T = 148 f = 303 f = 125 f = 101 Missing = 14
Item 7 = Most students appeated to believe the importance of content
Ac-very low............ LR ]

B = somewhat low........ FERAKRKK KKK

C=zaverage............. FEAKEEEKKREKRKRERKKE R KKK

D ='somewhat high....... LESELES

E =very high........... *k%

A: 15.0% B: 22.8% C: 43.6% D: 13.0% E: 5.5% Mean = 2.71
f = 110 f = 167 f = 319 f =95 f = 40 Missing = &6
Item 8 = The importance of what my child learned for his future is:
A=very low............ *ERXK

B = somewhat low........ AEXXKRKKK

Czaverage............. KEXKKERERKKKKERKKKKK KKK

D = somewhat high....... KKERKKKKX

E=very high........... KEFKKK,

A: 10.1%  B: 15.2%  C: 42.0% D: 17.9%  E: 14.9% Mean = 3.12
f =79 f = 119 f = 329 f = 140 f = 117 Missing = 33
Item 9 = My child actively participated in this class:

A T NEVEr Or very raraely *®

B o= rarely. ..o o ... *Xkx

C = ¢ Xrtk¥tachrrx

0 = R wrkhy sk xRk ER

£ P EEEREEEFEATESTESEY

A e i 7.5% C: 20.9% D: 32.7% £ 3465 Mean = 3,56
t o= 33 f = &8 f = 162 f - 253 f = 2068 Fissing = 22



Date: 07-21-92 - 161
Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 10 = Teacher paid attention to my child’s needs as an individual:

A = never or very rarely Xxxx

B=rarely..c.cceecucenn FEXXXKK

C = occasionally........ FRRXKRKKKXKKRX

D=often..oeeecuennnnn. E33333 333323

E = very often.......... RXKRKKKRKKKK

A: 7.5% B: 12.4% C: 26.3% D: 31.1% E: 22.6% Mean = 3.49
f = 57 f = 94 F =199 f = 235 f =171 Missing = 61

Item 11 = Number of studenis who were concerned about good grades was:

Azvery 1oW.....ceeuues LRSS

B = somewhat low..,..... RRXRE KK

C = AVerage....o.eeeueen KXEKKERKKXRKKERE KKK

D = somewhat high....... KRRk EK

E =very high........... *EKKRKK

A: 12.0% B: 17.0% C: 43.0% D: 15.6% E: 12.4% Mean = 2.99
f - 88 f = 124 f = 314 f = 114 f = 91 Missing = 86
Item 12 = Competition among student in this class was:

Az-very low............ KRXXKKKKXK

B = somewhat low........ ERXXRKKKKKRKK

C=zaverage............. KEKKEKKRKRERKERKKRKKK K

D = somewhat high....... *RXAKXK

E = very high........... *EKX

A: 17.6% B: 23.7% C: 38.1% D: 12.9% £E: 7.7% Mean = 2.69
f = 128 f =173 f = 278 f = 94 f = 56 Missing = 88

Item 13 = Number of studentis in this class who learned from each other

Azvery low............ AXRKKKK KK

B = somewhat low........ RERXXRK KK

C-average.......c..... KEKKKKKKEKRKRRKKE KKK

0 = somewhat high....... XRKXKXKXK

E = very high........... ¥

A: 17.2% B: 20.0% C: 40.2% D: 16.2% E: 6.4% Mean = 2.75
f =121 T = 141 f = 283 f = 114 f = 45 Missing = 113
[tem 14 = Teacher expectations in this class weres:

Az very low............ kX

B = somewhat low........ KhExgy

C = about ricivh......... LAEEEERE TS LES EES D 2

C @ somzwhat high. ... ... FXERKS o xRREK

Eonowvery higho oL L. AR AR EELES

5. 3% S 12.05% Cr o %9.3% D: 23.7% E£: 19.3% Mean = 3.37
T = 40 + 5] fow 274 f = 180 oz 147 misaing = 56



Date: 07-21-92
Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 15 = In this class the teacher taught by lecture:

A = never or very rarely ¥¥xxxx

B=rarely....ccccccune. XXEXXX

C = occasionally........ KEXERKRRKXKK

D=zoften.....oovouaans LERI L

E = very often.......... b3 3333333333333

A: 11.1% B: 11.9% C: 24.3% D: 22.1% E: 30.6% Mean = 3.4

f = 82 f = 88 f = 180 f = 164 f = 227 Missing = 76
Item 16 = Teacher used technology such as laser discs or computers:

A = never or very rarely KKK KRKRK KKK KK KK AKX KRR KKK

B=rarely......cc.cu... kEKERXXK

C = occasionally........ KEEKKRKK KK KK

D=often..evceeenn.n... ¥XRXKX

E = very often.......... *x

A: 45.4% B: 14.5% C: 24.1% D: 11.2% E: 4.8% Mean = 2.16
f = 320 f = 102 f = 170 f =79 f = 34 Missing = 112
Item 17 = Teacher used video tapes:

A = never or very rarely XX¥xxx

B=vrarely.............. LIS 22229

C = occasionally........ 30K KKK K KK KK KK KK KX K

Dzoften............... RXRRKKK KKK K

E = very often.......... XEXXKKKK

Az 12.4% B: 14.2% C: 35.3% D: 21.7% E: 16.4% Mean = 3.15
f = 92 f = 105 f = 261 f = 160 f =121 Missing = 78
Item 18 = Teacher used seminar discussions:

A = never or very rarely ¥¥¥¥Xxxxkxxkkx

B=zrarely......c....... KERKK KKK KK

C = occasionally........ KKK KK KK KL KKK KKK

D=often............... *XXXkXK

E = very often.......... X¥¥%

A: 28.0% B: 19.9% C: 29.9% D: 13.7% E: 8.5% Mean = 2.55%
f =z 198 f = 141 f = 212 f = 97 f = 60 Hissing = 109
Az B: 25.9% C: 28.0% 0: 17.0% L: «.8% Mean = 7.60
Tz ¥ = 18% T =271 T . Tz 34 wseing = 104
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Date: 07-21-92
Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10
Item 20 = Teacher assigned homework:
A= coeeacovenncncancana XXxkk
B = coccncacnccsssancnns EXXXRKK
C 2 trrevncnsencncnneans XEEXKERERKRKKKER
[ Y EXEXEXEXKRRRERKK
E T ttreerececcncaancnes AXKKKKXKK
A: 9.8% B: 14.6% C: 29.7% D: 29.3% E: 16.7% Mean = 3.29
f =77 f = 115 f = 234 f = 231 f = 132 Missing = 28
Item 21 = My child did the assigned homework:
B T iiiecerncsocannennne XKX
B 2 (ictrecenconccananans *X
C = iiiecrccnncaconances XXKX
0 ERKEEXK
E o2 et eieseeanannenaa EXKEREKREEXKKKKKEXKRKXKK KKK KX K KKK
A: 5.2% B: 4.3% C: 8.6% D: 14.2% E: 67.6% Mean = 4.35
f = 41 f = 34 f = 68 f = 112 f = 533 Missing = 29
Item 22 = Teacher promptly reviewed the assigned homework:
A T i ieencenanacannceans XREK
- I XEXXKK
[ . RXRXRAKKK
I £33 1313333
E T tetiiinnnnaneaans KEEXXKKKEKEXXKKKK
A: 10.0% B: 12.4% C: 18.0% D: 25.0% E: 34.5% Mean = 3.62
f =70 f = 87 f = 126 f = 175 f = 241 Missing = 118
Item 23 = Teacher asked oral questions that required a sentence to ans
2 T Y KKK
B = it reeaee. RRXXKK
o KRKKKKKF KKK
(1 B EXXREEXKEREXKKKKKK
[ KEXKKXKKKK
A: 8.3% B: 12.2% C: 24.1% D: 35.3% €: 20.1% Mean = 3.47
f = 60 f = 88 f = 174 f = 255 T = 145 Missing = $5
[tem 24 = Teachzr emphasized learning concepts rather than memorizing
= ERKEX
T RXERKKKK
S FEFLRERRFLRRKR R
O, AEENKERR LR XKLL
T e L oMAwAREEES
A: L0.6% B: 1%.2% C: 29.4% D: 26.3% E: 18.5% Mean = *.27
f=7% f = 108 F o= 208 f = 186 = 131 Missing = 129



Date: 07-21-92
Percent in tens:

Item 25 = The method through which I believe my child learns best is:

R R JUT S T TR TRy I - PR

164

A = reading mater myself *%xxx

B = hearing a lecture... ¥*kx¥x

C = part in a discussion XXKXXXKKXXXEXXKRKKKRXXKKKERK

D = watching a video.... XX¥xxx

E = completing worksheet xkxxx

A: 10.9% B: 12.6% C: 55.9% D: 11.4% E: 9.3% Mean = 2.96
f = 82 f =z 95 f = 422 f = 86 f =70 Missing = 62
Item 26 = The method which is most difficult for my child to learn is:

A = reading mater myself XXXkEKKXERKEKXRKXXXXKX

B = hearing a lecture... ¥XXXXXEXXXEX

C =.part in a discussion xx

D = watching a video.... ¥¥%xx

E = completing worksheet xkkkxxxkxx

A: 44.3% B: 23.9% C: 3.7% D: 9.3% E: 18.8% Mean = 2.34
f = 323 f = 174 f = 27 f = 68 f =137 Missing = 88
Item 27 = The method my child’s teacher used most often is:

A = reading mater myself ¥xxxx

B = hearing a lecture... ¥¥¥XXKKKXXXXKXKKKXK

C = part in a discussion *¥XKkXKXKKKXXXX

D = watching a video.... *¥xx

E = completing worksheet HRKKKKKK

A: 9.6% B: 36.5% C: 29.6% D: B8.6% E: 15.7% Mean = 2.84
f = 68 f = 258 f = 209 f = 61 f = 111 Missing = 110
Item 28 = The method my child’s teacher used least often is:

A = reading mater myself Xkkxkxxx

B = hearing a lecture... ¥X¥XXxxxkxx

C = part in a discussion *xkxxx

D = watching a video.... ¥kXXKXKKkRXXXKEXX

E = completing worksheet *¥x*xxxx

A: 18.6% B: 22.2% C: 12.9% D: 31.0% E: 15.3% Mean = 3.02
f = 124 T = 148 ¥ = 86 f = 207 f = 102 Missing = 150

ltem 29 = Overall, my ch

MO0 D

dae ] T

S 11.4%

Fozo9z

ild’s learning exper in SS this year has been:
KKK KK

EREERKR KRR Y v x

KEEXXRIXKARRAF KK ¥

FERKE R LY 2 h 03

3+

-

Mean
Missing = ¢

-+ m
‘e

> .97

i

.10



Date: 07-21-92
Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 30 = Frequency you have had communication with child’s teachers:

A = never or very rarely FXXXEXEXXKXEKKXRRRXXK

B=zrarely..eceeeeennn.. XEEXXXXRKRK

C = occasionally........ KEXERKKRKEXKEK

D=zoften............... XXX

E = very often.......... *

A: 39.5% B: 22.5% C: 28.4% D: 8.3% E: 1.2% Mean = 2.09
f = 317 f = 181 f = 228 f = 67 f =10 Missing = 14
Item 31 = Second Survey?

I 7 - T ARXKKKKRKERKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK KKK KKK KKKKKK KKK KKK K
N=Noowrrriiieeiiaannn.

Y: 100% N: Mean = 1.00

f = 327 f=0 Missing = 490



Date: 07-21-92 National Computer Systenms 166
MICROTEST Survey

Histogram
Total Respondents: 33 Ratchford Survey Subgroup Respondents: 33
Percent in tens: ....l....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 1 = Rate at which instruction moved in my classes to be:

A=very slow........... *Ekk K

8 - somewhat slow....... b3 23333332323+ T3

C = about right......... EXEXKKKKKREXKEXKRKKXK

D = somewhat fast....... XKkkX

E=very fast........... *%

A: 12.1% B: 33.3% C: 42.4% B: 9.1% E: 3.0% Mean = 2.58
f =4 f =1l f = 14 f=3 f=1 Missing = O
Item 2 = No. who slowed course down because of being disruptive was:
A=very low............ FRERKKKKK

B = somewhat low........ XRKKKKKKK

Cz-averagée......ocovee- HEKEKEKRERKKKRRX

D - somewhat high....... KRKEERKKKKKKE X

E = very high........... ¥K%

A: 18.2% B: 18.2% C: 30.3% D: 27.3% E: 6.1% Mean = 2.85
f=z6 Ff=-6 F =10 f=9 fz2 Missing = 0

Item 3 = No. who slowed course down because didn’t understand materia

A=very low............ XXKK¥XK

B = somewhat low........ ¥RERXKKRRKK

C=zaverage............. RXKEKKEKKKXKKERKKK

b = somewhat high....... KERKXKKKERKKKRKK

E = very high........... **

A: 12.1% B: 21.2% C: 33.3% D: 30.3% E: 3.0% Mean = 2.91
fz4 f=7 f =11 f =10 f=1 Missing = 0
Item 4 = No. of failing grades on tests/major assignments was:

Az very low............ LR E S

B = somewhat low........ *xx

C = about usual......... KK KKK KKK K AR K KKK KKk KKk

0 = somewhat high....... FEKFURKKERKKKKKK R

Ezwvery high........... ®R¥

A: 9.1% B: 6.1% C: 45.3% D: 33.3% E: 6.1% Mean = 3.2l
f -3 f =2 f o= 1s f = 11 f =2 Missing = 0
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Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 5 = Difficulty of material I taught in course was:

A Very easy..ccececae. *%x

B = somewhat easy....... L33

¢ = about right......... EERKKKEKERKKREKKRKKKEREKKKKRR KK

D = somewhat difficult.. x¥¥xxx¥x

E = very difficult...... LR LS

A: 6.1% B: 6.1% - C: 60.6% D: 15.2% E: 12.1% Mean = 3.21
f =2 f=2 f = 20 f=z5 f =4 Missing = 0
Item 6 = Interest students had in subject matter was:

Az very low.......o.... *EXx%

B = somewhat low........ KEXKKKEXEKKKEX

Cz-average......evvce.. KEKKKRKKKKRKRKKKKKRK L KRR

D = somewhat high....... REXKX KKK

E = very high........... *¥%

A: 9.1% B: 27.3% C: 42.4% D: 15.2% E: 6.1% Mean = 2.82
f=3 f=9 f =14 f=5 f=2 Missing = 0
Item 7 = Most appeared to believe the imp of the content studies was
Azvery low............ *REXRK

8 = somewhat low........ KEREKKKKKRKKXKKKKX

Czaverage........cecn.. KEXERREKKKRRKXKKX KKK K XK XK

D = somewhat high....... Aokx

E = very high........... *¥x

A: 9.1% 8: 33.3% C: 45.5% D: 6.1% E: 6.1% Mean = 2.47
f=3 f =11 f =15 f=2 f =2 Missing = 0
Item 8 = Believe the importance of what I taught for most stu future

Az very low...oe.ecenn.

B8 = somewhat low........

C=z-average.....cccvuun. *EXKKK KX

D = somewhat high....... KKK XKKKEK KKK KKK KKNOK K KKK

E=very high........... KEKKKEKRRKERERKRKRK

A: B: . C: 15.2% D: 48.5% E: 36.4% Mean = 4.2}
f=0 F=zo0 f=5 f = 16 f =z 12 Missing = 0O
ltem 9 = Host studentz actively participated in this class

A = never or vory rarely %%

Bz orarely. . ... ..., *k

C = occasionally........ HhERK LY

Dz often. ... ... ... .. .. S TR SRS ST S TN

oTovery often. ... ... LR 2

N 6l1% 6: 3.0 C: 14.2% D: 57.6% £: 18.2% Mean © 3.7%
F=2 fzl f =5 =19 foré Missing - 0
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Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9.

Item 10 = I paid attention to individusl student needs in this course

mMoOm>D>

- D

never or very rarely

rarely...ceeeneennee *RkER
occasionally........ XXEXNK
often. . veveecueennn. EXEXKEXEEKEXKKEF KK RKEKKK KKK
very often.......... KXKKEKKKKKKK
B: 9.1% C: 12.1% D: 54.5% E: 24.2% Mean
1] f=3 f =4 Tz 18 f=28 Hissing

Item 11 = No of students concerned about good grades was:

A=very low............ *RREXRKK

B = somewhat low........ FERKKKKAKK

C = QVErage...vveeenennn EEXXRKKKEKEEKKKRKKKKX KKK KK

D = somewhat high....... *x%

E = very high........... *XKXX

A 15.2% B: 18.2% C: 51.5% D: 6.1% E: 9.1% Mean
f=5 fz=6 f =17 f =2 f=3 Missing

Item 12 = Competition among students in this course was:

mo O oD

very low......cc.... ERKXERKKKKK

somewhat low........ FREXKKEXKKKKKHN

average......ce0e... 2323223335333 33% %3

somewhat high....... RRKKXK

very high........... k%
Az 21.2% B: 27.3% C: 36.4% D: 9.1% E: 6.1% Mean
f =7 f=9 f =12 f=3 f =2 Missing

Item 13 = No. of students in course who learned from each other was:

moOomD

- D

very low...coeenn... XREKX

somewhat low........ RRKKKK

average............. E32 2223333333335 34233% 33

somewhat high....... KXEKKKRKKKKKKKK

very high........... X%
9.1% 8: 12.1% C: 45.5% D: 20.3% E: 3.0% Mean
3 f oz 4 f = 15 f =10 f =1 Missing

Item 14 = My e»pectations for students in this course were:

DD

A

very low............
somewhat 1 X¥%
about, righr KYEXLLLLVERRELRE S FRREXS Y
somawnat Pizh. ... ... Frxwsxso
very piah.. ... ... ArI ey
3 1% C: 51.52 fi: 18.2% £ 74.2% Hean
0 =2 f oz 17 T oz sz Misaing

2.76
0

2.52
0

5.61



Date: 07-21-92
Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6..
Item 15 = In this course I taught by lecture:

never or very rarely ¥k xxxxx

A=
B=rarely..cceeeevaness *REERKRK

C = occasionally........ (333233333323 3333 ¢

D= OfteN.eeereeeennannnn ERRERKXKKXKKKEX

E = very often.......... xx

A: 15.2% B: 15.2% C: 36.4% B: 30.3% E: 3.0%
f=5 f =25 f =12 f =10 f=1

le9

R R : P S 11
HMean = 2.91
Missing = 0

Item 16 = In this course I used technology (laser disks/computers)

A = never or very varely *X¥X¥¥ixxxx
B=rarely.ceeeeeeernnns ERXKKKKERERK

C = occasionally........ EERERXKRKKEXKKKKE KK KX
D=often............... kEXKKX

E = very often..........

A: 21.2% B: 24.2% C: 42.4% D: 12.1% E:
f=7 f=28 f = 14 f =4 f=0
Item 17 = In this course 1 used video tapes:

A = never or very rarely *x¥

B=rarely.......c.oo..... FHEEKKR KKK

C = occasionally........ EXREEXXRKEKKKK I KKK AKX LXK KK
Dzoften............... REXXKKKRXKRK

E = very often..........

A: 3.0% B: 21.2% C: 51.5% D: 24.2% E
f=1 f=17 f = 17 f =8 f=0

Item 18 = In this course 1 used seminar discussions:

A = never or very rarely ¥¥XXkkXxXkkx
B=rarely.......co..... RRKKKK XK

c = occasional]_y ________ KRXKKKRKRIOKRK R KR KKK XX KK
D=often............... Xk ¥RK

E = very often.......... XXX

A: 21.2% B: 15.2% C: 48.5% D: 9.1% E: 6.1%
f=z7 f=5 f o= 16 f=3 f=2

[tem 19 = Ir this course 1 used cooperative groups:

A= T orovery rarely ¥®rx¥:

oz Y e bk

C FYEREE VKR FEEFKLARRKALY vy ra vk g
U - LRSS &S

[

R : ! Croni 0: 2 R
i < a2 19 F ¥ S

Mean
Missing

Mean
Missing

HMean
Missing

Mean =

Missing

oN

%.00
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Percent in tens: ....l1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 20 = In this course I assigqed homework:

A = never or very rarely

B=rarely......c.... .en

C = occasionally........ E33 333233383332 33 43
DzoftenN.eeeeeeunnnnnn. KEXKKKKXKKKKKRX KR KK

E = almost always....... KEKKKKKKK KK

A: B: C: 37.5% D: 40.6% E: 21.9%
f=0 f=0 f =12 f = 13 f=7
Item 21 = My students did the assigned homework:

A = never or very Farely *%

B=rarely..ceeevenenen. 32333333323

C = occasionally........ FRREKKKKKKKKKK

D= ofteN..ceeeeumennnn. EEERXXKKKKKEXRXKK

E = almost always....... FRREKKK KK

A: 3.0% B: 21.2% C: 27.3% D: 33.3% E: 15.2%
f=1 f=7 f=9 f =11 f=5

Item 22 = I promptly reviewed the assigned homework:

A = never or very rarely

B=zrarely....cc..o.....

C = occasionally........ FEKKKKKX
D-often....oueounn... EXRXXKKKKKEEKKKN KK

£ = almost always....... KKKKKRRKKKKE KR KRR KKK KK E

A: B: C: 15.2% D: 36.4% E: 48.5%
f=0 f=0 f=5 f = 12 f = 16

Mean = 3.84
Missing = 1

Mean = 3.36
Missing = O

Mean = 4.33
Missing = O

Item 23 = In this course ] asked oral ? that req a sent or more to ans

A = never or very rarely

Bzrarely.....c.oo.....

C = occasionally........ *K K

Dzoften....uuenunun..... EEEXKRREKRRKERKRNIRK KK XRKK KK

E = almost always....... KEKKKKRKKKK KKK kXXX

A: B.: C: 6.1% D: 57.6% E: 36.4%
f=0 f=0 f =2 f = i f =12

Mean
Missing

on
o

Ttem 24 = ] tried to emp learning concepi= rather than memorizing fact

A = never or very rarely

Bzrarely..............

C = accasionally. ... .. .. EXXKRF RN

0= Ofteﬂ _______________ R R R N S AZ RS E S+ Y
t Almost always....... AR R RS T TR

A fi: C: 15.2% O0: &0.5% [: 24.7%
=0 f =0 f =5 f = 7 T =8

M2an = 4,09
Missing = Q
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Percent in tens: ....l....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10
Item 25 = Method through which most students learn best is:

read mat themselves. *¥

hearing a lecture... *¥

part in a discussSion ¥XEXXEXXXEXXEXXEXEXKEXEXKEXXXEXLRRXKERRORRRK
watching a video....

completing work shee ¥*x

mMoOoD>D
"o on

A: 3.1% B8: 3.1% C: 87.5% D: E: 6.3% Mean = 3.03
f=1 f=1 f = 28 f=0 f =2 Missing = 1
Item 26 = Method with which most students have difficulty is:

A = read mat themselves. FXXXXERKEXRKKKEREKKKXERERERERKKERKRKKRKE KKk

B = hearing a lecture... ¥*¥xxx

C = part in a discussion *x

D = watching a video....

E = completing work shee

A: 84.4% B: 12.5% C: 3.1% D E: Mean = 1.19
f = 27 f =4 f=1 f=0 f=0 Missing = 1
Item 27 = Method I used most often is:

A = read mat themselves.

B = hearing a lecture... ¥¥XkXxxk¥x

C = part in a diScussSion *¥XXXFEXXXXRKXEKXKKEKEXEKER KK KK XKL K KK

D = watching a video....

E = completing work shee ¥xx

A: B: 18.8% C: 75.0% b: E: 6.3% Mean = 2.%4
f=0 f=6 T = 24 f=0 f=2 Missing = 1
Item 28 = Method I used least often is:

A = read mat themselves. **XXX¥¥kx

B = hearing a lecture... X¥XxXxxxxkx

C = part in a discussion *x*

D = watching a video. ... FXXEXKKXEXXKRKAKK)

E = completing work shee X*¥¥kkx¥kxxkx

A: 18.2% B: 21.2% C: 3.0%  D: 33.3% E: 24.2% Mean = 3.>s
fzé =7 f=1 =11 f=8 Missing = 0

Item 29 = Overall, my teacshing experience in 33 this yr has been:

[ T e X%

B = fait.. .. REKKXEKL R RLEXRKKKESF

C = good ________________ BRERIRKE R LR FEREERKE

0= superior...oo... ..., fnd

£ = excellent........... L

A: 6.1% B: 36.4% £ 48.5% 0: &.1% E: 3.0% Medan = L.«
f = T o2 17 o6 f -2 f =1 Missing = 0



Date: 07-21-92
Percent in tens:

Item 30 = Amount of time

A=very 1oW...cceveveas
B = somewhat low........
C = about usual....... .o
D = somewhat high.......
€ =very high...........
A: 3.0% B:

f=1 f:=0

172

ceealiiii20000300400005000060.0.7....8....9....10

req for preparing S8 classes this yr has been

*%x

EREKKKKEKRKRKKK
EXEKKKKKERERKKRKKX
KKK A KKK KK KKK KKK

C:
[,

30.3%
10

D: 33.3%

f .

}i

E: 33.3%

{

)

!

M.

Mean

LR

Item 31 = Difficulty of teaching my SS classes this yr has been:

very low......ecue..
somewhat low........
about usual.........
somewhat high.......
very high...........

moOw>D>
o nnn

-5 D

B:
=0 f=0

KKK KRR KKK K KAOKK KKK KK
KRKKKERKKKKKEKRKKRXKXK
KERKKKKKKKXK

Mean
Missing

(=7

3.94

-
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Date:. 07-21-92 National Computer Systems
MICROTEST Survey
Histogram
Total Respondents: 2383 Ratcﬁford Survey Subgroup Respondents: 2383
Percent in tems: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item ¥ = I found the rate at which instruction moved in class to be

A= very slow........... *%

B = somewhat slow....... KHKKKKKK

€ = about right......... PP TITTTI TSI T TS T TELE TS S

D = somewhat fast....... REREREKK

E=very fast........... *x

A: 4.0% B: 15.7% C: 60.1% D: 15.7% E: 4.5% Mean = 3.01
f = 96 f = 373 T = 1428 T = 374 f = 107 Missing = 5

Item 2 = Compare to other classes, no. who slowed because disruptions

Az=very low........ e e e EXEXKEEEXERKKK

8 = somewhat low........ | ORRRKKKKKK

Cz-average..........-.. ARKKRRKERRRKR R KR

D = somewhat high....... F KKK KKK X

£ = very high........... *%%

A: 26.5% B: 18.8% C: 31.4% D: 17.0% E: 6.3% Mean = 2.58
f = 630 f = 444 f = 746 T = 405 f = 150 Missing = 6
Item 3 = No. who slowed the class because didn’t understand material
A=zvery low....cveeun.- KREKKKKKKKKKRKKKK X

B = somewhat low........ XRKEEKKKXKKKK

C=average........couv. KEXKRRKRKKKRKK

0 = somewhat high....... L3 23 18

E = very high........... ¥

A: 37.0% B: 26.5% C: 24.9% D: 9.4% E: 2.2% Mean = 2.13
f = 879 f = 629 f = 591 f = 224 f =53 Missing = 7
Item 4 = No. of failing grades 1 experienced on tests was

A=z very 1oW.....veenann KK KKK XK K KKK KRR KKK KKK

B8 = somewhat - low........ FEKKKKKKK

C = about usual......... LS LRSS

0 = somewhat high....... REKKK KK

E = very high........... *x¥

AT 39.4% B: 1%.2% C: 22.6% D: 14.3% E: .5% Mean = 2.28
f = 936 f = 432 f = 537 f = 339 f - 131 Missing = &
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Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 5 = Difficulty of material we studied was

A= Very eaSy.eeceeanens XKKEX

B = somewhat easy....... EEET IR L

C = about right......... 1333333233333 33 23T PETS

D = somewhat difficult.. *¥XXXxxxx¥kxxx

E = very difficult...... X%

A: 10.9% B: 22.1% C: 41.2% D: 22.1% E: 3.7% Mean = 2.86
f = 258 f = 525 f =979 f = 526 f = 87 Missing = 8
Item 6 = The interest I had in the subject matter was

A= very low.....coonens EXREXEREK

B = somewhat low........ FRXKKXFRK

C=-average.......ovee.. F333ITTI3 33T T3]

D = somewhat high....... FRKkRKKK KK

E = very high........... *%x

A: 16.0% B: 18.8% C: 39.1% D: 19.3% E: 6.8% Mean = 2.82
f = 380 T = 448 f = 931 T = 460 f = 161 Missing = 3
Item 7 = Most believed the importance of the content studied was

Azvery l1oW.....cccvevenn FEKKEXKK

B = somewhat low........ XRXKEXKKRR KKK

C = aVerage.......c.uven- KEEERREXKKERERKKKKKRKK S

D = ,somewhat high....... XK KKK

E = very high........... *

A: 15.7% B: 25.3% C: 44.4% D: 12.4% E: 2.1% Mean = 2.60
f = 374 f = 601 f = 1055 f = 295 f = 51 Missing = 7
Item 8 = The importance of what I learned for my future was

A=very low............ XERRERK

B = somewhat low........ XRKARRK KKK

C = average........ouou- KKK EXRKKKKKK KKK KK

D = somewhat high....... KE KKK KKK KKK

E = very high........... *RRXK

A: 11.2% B: 17.3% C: 26.7% D: 24.2% E: 10.7% Mean = 3.06
f = 266 f = 410 f = 871 f = 575 f = 253 Missing = &

Item 9 = 1 actively participated ir; this class

A = never or very rarely *=s

B = rarely.............. K kox

¢ = occasionally........ AL L E AT

o= oaorften. ool oL R S S R R

Ex overy often.......... LA AL RS L

AT 5.3% fro 5% Lo X7.8% 0: 34.1% £: 27.3% Mean T.AL
=125 = 277 f o= 462 Fow 8l f = 33§ Missing » I
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Percent in tens: ....1....2....3....4....5....6....7....8....9....10

Item 10 = Teacher paid attention to my needs as an individual
A = never or very rarely ¥*xx
B = rarely...... veemeens FEERXEX
C = occasionally........ RKEKKKKKKKKKKX
Dzoften..eeeeeecennen XEKEREXELRRRXKKKK
E = very often.......... *ERXKKEKX
A: 8.1% B: 13.2% C: 25.4% D: 34.9% E: 18.5% Mean = 3.42
f = 192 f = 315 f = 603 f = 829 T = 439 Missing = 5
Item 11 = The number of students who were concerned about good grades

= very loWw............ *EXKKX

= somewhat low........ FXKKKKKRX

S aVerage.....occeuen- KKK KK RRK KKK KKK KKk

= somewhat high....... KRKKKKKKXKXK

=z very high. ... - kKKK
A: 11.6% B: 17.3% C: 40.5% D: 21.3% E: 9.3% Mean = 2.99
f = 277 f = 411 T = 964 f = 507 f = 222 Missing = 2
Item 12 = In comparison to other classes, competition among stu was
Az=very loW....oceenans KKK KK K x
B = somewhat low........ KERXRKKKE KKK
C=-average......cveewvs. KR KKK K K KKK KK KKK K
D = somewhat high....... EXRKKKK
E = very high........... XXX
A: 18.6% B: 25.7% C: 35.3% D: 14.8% E: 5.7% Mean = 2.63
T = 442 f = 612 f = 839 f = 352 f = 135 Missing = 3
Item 13 = No. of students in this class who learned from each other
Az very low.........-.. k¥R XK KX
B = somewhat low........ ERKRKKEXXKRK
C - average......cocevee- KK KKK KKk KKK KKK A KKK
D = somewhat high....... XEXEKXK
E = very high........... X
A: 16.6% B: 24.2% C: 40.5% D: 14.4% E: 4.3% Mean = 2.6¢
f = 395 f = 577 T = 963 f = 343 f = 102 Missing = 3
Item 14 = The iteacher expectations in this class were
A= very low............ *%
h = somewhat low........ kKL
¢ o= about right......... EEXRERRY 2B KL KK LA X HRAK
0 = somrwhat high. . ... .. EEEEE LIRS
Tz overy nigh. ... ..., HEEFLEH
B 4.,0% G: 5.9% . 46.5% D: 24.7% fl: 15.9% Mess = .59
to= 9 f oz 21) f = 1108 f = L&Y o= 377 tissirg = °
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Item 15 = In this class teacher taught by lecture

A = never Or very rarely ¥xxxxxx

B=rarely.cceececenenns ERERKKRKK

C = occasionally........ (223333332233

D=often..ceeeeenennnnn KRKKKKK KKK

E = very often.......... KKK XKKKK XXX

A: 14.0% B: 16.4% C: 23.1% D: 21.8% E: 24.7% Mean = 3.27
f = 332 f = 388 f = 549 f = 518 f = 586 Missing = 10
Item 16 = Teacher used technology (e.g., laser discs or computers)

A = never or very rarely ¥¥XXkkkEkXRkXkkRRRXKKNKKK
B=rarely....oovenveees XERKKRKKX

C = occasionally........ RRKKKKK KKK

D=often.......... ..., LES T

E = very often.......... *%

A: 50.0% B: 16.9% C: 21.7% D: 8.4% E: 3.1% Mean = 1.98
f = 1186 f = 401 f = 514 f = 200 f =73 Missing = 9
Item 17 = Teacher used video tapes

A = never or very rarely ¥¥¥xxxkxkx

B=rarely....ccoeeennn. KXKXRRK

C = occasionally........ KXKEKKKKKKRRRKE

D= often..eeeenunnnennn. FRKKK KK KKK

E = very often.......... XREXKEX

A: 18.5% B: 14.3% C: 30.6% D: 22.4% E: 14.2% Mean = 3.00
T = 438 f = 338 f =725 f = 531 T = 337 Missing = 14
Item 18 = Teacher used seminar discussions

A = never or very rarely X¥XXkkXXAkXXKkEX%x

8 = rarely.............. XKKKKKKKKRKRKK

C = occasionally........ KRKKKKKKERKXK

0 =often.c.c.vvee.. ..., KKK Ak

E = very often.......... Xx%

A: 32.3% B: 25.2% C: 23.7% D: 12.4% E: 6.4% Mean = 2.35
f = 765 f = 598° f = 563 f = 294 f = 152 Missing = 11
Item 19 = Teacher used cooperative groups

A =T never or very raraly XkXErxskyy

B =rarely.. ... ... .. ... kERRKRKK KR KR

C = occasionelly........ EEXEAKRELXRRREN L4y

D=often. ... ... ... ¥hRkkwn

£z overy often.. ... ... ¥4

H:019.7% 5 25,94 C: 35.8% fe 14.7% £: 4.4% Hean = 2.59
oz 456 Forooid f = 8950 F oz 340 o100 Higsing = 9
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Percent in tens:

Item 25 = The method through which I believe I learn best»is

ceealllll200..3..

4...5.0..6....7....8....9.

177

...10

A = read material myself *¥%x%xxx

B = hearing a lecture... ¥¥¥%xxx

C = part. in a discussio X¥XXXXXKRXXKXKKKKRKKKXX

D = watching a video.... *¥¥kkkx¥kx

E = completing worksheet X¥xxx

A: 13.6% B: 14.1% C: 43.0% D: 19.4% E: 9.9% Mean = 2.98
f = 321 f = 334 f = 1015 f = 458 f = 235 Missing = 20
Item 26 = The method through which it is most difficult for me to lear

A = read material myself XXkkkkkkxkddkkkkkk

B = hearing a lecture... ¥¥XXXXXXEXXXX

C = part. in a discussio ¥¥¥xx

D = watching a video.... ¥¥*kx

£ = completing worksheet X¥kkxxx¥x

A: 36.2% B: 25.2% C: 9.2% D: 10.5% E: 19.0% Mean = 2.51
f = 853 f = 593 f = 216 f = 247 f = 447 Missing = 27
Item 27 = The method my teacher used most often is

A = read material myself **XXxx

B = hearing a lecture... *XXXXxXXKKKk¥XEX

C = part. in a discussio X XkXEXAXXXXKKFXKX

D = watching a video.... *¥xx

E = completing worksheet *¥X%xxx

A: 11.3% B: 30.8% C: 35.3% D: 8.7% E: 13.9% Mean = 2.83
T = 265 f = 725 f = 830 T = 204 f = 327 Missing = 32
Item 28 = The method the teacher used least often is

A = read material myself Xkkxxkxxx

B = hearing a lecture... *¥XXkxxkxixx

C = part. in a discussio *¥%xx*xx

D = watching a video.... *XXXxxkkXkEXRKKX

E = completing worksheet *XXxx¥x

A: 18.9% B: 21.9% C: 13.1% D: 32.6% E: 13.5% Mean = 3.00
f = 446 f = 516 f = 309 f = 768 f = 319 Missing = 25
1ten 29 = Overall, my learning experience in S5 class this yr has been

A T POO. . e, LR RS

Sz fair.. ... XXX KKH KRR

T Ta < I AXEXFXLXRKI AN KT A KK ¥

b aupeErior............ EXkRE kKRR YA

€ o~oexeallani .o %%

fr 10.4% £: 21.0% C: 37.7% D: 27.3% I0301% Mean = .93
Fo- 240 oz ARS f = 872 T o= 037 = B85 Missing = &9
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Item 20 = In this class the teacher assigned homework

f = never or very rarely ¥*xxx

B = rarely ______________ L33+ +3 24

C = occasionally........ b33 33323232 ¢34

D=often..cvecvneeeen.. FXRXXERKRKKKKR

E = very often.......... XXKXKXKK

A: 9.5% B: 16.4% C: 31.9% D: 26.3% E: 16.0% Mean = 3.23
f = 225 f = 388 f = 755 T = 623 f = 378 Missing = 14
Item 21 = I did the assignzd homework

A = never or very rarely *xxx

Bzrarely.ccooeeeecann. XkXX

C = occasionally........ RREKRKKEKK

D= often.eeeeeeeecvnnn. EF3TIITT 233

E = very often.......... ERERKERRKKKKKRKKKKKK KKK

A: 7.6% B: 8.9% C: 17.6% D: 22.0% E: 43.8% Mean = 3.86
f = 181 f = 211 f = 416 f = 522 f = 1038 Missing = 15
Item 22 = Teacher promptly reviewed the assigned homework

A = pever or very rarely Xxxxx

Bzrarely....coveveen.. KRRk

C = occasionally........ KRR KX KRKKKK

Dzoften......eeeeennn. kKKK KK KKK KKK

E = very often.......... KRR KKK KKK AR KKK X

Az 9.3% B: 10.9% C: 22.9% D: 25.5% E: 31.5% Mean = 3.59
f = 220 f = 258 f = 542 f = 605 f = 746 Missing = 12
Item 23 = Teacher asked oral questions req. a sentence or more to ans

A = never or very rarely xxx

B=-rarely....cocveue... *XKKK KK

C = occasionally........ KKEERKK KKK KK KKK

D=often...ooeeoununn.. KKK KK KKK KK KKKk K

E = very often.......... RREKKKKXK

A: 7.9% B: 14.7% C: 29.9% D: 31.9% E: 15.5% Mean = 3.32
f = 188 f = 347" f = 709 f = 756 f = 368 Missing = 15
Item 24 = Teacher emphasized learning concepts rather than memorizing

A = naver or very raraly *xtxkx

R = rarely ______________ FRxERERRNR

C ~ sccasionally. ....... X kAR K K KK KKk K K

D=wften.........0..... REUXXRKEFRKR K

£ovovary often. ... Faaamk

A 11.1% B: 17.3% C: 32.7% D: 25.4% £: 11.4% Maan = 3.09
T = 263 f = 410 fo= 221 f = 602 f = 270 Missing = 17



