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ABSTRACT 

The present  s tudy  i n v e s t i g a t e d  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c e r t a i n  

aspects  of program o r g a n i z a t i o n  and s tudents '  pe r cep t i ons  o f  t h e i r  

l e a r n i n g  environments i n  secondary- level  a l t e r n a t e  school programs i n  

B r i t i s h  Columbia. Three s p e c i f i c  ques t ions  gu ided t h i s  i n q u i r y ,  

namely: (a)  do a l t e r n a t e  school programs d i f f e r  i n  terms o f  t h e i r  

teachers '  o rgan i za t i ona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t i ces? ,  (b)  do 

s tudents '  pe r cep t i ons  of t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  l e a r n i n g  environments d i f f e r  

across the v a r i o u s  school invo lved?,  and ( c )  a re  the re  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between a1 t e rna te  school s tudents '  

pe r cep t i ons  o f  t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  environments and the o rgan i za t i ona l  and 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  f e a t u r e s  t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i z e  these environments? 

To answer these ques t ions ,  103 s tuden ts  from seven 

secondary- level  a l t e r n a t e  school programs i n  the Upper, M idd le ,  and 

Lower Fraser  V a l l e y  r e g i o n s  o f  Southwest B r i t i s h  Columbia responded t o  

the Learn ina  Environment I n v e n t o r y  which measured s tudents '  

pe r cep t i ons  o f  t h e i r  educa t iona l  environments a long  the f o l l o w i n g  15 

dimensions: (a )  cohesiveness, (b>  d i v e r s i t y ,  < c >  f o r m a l i t y ,  ( d l  speed, 

( e l  m a t e r i a l  environment, (4 )  f r i c t i o n ,  (g )  goal d i r e c t i o n ,  ( h l  

f a v o r i t i s m ,  ( i )  c l iqueness ,  (j) s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  ( k >  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  (1 )  

d i f f i c u l y ,  (m) apathy,  ( n )  democracy, and (01 compet i t iveness.  

Teachers r e p r e s e n t i n g  each o f  the programs responded t o  the Classroom 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Ra t i na  Scale , which measured g roup ing  and eva lua t i on  

p r a c t i c e s ,  as w e l l  as procedures f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

tasks  among s tudents ,  and i n v o l v i n g  s tuden ts  i n  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

dec i s i ons .  

Resu l t s  r evea led  t h a t  s tudent  pe rcep t i ons  o f  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  

a l t e r n a t e  school programs were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  across the 

iii 



seven programs considered for 10 of the 15 climate dimensions under 

investigation. Differences regarding teachers' organizational and 

instructional practices in their schools across the four areas were 

also noted. In addition, a number of statistically significant 

relationships--both desireable and undesireable--among specific 

program organizational features and student perception variables were 

ident'ified. Results are discussed in terms of their implications and 

importance for teachers, counsellors, curriculum developers, and other 

personnel involved in secondary-level alternate educational programs. 
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CMPTER 1 

INTROOUCTION TO THE STUDY 

A l t e r n a t e  educat ion a t  the secondary l eue l  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia 

has, t o  date, been cha rac te r i zed  by a great  deal o f  c u r r i c u l a r  

u a r i a t i o n  i n  program o f f e r i n g s  among schools t h a t  s p e c i a l i z e  i n  

p r o v i d i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n  f o r  s tudents u i t h  socio-emotional p rob tms .  One 

of the pr imary goa ls  o f  secondary a l t e r n a t e  educat ion has always been 

t o  prouide a l e a r n i n g  environment where students who have been 

unsuccessful i n  the t r a d i t i o n a l  school system may experience academic, 

as w e l l  as s o c i a l  and emotional growth. I n  order t o  f a c i l i t a t e  grauth 

i n  these areas, educators respons ib le  f o r  p lann ing  a l t e r n a t e  school 

c u r r i c u l a  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  school d i s t r i c t  f r equen t l y  design a program 

they be l i eve  w i l l  bes t  meet the unique needs o f  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  student 

populat ion. T y p i c a l l y ,  t h i s  p r a c t i c e  r e s u l t s  i n  l i t t l e  program 

consistency from one a l t e r n a t e  school t o  the next w i t h  respect  t o  

areas such as student  autonomy, o rgan iza t ion  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and 

eva lua t ion  procedures. An a l t e r n a t e  program i n  one school d i s t r i c t  

might  be unidimenoional i n  na ture ,  charac ter ized by l i t t l e  student 

choice and canparat ive student  evaluat ions,  w h i l e  a program i n  a 

d i f f e r e n t  school d i s t r i c t  n i g h t  operate i n  a mul t id inens iona l  manner, 

w i t h  the students making the m a j o r i t y  o f  the classroom decisions. One 

measure o f  h a  successfu l  a p a r t i c u l a r  secondary a l t e r n a t e  school 

p r o g r m  has been i n  f a c i l i t a t i n g  personal student growth, i s  an 

i n d i c a t i o n  o f  the degree o f  student s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  the program. I t  

i s  the purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy t o  i nves t i ga te  the l i n k  between student 

percept ions o f  schoo l i ng  and the type of a l t e r n a t e  educat ional progrun 

students are c u r r e n t l y  e n r o l l e d  i n  t o  determine i n  which types of 

a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  enuironments student percept ions are most p o s i t i v e .  
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Statement o f  the Problea 

I n  February, 1985, a prov incewide Special Education Conference 

fo r  Rehab i l i t a t i on  and Al ternate  High School Program Pwsmne l  was 

he ld  i n  Coqui t lur ,  B r i t i s h  Columbia. During the conference, i t  became 

apparent t ha t  no s i ng le  'classroam environment' tended t o  characterize 

the programs tha t  were represented. Instead, a va r ie ty  of  learn ing 

enuirontwnts appeared t o  e x i s t  among t h ~  various a l ternate  school and 

r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs. More importantly, there appeared t o  be 

considerable debate concerning whose school--or rather--which learn ing 

environment was u l t i m a t e l y  the m s t  e f f ec t i ve  i n  meeting the special 

needs o f  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  student population. The marked contrast i n  

learn ing environments o f  a l ternate  and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs 

represented a t  the con f~ rence  uas surprising, espec ia l ly  considering 

the f a c t  that ;  1)  students i n  a l l  p roq rws  appear t o  be selected on 

the bas is  o f  s i m i l a r  c r i t e r i a  ti.@., unable t o  cope emotionally, 

academically, o r  behav iora l ly  i n  the regular school s~stem); and 2 )  

representat ives frm a11 schools i n  attendance expreswd the i r  basic 

philosophy o r  long t e rn  goal as one of  providing an educational 

~nuiromnent where students are able t o  f i n d  enjoyment a t  school and 

have greater oppor tun i t i es  f o r  experiencing success. Fron a 

cu r r i cu l a r  perspectiue, the ma jo r i t y  o f  a l ternate  school and 

r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs are committed t o  provid ing a se t t i ng  where 

students can earn academic c r e d i t  up t o  and including grade ten 

equiualency, as w e l l  as learn s k i l l s  necessary f o r  the wor ld of  work. 

Because o f  the lack o f  concensus concerning which a l ternate  

educational environment i s  the most e f fec t iue  a t  meeting these 

important student needs, the present study was undertaken t o  

invest igate  the ps~chosoc ia l  classroom processes a t  work i n  d i f f e ren t  



r 
I : 
1 3 

a l te rna te  school learn ing enuironments. The study exmines student 

perceptions i n  a l te rna te  school se t t i ngs  characterized by a va r ie ty  o f  

d i f f e r e n t  ins t ruc t iona l  pract ices.  A classroan enuironmmt study o f  

t h i s  nature prouides important feedback f o r  teachers and other 

educational program personnel regarding students' Ieue 1 s o f  

sa t i s f ac t i on  u i t h  t h e i r  pa r t i cu l a r  a l ternate  school programs. This 

information, i n  turn, could be taKen and used t o  introduce 

modi f ica t ions t o  e x i s t i n g  rchool programs i n  hopes o f  iaprouing the 

q u a l i t y  o f  the educational experience f o r  students enro l led i n  

a l te rna te  eductional proQrans a t  the S Q C O ~ ~ ~ ~ Y  leuel .  

Research Quest i on% 

Based on research ind ica t ing  that  students attending secondary 

l e w l  a l te rna te  school programs f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  cope e i the r  

emot ional ly  o r  behauioral ly  i n  the t r ad i t i ona l  rchool system 4 e.g., 

Ghory & S inc l a i r ,  1978; Johnson & Faunce, 19721, the fo l low ing  

questions were considered: 

1. Do a1 ternate schools d i f f e r  i n  terms of  t he i r  organizational 

and ins t ruc t iona l  character is t ics? 

2. Do Students' perceptions of  educational cl imate d i f f e r  i n  

a l te rna te  school programs having d i f f e r e n t  cu r r i cu l a r  org&inirations? 

3. What i s  the re la t ionsh ip  between a l ternate  school students' 

perceptions o f  t h e i r  learn ing environments and the organizational and 

i ns t r uc t i ona l  features that  characterize these enuironments? 

Def i n i t i on o f  Terras 

A number o f  spec i f i c  terns were used throughout the course of  the 

study t o  describe a l ternate  educational programs, t o  make categorical 

decis ions regarding c l a r s r o m  organization, and t o  describe secondary 

a l te rna te  school students' l eue ls  o f  sa t i s fac t ion  w i t h  t he i r  



4 

respect ive school programs. I n  order t o  permit a be t te r  understanding 

o f  the meaning and s ign i f icance o f  the study resu l t s ,  d e f i n i t i o n s  of 

the terms; learn ing environment, program organization (i.e., 

unidimenoional and mult idimensional),  and student perceptions are 

presented below. 

kearnina Environment 

Throughout the l i t e r a t u r e  deal ing w i th  classroan organization, 

authors use d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  dimensional i ty t o  describe the instructonal  

aspects o f  c lassroars (flarx, 1985, 19831 Rosenholtz, 1982; Rooenholtz 

& Rooenholtz, 1981; Rosenholtz & Sinpson, 1984a, 1984b; Rosenholtz & 

Wilson, 1980; Simpron, 1981) ra ther  than ins t ruc t iona l  or school-wide 

programs per se. For the purposes o f  t h i s  study, however, the 

classroam i t s e l f  was considered but one aspect of  r broader u n i t  of  

study viewed as the ' learn ing enuironment'. Since student-teacher 

in te rac t ions  i n  a l te rna te  educational programs are not r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a 

s p e c i f i c  number o f  i ns t ruc t iona l  hours spent per week i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  

classroacr, the term, ' learn ing environment' was used i n  place of  

'classroan' to; (a) describe be t te r  the t rue nature o f  student-teacher 

re la t ionsh ips ,  and (b) represent more accurately the e n t i r e  range of 

a l t e rna te  eductional program of fer ings,  inc luding typ ica l  components 

such as le i su re  and recreat iona l  classes, guidance and l i f e  s k i l l s  

t r a i n i ng ,  physical and i ndus t r i a l  education. Consequently, a 

unidimensional-multidim~nsional continuum was used i n  t h i s  study t o  

describe e n t i r e  a l te rna te  school programs or learning environments, 

r a the r  than s ingular  claosroocrrs. 

Proaram Oraan i t a t  ion 

Rooenholtz and Rosenholtz (198 

i m n s i o n a l i t y '  and 'multidimens 'unid 

1) used the terms 

i o n a l i t ~ '  o r i g i n a l l y  t o  describe 



the organizational aspects o f  a g 

repor ts  of t he i r  cu r r i cu l a r  mater 

i uen c l  assroan accord 

i a l s  and ins t ruc t iona 

5 

ing t o  teachers' 

1 pract ices. 

P r io r  t o  t h i s  time, the terns 'high resolut ion'  and '1- resolution' 

had been used by Rosenholtz and Ui lson (1980) t o  describe 

un id imnsiona l  and multidimensional classroan charac te r i s t i cs  

respectiuely. With in these two classroom categories, four spec i f i c  

charac te r i s t i cs  were i d e n t i f i e d  as indices o f  whether a classroan was 

unidimensional or ~u l t i d i r nens iona l  i n  nature. These four 

charac te r i s t i cs  are: (a) d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  task structure;  (b) 

organization o f  ins t ruc t ion;  (c)  student autonony, and ( d l  teacher 

eualuations. I t  i s  w i t h i n  t h i s  four-part c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system that 

unidimensional and multidimensional learning enuironments are 

described below: 

Unidimensional learnina environment. Learning enuironments 

that  were Judged i n  t h i s  study t o  be unidimensional uare characterized 

by: (a) law task d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ;  (b) en t i r e  c lass groupings; (c )  low 

student autonomy, and ( d l  the use o f  uniform c r i t e r i a  by teachers f o r  

eualuating student progress. That is ,  students i n  unidimensional 

learning environments tended t o  use the same mater ia ls  f o r  a l l  

subjects, were grouped together as an enire c lass f o r  the purposes of  

ins t ruc t ion,  were r a r e l y  permit ted t o  make decisions regarding type or 

length of  a c t i u i t y ,  and were f requent ly euoluated on the basis of  

comparing one student's progress t o  that  of  another. 

flu1tidimensional 1 e a r n i n ~  enuironment. Unl ike unidlmensionitl 

a l ternate  school programs, multidimensional learning environments i n  

t h i s  study were characterized by: (a) high task d i f f e ren t i a t i on ;  (b) 

indiu idual  student work; (c)  h igh student autonomy, and ( d l  less 

standardized eualuations. I n  other words, students i n  
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~ l t i d i n e n s i o n a l  l ea rn ing  enuironnents used d i f f e r e n t  m a t e r i a l s  i n  

s i m i l a r  subject  areas, were i n s t r u c t e d  i n d i u i d u a l l y ,  r a t h e r  than as 

p a r t  o f  a l a rge r  group, were permi t ted  a greater  range o f  choices o r  

opt ions,  and were eualuated on the b a s i s  o f  i nd iu idua l  progress. 

Measures o f  program d imens iona l i t y  were obta ined through teacher 

r a t i n g s  on an instrument e n t i t l e d  the Classroam Charac te r i s t i c$  

B t i n a  Scalq . Th is  instrument i s  discussed a t  length  

Three. 

Student P c r c e ~ t  ions  

I n  t h i s  study, 'student p ~ r c e p t i o n s '  o f  school ing 

the dependent uar iab le .  The term 'student percept ions'  

over 'student s a t i s f a c t i o n ' ,  s ince a nUmb~r o f  a t t i t u d e  

n Chapter 

was chosen as 

was se lec ted  

measures wore 

s tud ied  o f  uh i ch  s a t i s f a c t i o n  was on l y  one. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  'student 

percept ions'  o f  school ing f o r  the purposes o f  t h i s  study consis ted o f  

the f o l l o w i n g  f i + t e e n  constructs8 cohesiveness, d i u e r s i t ~ ,  fo rmal i ty ,  

speed, ma te r i a l  enuironment, f r i c t i o n ,  goal d i r e c t i o n ,  f avo r i t i sm,  

d i f f i c u l t y ,  apathy, democracy, cl iqueness, s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  

d isorgan iza t ion ,  and canpet i t iveness.  The idea o f  a s i m p l i f i e d ,  

scmnative d e f i n i t i o n  o f  'student percept ions'  was r e j e c t e d  i n  favor  of 

a m u l t i u a r i a t e  c o n c e p t u r l i z r t i o n  so tha t  a greater  number of important 

program c l imate  va r iab les  cou ld  be studied. As such, t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  

pe rm i t s  no o u o r r l l  student percept ion score bu t  instead presents 

separate dimension scores across d i f f e r e n t  types o f  l ea rn ing  

environments. Student percept ion measures were gathered through the 

use o f  an instrument e n t i t l e d ,  the Learnina Environment Inventory  

(Fraser,  Anderson, & Walberg, 1982). Th is  instrument and i t s  15 

subscales are d i s c u s s ~ d  a t  length  i n  Chapter Three. 



conclusion 

To urnmarize, the present study was undertaken t o  inuestigate 

haw: (a) a l ternate  school program d i f f e r  i n  terms o f  t h e i r  

organizational and i n s t r u c t i m a l  pract ices,  (b) students' perceptions 

of  t h e i r  learning environments d i f f e r  across a l ternate  school programs 

considered, and (c) these perceptions are re l a ted  t o  teachers' 

organizational and ins t ruc t iona l  pract ices. I t  i s  hoped that  t h i s  

study u i l l  help t o  c l a r i f y  issues regarding those organizational 

features o f  a l ternate  school programing which are associated d i r e c t l y  

w i th  pos i t i ve  student perceptions. The remainder o f  the paper i s  

devoted t o  a rev ieu  o f  the l i t e r a t u r e  regarding student perception and 

program organization studies, a descr ipt ion o f  the procedure and 

methodology employed, as u e l l  as a repor t  of  the study resu l ts .  The 

paper concludes u i t h  a discussion of  the study r e s u l t s  and t he i r  

impl icat ions f o r  educational personnel and 9uture research inuolv ing 

student perceptions i n  a l ternate  education. 
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REVIEU OF RELATED LITEIMTURE 

T h i s  chapter reu ieus  the l i t e r a t u r e  re leuant  t o  student 

percept ions i n  secondary-level a l t e r n a t e  educat ional programs. The 

rev iew i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  three major areas. F i r s t ,  research addressing 

the issue o f  students' a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  

enuimnnents i s  examined. Next, s tud ies  i n v o l v i n g  the use o f  the 

j s w n i n a  Environment Inventory  (LEI) am an instrument f o r  assessing 

students' percept ions towards t h e i r  c lassroan c l imates  are reviewed. 

F i n a l l y ,  a r e u i e u  i s  presented o f  the instrument used i n  t h i s  study t o  

determine c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  program organizat ion. 

Student P e r c e ~ t i o n s  i n  A l te rna te  Schools 

T h i s  sec t i on  r e p o r t s  s tud ies  tha t  have examined students'  

percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  enuironments. Th i s  d iscussion 

i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  two par ts :  (a)  research s tud ies  t h r t  have used l o c a l l y  

deueloped student percept ion  i n r t r m e n t s ,  and (b) those t h r t  haue 

r e l i e d  on standardized instruments t o  study s tudcnts 'a t t i tudes  toward, 

or percept ions o f  t h e i r  l ea rn ing  environments. 

L o c a l l y  Oeveloned Ins t rumenta t ion  

A student percept ion study was conducted by Johnson and Faunce 

(1971) i n v o l v i n g  54 students i n  three separate a l t e r n a t e  h igh  schools 

i n  the Minneapol is  p u b l i c  school system. The ob jec t i ve  o f  the study 

was t o  c o l l e c t  in fo rmat ion  t h a t  would a s s i s t  i n  the development o f  

programs tha t  would meet the needs o f  the a l t e r n a t e  student 

populat ion.  To t h i s  end, a self-developed instrument c a l l e d  the 

A l te rna te  School Student Quest ionnaire was used. The instrwaent 

examined students' a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  prev ious school, a t t i t u d e s  

toward t h e i r  present a l t e r n a t e  school, reasons f o r  wishing t o  a t tend  
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t h e i r  cur ren t  school, and self-concepts and values. Resu l ts  i nd i ca ted  

that ,  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  prev ious pub1 i c  school year, s tudents r- 

\$ 
I 

percr  i ved  t h e i r  cu r ren t  .I terna te  schools as prouid ing:  (a) nore  \, 
\ 

pos i  t i u e  and i n t ima te  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  s t a f f  and other  students, tbh, 

courses t h a t  were i n t e r e s t i n g  and easier  t o  understand, t c )  more 
I 

s tudent input  and freed-, td) more re levan t  c u r r i c u l a r  o f f e r i n g s ,  and , 
(e) g rea ter  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  improve basic  s k i l l s .  Students a l s o  

repo r ted  having s t rong sel f -concepts i n  general, and p o s i t i v e  concepts 

o f  t hmse lves  as l ea rne rs  s ince a t tend ing  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  a1 te rna te  

school%. While the study i nd i ca tes  tha t  s tudents a t tend ing  the three 

a l t e r n a t e  h i *  schools i n  the d i s t r i c t  f e l t  more p o s i t i v e  about t h e i r  - --A 

present l ea rn ing  evironmrnt than t h e i r  prev ious one,\no data was 

gathered concerning hau each o f  the three a l t e r n a t e  schools d i f f e r e d  

w i t h  respect  t o  program organ iza t ion  and teachers' i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

pract ices.  Instead, s i m l a r i t y  among a l t e r n a t e  school programs appears 

t o  be assumed. The absence o f  t h i s  type o f  in fo rmat ion  does not  

permi t  an inspect ion  o f  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between students' percept ions 

o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  environments and the organzat ional aspects 

o f  these environments. 

Johnson (1975) designed an eva lua t ion  study i nvo l v ing  three 

secondary a l t e r n a t e  schools i n  the Federat ion o f  A l te rna te  Schools 

w i t h  the assistance of the Minneapol is Pub l ic  Schools Research and 

Evaluat ion Department. The study was conducted t o  determine i f  

students who attended a l t e r n a t e  schools had p o s i t i v e  school- re lated 

a t t i t u d e s .  A 66-item quest ionnaire was developed s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  the 

purposes o f  the study and was d i v i d e d  i n t o  the f o l l w i n g  n ine scales: 

(a) cur r icu lum relevance, t b )  general 1 iW i n g  o f  school, t c )  the 

student-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  t d )  instructions 1 q u a l i t y ,  ( e l  student 



input ,  ($1  i n d i v i d u a l  f r e e d m  and responsib 

l e a r n i n g  experirnces, (h) general progress 

i l i t y ,  (g) ind iu idaa 

i n  learn ing,  and (i) 

10 

l i t y  o f  

s p e c i f i c  progress i n  learning. The quest ionnaire was completed by 7W. 

o f  the sample. The r e s u l t s  reu ra led  tha t  the m a j o r i t y  o f  the students") 

f e l t  t h a t  the cu r r i cu lum a t  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  shools was usefu l ,  I 
re leuant  t o  the u o r t d  a t  large,  m d  helped them i n  cogn i t i ue  and i 
a f f e c t i v e  l e a r n i n g  areas. Furthermore, 90% o f  the respondents f e l t  f 

\ 
tha t  t h e i r  teachers understood them, were f a i r  t o  them, and shaued an 

i n t e r e s t  in  them, w h i l e  tuo- th i rds  s a i d  they would fee1 comfortable ,; 

shar ing  personal concerns u i t h  t h e i r  teachers.\ Although these r e s u l t s  

are encouraging, again no method i s  used t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  among 

teachers' i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  a t  any o f  the three schools. Th i s  

in fo rmat ion  i s  of  v i t a l  importance t o  determine whether d i f f e rences  i n  

program organ iza t ion  could, i n  p a r t ,  be responsib le f o r  d i f f e rences  i n  

student percept ions  across the three schools. 

A comparative study examining students' a t t i t u d e s  tauard school, 

career expectat ions, and asp i ra t i ons  i n  a l t e r n a t e  and t r a d i t i o n a l  h igh  

schools was designed by Shw, Tancala, Hiddleton,  Rudee, Jones, and 

W i t h  (1975). The sample cons is ted  o f  390 students a t tend ing  two 

a l t e r n a t e  and two regu la r  h igh  schools. One o f  the major quest ions 

gu id ing  the study was i f  a l t e r n a t e  school s tudents h o l d  more p o s i t i v e  

a t t i t u d e s  tauard school i n  general than do students a t tend ing  regu la r  

p u b l i c  schools. A 50 i tem a t t i t u d e  scale was developed and d i v ided  

i n t o  the f o l l o u i n ~  f i u e  subscales: (a) a t t i t u d e  toward school, (b) 

career expectat ion, (c )  career asp i ra t i on ,  ( d l  career self-esteem, and 

(01 career r i s k .  Students were adn in is te red  the scale, and t h e i r  

scores were cunpared us ing  a s ~ r i e s  o f  one way analyses o f  var iance 

t e s t s  across d i f f e r e n t  school groups. Resu l ts  i nd i ca ted  tha t  
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a i t e r n a t e  school students'  a t t t i d u e s  t a r a r d  school uere  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

nore  p o s i t i v e  than t h e i r  convent ional counterparts.  No o ther  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  merged  

career self-esteem and career r 

d i f f e rences  i n  grade l eue l .  An 

the i n s u f f i c i e n t  na ture  o f  the 

a t t i t u d e s  toward schooling. On 

f o r  the other  f o u r  areas, except 

sk uh i ch  w r e  a t t r i b u t e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  

obvious l i m i t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  study was 

nstrument used t o  assess students' 

Y 10 items inc luded i n  the student 

perception instrument are d i r e c t l y  concerned w i t h  students' a t t i t u d e s  

t a r w d  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  l e a r n i n g  environments. The pr imary assessment 

focus of t h i s  instrument appears, ra the r ,  t o  be on student a t t i t u d e s  

regard ing  career expectat ions, career asp i ra t ions ,  c a r e w  self-esteem, 

and career r i s k .  

I n  an i nves t i ga t i on  canparing the e f f e c t s  o f  regu la r  and 

a l t e r n a t e  school cur r icu lum on students, Orookran, Forward, and 

Peterson (1976) obta ined measures o f  a t t i t u d e s ,  expectat ions, 

self-esteem, and l ea rn ing  t rans fe r  from 151 s i x t h  grade students i n  

three regu la r  schools and 68 s i x t h  grade students i n  three a l t e rna te  

schools. Three assessment procedures were used i n  the data c o l l e c t i o n  

f o r  the study. An a t t i t u d e  scale was designed 

consis ted o f  the f o l l o u i n g  scales: (a) student 

and learn ing,  (b) student percept ions o f  r o l e s  

expectat ions, (c)  self-esteem, (d) student a t t i  

and a u t h o r i t i e s ,  and <a) t rans fe r  o f  l ea rn ing  t 

The second procedure used was a student essay. 

f o r  the p r o j e c t  and 

a t t i t u d e s  touard school 

and academic 

tudes toward teachers 

o non-school se t t i ngs .  

Students were asked t o  

w r i t e  an essay on the top i c ,  'Haw 1 Would Change My School', which was 

l a t e r  coded us ing  a four -po in t  scale f o r  spe l l i ng ,  g ramar ,  and 

c r e a t i v i t y .  The t h i r d  technique employed was an eight-dimension 

vers ion  o f  the Qpen Education Scale (Walberg & Thanas, 1972). Th i s  
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instrument was used by trained observers to rate teacher behavior and 

classroan interaction. Both the attitude scale and the essay were 

adninistered twice within a six-month period. The @en Educatio~ 

Sc;lla 

first 

f orma 1 

posi t t 

was canpleted by O ~ S Q ~ U ~ ~ S  and teachers three months after the 

student adninistration. Results revealed that, relative to- ' 

school students, informal school students demonstrated more 

VQ attitudes toward school and teachers, and greater trans+- \ 
learning to non-school settings.  NO significant differences were 
found f w  academic expectations, performance, or self-esteem. 

Although the locally deueloped scale does address a number of 

important student perception variables, the main focus of the OPen 

Education Scale appears to be on studying differences in teacher 

behaviors during interactve teaching across the various school 

programs, rather than on the instructional practices that define a 

particular program. A s  such, it does not provid a measure of the 

specific instructional aspects per se that distinguish one.alternate 

school program fran another. 

An attitude study was desi~ned by Ohory and Sinclair (1978) to 
-..- 

explore alternate school students' perceptions of selected program 

conditions likely to influence their interactions with their learning 

environment. In all, 1,692 students from 15 urban, 10 suburban, and 

five rural alternate schools in six states in the United States were 

used in the study. A locally developed instrument called the 

Alternate School Environment Survey was adninistered to the sample. 

The instrument consisted of 88 statements relevant to instruction, 

norms, and curricular aspects of alternate high schools and was 

divided into the following 1 1  scales: (a) outreach, (b) problem 

solving, (c) limits, (d) c m u n  ication, (el discrimination, (f) 



c l a r i t y ,  (9) d i f f i c u l t y ,  (h) teacher-effect iveness, (i) missed 

schooling, ( J )  peer in f luence,  and (k)  extra-school p r i o r i t i e s .  

Resu l ts  revealed t h a t  i n  general, a l t e r n a t e  school s tudents perceived 

t h e i r  school as: (a) makin9 spec ia l  e f f o r t s  t o  he lp  them learn,  (b) 

c lea r  on academic p o l i c y ,  (c)  low i n  l e v e l s  o f  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  as w e l l  

as in te r fe rence o f  ou ts ide  priorities w i t h  academics,(d) moderately 

h igh  i n  c l a r i t y  o f  school r u l e s  and p o l i c i e s ,  and problem-solving and 

conrmnication, and ( e l  moderat ley l o u  i n  academic d i f f c u l t y .  

h n a l y s i s  of var iance uas a l s o  used to e x m i n e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

student percept ions among sampled a l t e r n a t e  schools. These r e s u l t s  

revea led  tha t  a l t e r n a t e  schools d i f f e r e d  the most i n  regard  t o t  (a) 

students' a b i l i t i e s  t o  confront  and solve organ iza t iona l  problems tha t  

af fect  them, (b) the r e s t r i c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e i r  r u l e s  f o r  acceptable 

student behavior, (c )  capabi 1 t i e 5  o f  s t a f f  t o  cuununicate needed 

i n f o r n a t i o n  t o  students, and (dl the academic d i f f i c u l t y  o f  the 

c u r r i c u l a .  By cont ras t ,  schools v a r i e d  the l e a s t  u i t h  regard  t o  the 

c l a r i t y  o f  academlc expectat ions and l e v e l  o f  perceived 

d i sc r im ina t i on .  While the instrument used t o  measure students' 

percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  school programs i s  cunprehensive, the 

study does not  a t t ~ m p t  t o  i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c a l l y  those a1 te rna te  school 

environments (i.e., urban, r u r a l ,  suburban) i n  which student 

- percept ions were s i m i l a r  as w e l l  as d i f f e r e n t .  Rather, general 

s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  concerning students' percept ions o f  

se lec ted  program cond i t i ons  are reported. However, s p e c i f i c  

in fo rmat ion  l i n k i n g  these student percept ions t o  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  

school environments i s  necessary, e s p e c i a l l y  s ince students'  

percept ions across the three types o f  a l t e r n a t e  schools investgated 

revealed tha t  programs d i f f e r e d  d ramat i ca l l y  w i t h  respect t o  r u l e s  
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regard ing  student d i s c i p l i n e ,  as w e l l  as the o v e r a l l  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  

ac ad- i c  demands. 

Reddy, Langneyrr, and Steichen Asch (1978) designed a  study t o  

i nves t i ga te  psychological  c o r r e l a t e s  o f  student adjustment t o  an 

a l t e r n a t e  h igh  school program. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  they hypothesized tha t  

a l t e r n a t e  school s tudents would have h igh  general self-concepts, 

school self-image, s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and involvement. They f u r t h e r  

hypothesized tha t  sel f-concept would be h igher  f o r  those students h igh  

i n  school addustment, and r p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  would e x i s t  between 

school self-image, s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and involunnent. F o r t y  male and 

t h i r t y  female students e n r o l l e d  i n  a  s i n g l e  a l t e r n a t e  school i n  

C inc inna t i  were se lec ted  f o r  the sample. Students responded t o  the 

Tennessee Self-Conceot Scale as w e l l  as a  l o c a l l y  designed a t t i t u d e  

instrument c a l l e d  the N w  t lorn ina Student Quest ionnaire . Th is  

instrument was developed j o i n t l y  by  the. Connunity Psychology I n s t  

of the U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C inc inna t i  and mrnbers o f  the Neu Morning 

Community. I t  cons is ted  o f  182 items tha t  measured student s e l f -  

i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  s a t i s f a c t i o n  u i t h  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  school program. 

Resu l ts  i nd i ca ted  tha t  s tudents were p s ~ c h o l o g i c a l l y  well-7 

adjusted, and had smewhat h igher  self-concepts than the norm for\ 7 
w '  

regu la r  h igh  school students. Furthermore, self-concept proved t o  be 

a  good p r e d i c t o r  o f  school self- image and s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and a p o s i t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  d i d  e x i s t  between school self-image, s a t i s f a c t i o n  and - -- 
involvement. T h i s  study i s  l i m i t e d  i n  two ways. F i r s t ,  the 

se l f - image-sa t is fac t ion  quest ionnaire was ach in i s te red  t o  a  s i n g l e  

school, whose operat ional  and c u r r i c u l a r  o rgan iza t ion  i s  never 

described. Second, the pr imary purpose o f  the study was t o  

i nves t i ga te  var ious  f a c t o r s  concerning students' psychological  
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adjustment t o  t he i r  a l ternate  learning environment. As such, the 

study i s  more concerned w i t h  the re la t ionsh ip  between overa l l  

adjustment and student sa t i s f ac t i on  than i t  i s  w i t h  the l i n k  between 

sa t i s f ac t i on  and the organizational aspects of  the school program per 

se . 
Strndardixed Instrumentation 

Oaite and Rankin (1974) conducted a comprehensive evaluation of  

the chaPaCteristics o f  students at tending a pub l ic  a l ternate  school i n  

Oregon. The a t t i t ude ,  behavior, and a c h i ~ v ~ m e n t  pat terns o f  28 male 

and 22 female a l ternate  school subjects frm grades 8 t o  10 were 

canpared t o  those of  a group of  s im i la r  aged students enro l led i n  the 

regular  school system. The Ca l i fo rn ia  Mental Matur i ty  Test and the 

Stanford A c h i e ~ m e n t  Tests were used t o  measure aChi~~Qment,  whi le  

the Brawn and Holtzman Survqy o f  study hab i t s  and a t t i t udes  was used 

t o  examine students' a t t i t udes  toward school. No other instrument was 

used t o  provide more spec i f i c  measures o f  students' perceptions 

regarding t he i r  classroan cl imates beyond t h i s  survey, which addressed 

students' a t t i t udes  toward t he i r  teachers only. Control led sys tma t i c  

obreruations and student f i l e  information of a l ternate  school students 

only war a lso used i n  the data co l lec t ion.  Survey r e s u l t s  indicated' 

that  a l ternate  school students had greater approval of  t he i r  teachers, i 
I 

p e r c ~ i v e d  t h e i r  environment as more study oriented, and had bet ter  

ic-. - ,' /' 
apt i tudes f o r  studying than d i d  cont ro l  subjects i n  regular  

c lassroms. However, the i n a b i l i t y  of  the instrument t o  gather data 

regarding a s u f f i c i e n t  number o f  classroun cl imate uariables, as wel l  

as the absence o f  student f i l e  and observational data f o r  regular  

school subjects l i m i t s  the conclusions regarding student perceptions 

that  can be drawn from t h i s  study. 
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A progrirn eva lua t ion  study o f  10 independent a l t e r n a t e  schools 

serv ing  a popu la t ion  of 2,750 students i n  New York C i t y  uas repo r ted  

by Wohl (1974). Three types o f  a l t e r n a t e  schools were inuolved i n  the 

study. These were8 (a) rened ia t i on  programs u i t h  an emphasis on basic  

s k i l l s  i n  reading, mathmat ics ,  and Eng l ish  as a second language; tb)  

f u l l  academic programs d i r e c t e d  t w r d  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a c i t y w i d e  

school diplana, and t c )  e x p e r i e n t i a l  programs o f f e r i n g  a work-study 

canponent where students spent a l t e r n a t e  weeks i n  school and work ing 

i n  the camnunitr. A modif ied, 30 i tem vers ion  o f  the Nash-Uolfson 

'Who Decides?' Quest ionnaire (1974) was used t o  examine students' 

a t t i t u d e s  t-rd t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  environments i n  rened ia t i on  and basic  

s k i l l s  programs only.  The instrument a l s o  uas ach in i s te red  t o  o 

c o n t r o l  group o f  s tudents e n r o l l e d  i n  regu la r  h igh  school Eng l ish  

classes. Only the issue o f  perceived student autonany, or  the parer  

t o  makc dec is ions  i n  the classroam was addressed by t h i s  instrument. 

. I n  t h i s  regard, there was no s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f r r e n c e  

b.tw*en a l t e r n a t e  school and c o n t r o l  students' percept ions of power t o  

make classroom decisions. No f u r t h e r  attempts, houever, were made t o  

i nves t i ga te  t h i s  or  any o ther  student percept ion t w a r d  school i n g  

va r iab le .  Fu r the rmor~ ,  the study inves t iga ted  the percept ions o f  

s tudents e n r o l l e d  in the remedial academic and bas ic  s k i l l s  programs 

only,  whereas the d ip lana and e x p e r i e n t i a l  work-study programs are 

d i s c r i p t i v e l y  more representa t ive  o f  the types o f  a l t e r n a t e  school 

programs used i n  the present study. 

Gardner and Farnsworth (1977) designed a study t o  analyze the 

a t t i t u d e s  and academic achievement i n  reading, spe l l i ng ,  and 

a r i t h m e t i c  o f  s tudents e n r o l l e d  i n  an a l t e r n a t e  h igh  school program i n  

S a l t  Lake C i t y ,  Utah. Data f o r  a t t i t u d e  and achievement va r i ab les  



were gathered through Remer's A Scale For Measurina Cltt i tudes and 

the Wide Ranae Achievement Test  respectiuely. Both instruments were 

achinistered t o  a sample o f  50 students i n  October, 1975, and aga'in 

s i x  months l a te r .  During the f i r s t  adn in is t ra t ion,  students were 

asked t o  r e l a t e  the statements o f  the a t t i t ude  scale t o  t h e i r  

t r ad i t i ona l  high school experiences. Six months l a te r ,  the same 

i ns t runmt  was given w i t h  students asked t o  r e l a t e  the statements t o  

t h e i r  current a l ternate  high school. Analysis of  variance reuealed a 

pos i t i ue  d i f ference i n  a t t i t udes  toward school, although no 

s i gn i f i can t  co r re la t ion  was l a t e r  found t o  ex i s t  between school 

a t t i t udes  and gains i n  academic achieuement. The most obvious 

l i m i t a t i o n  of t h i s  study i s  the methodology used t o  carpare students' 

perceptions o f  t he i r  previous learning enuirorunents u i t h  perceptions 

o f  t h e i r  current  a l ternate  school programs. Students were required t o  

r e c a l l  mental ly  and remember t he i r  experiences i n  the regular  school 

system, of  which they were no longer a par t .  Ploueover, the s tudy  

focused p r ima r i l y  upon the di f ference i n  students' perceptions across 

the two t r pe r  of  learning environments rather than on those 

perceptions that  could be re l a ted  d i r e c t l y  t o  various ins t ruc t iona l  

aopec t s  of  the a l ternate  school programs. 

T r i c k e t t  (1978) compared and contrasted students' perceptions of  

t he i r  classroan wwironments I n  urban, r u r a l ,  suburban, vocational,  

and a1 ternate pub1 i c  h igh schools. The data set f o r  the study was 

taken from a ser ies of previous studies conducted over a four Year 

per iod ranging from 1972 t o  1976 i n  Connecti 

included 409 high school classes w i th  6,142 

high schools. The a l ternate  school po r t ion  

42 classroans. Students were given a 9 scal 

cut. The t o t a l  sarnple 

students i n  30 d i f f e ren t  

of  the sample consisted of  

e 90-i tern instrument 
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intended t o  measure perceived classroam c l ima te  c a l l e d  the Classroan 

environment (Moos dr T r i c k e t t ,  1974). Classroorr scores were 

grouped according t o  type of school, and a  s e r i e s  o f  one uay analyses 

o f  var iance were performed f o r  each o f  the n ine  dimensions. Resul ts-  

reuealed that ,  r e l a t i v e  t o  the f o u r  o ther  types o f  l ea rn ing  

environments, a l t e r n a t e  schools scored h ighest  on f i v e  o f  the n ine 

dimensions i nc lud ing  inuolvement, a f f i l i a t i o n ,  teacher support, order 

and organizat ion,  and innouation. i n  add i t ion ,  a l t e r n a t e  8Ch001 

environments scored lowest on canpe t i t i on  and teacher c o n t r o l  / 
dimensions. Only urban schools were more ta r&  or iented,  and r u r a l  and 

uocat ional  schools more c l e a r  about c l a s s r o m  r u l e s  than a l t e r n a t e  

schools. The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy are important, s ince a  w ide l y  -7 

recognized instrument i s  used t o  assess students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  

uar ious  l ea rn ing  e n u i r m n t s .  Furthermore, the r e s u l t s  of the 1 

assessent i nd i ca te  s t r o n g l y  the s u p e r i o r i t y  of  a l t e r n a t e  school 

programs ouer regu la r  educat ional programs i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p o s i t i v e l y  j 

perceived classroom c l imates.  Howeuer, d i f f r e n c e s  among the var ious  

school programs w i t h  respect t o  teachers' i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  and 

c u r r i c u l a r  o f f e r i n g s  appear t o  be assumed. No method i s  used t o  

determine whether d i f f e rences  a c t u a l l y  do e x i s t  i n  these areas, or  

~h t? theP a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

organ iza t iona l  fea tures  

A study i nues t i ga t  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e r  

does e x i s t  between student percept ions 

o f  t h e i r  school programs. 

i n g  teachers' and students' percept ions 

i n  a l t e r n a t e  and conuentional p u b l i c  h  

schools was conducted by Par ro t  (1981) t o  determine i f  actual  

nd  the 

o f  

d i f f e rences  i n  teachinp p r a c t i c e s  d i d  e x i s t .  I n  a l l ,  596 a l t e r n a t e  

and 809 regu la r  school s tudents i n  10 h igh  schools were tes ted  us ing  a  

mod i f i ed  27-item vers ion o f  the Baker and Thomas (1970) Jnuentorr  o f  
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D a c h e r  Funct ions . I n  add i t ion ,  teachers represent ing  both a l t e r n a t e  

and regu la r  school c lasses inc luded i n  the sample canpleted a 3 6 - i t m  

vers ion  o f  the same inventory. Both i n s t r u m n t s  conta ined items 

dea l i ng  u i t h  a u a r i e t y  o f  t r a d i t i o n a l  and non - t rad i t i ona l  teaching 

funct ions.  Resu l ts  i nd i ca ted  tha t  a l t e r n a t e  school teachers were 

viewed by both students and teachers as more l i k e l y  t o  a s s i s t  

i n d i v i d u a l  s tudents w i t h  personal concerns, became invo lved i n  

out-of-school experiences, encourage students t o  express t h e i r  

fee l ings,  w r i t e  eva lua t ions  of t h e i r  students' uork, and have students 

s ign  l ea rn ing  contracts.  Whi le the study pu rpo r t s  t o  measure student 

and s t a f f  percept ions o f  teacher p rac t ices ,  the pr imary focus o f  the 

instrument appears t o  be upon assessing students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  

teachers' in terpersonal  behauiors, r a t h e r  than upon t h e i r  classroom 

o r ~ a n i z a t i o n a l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t ices .  

Wechan (1983)  designed a study t o  detern ine whether s tudents 

a t tend ing  a l t e r n a t e  h igh  schools experience changes i n  a t t i t u d e s  

toward school, s e l f  and others, and i f  change i s  r e l a t e d  t o  an 

improvement i n  reading a b i l i t y .  The sample consis ted o f  20 male and 

20 female students rang ing  frm grades 8 t o  10 i n  an a l t e r n a t e  h igh  

school i n  c e n t r a l  Oklahoma. The a t t i t ude . i ns t rumen t  used i n  the study 

was The Oklahaaa Scaleg , which cons i s t s  o f  120 i tems across three 

dimensions o f  a t t i t u d e  toward school, s e l f ,  and others.  The 

Gates-MacGintie Readina Survey was administered t o  determine 

students' read ing  vocabulary and read ing  comprehension l eve l s .  Both 

instruments were given t o  s tudents i n  September and again du r ing  the 

f i n a l  month o f  the school term. A t - t e s t  f o r  co r re la ted  data was 

performed t o  campare mean d i f f e r e n c e s  f o r  each dimension o f  the 

a t t i t u d e  scale, as we1 1 as f o r  read ing  uocabu 1 ary  and ac h 
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scores. A chi-square procedure was used t o  determine the r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between a t t i t u d e  and ga ins  i n  read ing  achievement. Resul ts  i nd i ca ted  

tha t  females improved s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on a t t i t u d e s  touard school, s e l f ,  

and others, While on l y  the a t t i t u d e  toward s e l f  measure produced r 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rence  f o r  male s u b j ~ c t s .  I n  add i t ion ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  

increases were found f o r  bo th  groups i n  read ing  comprehension but  not 

read ing  vocabulary. F i n a l l y ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  f o r  e i t h e r  

male or  female sub jec ts  were found between changes i n  a t t i t u d e s  touard 

s e l f ,  school, o r  o thers  and the r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  improvement i n  reading 

comprehension and vocabulary. Ubile t h i s  study p o i n t s  t o  the 

e f fec t i veness  o f  a l t e r n a t e  school programs i n  s t rengthening studentsJ 

self- images over a shor t  p e r i o d  o f  time, i t  does not  describe d i r e c t l y  

how student% f e e l  about, o r  perceive t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  a l t e r n a t e  

l ea rn ing  environinent, o r  ha* the a l t e r n a t e  school program d i f f e r s  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l l y  from the regu la r  school program. 

Perhaps the study t h a t  most c l o s e l y  resembles the present study's 

attempt t o  examine a l t e r n a t e  school studentsJ percept ions o f  t h e i r  

l ea rn ing  environments and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  var ious  program 

organ iza t ion  va r iab les  i s  presented by Stevens (1985). Stevens found 

tha t  studentsJ percept ions o f  t h e i r  l ea rn ing  envronments were, i n  

f a c t ,  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  school programsJ organ iza t iona l  

s t ruc tu re .  A number o f  s i m i l a r i t i e s  e x i s t  b e t w ~ e n  StevensJ study and 

the present i nves t i ga t i on .  F i r s t ,  the i d e n t i c a l  instrument was used 

i n  a s i m i l a r  fashion t o  assess studentsJ percept ions o f  t h e i r  

a l t e r n a t e  school programs (i.e., the LEI). Second, the method used t o  

gather program organ iza t iona l  data i n  StevensJ study a l s o  inc luded a 

procedure f o r  assessing teachersJ i ns tuc t i ona l  p rac t i ces  across 

d i f f e r e n t  a l t e r n a t e  school programs. However, several other  va r i ab les  



in addition to 'instructional practices' were also used in Steven's 

study to make cateqorical decisons regarding alternate school programs 

such as: ta) school goals, (b) size, (c) source of funding, and (d) 

target student population. Taken together, these organizational data 

uore used to place alternate school programs into either district, 

grant, or ccmposite school categories, rather than to conceptualize 

then as functioning along a continuun based primarily upon teachers' 

organizational and instructional practlces. Furthermore, 

instructional practices for the purposes of Stevens' study were merely 

described as either: (a) representative of the regular school 

district's curriculum and testing policy for District schools, (b) 

characterized by frequent tutoring and m a l l  group instruction for 

Grant schools, and tc) characterized by extensive out-of-classroar, 

independent, and self-directed experiences for Composite schools. As 

such, this level of aggregation regarding instructional practices 

across alternate schools does not permit as specific an examination of 

critical day-to-day instructional variables such as task 

differentiation, grouping practices, student autonany, or evaluation 

pocedures as does the present study. 

S u m a r  Y 

To sumarize, the most obvious limitation of the majority of the 

student perception studies using either locally developed or 

standardized instrumentation is the absence of any method or 

instrument used to distinguish among a1 ternate school programs with 

regard to teachers' organizational and instructional practices. 

Second, many of the instruments used to measure students' perceptions 

of their learning environments tend to measure an overall or general 

level of satisfaction with their alternate school programs, rather 
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than a c o l l e c t i o n  o f  s p e c i f i c  school c l ima te  va r iab les  per  so. No 

study cou ld  be l oca ted  tha t  inc luded a systematic procedure f o r  

assessing both students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  environments, 

as u e l l  as the s p e c i f i c  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  aspects o f  the a l t e r n a t e  school 

programs being considered. The present study attempts t o  s a t i s f y  both 

o f  these cond i t i ons  by m p l o r i n g  a systematic method f o r  assessing the 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t i ces  of t m c h e r s  represent ing  d i f f e r e n t  a l t e r n a t e  

school programs, as w e l l  as an instrument tha t  captures r v a r i e t y  o f  

students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  environments. 

Student P e r c e ~ t i o n r  and the L E I  

I n  t h i s  study, the instrument used t o  measure students' 

percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  school c l imates  was the Lbarninq 

Eviromnent I nven to ry  . The actual  development o f  t h i s  instrument i s  

discussed i n  the f o l l o u i n g  chapter.  A number o f  exce l l en t  reviews 

have been w r i t t e n  r e c e n t l y  desc r ib ing  p r i o r  research i nvo l v ing  the LEI 

(Chavez, 1984; Fraser, 19851 Fraser e t .  al . ,  1982). To date, the. 

s t rongest  focus of t h i s  research has been upon i n v e s t i g a t i n g  the l i n k  

between students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  c lassroans and var ious  l ea rn ing  

outcorns. Studies o f  t h i s  k i n d  have been c a r r i e d  out i n  the Un i ted  

Sta tes  (Cort,  1979; Lawrenz, 1976; Walberg, 1969a, 1969b, 19721, 

Canada (O'Reil ly, 1975; Walberg & Anderson, 19721, A u s t r a l i a  (Fraser,  

1979; Power & Tisher ,  19791, I s r e r l  ( t io fs te in ,  Glurman, Ben-Zvi, & 

Samuel, 19791, and I n d i a  (Walberg, Singh, & Rasher, 1977). A second 

area uh i ch  has rece ived l e s s  a t t e n t i o n  invo lves  the use o f  the LEI 

scales as c r i t e r i o n  var iables.  Since the present study i s  concerned 

w i t h  v iewing student percept ions o f  t h e i r  l ea rn ing  ~nv i ronmen ts  as 

dependent var iables,  a rev iew o f  the research i nvo l v ing  the use o f  the 

LEI i n  t h i s  manner i s  presented. The review i s  d i v ided  i n t o  areas o f  
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cur r icu lum eva lu r t i on ,  grade l e v e l  and sub jec t  area, and type o f  

school. 

Curr iculum Eur lua t i on  

The LEI has been used f o r  cur r icu lum eva lua t ion  purposes i n  a 

number o f  s tudies.  Anderson, Walberg, and Welsh (1969) used the 

instrument t o  inues t iga te  d i f f e rences  i n  students' percept ions among 

classroans us ing  Harvard P r o j e c t  Physics and o ther  phys ics  classroans 

us ing  a l t e r n a t i v e  c u r r i c u l a r  mater ia ls .  The sunple cons is ted  o f  3,264 

senior  h igh  school s tudents i n  150 physics classes. M u l t i p l e  

d isc r im inant  ana lys i s  us ing  the c l a s s  means as the u n i t  o f  ana lys i s  

i nd i ca ted  t h a t  the Harvard P r o j e c t  Physics students perceived t h e i r  

classrooms as c h a r a c t e r i ~ e d  by more d i v e r s i t y  and democracy, l ess  

d i f f i c u l t y ,  f r i c t i o n ,  and goal d i r e c t i o n ,  and a b e t t e r  ma te r i a l  

environment than d i d  s tudents i n  c o n t r o l  c lasoroms.  Welsh and 

Walberg (1972) conducted a s i m i l a r  study us ing  53 randomly se lec ted  

c lasses from the o r i g i n a l  Harvard P ro jec t  Physics sample. The 

ana lys i s  revealed t h a t  s tudents i n  the experimental physics program 

perceived t h e i r  c l a s s ~ s  as having greater  d i v e r s i t y ,  and l ess  

f a v o r i t i s m  and d i f f i c u l t y  than d i d  s tudents e n r o l l e d  i n  the regu la r  

phys i c s  course. 

Student percept ions  as i nd i ca ted  by LEI S U ~ S C ~ ~ Q S  have a l so  b e ~ n  

used as c r i t e r i o n  v a r i a b l e s  t o  evaluate the success o f  science 

m a t e r i a l s  designed f o r  a spec ia l  program. Fraser (1978, 19791, used a 

mod i f i ed  nine-scale vers ion  o f  the LEI w i t h  541 seventh grade students 

i n  Melbourne, A u s t r a l i a ,  t o  compare student percept ions i n  an 

experimental science course designed by the Aus t ra l i an  Science 

Education P r o j e c t  w i t h  the percept ions o f  s tudents i n  regu lar  science 

classroans. T h i s  s tudy was conducted s i x  months a f t e r  the beginning 



of the school y e w .  Multiple regression analyses reuealed that 

students in experimental classroams perceiued their learning 

enuironnents as more satisf~ing, more indiuidualized, and as having a 

better material enuironnent than did students in regular classroams. 

Tisher and Power (1976, 1978) also u ~ d  student perceptions on a 

full scale version of the LEI to evaluate the effectiveness of an 

Australian Science Education Project unit in 20 Junior high 

classroans. Their investigation reuealed that students in 

experimental classroans percieued their learning environments as 

possessing more cohesiueness, diversity, goal direction, satisfaction, 

and cliqueness, and less speed, favoritism, disorganization, and 

apathy relative to control science clrssroorrs. 

Classroom climate data furnished by the LEI has also been used as 

criteria for evaluating indiuidualized instruction in primary 

classrooms in Isreal. Levin (1980) used an obseruational instrum~nt 

and a 45-item modified version of the LEI in 43 experimental and 14 

regular first to third grade classroams to determine whether an 

indiuidualized instructional strategy would enhance students' 

perceptions of their learning enuironnents. The r e w l t s  revealed a 

significant difference for only one climate dimension among 

individualized and regular classroan members. Students in 

indiuidualized instructional clasoroamr perceived thmselues as having 

more autonomy (i.e., democracy) than did students in regular 

classroans. 

grade Leuel and Subject Area 

Learning Enuironment Inventory climate dimensions haue also been 

used to explore student perceptions across different grade levels. 

Uelsh (1979) used a 10-scale uersion of the LEI with a stratified 



25 

sample of 1,121 science and mathematics classes in 15 American states. 

His analysis indicated that, relatiue to senior high school students, 

junior high school students perceived their learning enuironments as 

less difficult, satisfying and democratic, with more disor~anization, 

diuersity, formality, cliqueness and fauoritism. Welsh (1979) also 

used this sample to inuestigate classroom climate differences between 

science and other subjects. Multiuariate analysis of variance 

revealed that science classes were perceiued as hauing more diuersity, 

disorganization, formality, friction, cliqueness, and fauoritism, and 

less goal direction, difficulty, and democracy than mathematics 

c 1 asses. 

Anderson (1971) also used subscales from the LEI with a sample of 

62 science, mathematics, humanities, and French classes in secondary 

schools in Montreal, Quebec, to explore classrom climate differences 

between science and other subjects. He mployed a discriminant 

function analysis using class means as the unit o f  analysis; Three 

findings emerged from this analysis. First, relative to other 

classes, mathematics classes were seen as high in friction, 

fauoritim, di+ficulty, disorganization, and cliqueness, and low on 

fomality and goal direction. Second, science classes were perceived 

as quicker and more formal than humanities classes, but lower on 

friction, fauoritisn, cliqueness, and disorganization uariables. 

Third, French classes w r e  perceived as having more goal direction, 

and less friction and disorganization than other classes. 

Trne of School 

The LEI has also been used to compare students' perceptions of 

their learning environments in different types of schools. Randhawa 

and Michay luk (1975) in~estigated the perceptions of 8th and 11th 



grade students from 47 r u r a l  and 49 urban secondary schools i n  

Saskatchewan. Students were asked about t h e i r  C ~ ~ S W O ~  C ~ ~ R I ~ Q S  i n  

Engl ish, soc ia l  studies, mathematics, and science subjects.  The 

r e s u l t s  i nd i ca ted  tha t  s tudents i n  r u r a l  s e t t i n g s  percieued t h e i r  

l ea rn ing  environments as having more cohesiveness, c l i q u ~ n e s s ,  

d isorgan iza t ion ,  and cmpe t i t i ueness ,  l e s s  d i f f i c u l t y  and 

s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and a worse ma te r ia l  environment than d i d  s tudents i n  

urban se t t i ngs .  

Randham and Hunt (1981) i nves t i ga ted  students' percept ions o f  

t h e i r  l ea rn ing  environments i n  paroch ia l  and secular  schools w i t h  a 

sanple o f  317 grade 10 students. They discovered tha t  g i r l s '  

paroch ia l  school classroans were charac ter ized by more cohesiueness 

and cl iqueness, a poorer ma te r i a l  environment, and l e s s  apathy, 

democracy, and c m p e t i t i v e n e s s  than secular school c lassroms.  I n  

add i t ion ,  the l ea rn ing  environments o f  boys' paroch ia l  schools had 

more cohesiuen~ss,  f r i c t i o n ,  f avo r i t i sm,  and cmpet i t iueness ,  and l e s s  

goal d i r e c t i o n ,  and democracy than those o f  the secular schools. 

I n  a study i nvo l v ing  350 eleventh grade c lasses i n  I s r e a l ,  

Hofste in,  Oluzman, Ben-Zvi, and Samuel (1980) campared chemistry 

students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  c lassroan c l ima te  i n  h igh  schools and 

vocat ional  schools. Resul ts  revealed tha t  vocat ional  s tudents 

perceived t h e i r  environment as having more speed, goal d i rec t i on ,  

s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  d i f f i c u l t y ,  and deraocracy, and l e s s  d isorgan iza t ion ,  

apathy, and cmpe t i t i ueness  than d i d  regu lar  h igh  school students. 

I n  a s i m i l a r  study, Sharan and Yaakobi (1981) used a modi f ied 

vers ion  o f  the LEI w i t h  572 students i n  ten th  grade b io logy  classes i n  

urban and Kibbutz school d i s t r i c t s  i n  I s r e a l .  Fourteen c lasses were 

i n  urban schools, and s i x  i n  Kibbutz d i s t r i c t  schools. V i r t u a l l y  a l l  
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classes were taught us ing  the i d e n t i c a l  curr iculum. An ana lys i s  o f  

var iance us in9  c lass  means as the u n i t  of ana lys i s  reuealed that ,  

r e l a t i u e  t o  urban classroans, k ibbutz  classroans were perceived as 

hawing s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more s a t i s f a c t i o n  and cohesiveness, and l e s s  

c l iqueness and f a u o r i t i s n .  

Sumor r  

To suranar ize, the LEI rubscales have been used ex tens iue ly  as 

c r i t e r i o n  ua r iab les  t o  m a s u r e  the e f fec t iueness  o f  c u r r i c u l a r  

innouat ionr ,  and d i f fe rences i n  student percept ions across var ious  

grade l e u e l s  and subject  areas, as w e l l  as across d i f f e r e n t  types o f  

school programs. Although a l l  o f  the s tud ies  demonstrate the 

e f fec t iuenass  o f  the instrument i n  revea l i ng  d i f f e rences  i n  student 

percept ions a t  each o f  these leue ls ,  no concan i t tan t  attempt i s  made 

a t  any time t o  i d e n t i f y  those i n s t r u c t i o n a l  f ea tu res  tha t  might, i n  

p a r t ,  be responsib le f o r  these d i f fe rences.  T h i s  type o f  in fo rmat ion  

seems espec ia l l y  pe r t i nen t ,  s ince each o f  the classroans o r  school 

programs inves t i ga ted  operate according t o  the s p e c i f i c  o rgan iza t iona l  

and i n s t u c t i o n a l  preferences o f  the teachers responsib le f o r  them. I n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  data tha t  addresses the d i s t i n c t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  aspects 

o f  d i f f e r e n t  program types ie.g., urban v.s. r u r a l ,  secular  W.S. 

paroch ia l )  seems necessary i n  p rov id ing  a  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  why students' 

- percept ions o f  t h e i r  l ea rn ing  environments might d i f f e r .  The present 

s tudy attempts t o  address t h i s  issue by i nc lud ing  a  method f o r  

examining i n s t r u c t i o n a l  d i f f e rences  across a l t e r n a t e  school programs 

tha t  might  account f o r  d i f f e rences  i n  students' percept ions. 

Classroan Organizat ion Research 

Research i nuo lu ing  the use o f  a  combined in terv iew-quest ionnaire 

instrument developed by Rosenholtz and Rosenholtz (1981) t o  
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i nves t i ga te  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  c lassroan organ iza t ion  i s  j u s t  

beginnin9 t o  emerge as educators attempt t o  make d i s t i n c t i o n s  b e t w e n  

var ious  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  i n  educat ional se t t i ngs .  T h i s  r e v i e u  

describes the research tha t  has been conducted t o  date u s i n g  the 

instrument and i t s  var ious  forms (e.g., Marx, 1985). Studies 

examining shared percept ions o f  academic a b i l i t y ,  academic and soc ia l  

power, and a t t i t u d e s  t a r a r d  school are considered. A d e t a i l e d  

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the instrument i s  presented i n  the next chapter.  

Shared Percent ions o f  Academic A b i l i t y  

I n  an e a r l y  study, Rosenholtz and U i l s o n  (1980) hypothesized tha t  

h igh  ' reso lu t ion '  (see Chapter 1, page 5 )  classrooms would produce 

greater  agreement among classmates, between classmates and s e l f ,  

between teachers and classmates, and between teacher and s e l f  

concerning academic rankingo w i t h i n  the c lass  than would low 

' reso lu t ion '  classroams. A sample o f  15 f i f t h  and s i x t h  grade c lasses 

from three schools i n  the San Fransisco Bay Area were se lec ted  f o r  use 

i n  the study. Teachers completed an interuiew-quest ionnaire regarding 

c u r r i c u l a r  m a t e r i a l s  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t i ces  based on four  

c h a r a c t e r i ~ t i c s r  (a) d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  task s t ruc tu re ,  (b) 

o rgan iza t ion  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  (c)  student autonmy, and ( d l  teacher 

evaluat ion.  T h i s  instrument was designed t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between 

h igh  and 1- r e s o l u t i o n  classrooms. Student percept ion data was 

c o l l e c t e d  by having students rank order classmates o f  the sane sex 

according t o  read ing  a b i l i t y .  Teachers were then asked t o  rank order 

t h e i r  c l ass  on read ing  a b i l i t y  i n  order t o  permi t  an i nves t i ga t i on  of 

the degree o f  student-teacher agreement on the uar iab le .  Resul ts  

i nd i ca ted  tha t  h igh  r e s o t u t i o n  c l a s s r o m s  were charac ter ized by 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  l e v e l s  o f  agreement among classmates regard ing  
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i nd i v idua l  reading a b i l i t i e s  copmpared t o  low r e s o l u t i o n  classrooms. 

Furthermore, se l f - ra t i ngs  were more a l l i g n e d  w i t h  classmates' ra t i ngs ,  

and the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between teacher and student r a t i n g s  was stronger 

i n  h igh as compared t o  low r e s o l u t i o n  classrooms. 

Both Rosenholtz and Rosenholtz (1981) and Simpson (1981) f u r t h e r  

r e f i n e d  the evolv ing theory o f  classroan organizat ion by hypothesizing 

tha t  organizat ion o f  classroom i n s t r u c t i o n  shapes student and teacher 

percept ions of a b i l i t y  by e i t h e r  en larg ing  or l i m i t i n g  students' 

oppor tun i t i es  t o  form performance in te rp re ta t i ons .  I n  both studies,  

the terms h igh  and low r e s o l u t i o n  were replaced by 'unidimensional' 

and 'multidimensional' respec t i ve l y  as descr ip tors  o f  i ns t ruc t i ona l  

classroom prac t ices .  Data se ts  used t o  tes t  hypotheses f o r  both 

r e p o r t s  were taken from the o r i g i n a l  study conducted by Rosenholtz and 

Wilson (1980).  The authors hypothesized tha t  sel f -evaluat ions,  and 

classmates' and teachers' evaluat ions o f  reading a b i l i t y  would be more 

dispersed i n  unidimensional , as opposed t o  mu1 t idimenional r-eading 

classes. I n  other words, d i f f e rences  

percept ions o f  student reading a b i l i t y  

i n  unidimensional than mult idimensiona 

theor ized tha t  greater  d imensional i ty  

n  students' and teachers' 

would be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  

c lassroms.  I n  add i t ion ,  they 

n  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  would 

lead t o  a  lesser impact o f  teacher evaluat ions on peer evaluat ions of 

i nd i v idua l  reading a b i l i t y ,  as we l l  as teacher and peer evaluat ions on 

ind iv idua ls '  se l f -eva luat ions  o f  reading a b i l i t y .  The r e s u l t s  

provided support f o r  each hypothesis, thus strengthening the p o s i t i o n  

tha t  organizat ional  aspects o f  classrooms produce v a r i a t i o n s  i n  the 

s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  o f  perceived a b i l i t y  l e v e l s  which inf luence students', 

classmates', and teachers' evaluat ions o f  each other .  
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Academic and Social Power 

Rosenholtz (1982) a lso  used the o r i g i n a l  data set t o  inves t iga te  

the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between perceived academic a b i l i t y  and soc ia l  power 

i n  unidimensional and mult idimensional classrooms. She bel ieved tha t  

perceived academic a b i l i t y  was l i n k e d  t o  the a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  soc ia l  

power i n  classrooms, and tha t  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the two 

va r iab les  was determined by classroom organizat ion.  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t  

was hypothesized tha t  the associat ion between perceived academic 

a b i l i t y  and a t t r i b u t e d  soc ia l  power, as we l l  as the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  

t h i s  power would be stronger and more cen t ra l i zed  i n  unidimenional 

than i n  mult idimensional classrooms. Results p a r t i a l l y  confirmed 

these hypotheses. For g i r l s ,  the c o r r e l a t i o n  between reading rank and 

a t t r i b u t e d  soc ia l  power was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher under unidimensional 

than mu1 t idimen 

boys. I n  un id i  

higher d ispers i  

a1 though the d i  

s ional  condi t ions,  although the same was not true f o r  

mensional classrooms both groups produced s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

ons o f  soc ia l  power than i n  mul t id imesional  classrooms, 

f ference was again weaker f o r  boys. 

I n  a s i m i l a r  study regarding the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between academic 

a b i l i t y  and soc ia l  power, Marx (19851 i nves t iga ted the l i n k  between 

soc ia l  and academic s ta tus  and l i s tene rs '  repo r t s  o f  peer speech i n  

classrooms. The study a1 so explored the r e l a t  ionsh ~p between 

teachers' repor ted  classroom organizat ional  p rac t i ces  and l i s tene rs '  

r e p o r t s  o f  peer speech. I t  was expected that  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

academic s ta tus  i n  unidimensional classrooms would in f luence more 

s t rong ly  repor t s  o f  peer speech than i n  mult idimensional classrooms. 

The sample consisted o f  197 students from grades 5 t o  7 i n  8 schools 

located i n  a large suburban d i s t r i c t  i n  metropol i tan Vancouver. 

Teachers' classroom organ iza t iona l  p rac t i ces  were measured by a 



3 1  

vers ion o f  the interview-quest ionnaire developed by Rosenholtz and 

Rosenholtz (1981). Student percept ion data regarding soc ia l  s ta tus  

were gathered through a  s ix- i tem paper and penc i l  measure dea l ing  w i t h  

f r iendsh ip ,  physical a t t r a c t i o n ,  and soc ia l  power. Students were 

asked t o  rank order t h e i r  classmates according t o  these c r i t e r i a .  

Teachers a l so  responded t o  the same instrument i n  order t o  provide a  

measure o f  t h e i r  percept ions o f  the soc ia l  s ta tus  h ierarchy i n  the 

classroom. Both teacher and peer academic s ta tus  were measured using 

a  s i m i l a r  instrument conta in ing  items r e l a t e d  t o  o ra l  reading fluency, 

reading cmprehenson, and s p e l l i n g  a b i l i t y .  F i n a l l y ,  pe rcen t i l e  ranks 

on the reading subtest o f  the Canadian Test o f  Basic S k i l l s  and 

teachers' rankings o f  t h e i r  students according t o  t h e i r  a b i l t ~  t o  read 

d i f f i c u l t  mater ia l  s i l e n t l y  were a lso  used as academic s ta tus  

measures. Results revealed tha t  only one soc ia l  s ta tus  var iab le  was 

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  r e p o r t s  o f  speech i n  seven o f  the e igh t  

classrooms. Furthermore, there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences i n  

e i t h e r  unidimensional or  mult idimensional classrooms regarding the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between academic s ta tus  and repor t s  o f  peer speech. 

A t t  i tudes Toward School 

Recentiy, f i n d i n g s  from an e a r l i e r  study (Rosenholtz, 19821, 

i nvo lv ing  a  measure o f  a t t i t u d e  toward school were publ ished by 

Rosenholtz and Simpson (1984). I n  t h i s  study, f i f t h  and s i x t h  grade 

students were asked how much importance they placed on being a  good 

student. Approximately two-th i rds o f  the sample f e l t  i t  was 'very 

importantu t o  be a  good student. Student responses were evenly 

d i v ided  among unidimensional and mult idimensional classrooms, w i t h  

g i r l s  f e e l i n g  a  greater sense o f  importance than boys. The remaining 

t h i r d  o f  the sample were d i v ided  equal ly  between 'somewhat important" 



and 'somewhat unimportant', and were a lso  equa l ly  s p l i t  by classroom 

organizat ion.  Again, boys placed less  importance on boing a good 

student than d i d  g i r l s .  

Tho second study, again repor ted  by Rosenholtz and Simpson (1984) 

involved data from a prev ious ly  publ ished repor t  (Simpson, 1981). I n  

t h i s  study, t h i r d  grade students were asked how much  tho^ l i k e d  

'school work', a r i thmet ic ,  reading, and soc ia l  s tudies.  Approximately 

three- four ths o f  the sample repor ted  l i k i n g  school. The propor t ion  o f  

responses was almost i d e n t i c a l l y  s p l i t  i n  unidimensional and 

mult idimensional classes f o r  a l l  four  measures. Results indicated 

tha t  s p e c i f i c  aspects o f  unidimensional classrooms d i d  not ,  as 

expected a f f e c t  net l i k i n g  f o r  school. Furthermore, ne i the r  increases 

i n  student autonomy, easier access t o  m u l t i p l e  adul ts ,  i n  open or  

team-teaching s i t u a t i o n s ,  nor the presence or absence of grading 

a f f e c t e d  students' nee l e v e l s  o f  sa t i s fac t i on .  The only aspects o f  

classroom organizat ion found r e l a t e d  t o  students' l i k i n g  o f  school 

were the freqency o f  teacher feedback regarding student performance, 

and teacher movement around the room r e s u l t i n g  i n  d i r e c t  contact w i t h  

students. Ne i ther  o f  these f a c t o r s  were r e l a t e d  t o  d i f f e r i n g  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  classroom organizat ion.  

Sumrnar r 

To summarize, the combined interview-quest ionnaire developed by 

Rosenholtz and Rosenholtz (19811, as we l l  as i t s  de r i va t i ves ,  have 

been successful i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  and measuring those ins t ruc t i ona l  

p rac t i ces  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h  one classroom, subject area, or  program 

from another along a unid imensional -mul t id imensional  continuum. The 

two s tud ies  repor ted  by Rosenholtz and Simpson (1984) regarding 

students' a t t i t u d e s  toward school come c losest  t o  addressing the 



r e l a t i o n s h i p  between program organizat ion var iab les  and students' 

percept ions o f  t h e i r  classroom cl imates.  However, t h e i r  ' l i k i n g  o f  

schoolm var iab le  i s  a  l i m i t e d  one, and does not  permit as extensive an 

ana lys is  o f  students' percept ions as does the present study, which 

u t i l i z e s  the Learnina Environment Inventory . Furthermore, t h i s  

instrument permi ts  a  more comprehensive exp lora t ion  o f  soc ia l  s ta tus  

w i t h i n  p a r t i c u l a r  l ea rn ing  environments than does the 6-item paper and 

penc i l  instrument employed by Marx (1985) t o  examine f r iendsh ip  and 

soc ia l  power i n  var ious classroans. 

Conc 1 us i on 

I n  the present chapter, I have reviewed l i t e r a t u r e  re levant  t o  

students' percept ions of t h e i r  classroom cl imates i n  regu lar ,  as we l l  

as a l te rna te  school programs. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h i s  review has focused 

on student a t t i t u d e  s tud ies  conducted i n  a l te rna te  educational 

se t t i ngs ,  s tud ies  i nvo lv ing  the LEI as an assessment too l  f o r  

i nves t i ga t i ng  students' percept ions across a  v a r i e t y  o f  d i f f e r e n t  

subject ,  grade, and program leve ls ,  and studies us ing the combined 

interview-quest ionnaire t o  inves t iga te  i ns t ruc t i ona l  d i f fe rences among 

classrooms and programs being compared. The most ser ious l i m i t a t i o n  

of the m a j o r i t y  o f  the s tud ies  reviewed i s  the absence o f  e i t h e r  a  

s a t i s f a c t o r y  instrument f o r  measuring students' percept ions of t h e i r  

classroom cl imates,  or  a  systematic method o f  assessing ins t ruc t i ona l  

v a r i a t i o n  across d i f f e r e n t  classrooms or programs. The present study 

represents an attempt t o  respond t o  these shortcomings by u t i l i z i n g  a  

w ide ly  recognized instrument t o  inves t iga te  students' percept ions o f  

t h e i r  a1 t e r  .ate school c l  imates, as we1 1 as an instrument proven 

successful i n  a  v a r i e t y  o f  classroom organizat ion s tud ies  t o  measure 

teachers' repo r t s  o f  t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t ices .  
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METHODS (WD PROCEDURES 

Th is  chapter inc ludes a d iscussion o f  the sample, procedures, and 

instruments used f o r  the data c o l l e c t i o n .  

The 9 a m ~ l ~  

A l te rna te  educat ional programs were se lec ted  f o r  i nc lus ion  i n  the 

study on the bas i s  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o rgan iza t ion  and s i m i l a r  

c u r r i c u l a r  o f fe r i ngs .  The sample was se lec ted  i n  t h i s  manner i n  order 

t o  permi t  an exp lo ra t i on  o f  s tudent  percept ions across program types. 

I n  a l l ,  seven j u n i o r  h igh  secondary a l t e r n a t e  schools w i t h  a t o t a l  o f  

145 students were se lec ted  f o r  use i n  the study. Taken together,  

these schools covered the e n t i r e  range o f  d imens iona l i t y  

c h a r a c t e r i s i t i c s  along the unidirnensional-multidimensional continuum. 

Schools from the Upper, Centra l ,  and Lower Fraser Va l l ey  reg ions  o f  

southwest B r i t i s h  Columbia were selected. O f  the 145 students 

se lec ted  f o r  tho study, 125 o f  these re tu rned  the signed par?nt 

consent forms prov ided 4 weeks p r i o r  t o  the a d n i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  the 

instrument. Parents o f  112 students gave permission f o r  t h e i r  son or 

daughter t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the study, w h i l e  13 parents  re fused 

permission. E igh t  s tudents were a b s ~ n t  f r a n  the t o t a l  consent ing 

sample du r ing  the data ga the r ing  per iod.  I n  t o t a l ,  104 students, 

rang ing  from grades seven t o  ten p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  the study. The 

sample consis ted o f  71 boys and 33 g i r l s .  One student ques t iona i re  

was l o s t ,  thereby reducing the t o t a l  number o f  re tu rned  forms t o  103. 

Th i s  in fo rmat ion  i s  prov ided i n  Table 1 and Table 2. Each o f  the 

seven a l t e rna te  school programs used i n  the study i s  described below. 

Since c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  program organ iza t ion  are discussed i n  d e t a i l  

i n  Chapter Four, programs are discussed present ly  on l y  i n  terms o f  



Table 1 

In fo rmat ion  r e a a r d i n ~  P ro~ ram,  Proaram T Y D ~ ,  Class Size, and Sex of  A l t e r n a t e  

School Students who completed the Learn ina Environment Inven to ry  . 

Sex 

Program Program ~ y p e ~  Class Size Ma1 e Femal e 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

F ive  

Six  

Seven 

Unidimensional 

Un i dimensi onal 

U n i M u l  t idimens 

U n i M u l t i d i m e n s  

15 

12 

i onal 10 

i ona l  13 

Uni/Mul t i d imens iona l  20 

Mul t id imensional  10 

Mu1 t id imensional  23 

1.  'Uni /mult id imensional '  i s  used t o  descr ibe programs t h a t  were ne i t he r  

predominant ly unidimensional  nor mul t id imensional  i n  character .  



Table 2 

Number of Students per Grade Level  Der A l t e r n a t e  School who completed the 

Learn ina Environment I nven to r y  . 

Grade Level  

Programs Seven E i g h t  Nine Ten unspec i f  i eda  

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

F i ve  

S ix  

Seven 

To ta l  

1. Students who e i t h e r  c i r c l e d  more than one grade o r  d i d  no t  c i r c l e  a  

s p e c i f i c  grade a t  a l l .  
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t h e i r  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  goals, s ize,  r e f e r r a l  procedures, and c u r r i c u l a r  

o f fe r i ngs .  Prowam8 are addressed by number, r a t h e r  than by name o r  

geographic loca le .  

P r o a r m  One 

The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t e  school program t o  be described i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  

a secondary-level behavior management-academic program. The goals o f  

the program are twofold: (a) t o  prepare students academically and 

s o c i a l l y  f o r  re -en t ry  i n t o  the regu la r  school system, and (b) t o  

p rov ide  students w i t h  the acadmic  and l i f e  s k i l l s  necessary f o r  

successful  e n t r y  i n t o  the workforce. The program cons i s t s  o f  one 

f u l l - t i m e  teacher and a ch i ld -care  worker, and serves a nrximum o f  15 

students a t  any g iven time. Students are t y p i c a l l y  r e f e r r e d  by the 
- 

o ther  j u n i o r  h igh  schools i n  the d i s t r i c t ,  as w e l l  as by the M i n i s t r y  

o f  Human Resources. The cur r icu lum c l o s e l y  resembles tha t  o f  the 

regu la r  j u n i o r  h igh  school i n  the d i s t r i c t  t o  which the program i s  

at tached a c i r i n i s t r a t i v e l y .  Core sub jec ts  such as Engl ish, soc ia l  

s tudies,  mathematics, science, and physical  education are compulsory 

and canprise approximately 70% o f  the school program. E l e c t i v e  

courses such as woodork,  g u i t a r ,  and a r t s  and c r a f t s  are a l so  o f fe red  

on a g r w p  basis. Guidance and l i f e  s k i l l s  t r a i n i n g  courses are a l so  

taught a t  t h i s  school and are compulsory f o r  a l l  students. A work 

experience component i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  those students who are 15 years 

o r  o lde r  and wish t o  work f o r  r l o c a l  employer one day per week on a 

vo lun tary  basis. V i r t u a l l y  a l l  s tudents s ign  a behavior cont rac t  upon 

e n t r y  i n t o  the program, and are expected t o  f u l f i l l  i t s  s p e c i f i c  

condi t ions.  



Proaram TUQ 

The second a l t e r n a t e  school program i s  a l s o  academic-behavior 

management i n  o r i e n t a t i o n .  I t s  goals are to: (a) prov ide a l ea rn ing  

environment where students can earn up t o  and i nc lud ing  grade ten 

academic equivalencr,  (b) prov ide  students w i t h  vocat ional  s k i l l s  

necessary f o r  en t r y  i n t o  the workforce, (c)  he lp  s tudents develop 

bas ic  soc ia l  and communication s k i l l s ,  and (dl a s s i s t  s tudents t o  

acquire e f f e c t i v e  copin9 s k i l l s  and s t r a t e g i e s  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  h e a l t h i e r  

i n t e r a c t i o n s  a t  school and elsewhere. The program cons i s t s  o f  one 

f u l l t i m e  teacher and a c h i l d  care worker, and serves a maximum of  12 

students. Unl i k e  the major i t y  o f  a1 te rna te  school programs, t h i s  

program does not  accept r e f e r r a l s  from other  secondary schools i n  the 
\ 

d i s t r i c t .  Instead, the teacher i s  prov ided w i t h  a l i s t  o f  s tudents 

who f a i l e d  t o  complete the prev ious  school year, and i n v i t e s  there 

students t o  a t tend  the a l t e r n a t e  school program. Other non-attending 

students whose names do not  appear on the l i s t ,  bu t  are the - 

appropr iate age f o r  j u n i o r  h igh  school, are i n v i t e d  t o  a t tend  as w e l l .  

Only those students who express a s incere w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  a t tend  and 

taKe the prograa se r ious l y  are admitted. The Subject areas of 

Engl ish,  mathematics, soc ia l  s tudies,  science, and physical  education 

are cumpulsor~  and form the bas i s  o f  the school program. ~ i - f e  s k i l l s  

t r a i n i n g  i s  a l so  t a u ~ h t  as a core aspect o f  the curr icu lum, although a 

work experience component i s  no t  o f f e r e d  as p a r t  o f  the program. 

Students who wish t o  reenter  the regu lar  school system and have proven 

themseives capable are pe rm i t t ed  t o  do so a t  the beginning o f  the 

f o l l o w i n g  school year i n  September. 



P r o a r m  Three 

The t h i r d  a l t e r n a t e  school program cons i s t s  of one f u l l - t i m e  

teacher and a c h i l d  care worker, and serves r maximum of ten students. 

S im i l a r  t o  the other  two programs, i t s  focus i s  academic-beruioral, 

and i t s  goals are t o  prepare students f o r  r e e n t r y  i n t o  e i t h e r  the 

regu la r  school s y s t m  o r  the wor ld  o f  work. Students are r e f e r r e d  t a  

the program by other  secondary schools i n  the d i s t r i c t  as w e l l  as by 

the M i n i s t r y  o f  Hunan Resources. A11 students are requ i red  t o  s i g n 1  

behaviora l  cont rac t  upon e n t r y  i n t o  the program. The school program 

operates on an e i g h t  day cycle, w i t h  each subject  reoccu r r i ng  f i v e  

t imes throughout the cyc le.  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  core sub jec ts  such as 

Engl ish, mathematics, s o c i a l  s tudies,  science and physical  education, 

s tudents a l s o  study French as a compulsory p a r t  o f  the regu la r  

academic component. L i k e  the prev ious program, no work experience 

component i s  o f f e r e d  i n  t h i s  a l t e r n a t e  school. An i n t e r e s t i n g  and 

unique aspect o f  t h i s  program i s  t ha t  s tudents take many of - t h e i r  

e l e c t i v e  courses such as metalwork, a r t ,  and guidance a t  the regu la r  

h igh  school i n  the d i s t r i c t .  I n  t h i s  respect,  the a l t e r n a t e  school 

program i n  t h i s  d i s t r i c t  d i f f e r s  from most others, i n  t ha t  i n t e r a c t i o n  

i s  arranged w i t h  s t a f f  and students a t  schools where these students 

were p r ~ v i o u s l ~  U ~ S U C C ~ S S ~ U ~ .  

P r o a r m  Four 

The f o u r t h  a l t e r n a t e  school program i s  approx 

s i ze  o f  the a l t e r n a t e  schools p rev ious l y  described 

imate ly  twice the 

. The school 

cons i s t s  o f  two f u l l t i m e  teachers and two c h i l d  care workers, and 

serves a maximum o f  24 students. The o r i e n t a t i o n  of the program i s  

academic-behruiorrl and i t s  goals are t o t  (a) help s tudents acquire 

the means f o r  connunicat ing and coping i n  heal thy,  responsib le ways; 
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(b) enable students t o  earn acadmic c r e d i t  f o r  courses p a r a l l e l  t o  

those o f f e r e d  a t  the regu la r  school, and (c)  teach vocat iona l  s k i l l s  

t h a t  u i l l  increase the l i k e l i h o o d  o f  student success i n  the uorkforce. 

Students are r e f e r r e d  t o  the program by var ious  secondary schools irP] 

the d i s t r i c t  as w e l l  as by the M i n i s t r y  o f  Human Resources. ' a though  i 
students are requ i red  t o  take s i m i l a r  core sub jec ts  as  o f f e r e d  by most 

other  a l t e r n a t e  schools, the academic component a t  t h i s  school 

represents on l y  50% o f  the o v e r a l l  curr iculum. Academic sub jec ts  are 

conducted i n  the mornings, wh i l e  the af ternoons are deuoted t o  l e i s u r e  

and rec rea t i ona l  a c t i v i t i e s  such as swiming,  g m  class, a r t s  and 

c r a f t s ,  and outdoor education. T h i s  time a l lo tment  d i f f e r s  from those 

schools a l ready discussed, uhore academic component represents 

approximately 70% o f  the e n t i r e  curr iculum. A s  such, t h i s  program i s  

charac ter ized by a balance o f  academic and non-academic a c t i v i t i e s .  

Work experience i s  a l so  m important aspect o f  the program, w i t h  

approximately h a l f  the students tak ing  aduantage o f  the oppor tun i ty  t o  

work i n  the cararnunity on a vo lun tary  basis .  

P r o a r m  F i v t  

L i k e  the prev ious program,, the a l t e r n a t e  school program i n  t h i s  

d i s t r i c t  i s  roughly twice the s i ze  o f  the f i r s t  three schools, and i s  

the on l y  one of i t s  k i n d  i n  the d i s t r i c t .  The school cons i s t s  o f  two 

f u l l - t i m e  teachers and two c h i l d  care workers, and serves a maximum o f  

28 students. Students are r e f e r r e d  t o  the program by var ious? 
I 

secondary schools i n  the d i s t r i c t  and by the M i n i s t r y  o f  Human j 
Resources. The s p e c i f i c  o r i e n t a t i o n  and goals o f  t h i s  program are 

s i m i l a r  t o  those o f  the programs described so f a r .  These inc lude 

p rou id ing  a s e t t i n g  where students can: (a) earn c r e d i t  f o r  academic 

subjects, (b) l ea rn  vocat ional  s k i l l s ,  and (c)  l ea rn  personal coping 



s k i l l s  and s t ra teg ies .  The academic conponent o f  the program cons i s t s  

o f  the fou r  core classroom sub jec ts  p l u s  d a i l y  l i f e  s k i l l s  classes. 

An add i t i ona l  teacher from outs ide o f  the program i s  brought i n  t o  

teach phys ica l  education a c t i v i t i e s  three times a week. Special  

program f a c i l i t i e s  inc lude a woocbuorkmetalworl shop, k i tchen,  and a 

po r tab le  counse l l ing  classroom. An op t i ona l  work experience program 

a l s o  e x i s t s  f o r  those students who q u a l i f y  m d  wish t o  develop 

occupational s k i l l s  working i n  the c m u n i t y .  Approximately 50% o f  

the students take aduantage o f  the work experience camponent. S t a f f  

meetings are h e l d  on a d a i l y  b a s i s  t o  rev iew student progress and p lan  

a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  the f o l l c w i n g  day. 

Proaram Six 

The s i x t h  a l t e r n a t e  school program cons i s t s  o f  three f u l l t i m e  

teachers and three c h i l d  care workers, and serves a maximum o f  30 

students. While the o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  the program i s  

academic-behauioral, i t s  o v e r a l l  s t a t e d  goal i s  t o  prov ide i duca t i ona l  

oppor tun i t i es  f o r  s tudents who have severe needs i n  ' a f f ec t i ve '  areas. 

That is ,  s tudents who have d i f f i c u l t y  coping s o c i a l l y  o r  emot ional ly  

a re  g iven placement p r i o r i t y  over s tudents w i t h  s t r i c t l y  academic 

concerns. The academic component o f  the program includes Engl ish,  

mathematics, soc ia l  s tudies,  and science, as w e l l  as several 

"mini-courses' i n  which each student must e n r o l l .  These courses are 

taught two hours per  week f o r  one month and involve top i cs  such as 

n u t r i t i o n  and cooking, a lcohol  and drug abuse, automotives, and f a m i l y  

l i f e  education. Although guidance i s  not  taught as a subject  per se, 

i nd i v idua l  and small group counse l l i ng  i s  conducted f requen t l y  and i s  

considered an important aspect o f  the program. Work experience 

oppor tun i t i es  are a l s o  made a v a i l a b l e  through the School Board's Work 



Experience Program f o r  i n te res ted  students. 

Proarur  Sevep 

The S Q U Q ~ ~ ~  a l t e r n a t e  school program i s  d i r e c t e d  p r i m a r i l y  toward 

behavior management and s o c i a l  s k i l l  t r a i n i n g ,  al though the 

oppor tun i ty  f o r  s tudents t o  pursue acadmic  coursework a l s o  e x i s t s .  

The program cons i s t s  o f  two f u l l - t i m e  teachers, f o u r  f u l l - t i m e  c h i l d  

care workers, and serves a maximum o f  28 students. Students are-) 

r e f e r r e d  t o  the progam by var ious  secondary schools i n  the d i s t r i c  

the M i n i s t r y  o f  Human Resources, and the Department . 
The o v e r a l l  goal o f  the program i s  t o  prov ide a l ea rn ing  enviromnent 

where students can acquire soc ia l ,  emotional, academic, and technical  

s k i l l s  t ha t  w i l l  permi t  them t o  become responsible, f u n c t i o n i n g  

members o f  t h e i r  camnunity. A unique fea ture  o f  t h i s  program tha t  

'areas: (a) academics, (b) i n d u s t i a l  education, (c )  a r t s  and 

and l i f e  s k i l l s ,  and (d l  physical  education. Program f a c i l  

inc lude two academic classrooms, two a r t s  and c r a f t s  rooms, 

woo&orkmetalwork shop, a gymnasium, and outdoor p l a y i n g  f 

breakfast program run by the students operates d a i l y  and i s  

se ts  i t  apar t  f r a n  the o thers  i s  t ha t  the academic component i s  no t  

cornpulsor~ f o r  students. Instead, s tudents design t h e i r  awn d a i l y  

t imetables c o n s i s t i n g  o f  a c t i u i t e s  drawn from the fo l l ow ing -op t i ona l  

c r a f t s ,  

i t i e s  

ie lds .  4 

r e .  4 

lunch program i s  a l s o  ava i l ab le  t o  students uho wish t o  p u r c h a s ~  a h o t  

meal. A t  present,  a work experence component i s  not o f f e r e d  as p a r t  

o f  the program. 

Method o f  Data C o l l t c t i o n  

The learn in^ Environment Inventory  (Fraser e t .  a l . ,  1982) was 

administered t o  the sample i n  June, 1985. A s i n g l e  morning was 

requ i red  t o  complete the data c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  four  o f  the schools, 



w h i l e  the remaining three schools requ i red  two consecut ive mornings. 

Teachers represent ing  each o f  the schools c m p l e t e d  an instrument 

e n t i t l e d  the e lass roan Charac te r i s t i cs  Rat ina Scale two weeks 

f o l l o w i n g  the student a d i n  

One month p r i o r  t o  the 

o f  consent (see Appendix A) 

i s t r a t i o n .  

a d n i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  the inventory,  l e t t e r s  

were sent out t o  parents exp la in ing  the 

ob jec t i ves  o f  the study, dmands on student t i ne ,  and procedures f o r  

i t s  canplet ion.  Parents were requested t o  check the appropr iate space 

fo r  approval o r  disapproval,  s ign  the consent form, and ensure tha t  

t h e i r  son o r  daughter r e t u r n  i t  t o  t h e i r  program teacher, Teachers 

and c h i l d  care workers a t  each school were presented w i t h  an overview 

of the study, exp la in ing  i t s  purpose, the nature o f  the instrument t o  

be used, and i t s  procedure f o r  a c h i n i s t r r t i o n .  Th i s  overview was 

e s s e n t i a l l y  a review, s ince each s t a f f  had been informed p rev ious l y  

about the purpose o f  the study when they were i n v i t e d  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

The data c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  the seven schools was performed by the 

p r i n c i p a l  i nves t i ga to r  and two research ass is tan ts .  The research 

ass i s tan ts  were assigned t o  the f i v e  schools loca ted i n  the Central  

and Lower Fraser Va l ley .  The f i r s t  research ass i s tan t  was responsib le 

f o r  a d n i n i s t e r i n g  the inventory a t  programs One and Four, w h i l e  the 

second one supervised a d n i n i o t r a t i o n s  a t  programs Two, Three, and 

Five. The i n i t i a l  phase o f  data c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  these f i v e  schools 

too& two mornings t o  complete. V i r t u a l l y  a1 1 s tudents i n  attendance 

completed the inventory i n  a s i n g l e  morning. Absenteeism on the 

i n i t i a l  morning was h igh  f o r  programs Four and Five,  thus r e q u i r i n g  

tha t  an add i t i ona l  morning be spent t o  complete the data c o l l e c t i o n  a t  

these schools. A l l  s tudents from the remaining three schools 

completed the inventory i n  a s i n g l e  morning. The p r i n c i p a l  



4 4 

i n v e s t i g a t o r  admin is tered the i nven to ry  t o  s tuden ts  a t t e n d i n g  

programs Six  and Seven. Program S ix  a l s o  r e q u i r e d  an e x t r a  morning o f  

da ta  c o l l e c t i n g  due t o  f i r s t  day absences. No f u r t h e r  a t tempts were 

made t o  admin is te r  the inven to ry  t o  s tuden ts  absent a t  any o f  the 

schools  beyond t h i s  p o i n t .  

For the purposes o f  t e s t i n g ,  s tuden ts  a t  a l l  schools  were d i v i d e d  

i n t o  small groups t o  reduce the l e v e l  o f  confus ion g e n e r a l l y  

assoc ia ted w i t h  l a rge  group adm in i s t r a t i ons .  Most teachers agreed 

t h a t  the p o t e n t i a l  f o r  confus ion and d i so rgan i za t i on  would be h i gh  i f  

a l l  s tuden ts  were t es ted  a t  once. Groups c o n s i s t i n g  of a  maximum o f  

f i v e  s tuden ts  each were admin is te red  the inven to ry  a t  each school.  I n  

a  school where 12 s tuden ts  were e n r o l l e d ,  th ree  groups o f  f ou r  

s tuden ts  were tested.  Each s tudent  was g iven a  copy o f  the Learn inq  

Environment I nven to ry  and a  s o f t  leaded p e n c i l .  Students were f i r s t  

asked t o  t u r n  t o  the l a s t  page o f  the inven to ry  and c i r c l e  the 

appropr ia te  number t h a t  corresponded t o  t h e i r  sex and grade: No o ther  

i d e n t i f y i n g  in fo rmat ion  was requested. Students were t o l d  t ha t  t h e i r  

responses on the inven to ry  would i n  no way a f f e c t  t h e i r  academic o r  

s o c i a l  s t a t u s  i n  the f u t u r e .  Researchers then reviewed the 

i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  complet ing the inven to ry  s p e c i f i e d  on the cover o f  

the t e s t  book le ts .  I n s t r u c t i o n s  were mod i f i ed  s l i g h t l r  from those 

descr ibed  i n  the o r i g i n a l  inven to ry  due t o  the f a c t  t ha t  the s tudent  

response sheet was om i t t ed  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  s tudy.  T h i s  was 

undertaken i n  an e f f o r t  t o  reduce the p o t e n t i a l  f o r  ca re less  s tudent  

e r r o r  when the task o f  t r a n s f e r i n g  a  response t o  a  separate sheet has 

t o  be performed. Ins tead ,  s tuden ts  were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  r eco rd  t h e i r  

responses i n  a  corresponding space t o  the extreme r i g h t  o f  the page. 

Students were t o l d  t o  ask the researchers f o r  ass is tance i f  they had 



d i f f c u l t i e r  reading or  understanding cer ta in  items. 

During the t i n e  that  the inuentory was adninistered t o  students 

i n  the Fraser Valley, the Classroan Character ist ics Ratina Sca l t  

(see Appendix 8) was u n c k r ~ o i n ~  same modi f ica t ions and was not ready 

for  use. Tno weeks la te r ,  teachers ~ P B I I )  each of the f i ve  Central and 

Louer Fraser Va l ley  schools completed the scale and the attached 

A l t w n r t ?  School Tine A l loca t ion  Data sheet a t  t h e i f  monthly 

At ternate Education Association. nne t i r r~ .  Teachers frarn programs Six 

andS@uen $ 4 4 1 4  in the r a t i q  scd* .r U e  wne day that  t he i r  

studeats completed the I e r r n i n a  Fnuirorurcrnt Inuentorr  . - 
Lolrnincl&i@m t Inuentor_r 

I n i t i a l l y ,  instruments that  were considered for  use i n  the 

present study were the Learnina Environment Inventory (Fraser e t .  

al . ,  1982), and the C las r rom Environment Scale (T r i cke t t  & Moos, 

1974). A f t e r  carefu l  cansideration, the Learnina Environment 

Jnuentorr was selected over the other instrument f o r  t h ~  4ottowiag 

FOiL+OQ.I 

I .  Prw ious  research inva lu ing the use of the LEI cl imate 

d imnsions as c r i t e r i o n  uar iables i s  f a r  more extensive than i s  

reported f o r  the Classroan Enuiromrent Scale. 

2. The LEl c m r i s t s  o f  15 cl imate dimnsions or  scales, thus 

p r o u i d i n ~  more s p e c i f i c i t y  regarding student perceptions of  the i r  

learn ing environments than dacn the Classroom E n v i ~ a n m n t  Scaie, wbich 

i s  d iu ided i n t o  nine subscales. 

3. The response format for the LEI consists of  a four-point 

L i k e r t  scale, where respondents express t he i r  a g r e m t  or 

disagreement w i t h  ~ a c h  item as e i t h ~ r  strongly agree, agreQ, disagree, 
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or s t rong ly  disagree. Th is  procedure permits a more precise masure 

o f  respondents' actual perceptions regarding t h e i r  c lassrear cl imates 

than d w s  the Classroom Enuironnent Scale, which employs a true-false 

response format (Marx & Winne, 1978). 

4. I t m s  on the LEI hawe been w r i t t en  i n  such a way that  the 

teacher i s  newer mentioned. Therefore, t h i s  i ns t r umn t  w i l l  appear 

less  threatening t o  sane educators than the Classroaa Enuironmnt 

Scale, which mentions the teacher frequently. 

Fraser, Anderson, a d  Walberg (1982) prouide extensiue data 

regarding r e l i a b i l i t y  and u a l i d i t y  f o r  the LEI cl imate dimensions. 

Alpha coefficients for  indiuiduals, i n t rac lass  cor re la t ions fo r  

groups, and test-retest  r ~ l i ~ b i  i t i e s  f o r  i nd iv idua ls  based on samples 

o f  senior h igh school s tudmto  i n  North h e r i c a  are provided i n  

Assemwnt of Learning Environmentrr Manual f o r  Learnina Enuironment 

Inuentorr  (LEI) and MY Class Inuentorr  (MCI) (Fro* s t .  ai., 1982). 

Test-retest r e l i a b i l i t y  estimates f o r  ind iv idua ls  are reportsd as 

ranging from a low o f  .43 f o r  d i v e r s i t y  t o  a high o f  .73 for  f r i c t i o n .  

Since the i twentory can be used e i the r  t o  assess the perceptions o f  

the indiv idual  student or the c lass as a whole, both aipha 

r e l i a b i l i t i e s  and in t rac lass  cor re la t ions are required. Normative 

data including scale means and standard deviat ions are also presented 

i n  the manual f o r  two grade 11 and 12 c l r s u s  ushag the Haruard 

Project  Physics program i n  the United States, as wel l  as s i x  grade 10 

and 11 classes across various subject areas i n  Montreal. 

I n i t i a l  deuelopnent o f  the LEI began i n  the l a t e  1960s i n  

conjunction w i th  a ser ies  o f  rereacch and eualuation studies designed 

t o  determine the ef fect iveness o f  a nat ional  experimental physics 

course ca l l ed  Haruard Project  Physics. For t h i s  purpose, Walberg 



(1968) designed an instrument c a l l e d  the Classroan C l i rna t t  

Quest ionnaire which cons is ted  of 18 scales intended t o  measure the 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  c lassroan groups. The f i r s t  vers ion o f  tho 

Learnina Environment Inventory  appeared i n  1968 and contained 14 

scales. T h i s  inventory was e s s e n t i a l l y  an improved form o f  the 

i n i t i a l  quest ionnaire. I n  1969, a second r e v i s i o n  o f  the inventory 

was made and a f i f t e e n t h  scale was added. Walberg (1969) based the 

design o f  the instrument on ee tze l s  and Thelen's (1960) theory, which 

asser ts  t h a t  p e r s o n a l i t y  needs and r o l e  expectat ions i n t e r a c t  i n  

classroans t o  form a c l imate  where group behavior and l ea rn ing  can be 

predic ted.  I n  s e l e c t i n g  the 15 c l i n r t e  dinenions, on l y  those concepts 

p r e v i o u r l r  considered v a l i d  p r e d i c t o r s  o f  learn ing,  concepts be l i eved  

re levan t  t o  soc ia l  psychology and educat ional theory and research, and 

concepts considered re levant  t o  the soc ia l  psychology o f  classroans 

were used (Fraser,  19851 F ra re r  e t .  a l . ,  1902). The c l imate  

dimensions se lec ted  were: (a) cohesiuenoss, (b) d i v e r s i t y ,  4c) 

f o rma l i t y ,  (d) speed, ( e l  ma te r i a l  environment, i f )  f r i c t i o n ,  (g) goal 

d i r e c t i o n ,  (h) f a v o r i t i s n ,  ( i )  cl iqueness, (j) s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  (k) 

d isorgan iza t ion ,  (1) d i f f i c u l t y ,  (m) apathy, tn )  democrac~, and to )  

competit iveness. 

One ser ious  l i m i t a t i o n  w i t h  the dev~lopment  o f  the inventory i s  

the absence o f  s p e c i f i c  in fo rmat ion  regard ing  which c l imate  dimensions 

should be construed as e i t h e r  ' pos i t i ve '  or  'negative' once they have 

been i d e n t i f i e d  i n  s p e c i f i c  l ea rn ing  environments. While the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between each o f  the c l imate  dimensions and pa t te rns  o f  

student acheivement i s  described i n  the manual f o r  the Learning 

Environment I n v w t t o r r  (Frarer  eet .  a l . ,  1982), no q u a l i t a t i v e  

in fo rmat ion  regard ing  the ' d e s i r a b i l i t y '  o f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e l a t i n g  
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t o  each o f  the dimensions i n  the c lassroun i s  presented. I n  order 

t ha t  the student percept ion data obta ined i n  the present s tudy be 

b e t t e r  understood, the f i f t e e n  c l imate  dimensions have been separated 

i n t o  ' pos i t i ve '  and 'negative' c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  below. The dec is ion  t o  

p lace a  dimension i n  one o f  the two p a r t i c u l a e  ca tegor ies  was based on 

the degree t o  which c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  each dimension cou ld  be 

considered 'desi rable '  o r  'undesirable'  i f  observed. 

P o s i t i v e  Climate Dimensions 

Cohesivenes~ . I n  most classrooms, when several s tudents 

i n t e r a c t  f o r  a  c e r t a i n  p e r i o d  o f  time, f e e l i n g s  o f  int imacy o r  

cohesiveness u s u a l l y  develop among members. T h i s  scale, p rev ious l y  

e n t i t l e d  Int imacy, separates student members o f  a  group from 

I W n l r ~ b ~ r s  i n  the c lass,  and has been found i n  research t o  be 

p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  m a l l  c l a s s  s ize.  

D i v e r s i t y  . Th is  scale addresses the extent  t o  which the 

l ea rn ing  environment prov ides oppor tun i t i es  f o r  a  v a r i e t y  of d i f f e r e n t  

student i n t e r e s t s  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  For example, 

Anderson, Walberg, and Welch (1969) found tha t  students en ro l l ed  i n  

the Harvard P ro jec t  Physics course perceived t h e i r  classroocns as 

possessing s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more d i v e r s i t y  than d i d  s tudents e n r o l l e d  i n  

regu la r  physics classes. 

Ma te r i a l  Environment . The amount o f  space, the type o f  

equipment ava i lab le ,  and the a t t rac t i veness  o f  the l ea rn ing  

environment in f luences students' percept ions o f  and a t t i t u d e s  toward 

t h e i r  school programs. Th i s  scale measures students' percept ions o f  

the physical  o r  ma te r i a l  aspects of schools they are attending. 



Goal D i r e c t i p a  . T h i s  scale i nves t i ga tes  the ex ten t  t o  which 

students recognize and accept the s p e c i f i c  program goa ls  as 

es tab l ished by e i t h e r  the teacher, both the students and teacher, or  

some other  responsib le a u t h o r i t y .  

ocracr  . T h i s  scale examines the extent  t o  which students 

perceive themselves as shar ing  i n  the decision-making process as i t  

r e l a t e s  t o  the func t i ona l  and c u r r i c u l a r  aspects o f  t h e i r  school 

program. 

S a t i s f a c t i o ~  . T h i s  scale measures students' l i k i n g  o f  or  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e i r  school %ubJects, teachers, and classmates. 

Whether o r  not  s tudents a c t u a l l y  f i n d  school pleasant and enjoyable 

l i k e l y  in f luences t h e i r  des i re  t o  learn.  

Fo rma l i t y  . Th is  scale measures the extent  t o  which students 

perceive t h e i r  l ea rn ing  environment as guided by a se t  o f  formal r u l e s  

and regu la t i ons .  These r u l e s  may address areas such as s p e c i f i c  d a i l y  

subject  requirements, attendance expectat ions, and appropr iate 

behaviora l  conduct. 

Neaatiue Climate Dimension? 

S ~ e e d  . Th is  scale examines i nd i v idua l  students' percept ions o f  

how f a s t  the teacher covers the requ i red  work on a day-to-day basis .  

Fraser, Anderson, and Walberg (1982) s t a t e  tha t ,  w h i l e  i nd i v idua ls '  

percept ions o f  how f a s t  the teacher covers the work revea ls  samething 

about the i n d i v i d u a l ,  group r a t i n g s  o f  speed t e l l s  us something about 

how e f f e c t i v e l y  the teacher i s  able t o  adapt t o  the needs o f  the 

e n t i r e  c lass.  

F r i c t i o ~  . Th is  scale measures the extent  t o  which students 

demonstrate disagreement, tension, o r  antagonism toward t h e i r  teachers 



and classmates wh i l e  i n  attendance a t  t h e i r  school. 

Fauor i t i sm . T h i s  scale assesses the moun t  o f  tension and 

q u a r r e l l i n g  tha t  takes p lace i n  a  t y p i c a l  c lassroan se t t i ng .  The 

authors p o i n t  out t ha t  t h i s  scale i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a  measure o f  negat iue 

a f f e c t  t h a t  cou ld  be used t o  detern ine uh r the r  a  student possesses a  

low academic s e l f  concept (Fraser, Anderson, & Walberg, 1982).  

j ) i f f i c u l t r  . Th is  scale assesses the ex ten t  t o  which students 

experience d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  the work o f  the c lass,  o r  a t  l eas t  perceive 

i t  as d i f f i c u l t .  

A m t h y  . T h i s  scale revea ls  uh r the r  s tudents f e e l  a  lack  o f  

a f f i n i t y  w i th ,  o r  cawnitment t o  the program a c t i v i t i e s .  Students who 

are apathet ic  genera l l y  demonstrate a  'don't care' a t t i t u d e  toward 

academic and non-academic school tasks. 

Cliaueness . Th is  scale i nd i ca tes  whether subgroups or  c l i ques  

may e x i s t  w i t h i n  a  school program. Fraser,  Anderson, and Walberg 

(1982) be l i eve  tha t  c l i q u e s  o f f e r  p r o t e c t i o n  t o  s tudents who are 

f a i l u r e s  i n  the l a rge r  classroom group, but  f requen t l y  r e s u l t  i n  lower 

student p r o d u c t i v i t y  among members. 

D isoraan iza t ion  . T h i s  va r iab le  examines the extent  t o  which 

students consider the c u r r i c u l a r  aspects o f  the school confus ing and 

p o o r l y  organized. T h i s  va r i ab le  prov ides a  cont ras t  t o  the va r iab le ,  

Goal D i rec t i on .  

C m ~ e t i t i v e n e r ~  . Th is  scale measurer students' percept ions of 

the emphasis p laced on student compet i t ion w i t h i n  t h e i r  school 

programs. Since t h i s  concept was be l ieved t o  be cen t ra l  i n  

understanding group dynamics i n  classrooms, i t  was added as the 

f i f t e e n t h  scale i n  the 1969 r e v i s i o n  o f  t h r  instrument (Walberg, 



I n  t o t a l ,  the LEI  cons i s t s  - -. -- - - -- w m n  - - ltms - per  scale f o r  a t o t a l  
-/ 

o f  105 statements tha t  are intended t o  measure students' percept ions 

of t h e i r  classrooms. Students respond t o  each itm on a four-point  

L i k e r t  scale by  s e l e c t i n g  e iher  s t r o n g l y  disagree, disagree, agree, o r  

s t r o n g l y  agree. The scor ing  d i r e c t i o n  i s  reversed f o r  s m e  items. 

Classroam Characteristics Rat ina  Scalg 

The second instrument used i n  the present study i s  c a l l e d  the 
w-- 

Class rom C h a r a c t J r i s t i y  Rat ina Scale (see Appendix B). T h i s  

instrument i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a s i m p l i f i e d  vers ion  o f  a combined 

i n te rv iw -ques t i onna i re  designed o r i g i n a l l y  by Rooenholtz and 

Rosenholtz (1981) t o  measure c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  c lassroan 

organizat ion.  For the purposes o f  t h i s  study, the i n te rv iew  p o r t i o n  

o f  tho instrument was m i t t e d ,  and the quest ionnaire p o r t i o n  regard ing  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e r  was mod i f i ed  t o  s u i t  a l t e r n a t e  educat ional 

l e a r n i n g  envir##sents. Th i s  instrument was used t o  determine the 

grouping and evaluat ion p r a c t i c e s  o f  a1 te rna te  school teacher%, as 

w e l l  as t h e i r  procedures f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  tasks among 

students, and i nvo l v ing  students i n  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  decisions. Items 

desc r ib ing  each o f  these f o u r  p r a c t i c e s  (i.e., task s t ruc tu re ,  

autonomy, grouping, and evaluat ion)  were grouped under Engl ish,  soc ia l  

s tudies,  mathematics, science, phys ica l  education, and e l e c t i v e  course 

headings. Teachers answered each i tem by s e l e c t i n g  among response 

a l t e r n a t i v e s  o f  never, s e l d m ,  occasional ly ,  f requent ly ,  o r  always. 

For scor ing  purposes, responses were given corresponding values 

rang ing  from 

P Q V Q ~ S ~ ~  f o r  

where a p a r t  

i n s t r u c t i o n a  

one t o  f i v e  respec t i ve l y .  L i k e  the LEI, scor ing  was 

sane items. There scores were then used t o  determine 

i c u l a r  a l t e r n a t e  school was s i t u a t e d  f o r  each o f  the fou r  

1 p r a c t i c e s  along the unidimensional-multidimensional 



cont inuun. 

Although no normative data or  data regarding r e l i a b i l i t y  and 

v a l i d i t y  are avai lable f o r  the o r i g i na l  interv iw-quest ionnaire,  

numerous studies have used t h i s  instrument t o  explore the re la t ionsh ip  

between classroarr organization charac te r i s t i cs  and shared perceptions 

of a b i l i t y  <Rosenholtz & Rosenholtz, 1981; Rosenholtz & Wilson, 1980), 

academic and soc ia l  parer (Harx, 1985; Rosenholtz, 19821, academic 

self-concept (Simpson, 19811, and a t t i t ude  taward school (Rosenholtz & 

Simpson, 1984). P r i o r  successful use o f  the instrument as evidenced 

by these studies i l l u s t r a t e s  the c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  the instrument, as 

we l l  as i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  d iscr iminate among organizational 

charac te r i s t i cs  i n  c lassroms. 

Conclusion 

The present chapter began w i t h  a descr ipt ion of  each o f  the seven 

a l ternate  school programs used i n  the present study. These prograns 

were described i n  terms o f  t h e i r  or ienta t ion,  goals, size, r -eferral  

procedures and cu r r i cu l a r  o f fer ings.  The method o f  data co l l ec t i on  

was then described, and the ra t iona le  f o r  using the Lcarninq 

Enviromnent Inuentorr  and the Classroom Character ist ics Ratina Scale 

over other s im i la r  instruments was presented. 
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RESULTS 

Th is  chapter presents the r e s u l t s  o f  the study i n  throe separate 

sect ions. F i r s t ,  data regard ing  program organ iza t ion  are presented 

and described. Second, a d iscussion o f  the d i f f e rences  i n  student 

percept ions across a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  enuironments as i nd i ca ted  by the 

Learnina Environment I nven to ry  i s  presented. F i n a l l y ,  the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between both ~ Q ~ c ~ W S '  organ iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r a c t i c e s  and students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  l ea rn ing  environments i s  

Charac te r i s t i cs  o f  Proaram Oraanizat ioq 

Data regard ing  teachers' use o f  c u r r i c u l a r  m a t e r i a l s  and 

organ iza t iona l  p rac t i ces  were gathered through the Classr~orn 

Charac te r i s t i cs  Rat ina Scale . The scale was administered i n  order t o  

determine how each o f  tho seven a l t e r n a t e  schools d i f f e r e d  along the 
---- i 

! 01 lowing dimensions o f  program organizat ion:  (a) d i f f e r e n t - i a t i o n  o f  

task s t ruc tu re ,  (b) student autonomy, (c)  o rgan iza t ion  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  

and ( d l  teacher evaluat ions. Only one score f o r  each o f  the four  

dimensions per subject  area was requ i red  from each a l t e r n a t e  school 

program. I n  schools where two o r  more teachers were employed, mutual 

agreement had t o  be reached concerning the i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t i ces  f o r  

each dimension, and a s i n g l e  response f o r  each i tem was then recorded. 

The dec is ion  r e q u i r i n g  a l l  schools t o  a r r i v e  a t  a s i n g l e  score f o r  

each scalo i tom was made s ince three o f  the seven schools used i n  the 

study employed on l y  a s i n g l e  teacher. M u l t i p l e  opin ions concerning 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  a t  these schools were, therefore,  no t  

poss ib le .  As such, there data do not lend themselves t o  s t a t i s t i c a l  

analyses tha t  might i nd i ca te  s i g n i f i c a n t  program d i f f e rences  regard ing  
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c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  progrvn d imensional i ty .  Rather, the r e s u l t s  are 

s imply described i n  terms o f  each program's p o s i t i o n  on the 

unidimensional-multidimensional continuum i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the o ther  

programs. 

The r e s u l t s  o f  the Classroan Charac te r i s t i cs  Rat ina Scale are 

presented i n  Table 3. Theore t i ca l l y ,  the lower an i n d i v i d u a l  school's 

score, the h igher  i t s  degree o f  un id imens iona l i t y  f o r  the 

organ iza t iona l  dimension under considerat ion.  Conversely, as 

i n d i v i d u a l  program scores increase across dimensions, the degree o f  

m u l t i d i r n e s i o n a l i t r  a l s o  increases. Since i t  was poss ib le  t o  earn a 

t o t a l  o f  f i v e  p o i n t s  across s i x  subject  areas f o r  each dimension, a 

maximum o f  30 p o i n t s  and a minimum o f  6 p o i n t s  f o r  each o f  the 4 

dimensions was possib le.  F igure 1 i l l u s t r a t e s  how each o f  the seven 

schools compared w i t h  respect  t o  the fou r  program dimensions. Rank 

order c o r r e l a t i o n s  were a l s o  ca l cu la ted  across the four  o rgan iza t iona l  

areas us ing  the Spearman rank-d i f ference c o r r e l a t i o n  technique and are 

p r e s e n t ~ d  i n  Table 4. 

P i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  Task S t r u c t u r ~  

As can be seen, the programs c l u s t e r  b e l w  the scale midpoint  

a long t h i s  dimension. The d i f f e rence  between the most un idimensional 

and mul t id imensional  schools i s  on l y  seven po in ts .  For t h i s  

dimension, teachers were asked t o  respond t o  quest ions concerning how 

o f t e n  t h e i r  s tudents use the same mater ia ls ,  such as tex ts ,  workbooks, 

and teacher-made m a t e r i a l s  across the d i f f e r e n t  subject  areas. 

specific all^, Program One was the most unidimensional program w i t h  a 

t o t a l  dimension score o f  9. Th i s  score revea ls  tha t  students 

a t tend ing  t h i s  program a f r e q ~ e n t l ~ a  use the same i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

ma te r i a l s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  Programs Two, Three, Seven, and Four y ie lded  



Table 3 

Results of the Classroom Character ist ics Rat ina Scale 

Programs Task Student Instruct ional  Teacher Total 

W7 Structure Autonow Organization Evaluation (120) 

One 9 8 10 18 45 

Two 11 10 11 22 54 

Three 12 15 16 30 73 

Four 13 17 2 1 24 75 

Five 16 20 17 26 79 

Six 16 18 25 30 89 

Seven 12 25 28 29 94 

Note: Louer scores indicate unidirnensionalityj higher scorer indicate 

multidirnensionalitr. 

1. Possible ranQe of scorer f o r  each dimension i s  6-30. 



5 5 E E E  
b b g g g  
e e e e e 
n n n n a. 



Table 4 

Spearman Rank-Difference C o r r e l a t i o n s  f o r  Propram O r ~ a n i z a t i o n  V a r i a b l e s  

Organ i  z a t  i  onal Var i  abl e s  

Organizat ional  Var iab les  

Autonomy Grouping Evaluat ion 

Task S t ruc ture  

Au t  onomy 

Grouping 
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t o t a l  scores o f  11, 12, 12, and 13 respec t i ve l y ,  a l s o  p l a c i n g  them i n  

the ' f requent lyu  category f o r  t h i s  dimension. Prograns F i ve  and S ix  

were the most mul t id imensional  i n  t h i s  area. Both schools y ie lded  

i d e n t i c a l  t o t a l  dimension scores of 16, thus i n d i c a t i n g  tha t  t h e i r  

students 'occasional ly '  use s i m i l a r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a t e r i a l s  across 

subject  areas. I n  general, the i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  o f  teachers 

represent ing  each o f  the a l t e r n a t e  programs appear t o  be s i m i l a r  w i t h  

regard  t o  task d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n .  Furthermore, these p r a c t i c e r  tend t o  

be unidimensional. 

Student Autonomy 

Un 1 

var i abi  1 

au t onmy 

asked ha 

Ke d i f f e r e t i a t i o n  o f  task s t ruc tu re ,  there appears t o  be much 

t y  among a l t e r n a t e  school programs' scores regarding student 

or  decis ion-mal ing power. For t h i s  dimension, teachers were 

f requen t l y  t h e i r  s tudents were p ~ r m i t t e d  t o  make t h e i r  own 

dec is ions  regard ing  type and length  o f  a c t i v i t y  f o r  each subject  area. 

The most unidimensional program was Program One, w i t h  a t o t a l  score o f  

8 across subject  areas. Th i s  score ind ica tes  tha t  students a t tend ing  

t h i s  school program are 'never' pe rm i t t ed  t o  make t h e i r  own 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  decisions. S i m i l a r l y ,  Program Two's dimension score o f  

10 revea ls  tha t  i t  'seldom' a l lows students t o  excercise any 

deci r ion-making power regard ing  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  demands. A c l u s t e r  o f  

s i m i l a r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  a long t h i s  dimension emerged among 

Programs Three, Four, Six,  and Five.  To ta l  dimension scores f o r  these 

programs were 15, 17, 18, and 20 respect ive ly ,  i n d i c a t i n g  tha t  a l l  4 

schools uoccasional ly '  permi t  t h e i r  students t o  make t h e i r  awn 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  decisions. Program Seven was found t o  be the most 

mu1 t idimensional program. I t s  t o t a l  dimension score o f  29 revea ls  

tha t  t h i s  program ' f requent ly '  a l lows i t s  students t o  make t h e i r  awn 



decis ions regarding type and length o f  a c t i v i t y .  

Oraanizat ion o f  I n s t r u c t i o q  

S im i la r  t o  student autonomy, there appears t o  be a great deal o f  

v a r i a b i l i t y  regarding a l t e r n a t e  school teachersJ grouping prac t ices .  

For t h i s  dimension, teachers were asked hou o f ten  they group the whole 

c l a s s  together f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  each subject  area. Teacher t o t a l  

scores ranged from 10 f o r  Program One, i n d i c a t i n g  tha t  i t s  c lasses are 

' f requent ly '  grouped together f o r  the purposes o f  i ns t ruc t i on ,  t o  28 

f o r  Program Seven, p o i n t i n g  out  tha t  i n s t r u c t i o n  i s  h i g h l y  

i ndi  v idua 

se t t i ng .  

program w 

score o f  

ized and r a r e l y  conducted along class-as-group l i n e s  i n  t h i s  

As mentioned, Program One was the most unidimensional 

t h  a t o t a l  dimension score o f  10. S i m i l a r l y ,  Program Two's 

1 a l so  p laces i t  i n  the ' f requent lyn  category, i n d i c a t i n g  

unidimensional grouping p rac t i ce r .  Program Three's dimension score o f  

16, and Program Five's score o f  17 places both schools i n  the 

'occasional l y '  category f o r  grouping the e n t i r e  c lass  together f o r  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  purposes. Programs Four and Six's dimension scores o f  

21 and 25 respec t i ve l y  reveal  t ha t  t h e i r  students are 'seldom' 

i ns t ruc ted  as a c o l l e c t i v ~  group. Once again, Program Seven appeared 

t o  be the moot mult idimensional program f o r  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  area. I t s  

t o t a l  dimension score o f  28 ind i ca te  tha t  students a t tend ing t h i s  

program are 'never' grouped together f o r  the purposes o f  i ns t ruc t i on .  

Teacher Eva1 uat  ions 

Unl ike the preceding dimensions, scores f o r  a l l  seven programs 

regarding teachers' evaluat ion p rac t i ces  were un i fo rmly  high. For 

t h i s  dimension, teachers were asked how f requen t l y  they made 

comparative evaluat ions when assessing ind i v idua l  student progress i n  

each subject area. None o f  the teachersJ scores ind ica ted a s t rong 



unidimensional program o r i e n t a t i o n  regard ing  eva lua t ion  prac t ices .  

However, P r o g r m  One's t o t a l  score of 18 was the lowest, ind icat imQ 

t h a t  i t s  students are Doccasional lyD evaluated by  a process of 

canparing one ind iv idua l ' s  work w i t h  the work o f  another. Beyond t h i s  

f ind ing ,  tuo  separate c l u s t e r s  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  three schools each were 

i d e n t i f i e d .  P rog rms  Two, Four, and F i ve  y i e l d e d  scores o f  22, 24, 

and 26 respec t i ve l y  across sub jec t  areas, thus r e v e a l i n g  t h a t  they 

'seldanm make camparrt ive student evaluat ions.  I n  add i t ion ,  P r o ~ r u r s  

Seven, Six, and Three's dimension scores uere  29, 30, and 30 

respec t i ve l y ,  i n d i c a t i n g  tha t  teachers represent ing  these p r o g r m s  

'neverm make canparatiwe eva lua t iono when assessing i nd i v idua l  student 

progress. Overal l ,  there appears t o  be a s t rong  nu l t id imens iona l  

tendency anong a11 a l t e r n a t e  school programs invo lved i n  the study 

w i t h  respect t o  teacher eva lua t ion  prac t ices .  

To ta l  

To ta l  scores f o r  each o f  the seven programs across the four  

o rgan iza t iona l  areas revea ls  t h a t  programs One and Two are the most 

unidimensional. The i r  scorer  o f  45 and 54 r e r p e c t i u e l y  i nd i ca te  tha t  

they 'seldomD d i f f e r e n t i a t e  task s t ruc tures ,  prov ide i nd i v iduaT i red  

i n s t r u c t i o n ,  share decision-making w i t h  students, o r  evaluate students 

on a non-canparative basis .  Programs Three, Four, and Five's scores 

73, 75, and 79 respec t i ve l y ,  i nd i ca te  tha t  they   occasion all^' 

organize i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  t hs  raanner. F i n a l l y ,  Progun Six and Seven's 

o v e r a l l  scores o f  89 and 94 respec t i ve l y  reveal  t ha t  t h e i r  l ea rn ing  

environments are ' f r e q u e n t l ~ '  organized according t o  these 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  features.  

I t  i s  important t o  note tha t  no normative data, or  data regarding 

v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  e x i s t s  f o r  the instrument developed 
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o r i g i n a l l y  by Rosenholtz and Rosenholtz (1981) t o  measure 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  c lassroan d imensional i ty .  Therefore, data prouided 

i n  the present study regard ing  program o rgn i za t i on  should no t  be 

Considered conclusiue. Fur themore,  i t  i s  no t  poss ib le  t o  detern ine 

the extent  t o  which teachers' o rgan iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r a c t i c e s  as described i n  the present study are representa t ive  of ,  o r  

d i f f e r e n t  f r a n  teachers' p r a c t i c e s  i n  general. 

Q i f f e r e n a  i n  Student P e r c e ~ t i o n a  

Data regard ing  students'  percept ions of t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  l e a r n i n g  

e n u i r o m n t s  were gathered through the Learnfna Envi ronmmt 

Inuentor r .  These dota.&m#rtrubjected t o  a m u l t i v a r i a t e  one-way 

a n a l ~ s i s  o f  uar iance which produced a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t  

o f  3.48 (Wilks-Lambda, p .0S). A s e r i e s  o f  15 one-way analyses o f  

var iance were 5 u b ~ e q u ~ n t l y  performed, and the r e s u l t s  are i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  Table 5. Program mean scores and standard dev ia t i ons  f o r  each o f  

the f i f t e e n  percept ion  va r iab les  are a l s o  presented i n  t h i s  table.  

Fo l lowing t h i s ,  a s e r i e s  o f  pos t  hoc Scheffe t e s t s  were conducted a t  

an alpha l eue l  o f  0.05 f o r  each o f  the 12 student percept ion va r iab les  

f o r  which a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  F r a t i o  P ~ s u l t e d  from the 

u n i v a r i a t e  analys is .  Resu l ts  o f  these post hoe analyses are 

i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table 6 and revea led  t h a t  students' percept ions of 

t h e i r  school c l i rnates were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  10 o f  tho 15 

percept ion  uar iab les .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  were 

found f o r  the f o l l o w i n g  uar iab les :  (a) formal it^ (b) speed, (c )  goal 

direction, (d) f auo r i t i sm,  ( e l  d i f f i c u l t y ,  (4) apathy, (g) democracy, 

(h) s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  (i) d isorgan iza t ion ,  and ( J )  compet i t ion.  The 

r e s u l t s  f o r  each o f  these ten v a r i a b l e s  i s  discussed below i n  d e t a i l .  



Table 5. 

Proaram Means, Standard Deviat ions,  and Un i va r i a te  F Rat ios  from a s e r i e s  o f  

One-War Analyses of Variance f o r  the 15 Student Percept ion Var iab les  . 

Program Percept i on Uar i ab l  e Un i va r i a te  F 
( d f  = 6, 96) 

- -- -- -- 

One Two Three Four F ive  Six Seven 

Cohesive- -g: 21.73 23.92 22.20 22.77 20.85 
ness S.D. 2.15 2.61 3.08 2.20 2.64 

D i v e r s i t y  X: 21.33 21.92 20.70 21.31 20.80 
S.D. 2.61 2.02 1.56 2.21 2.04 

Formal i t y  : 25.33 25.25 21.00 21.00 19.73 
S.D. 2.02 1.82 1.94 2.51 2.75 

Speed X: 18.40 17.08 16.20 13.62 15.10 
S.D. 4.08 2.46 1.93 2.63 2.75 

M a t e r i a l  : 21.60 23.08 21.90 20.92 20.55 
Environment S.D. 1.92 2.11 1.37 3.28 2.68 

F r i c t i o n  X: 20.73 19.33 19.10 20.23 20.35 
S.D. 2.43 3.14 2.33 2.59 2.46 

Goa 1 X: 23.10 24.33 19.80 19.31 20.50 
D i r e c t i o n  S.D. 3.43 2.15 2.49 2.75 2.28 

Favo r i t i sm  X: 16.10 12.67 16.40 15.08 18.33 
S.D. 3.49 3.06 2.59 3.20 3.16 

- 
D i f f i c u l t y  X: 20.93 19.50 16.10 16.15 17.53 

S.D. 1.28 1.73 2.33 2.73 3.12 

/ 

Apathy X: 16.93 12.42 15.90 16.62 16.40 
S.D. 2.60 3.03 3.28 3.78 3.17 

Democracy : 12.80 14.83 15.90 17.69 16.05 
S.D. 1.37 1.53 2.88 1.75 2.26 



- 
Cliqueness X:  19.40 

S.D. 2 .47 

S a t i s f a c t i o n X :  17.40 
S.D.  2.13 

Disorgan- X: 12.87 
i z a t i o n  S.D. 3.27 

Competition X: 21.27 
S.D. 2.02 



Table 6 

Resu l ts  o f  Post Hoc Scheffe Tests i n v o l v i n a  D i f fe rences  i n  Students' 

P e r c e ~ t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  learn in^ Environments. 

A l t e r n a t e  School Programs 

Var i ab l  es 

Formal i t y  

Mean : 
Homogeneous groups: 

Speed 

Mean : 
Homogeneous groups: 

Goal D i r e c t i o n  

Mean : 
Homogeneous groups : 

Favor i t i sm 
2 4 7 1 3 6 5 

Mean : 12.7 15.1 16.0 16.1 16.4 17.7 18.3 
Homogeneous groups : 

D i f f i c u l t y  
7 3 4 6 5 2 1 

Mean : 16.0 16.1 16.2 17.1 17.5 19.5 20.9 
Homogeneous groups: 

Apathy 
2 3 5 4 1 7 6 

Mean : 12.4 15.9 16.4 16.6 16.9 17.8 21.0 
Homogeneous groups: 



Democracy 
1 2 3 5 6 4 7 

Mean : 12.8  1 4 . 5  15 .9  16.1 16.5 17 .7  19.8 
Hmogeneous groups: 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  
6 1 7 5 4 3 2 

Mean : 15.0 17.4 17 .7  18.0 18.5 18.7  19.8 
Hmogeneous groups: 

Disorganizat ion 
2 1 4 7 3 5 6 

Mean : 11.2 12.9  14.4 15.1 16.0 16 .7  16.7 
Hmogeneous groups: 

C m p e t i  t i o n  
7 4 6 3 5 2 1 

Mean : 13.0 15.0 15.6 15.8 16.2 20.8 21.3 
Hmogeneous groups: 



Formal i tr 

Two d i s t i n c t  c l u s t e r s  among programs emerge f o r  students' 

percept ions o f  f o rma l i t y .  F i r s t ,  students' percept ions i n  programs 

Three through Seven do not  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from one another. 

Furthermore, percept ions are n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  among 

students a t tend ing  programs One and Tuo. However, students' 

percept ions o f  f o r m a l i t y  f o r  these tuo  programs do d i f f e r  

s i g n i f l c a n t l ~  from programs Three through. Seven. Thus, on average, 

s tudents i n  programs one and two perceive t h e i r  p r o g r n s  as having 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  l e v e l s  o f  f o r m a l i t y  than do students a t tend ing  

any o f  the other  programs. 

swu! 
For t h i ~ ~ v a r i a b l e ,  r t uden ts  a t tend ing  a l t e r n a t e  Program One 

perceive the pace of i n s t r u c t i o n  as s i g n i f i c a n t l ~  quicKer than do 

students a t tend ing  programs Four and Seven. As can be seen, n e i t h e r  

Programs One nor programs Four and Seven d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from 

programs Two, Three, F ive,  or  Six w i t h  regard  t o  perceiued l eve l  o f  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  pace. 

rl  D i r w t i o n  

As can be seen, three d i f f e r e n t  groupings among the seven 

programs merge  f o r  t h i s  var iab le .  F i r s t ,  programs Three through 

Seven, which are the l eas t  goal d i rec ted ,  form a c l u s t e r  and are not  

s i g n i f i c m t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  each other .  Second, Program One i s  no t  

s i g n i f i a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from programs Three, Five, and Seven, but  does 

d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from programs Four and Six. F i n a l l y ,  Program Two 

i s  s i ~ n i f i c a n t l y  more goal d i r e c t e d  than a11 other  school programs 

except Program One. Ne i the r  programs One nor  Two are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more goal d i r e c t e d  than each other .  
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Favor i t i sn 

Students a t tend ing  programs F i ve  and Six perceive t h e i r  schools 

as p a s u s s i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more f a v o r i t i s m  than do students a t tend ing  

Program Two. Student percept ions i n  programs Fiue and Six do not  

d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  frm those o f  any other  program I n  t h i s  regard, 

nor are student percept ions i n  p r o g r m  Two s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  o r i en ted  

touard f a v o r i t i s m  than are those o f  the remaining f o u r  programs. 

p i f f i c u l t r  

For t h i s  var iab le ,  programs Three through Seven form a  c l u s t e r  

and are no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from each other  w i t h  regard  t o  

perceiued l e v e l  of p r o g r m  d i f f i c u l t y .  Likewise, n e i t h e r  are programs 

One nor Two perceived as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more d i f f i c u l t  than each other .  

Furthermore, student percept ions i n  Prograa TIM are no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  from those in p r o g r m s  Three through Six, bu t  do d i f f e r  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from percept ions i n  Program Seven. F i n a l l y ,  Program 

One, which records the h ighest  score f o r  perceived l eue l  o f  * 

d i f f i c u l t y ,  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  fram a l l  o ther  school programs 

except Program Two. 

Aoa t h y  

Students i n  programs One through F i ve  do not  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

regard ing  percept ions o f  apathy. Likewise, there are no s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e rences  along t h i s  va r i ab le  among programs One, Three, Four, Fiue, 

and Seven, or  among programs One, Four, Six,  and Seven. There are 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  l e v e l s  o f  perceived apathy among students 

a t tend ing  Program Seven than there are f o r  students e n r o l l e d  I n  

Program Two. Furthermore, perceiued l e v e l s  o f  apathy among students 

a t tend ing  Program Six are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  than are those f o r  

s tudents i n  Programs Two, Three, and Five. 
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!h!wmsz 
Programs One, Two, and Three are no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  frm 

each other  w i t h  respect t o  students' percept ions o f  democracy. 

Likewise, p p o g r n s  Two through Six do no t  d i f f e r  r i g n i f i c a n t l ~  frm 

one another along t h i s  var iab le .  Program One, haweuer, i s  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower i n  l eue l  o f  student perceived democracy than 

programs Four through Seven. Fur themore,  P r o g r n  Seven i s  perceiued 

by i t s  s tudents as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more democratic than programs Two, 

Three, and Five. 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  

There i s  o n l y  one s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  among the 

seven programs f o r  t h i s  var iab le .  Perceived l e v e l  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  

significantly higher  f o r  s tudents a t tend ing  Program Two than i t  i s  f o r  

s tudents a t tend ing  Program Six. No o ther  s i g n i f l c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

among programs were recorded f o r  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

D is roaan iza t ion  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  among programs regarding perceived l eve l  o f  

d isorgan iza t ion  i s  almost e n t i r e l y  opposite t o  tha t  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

Program Six i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  i n  l e v e l  o f  student perceived 

d i so rgan iza t i on  than i s  Program Two. I n  add i t ion ,  i d e n t i c a l  scores 

f o r  programs Fiue and Six are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  a long t h i s  va r i ab le  

than i s  Program TWO'S score. 

C U ~ D Q ~ / ~ ~ O Q  

For t h i s  uar iab le ,  programs One and Two are not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  from one another, bu t  are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  i n  l e v e l s  o f  

perceiued c m p e t i t i v e n e r s  than the other  f i v e  programs. Programs 

Three, Four, Six,  and Seven do n o t  d l f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from one 

another, nor  do programs Three through Six. ~ w e v e r ,  Program F ive  i s  



s i g n l f l c a n t l y  h igher  i n  l e u e l  o f  student perceiued c a n p e t i t i o n  than i s  

Program Seuen. 

Non-sianif icant Var iab les  

Of the 12 percept ion ua r iab les  subjected t o  post-hoc Scheffe 

t e s t s  f o l l o u i n g  the u n i u a r i a t e  analyses, on ly  two o f  these f a i l e d  t o  

produce s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  across the s e w n  school programs 

inuolued. These uariab-lee were C O ~ ~ S ~ U Q ~ ~ S S  and l i k i n g  of the 

ma te r ia l  enuironment. 

P r o a r m  Oraanizatton and Student P a r c e ~ t i o n g  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among student p w c e p t i m r  and program 

organ iza t ion  data were explored t o  determine the extent  t o  which 

teachers' o rgan iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  r e l a t e  t o  

students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  environments. 

Pearson c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were carrputed f o r  each o f  the four 

p r q r a m  organ iza t iona l  u a r i a b l e r  i nc lud ing  a t o t a l  u r l u e  across each 

of the 15 c l imate  var iables.  The program raw score on the r i s p e c t i u e  

organizatonal ua r iab le  was c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  the 15 mean student 

percept ion scores. A number o f  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among ua r iab les  emerged from these analyses. These 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  are i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table 7 and are described be lou  by 

program organ iza t ion  uar iab le .  The r e s u l t s  are described accord in^ t o  

both 'pos i t iue '  and 'negatiue' r e l a t i o n s h i p s  tha t  emerged fran the 

analyses. A d iscussion regard ing  the amount o f  shared variance among 

student percept ions across the f o u r  o rgan iza t iona l  areas i s  a l so  

presented. 

Task S t ruc tu re  

P o s i t i u e  . As ind i ca ted  p rev ious l y  i n  Table 3, teachers tended 

t o  be unidimensional i n  t h i s  area, genera l l y  us ing  s i m i l a r  m a t e r i a l s  



Table 7  

Co r re l a t i ons  between Students' Percept ions o f  t h e i r  A l t e r n a t e  Learn inq  

Environments and Teachers' Oraan iza t iona l  and I n s t r u c t i o n a l  P rac t i ces  (n=7>. 

Program Organizat ion Areas 

Student Percept ions 

Task Student Student Teacher 
S t ruc tu res  Autonuny Grouping Eva lua t ions  To ta l  

Cohesiveness 

D i ve rs  

Forma 1  

Speed 

M a t e r i a l  Enu. 

F r i c t i o n  

Goal D i r e c t i o n  

Favor i t i sm 

D i f f i c u l t y  

Apathy 

Democracy 

Cl iqueness 

Sat i s f a c t  i on  

D i so rgan i za t i on  

Cmpe t i t i veness 
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f o r  d i f f e r e n t  s tudents across subJect areas. For t h i s  u a r i r b l e ,  on ly  

students' percept ions o f  program f o r n t r l i t y  (-.a&) achieued a l eue l  o f  

s i gn i f i cance  tha t  was 'desirable'. None o f  the o ther  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ign i . f i can t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  cou ld  be construed as p o s i t i v e  o r  'desirable'  

f o r  t h i s  program organ iza t iona l  area. Perceived l e u e l  o f  Democracy 

(.40) and Competit ion (-.S6) catme c loses t  t o  be ing  considered 

p o s i t i u e .  Hauouw, n e i t h e r  one o f  these ua r iab les  approached a l eue l  

of s t a t i s t i c a l  s i gn i f i cance .  

N e a r t i u t  . A l l  o f  the remaining c o r r e l a t i o n s  which reached a 

l e v e l  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i gn i f i cance  were negat ive o r  'undesirable' w i t h  

respect  t o  teachers' p r a c t i c e s  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  task s t ruc tures .  

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were recorded f o r  students' 

percept ions o f  l i k i n g  o f  the ma te r ia l  environment (-.74), goal 

d i r e c t i o n  (-.67), and p ~ r c e i ~ e d  l eue l  o f  d isorgan iza t ion  t.81) along 

t h i s  o rgan iza t iona l  dimension. I n  o ther  words, as  teachers' 

s t r u c t u r  i n g  o f  tasks becones more mu1 t idimensional , students  1 i ke  

t h e i r  ma te r i a l  enuironments less, and perceive t h e i r  programs as l e s s  

formal, goal d i rected,  and more disorganized. 

Au t on- 

P o s i t t u _ ~  . As noted preu ious ly ,  there was a cons iderable moun t  

of d ispers ion  o f  scores regard ing  the amount o f  au tonmr  or  

decision-making power teachers t y p i c a f l y  g ive  t h e i r  s tudents 

concerning i n s t r u c t i o n a l  requ i rmhn ts .  Oueral l ,  teacher scores a long 

t h i s  u a r i r b l e  were h igher  than were scores f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  task 

s t ruc tu re ,  bu t  w r e  lower o r  more unidimensional than were scores f o r  

both ~ r o u p i ~ ~  and eua lua t ion  prac t ices .  Essen t i a l l y ,  as student 

decision-makinggaurer i n  a l t e r n a t e  school programs increases, student 

p e r c e i w d  l e v e l s  o f  f o r m a l i t y  (-.81), speed (-,851, d i f f i c u l t y  (-.81), 



and c m p e t i t i u e n e s s  (-.93) decrease, w h i l e  perceived l e v e l  o f  

democracy (.91) increases. 

N e a a t i v t  . Spec i f i c  negat iue o r  'undesirable' r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

emerged f o r  the amount o f  autonuny o r  d e c i s i o n ~ a l c l n g  power teachers 

g lue  t o  s tudents and student perceiued l eue l  o f  p r o 9 r a  cohesiueness 

(-.68), d i u e r s i t y  ( - . 6 7 ) ,  and goal d i r e c t i o n  (-.68). That i s ,  as 

student autonmy increases across a l t e r n a t e  school programs, students 

perceiue t h e i r  programs as  l e s s  cohesiue, d iverse,  o r  goal d i rec ted .  

Oraanizat ion of I n s t r u c t i p n  

P o s i t i u q  . Teachers' grouping p r a c t i c e s  across the seven school 

programs were w ide l y  dispersed a long the 

unidimensionalnu1tidimensional continuum. Resu l ts  i l l u s t r a t e  tha t  

the more i nd iu idua l i zed  the p a t t e r n  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  becomes, the more 

'desirable'  are student perceiued l e u e l s  o f  f o r m a l i t y  (-.75), speed 

(-.82), d i f f i c u l t y  ( - . 79 ) ,  c m p e t i t i u e n e s s  (-.91), and democracy 

(.?O). I n  o ther  words, as student grouping p rac t  i ces  becatn~*mo~e 

mu1 t idimensional , students perceiue t h e i r  programs as l e s s  formal,  

d i f f i c u l t ,  rushed, o r  c a n p t e t i t i u e ,  and more dmocara t i c .  

Neaat ivq  . Lass des i rab le  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  ex i s ted  between 

a l t e r n a t e  school teachers' grouping p rac t i ces  and student perceived 

l i k i n g  o f  the ma te r ia l  enuironment (-.70), goal d i r e c t i o n  (-.75), 

f r i c t i o n  (.70), and apathy t.68). As i n s t r u c t i o n  becanes more 

i nd iu idua l i zed ,  s tudents l i k e  the ma te r ia l  environment o f  the 

classroom less,  and percelue t h e i r  programs as l e s s  goal d i rected.  I n  

add i t ion ,  they perceiue t h e i r  enuironments as possessing more f r i c t i o n  

and apathy. 



Eva luat ioa  

P o s i t i v t  . As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  teacher scores along t h i s  

va r i ab le  were more uni formly mul t id imensional  than they were f o r  the 

o ther  three program organ iza t ion  var iables.  I n  o ther  words, teachers 

i n  a l l  progr- tended t o  evaluate students' progress on an 

i nd i v idua l ,  r a t h e r  than caaparat ive basis.  The more mul t id imensional  

of these eva lua t ion  p r a c t i c e s  were associated w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower 

l e v e l s  of student perceived f o r m a l i t y  <-.83, d i f f i c u l t y  (-.85), and 

competi t iueness (-.82), and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  l e v e l s  of  student 

perceiued democracy <.68). I n  other  words, as teacher eva lua t ions  

become more ind iv idua l ized,  s tudents perceive t h e i r  programs as l e s s  

formal,  d i f f i c u l t ,  o r  competi t ive, and more democratic. 

N e a a t i v ~  . Less des i rab le  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  e x i s t e d  between teacher 

eva lua t ion  p r a c t i c e s  and student p e r c e i v ~ d  l e v e l  o f  goal d i r e c t i o n  

(-.75) and d is rogan iza t ion  (81). That is ,  as eva lua t ion  p rac t i ces  

becaae more mul t id imensional ,  s tudents perceive t h e i r  programs as l e s s  

goal d i rected,  and more disorganized. 

To ta l  

P o s i t i v g  . When data from a l l  four  program organ iza t ion  

va r iab les  are considered together, a  number o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e ,  

o r  'des i rable '  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  merge.  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

between o v e r a l l  program organ iza t ion  and and student perceived l ~ v e l s  

o f  f o r m a l i t y  (-,891, speed (-.83), d i f f i c u l t y  (-,861, compet i t ion 

(-.94), and democracy <.88) w r c  p o s i t i v e .  I n  o ther  words, as 

a l t e r n a t e  school programs becorn. more nul t id fmensionat  across a l l  f ou r  

o rgan iza t iona l  areas, s tudents perceive t h e i r  programs as l e s s  formal,  

rushed, d i f f i c u l t ,  compet i t ive,  and more democratic. 
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e t v  . Conversely, less desirable relationships merged for 

combined program organizational areas and student perceived Ievelr of 

cohesiveness (-.67), liking of the material environment ( - . 7 0 ) ,  goal 

direction (-.80) and disorganization (.79). That is, as 

multidimensional it^ across all program organizational areas increases, 

students like their material environment less, and perceive their 

school programs as less cohesive, goal directed, and more 

di sorgan i zed. 

Shared Varian ge m o n ~  Student P e w t  ion% 

In the present study, sample size for the number of programs used 

was relatively m a l l  (i . ~ . ,  n=7). Consequently, the mount of shared 

variance necessary to produce a statistically significant correlation 

between various student perception and program organization variables 

was relatively high. Another way of illustrating the relationship 

between teachers' organizational and instructional practices and 

students' perceptions of their learning enviromaents is to examine the 

amount of variance shared among student perceptions across the four 

organizational areas regardless of the direction of the relationship. 

In order to permit such an investigation, the data presented in Table 

4 have been reorganized so that the correlations are arranged 

according to the strength of the relationship between student 

perception and organizational area under consideration. This new 

configuration which is illustrated in Table 8, provides information 

regarding the median value, the percentage of variance shared between 

the various organizational variables and student perceptions, and the 

nunber of statistically significant correlations. The percentage of 

shared variance war determined by calculating the square of the median 

value for each of the four program organizational areas. Negative 
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Table 8 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Cor re la t ions  of  Student Perceptions and Proaram Oraanizat ion 

Program Organizat ion 

Task Structure  Autonomy Group i  ng Evaluat ion 

median value 

percentage o f  31% 

shared variance 1 

number o f  s t a t i s i c a l l y  4 

s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

1 .  Based on the median c o r r e l a t i o n .  



76 

values and decimal p o i n t s  haue been e l im ina ted  i n  order t o  i l l u s t r a t e  

the actual  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  co r re la t i ons .  As can be seen, the s t rength  

of the r e l a t i o n s h i p  regard ing  student percept ions across the areas o f  

grouping p r a c t i c e s  and autonomy i s  greater  r e l a t i v e  t o  the tuo other  

program organ iza t iona l  areas. Thus, these two areas appear t o  r e l a t e  

more d i r e c t l y  t o  h m  students e n r o l l e d  I n  a l t e r n a t e  educat ional 

programs a t  the secoadary l e v e l  perceiue t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  e n o i r o m m t s .  

lhkwwsa 
The present chapter began by d iscussing the r e s u l t s  o f  teachersJ 

organ iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  as i nd i ca ted  by the 

Classroom Charac te r i s t i cs  Rat ina Scale . The r e s u l t s  were discussed 

according t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  task s t ruc tu re ,  student autonomy, 

grouping, and eva lua t ion  prac t ices .  A d iscussion o f  the d i f f e rences  

i n  student percept ions across the var ious  school programs as i nd i ca ted  

by the Learnina Enuironment I nven to ry  was then presented. The 

chapter concluded w i t h  an examination o f  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

program organ iza t ion  and students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  

l ea rn ing  environments. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Th is  chapter presents a  b r i e f  summary o f  the problem, 

methodology, and r e s u l t s ;  a  discussion o f  the f i n d i n g s  i n  the context 

o f  previous research; and a  discussion o f  the imp1 i c a t  i ons o f  these 

f i n d i n g s  f o r  school personnel involved i n  a l te rna te  educational 

programs. 

Summary o f  the Problem, Methodoloay. and Results 

The present study has sought t o  explore: (a) the organizat ional  

and ins t ruc t i ona l  p rac t i ces  o f  teachers represent ing d i f f e r e n t  

a l t e rna te  school programs, (b) the d i f f e rences  i n  percept ions 

regarding school c l imate o f  students a t tend ing var ious a l te rna te  

school programs, and (c)  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between program 

organizat ional  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  

l ea rn ing  environments. I n  a l l ,  103 students en ro l l ed  i n  seven 

d i f f e r e n t  secondary l eve l  a l t e rna te  educt ional programs completed the 

Learnina Environment Inventory , wh i le  teachers represent ing each of 

the seven programs completed an instrument c a l l e d  the Classroom 

Charac te r i s t i cs  Ratina Scale . I n  programs where two or  more teachers 

were employed, agreement was reached regarding the i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p rac t i ce  tha t  best t y p i f i e d  t h e i r  program and a  s ing le  response f o r  

each item then recorded. Thus, on l y  one r a t i n g  scale was received 

from each o f  the seven p a r t i c i p a t i n g  schools. M u l t i v a r i a t e  analyses 

o f  uariance, fo l lowed by u n i v a r i a t e  analyses o f  variance and Scheffe 

post hoc t e s t s  were conducted t o  determine the d i f f e rences  i n  student 

percept ions regarding 15 school environment va r iab les  across the seven 

a l te rna te  programs. I n  add i t i on ,  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were used 

t o  inves t iga te  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between students' percept ions o f  t h e i r  
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l ea rn ing  enuironnents and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  program organizat ion.  

D i f fe rences i n  teachers' o rgan iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  as  

i nd i ca ted  by the Classroan C h a r a c t e r i s t i r s  Rat ina  Scale were 

described. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  o r ~ a n i z a t i o n a l  d i f f e rences  among programs 

were discussed i n  te rns  o f  task s t ruc tu re ,  autonomy, grouping 

prac t ices ,  and eualuat ion procedures. Resu l ts  i nd i ca ted  tha t  programs 

d i f f e r e d  i n  every organ iza t iona l  area, b u t  most no t i ceab ly  across 

grouping p r a c t i c e s  and autonony. Un iuar ia te  analyses o f  var iance 

revealed t h a t  12 o f  the 15 student percept ion va r iab les  a t t a i n e d  a 

s i g n f i c a n t  F r a t i o  a t  the .05 l eue l .  Subsequent post hoc Scheffe 

t e s t s  reuealed s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  f o r  10 o f  the 12 uar iables.  

F i n a l l y ,  Pearson c o r r e l a t i o n s  i nd i ca ted  a number o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  

re la t i onsh ips ,  both p o s i t i v e  and negatiue, between 

rtudents'percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  l ea rn ing  environments and 

teachers' o rgan iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t ices .  The greates t  

amount o f  uariance was s h a r ~ d  among the organ iza t iona l  areas of 

grouping p r a c t i c e s  and autonomy and the var ious  student percept ion 

var iab les .  

The d iscussion regard ing  the f i n d i n g s  o f  the present study 

focuses on (a) o rgan iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  d i f f e rences  among the 

sewen a l t e r n a t e  school programs, (b) d i f f e rences  i n  students' 

percept ions along the 10 s i g n i f i c a n t  school enuironment va r i ab les  

across the sewen programs, and t c )  t h ~  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between program 

organ iza t ion  and student percept ions o f  t h e i r  a l t e rna te  l ea rn ing  



Waanizat ional and Ins t ruc t iona l  D i  fference5 

As indicated i n  the previous chapter, the seven school progrms 

d i f f e r e d  consi&rably across the four program organizational areas 

investigated. Col lec t ive ly ,  however, a l l  programs became increasingly 

more multidimensional as they moved f r a n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  task 

structures, t o  permi t t i ng  student rutonmy, t o  student grouping 

procedures, through t o  evaluation pract ices. I n  other words, 

teachers' organizational and ins t ruc t iona l  pract ices were r e l a t i u e l y  

s im i la r  regarding charac te r i s t i cs  o f  dimensionality, but d i f f e r e d  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  regarding the extent t o  which these pract ices were 

e i t he r  unidimensional or  multidimensional. 

individual program di f ferences along the four organizational 

areas w r e  s ign i f i can t ,  w i t h  a t o t a l  d i f ference o f  49 po in ts  

separating the most unidimensional program (45  points)  from the moot 

multidimensional program (94 points) .  Th is  d i f ference i s  important t o  

note, since each o f  the school programs involued i n  the present study 

agreed that  they: (a) served the same type o f  student, tb)  used 

s im i la r  screening and adnissions procedures, (c) employed s im i la r  

types o f  educationai personnel t o  run the programs, ( d l  o f fered the 

raw academic coursework, and (e) attached ~ ~ Q R S Q ~ V Q P  ach in i s t r a t i ve l y  

t o  a larger secondary school i n  the d i s t r i c t .  As mentioned ea r l i e r ,  

the greatest dispersion o f  scores along the 

unidinensional-multidimensional continuum occurred f o r  student 

outonany and grouping pract icer ,  i nd ica t ing  that there i s  l i t t l e  

program un i formi ty  i n  these two areas across learning environments. 

Although there was less dispersion of  program scores along task 

s t ruc ture  and evaluation areas, d i f ferences i n  scores among the most 
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unidimensional  and mu l t id imens iona l  programs i n  these areas were 

l a rge .  Only the ex ten t  t o  which teachers r e q u i r e d  t h e i r  s tuden ts  t o  

use the same m a t e r i a l s  across sub jec t  areas was s i m i l a r  among a l l  

programs, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  a l t e r n a t e  school programs on the whole 

p r e f e r  t o  operate i n  a  unidimensional  manner r ega rd ing  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  

o f  task s t r u c t u r e s .  Whi le these f i n d i n g s  are no t  conc lus ive ,  they do 

suggest t h a t  secondary-level a l t e r n a t e  school programs tend t o  

f u n c t i o n  independent ly o f  each o ther ' s  in f luence  and operate i n  

r e l a t i v e  i s o l a t i o n  w i t h  r ega rd  t o  teachers'  s p e c i f i c  o rgan i za t i ona l  

and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  even though the d i r e c t i o n  o f  

d imens iona l i t y  across some o rgan i za t i ona l  areas such as task 

s t r u c t u r i n g  and eva lua t i on  procedures may be s i m i l a r .  

Student Percept ion D i f f e rences  

Students' percep t ions  o f  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  l e a r n i n g  environments 

d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a long  10 o f  the 15 c l ima te  va r i ab les .  These 

f i n d i n g s  suggest t h a t  the o rgan i za t i ona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  f ea tu res  

t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h  one a l t e r n a t e  school program from another do have 

cons iderable impact upon the na tu re  o f  s tuden ts '  percep t ions  o f  t h e i r  

p a r t i c u l a r  l e a r n i n g  environments. Only three o f  the s i x  s tudent  

percep t ion  v a r i a b l e s  p r e v i o u s l y  considered t o  be p o s i t i v e ,  or 

des i r ab le  i f  observed a t t a i n e d  l e v e l s  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  

These v a r i a b l e s  were goal d i r e c t i o n ,  democracy, and s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

Student percep t ion  v a r i a b l e s  p r e v i o u s l y  considered t o  be negat ive t h a t  

a t t a i n e d  l e v e l s  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  were f o r m a l i t y ,  speed, 

f a v o r i t i s m ,  d i f f i c u l t y ,  apathy, d i so rgan i za t i on ,  and compet i t ion.  

Each o f  these v a r i a b l e s  i s  discussed below. 

Goal D i r e c t i o n  . Along t h i s  v a r i a b l e ,  unidimensional  programs 

were perce ived  c l e a r l y  as more goal d i r e c t e d  than were 



mult id imensional  programs. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  student percept ions i n  

Program Two fo r  goal d i r e c t i o n  were h igher  than were the percept ions 

of s tudents i n  any o f  the other  programs and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  than 

a l l  o ther  p r o g r m s  as w e l l  except Program One. Student percept ions i n  

programs Three through s w e n  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a t  a l l  along 

t h i s  var iab le .  Thus, i t  appears tha t  90.1 d i r e c t i o n  i s  a more s a l i e n t  

cha rac te rs t i c  f o r  s tudents a t tend ing  a l t e r n a t e  school programs tha t  

are more un i fo rm ly  unid inensional  i n  nature than f o r  those a t tend ing  

m u l t i d i ~ n s i o n a l  programs. I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  Anderson, Walberg, and 

Welch (1969) a lso  found tha t  goal d i r e c t i o n  was h igher  i n  c lasses 

f o l l o w i n g  t r a d i t i o n a l  courses than i n  c lasses us ing  an experimental 

phys ics  program. 

P e m o c r ~  . S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  i n  students' percept ions o f  

democracy across programs were s l i g h t l y  l e s s  pronounced. I t  i s  no t  

s u r p r i s i n g  tha t  Program One, which ranked the lowest f o r  autonomy on 

the Classroan Charac te r i s t i cs  Rat ina Scale , a l s o  scored tha lawest 

a long t h i s  student percept ion var iab le ,  wh i l e  Program -urn, which 

recorded the h ighes t  score f o r  autonomy, ranked h ighest  on t h i s  

va r i ab le  as we l l .  Again, students' percept ions i n  programs Two 

through S i x  d i d  no t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from each other .  Percept ions 

i n  programs One through Three d i d  no t  d i f f e r  e i t h e r ,  and recorded the 

loues t  scores f o r  perceived l e v e l  o f  democracy. These f i n d i n g s  

suggest t h a t  s tudents perceive a h igher  degree o f  democracy i n  

a l t e r n a t e  school programs tha t  arc mul t id imensional  w i t h  respect t o  

student autonomy. Conversely, program democracy i s  a l e s s  s a l i e n t  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  those programs tha t  prov ide few oppor tun i t i es  f o r  

student input  and dec i s ionsak ing .  Thus, there appears t o  b r  a s t rong 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  betuecrn how teachers organize i n s t r u c t i o n  and the degree 
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t o  which students perceiue t h e i r  proQur t o  be democratic. I t  i s  

i n t e r e s t i n g  tha t  those programs tha t  scored h ighest  i n  perceiued l eue l  

o f  goal d i r e c t i o n  scored lowest f o r  perceiued Ieue l  o f  autonuny. T h i s  

suggests tha t  progur goals are nore  obvious and c l e a r l y  understood i n  

a l t e r n a t e  school programs where the teacher makes the m a j o r i t y  o f  the 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  decisions. 

S a t i s f a c t i ~ a  . Students' percept ions o f  program s a t i s f a c t i o n  

was the l e a s t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  va r iab le  of those 

considered t o  be p o s i t i v e .  Only Program Six was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower 

than Program Two regard ing  perceiued l eue l  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  None of 

the o ther  programs d i f f e r e d  w i t h  respect t o  t h i s  var iab le .  I t  i s  

important t o  note however, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  l i g h t  o f  the preuious 

discussion, t ha t  students' percept ions o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  were h ighest  i n  

Program Two fo l l owed  by Program Three. I n  other  words, s tudents 

a t tend ing  unid inensional  a l t e r n a t e  school programs were genera l l y  more 

s a t i s f i e d  than were students a t tend ing  nu l t id imens iona l  programs, QuQn 

though these d i f f e rences  were no t  always s i g n i f i c a n t .  

F o m a l i t y  . Two d i s t i n c t  c l u s t e r s  were apparent along t h i s  

uar iab le .  Students' percept ions  o f  f o r m a l i t y  i n  programs One and Two 

were h ighest  and d i d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  frm one another. 

Likewise, percept ions i n  programs Three through Seven were lower and 

were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  Thus, perceiued l e v e l  o f  f o r m a l i t r  

tended t o  be h igher  among otudents e n r o l l e d  i n  unidimensional 

a l t e r n a t e  school programs, w h i l e  l e s s  f o r m a l i t y  was euident i n  the 

percept ions of s tudents a t tend ing  more mul t id imensional  programs. 

Those programs t h a t  scored h ighes t  f o r  perceived l eve l  o f  f o r m a l i t y  

a l so  scored lowest f o r  p e ~ ~ e i v e d  l e v e l  o f  democracy, i n d i c a t i n g  tha t  

a l t e r n a t e  school programs tha t  are predominantly teacher c o n t r o l l ~ d  



are most l i k e l y  more r u l e  governed as w e l l .  

. While Program One was perceived as the most rushed, 

there uas a  l e s s  d i s t i ngu i shab le  p a t t e r n  a long t h i s  v a r i a b l e  f o r  

school programs than the prev ious va r iab te r .  Percept ions i n  p r o g r m s  

Two through Seven were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r a n  one another. 

furthermore, Program Four was perceived as the l e a s t  rushed o f  the 

seven programs. Thus, i t  appears t h a t  students' percept ions  of speed 

and are in f luenced l e s s  sys temat i ca l l y  by teachers' o rgan iza t iona l  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  than are o ther  areas. 

Favo r i t i sm . S im i la r  t o  speed, there appears t o  be l i t t  

t o  students' percept ions o f  perceived l e v e l  o f  f a v o r i t i s m  acro 

1e order 

s s  

programs. Only p ~ r o i v ~ d  l e v e l  o f  f a v o r i t i s m  i n  Program Two was 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l w e r  than perceived l e v e l s  i n  programs F i ve  and Six. 

I n  no other  programs were students'  percept ions s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  frm another a long t h i s  va r i ab le .  T h i s  non-s~otonrat ic 

p a t t e r n  across p r o g r m s  suggests tha t  student perceived l e v e l  o f  

f a v o r i t i s m  i s  no t  s t r o n g l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the organzat ional f ea tu res  of 

t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  school programs. 

D i f f i c u l t r  . A more observable p a t t e r n  was ev ident  regard ing  

students' percept ions  o f  d i f f i c u l t y  across programs. Hacrever, on l y  

Program One's score was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  a long t h i s  v a r i a b l e  than 

Program Seven's score. Percept ions I n  programs One and Two were 

h ighest  and were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from one another, nor 

were percept ions  i n  programs Two through Seven s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f ~ r e n t .  Thus, perce ived l e v e l  o f  program d i f f i c u l t y  does tend t o  

b~ h igher  among students a t tend ing  unidimensional a l t e r n a t e  schools, 

al though not  a11 s tudents  a t tend ing  mul t id imensional  programs 

perceived t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  environments as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  d i f f i c u l t .  



h a t h y  . Although there was no c lea r  p a t t e r n  regard ing  

students' percept ions o f  apathy across programs, the two most 

mult idimensional programs ti.@., S ix  and Seven) were perceived as 

possessing greater  apathy than a l l  o ther  programs. However, on l y  

Program Six's score was s i g n i f i c a n t l ~  h igher  f o r  p e r c e i ~ e d  l e v e l  o f  

apathy than Programs Two's score. Whlle t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  might 

suggest t ha t  students perceive l e s s  apathy among c l a s ~ n a t e s  i n  

unidimensional programs than do students i n  mul t id imensional  p r o g r n s ,  

the mean scores o f  the other  programs along t h i s  ua r iab le  suggest 

otherwise. For example, Program One recorded the t h i r d  h ighest  score 

f o r  perceiued l e v e l  o f  apathy fo l l owed  by Program Four, Fiue, and 

Three. Thus, there tends t o  be l e s s  o f  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

organ iza t iona l  fea tures  o f  a l t e r n a t e  school programs and perceived 

l e v e l  o f  apathy. 

D i s o r a a n i t a t i o ~  . S im i la r  t o  apathy, there was no c lea r  p a t t e r n  

regard ing  students' percept ions o f  d isorgan iza t ion  across programs. 

Percept ions o f  d isorgan iza t ion  were lowest i n  Program Two, and were 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower than percept ions  i n  programs F i ve  and Six. Beyond 

t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  however, there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c ~ s  among 

programs, o r  any systematic order  t o  programs' scores which might 

i nd i ca te  the in f luence o f  d imensional i ty .  

! h o e t i t i o n  . Unl ike  d isorgan iza t ion ,  there was a  c lea r  p a t t e r n  

among t h ~  seuen programs regard ing  student perceiued 1 ~ u e 1  o f  

canpe t i t i on .  Students' percept ions i n  programs One and Two were 

h ighest  a long t h i s  uar iab le ,  and were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 

percept ions o f  s tudents a t tend ing  a l l  o ther  programs. I n  add i t ion ,  

Program f iue 's  score was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  than tha t  o f  Progam 

Seven, which was perceived as the l e a s t  compet i t ive program. Thus, i t  



appears that competition is a much more salient characteristic for 

students attending unidimensional alternate uhool programs than it is 

for students enrolled in multidimensional programs. 

Student Perce~tions and Proarur O r ~ i t a t ~  

Findings regarding the relationship between student perceptions 

and program organization variables are discussed below according to 

organizatlonal area. 

Task Structure . A1 ternote school teachers' practices of 

diffwentiating tau& structures among students were asociated with 

negatiue student perceptions of their learning environments. 

Essentially, as teachers' practices of differentiating tasK structures 

became more multidimensional across programs, students' perceptions of 

program formality, attractiveness of the material enuironment, and 

goal direction decreased significantly, while their perceptions of 

disorganization increased. These findings suggest that alternate 

school teachers' present practices in this instructional area are not 

effective in creating an educational climate that is perceived as well 

organized, purposeful, or physically attractive by their students. 

Student Autonotar . The degree to which a1 ternate school 
teachers permitted their students to share in Instructional decisions 

relating to program requirements was both positively and negatively 

related to students' perceptions of their learning environments. As 

student autonomy became more multidimensional across programs, 

perceived level of democracy and disorganization also increased, while 

perceiued level of cohesiveness, diversity, formality, speed, goal 

direction, difficulty, and competitiveness decreased. While it is 

encouraging to note that alternate school students perceiue their 

programs as fair, non-competitiue, and informal, these findings also 
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sumest that teachers' instructional practices along this uariable 

contribute to programs that are perceived as disorganized, lacKing in 

clear direction, and non-intimate. Thus, the advantages of greater 

student autonarr~ are questionable, since it appears to contribute to a 

lac& of student understanding regarding the purpose of their programs, 

and their reasons for being there. 

&ouninp . Similar to autonomy, students' perceptions of their 

learning enuironments were both positiue and negatiue as instruction 

became more individualized or multidimenoional across programs. On a 

positive note, students' perceptions of program formality, speed, and 

cmpetitiueneos decreased, while perceptions of program democracy 

increased. Less encouraging correlatiuns Indicated that students 

perceiued their programs as possessing more friction and apathy, and 

less goal direction as grouping practices became more 

multidimensional. Thus, while these findings sug~est that students 

peroiue their alternate school programs as fair, relaxed, and 

non-canpetitiue, they are seen as possessing more apathy, friction or 

animosity, and less purposefulness as instruction becanes more 

indiuidua11zed. Essentially, greater multidimensiona1ity across this 

organizational area appears once again to relate to student confusion 

regarding the purpose, or ouerall goal of their alternate program. 

~ualuation . As evaluation practices became more individualized 

or multidimensional among alternate school teachers, students 

perceived their programs as less formal, difficult, or cunpetitiue, 

and more democratic. Unfortunately, they also perceiued their 

programs as less goal directed and more disorganized. Similar to the 

pr~uious organizational areas, these findings suggest that the 

benefits of perceived decmocratic and non-competitive educational 



cl- imates are poss ib l y  o f f s e t  by 

program organ iza t ion  and d i r e c t  

mu1 t id imensional .  

an accmpanying lack  o f  perceived 

i on  as eva lua t ion  p r a c t i c e s  become more 

T o t a l  . Overal l ,  there were roughly an equal number o f  

encouraging and l e s s  encouraging r e l a t i o n s h i p s  as teachers0 

organ iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  became more 

mul t id inens iona l .  Oenerally, ~ t u d e n t s  perceived t h e i r  programs as 

informal,  can fo r tab l y  paced, democratic, no t  d i f f i c u l t ,  and 

non-competit ive as m u l t i d i n e n s i o n a l i t y  increased across organ iza t iona l  

areas. Less encouraging were r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t i n g  tha t  s tudents a l s o  

perceived t h e i r  l ea rn ing  environments as uncohesive, p h y s i c a l l y  

una t t rac t i ve ,  l a c k i n g  goal d i r e c t i o n ,  and disorganized. These 

f i nd ings  suggest t ha t  mul t id imensional  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rac t i ces  among 

a l t e r n a t e  school teachers have a ided i n  c r e a t i n g  l ea rn ing  env i romen ts  

t h a t  are perceived as f a i r  i n  most respects by t h e i r  students. 

Hweuer, by c r e a t i n g  these types o f  environments, i t  appears tha t  

teachers have s a c r i f i c e d  o ther  equa l l y  important c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

t h e i r  a l t e r n a t e  school programs such as c l e a r l y  es tab l ished program 

goals, order o r  organizat ion,  and f e e l i n g s  o f  belonging or  a f f i l i a t i o n  

as  perceived by t h e i r  students. 

I m v l i c a t i o n s  f o r  Educational Personnel 

The f i n d i n g s  are discussed i n  terms o f  t h e i r  imp l i ca t i ons  f o r  

teachers, counsel lors,  and o ther  educat ional personnel working i n  the 

area o f  secondary-level a l t e r n a t e  education. 

J m ~ l i c a t i o n o  f o r  Teachers 

One o f  the most important f ea tu res  o f  the present investigation 

i s  what i t  revea ls  t o  a l t e r n a t e  school teachers about the e f f e c t s  o f  

t h e i r  o rgan iza t iona l  p r a c t i c e s  upon t h e i r  students' percept ions. On 
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the one hand, the r e s u l t s  are sanewhat encouraging uhen the genera l l y  

agreed-upon philosophy of c r e a t i n g  an enuironnent f o r  student success 

i s  considered (see Chapter 1). I t  appears tha t  s tudents do no t  f i n d  

a l t e r n a t e  school coursework d i f f i c u l t ,  nor do they f e e l  the need t o  

cunpete f o r  grades as they might  have i n  the regu la r  school system. 

Furthermore, students' percept ions o f  f a v o r i t i s m  and cl iqueneso were 

no t  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and percept ions o f  both f r i c t i o n  and apathy were o n l y  

marg ina l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  across one organ iza t iona l  area (i.e., 

grouping). These f i n d i n g s  suggest t ha t  a l t e r n a t e  school students' 

spec ia l  needs f o r  soc ia l  success perhaps are be ing  met under cur ren t  

program organizat ional  arrangements. 

On the other  hand, i t  i s  c l e a r  t ha t  teachers' cur ren t  

o rgan iza t iona l  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  serve t o  c rea te  a l t e r n a t e  

school programs tha t  are perceived as poo r l y  organized, una t t rac t i ve ,  

and opera t ing  w i thout  a se t  o f  c l e a r l y  de f ined goals o r  ob jec t ives .  

These prac t ices ,  i n  turn, con t r i bu te  t o  a lack  o f  student a f q i l i a t i o n ,  

or  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  t h e i r  programs. These f i n d i n g s  suggest t ha t  

teachers should a l t e r  t h e i r  cur ren t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  i f  they 

wish t o  s t r i k e  a systematic balance between success-oriented school 

programs, and w e l l  organized, goal-or iented, and cohesive l e a r n i n g  

environments. 

I m ~ l i c a t i o n s  f o r  Counsel lors 

Resul ts  o f  the present s tudy are o f  p o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t  t o  

counsel lors, c h i l d  care workers, and other  school personnel 

responsib le f o r  p rov id ing  guidance o r  counse l l ing  serv ices  t o  

a l t e r n a t e  school programs. These f i n d i n g s  i nd i ca te  a need f o r  school 

o r  area counse l lo rs  t o  become involved wih teachers on a systematic 

bas i s  i n  the operat ion o f  a l t e r n a t e  school programs. WarKing d i r e c t l y  



i n  the a l t e r n a t e  school, counu-14-s need t o  use t h e i r  exper t i se  t o  

i d e n t i f y  ways i n  which teachers can modi fy  t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  and behaviors so tha t  t h e i r  l e a r n i n g  

environments are perceived as more goal d i rected,  organized, and 

s a t i s f y i n g  by students. Furthermore, counse l lo rs  cou ld  use t h e i r  

Knowledge and s k i l l s  t o  intervene d i r e c t l y  a t  the student l e v e l  i n  an 

e f f o r t  t o  reduce h igh  l e v e l s  o f  e x i s t i n g  f r i c t i o n ,  cl iqueness, and 

f a v o r i t i s m  among program members. I f  a l t e r n a t e  school programs are t o  

become more e f f e c t i v e  i n  m e t i n g  t h e i r  students' soc ia l  and emotional 

needs, as w e l l  a t h e i r  needs f o r  program c l a r i t y  and expectat ions, 

counse l lo rs  w i l l  need t o  became more d i r e c t l y  invo lved i n  the o v e r a l l  

f unc t i on  i n 9  o f  these programs. 

I m ~ l  i c a t  ipgs f o r  o ther  Educational PersonneL 

The r e s u l t s  o f  the present study a l s o  haue some relevance f o r  

a d n i n i s t r a t o r s  and cur r icu lum developers responsib le f o r  var ious  

aspects o f  a l t e r n a t e  school programs. The present study, which has 

focused p r i m a r i l y  on student percept ions ra the r  than on teacher 

repor ts ,  can be i n te rp re ted  by a d n i n i s t r a t o r s  as a measure o f  

a c c o u n t a b i l i t ~  regard ing  the ex ten t  t o  which teachers haue been 

successful  i n  c r e a t i n g  an environment which i s  perceived as 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l y  and s o c i a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  by t h e i r  students. 

P r i n c i p a l s  cou ld  u t i l i z e  these f i n d i n g s  t o  i nves t i ga te  cur ren t  teacher 

p r a c t i c e s  i n  t h e i r  own a l t e r n a t e  school programs, and t o  make 

r e c m e n d a t i o n s  regard ing  teacher behaviors o r  o rgan iza t iona l  

p r a c t i c e s  based on these observat ions. 

Curr iculum developers responsib le f o r  designing a l t e rna te  school 

programs, o r  f o r  i n t roduc ing  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t o  e x i s t i n g  programs can 

a l s o  use the r e s u l t s  o f  the present study t o  make dec is ions  regarding 
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the usefulness of various organizational and instructional practices. 

The findings of the present study enable curriculum deuelopers to 

identify those aspects of alternate learning enuironments that are 

positiuely and negatiuely perceiued by students, and the relationship 

between program organization and these perceptions. These data could 

subsequently enable educators to make decisions regarding which 

student perceptions need to be increased, maintained, or decreased to 

an acceptable leuel conmensurate with program philosoph~, goals, and 

object iues. 

Conclurio~ 

This chapter began by prouiding an ouerview of t h ~  problem the 

present study has sought to explore, the methodolo~y employed, and the 

results obtained. The findings were then discussed, focussing on 

differences in teachers' organizational and instructional practices, 

differences in student perceptions across the s e w n  programs, and the 

relationship between program organization and student perceptions. 

Finally, these findings were discussed in terns of their implications 

for teachers, counsellors, and other educational personnel inuolued in 

secondary-level alternate education. 



Appendix A  

Consent Form For P a r t i c i p a n t s  



A l t e r n a t e  education a t  the secondary l e v e l  i n  B.C. i s  r a p i d l y  

changing and evolving. I n  order t o  keep pace w i t h  t h i s  change, we 

fee l  i t  i s  important t o  f i n d  out hou the s t u d m u  themselves fee1 

about t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  c lass roms .  Ue are request ing  t h a t  your 

son/daughter be al lowed t o  respond t o  a quest ionnaire tha t  deals w i t h  

t h e i r  op in ions  about t h e i r  cu r ren t  school. Since a l l  secondary 

students are under 18 Years o f  age, we r e q u i r e  YOUP p e m i s s i o n  as a 

parent/guardian t o  a l l ow  your son/dau~hter  t o  f i l l  out  the 

quest ionnaire.  The quest ionnaire w i l l  take approximately 20 minutes 

t o  complete and does no t  r e q u i r e  t h a t  the student g ive  h i d h e r  name. 

Students s imply read each itm and respond by c i r c l i n g  e i t h e r ;  

s t r o n g l y  agree, agree, disagree, o r  s t r o n g l y  disagree on t h e i r  ansuer 

sheet. Students are under no o b l i g a t i o n  t o  complete the e n t i r e  

quest ionnaire. I n  order t o  ensure tha t  a11 students respond h o n ~ ~ t l y  

and openly t o  a l l  items, on l y  the study organizer and the study 

superv isors w i l l  see the i nd i v idua l  responses. Classroom teachers and 

p r i n c i p a l s  w i l l  no t  have access t o  i nd i v idua l  student responses. A l l  

response sheets u i l l  be destroyed a f t e r  they have been used. 

We s ince re l y  appreciate your cooperat ion and support i n  t h i s  

educat ional study. Thank you. 

John Uoudzia, Study Organizer. 

I agree t o  a l l ow  my son/daughter t o  complete the quest ionnaire as 

descr i bed. 

Yes No 

Signature o f  Parcnt/Guardian 



Appendix B 

Classroom Characteristics Rat ina Scale 



Place a check directly on the line &me the resplPw that best describes 
teachhq practices for each of the itens presented belcw. 

1. During FngLish, haJ of ten do the students in your school use the sam materials 
(e.g., texts, m&books, magazines, teacher made activities, etc. ? 

never seldom occasionally f r e s ~ e n t l ~  always 

2. Drrring English, haJ often is the whole class grouped together far ins-? 

new seldom occasionaUy f r e q ~ e n t l ~ '  &Ways 

3. mSLish, haJ frequently are students permitted to mke their awn decisicns 
type of activity, length of activity, etc.? 

new seldam occasialally frequently always 

4. UleIl you evaluate your students' progress in hglish,  hcrw often do you lmke your 
evaluations by colparing ane student's work w i t h  the work of another? 

1. DrrringSocial studies, h a . o f t e n d 0  the sMents in your school use the samernateridls 
k g . ,  texts, workboaks, rrragazines, instructid kits, made activities, etc)? 

new ==lalxn occasionally frequently always 

2. During Social Studies, how often is the whole class grouped together for instrudios1? 

-- 
never seldcm occasionally frequently a- 

3. During Social Studies, how frequently are students permitted to mke their m 
decisions regarding type of activity, length of activity, etc.? 



4. you evaluate your sh;]entso progress in Social SMies, ha* often do you nake 
your d u a -  by rmparing one student's work with the work of another? 

1. Dur- Mathematics, hcw often do students in ycur school use the sane materials 
(e.g., texts, mrkbdcs, magazines, instrwtiad kits, teacher made activities, etc. ) ?  

never seldan occasionally frequently away= 

2. During MathaMtics, haw of ten is the whole class grouped together for i n s t n r t i c n ?  

never 

3. Draing Matheratics, haw frequently are students permitted to Illake their aJn de&dcns 
zeqax lw type of activity, length of activity, etc.? 

4. Men youevaluate your students' progress inMathmatics, hcwoftendoyoumakeyour 
evaluations by anparing one student's work with the nork of another? 

1. During Science, hai often Q students in your scfiool use the sarne mteridls (e-g., 
texts, workbooks, mgazhes, instructional kits, teacher made activities, etc.)? 

2. wing Science, haw often is the *le class grouped together for instruction? 

3. huring Science, haw frequently are s tuknts  permitted to mke their own decisions 
regarding type of activity, length of activity, etc.? 



SIJBJECP: PHYSICAL EDI]CATIa'l/REmFmm 

1. P.E./Recreatim, how often Q ~Ments in yarr school use the equipnent? 

- 
rever seldan &ianally -fly a- 

2.  During P.E./Reae.atim, haw often i s  the whole class grouped wther for activities? 

never se ldun  occasimally frq'-=fl~ always 

3. During P.E./Recreatim, hrw frequently are students permitted to make their OWII 

decisions regarding type of activity, duration of activity, e t c . ?  

4. bhen you evaluate your st&entsl progress in P.E./&credtion, heu often do you 
make your evaluations by mnparing cne student's w k  w i t h  the wark of anot!? 

1. huing t h e E l e c t i ~  Caurse , how often & sMents in your school use 
the same materials? 

2. For this particular elective oourse, hrw often is the whole dLass grouped together 
for instrlxtia? 

3. For this particular elective course, hrw frequently are students pennitted to make 
their am decisions regarding type of activity, length of activity, e t c . ?  



Wen you evaluate your students' progress in the elective , haJ often 
Q you rake your evaluaticms by ccnparing one student's work with the work of another? 

DuringtheElectiveCourse , haJ often do students in your school 
use the Sam materials? 

During this particular elective anuse, haw often is the whole ~ S S  grouped tosether 
for ins-? 

During this particular elective oourse, how fxquently are students permitted to nnke 
their own decisicms regatding type of activity, length of activity, etc.? 

Khen you evaluate your students' progress in this elective cmrse, haJ often do 
you make your evaluatims by ccnparing one student's work w i t h  the work of another? 

~ t h e E l e c t i v e ~ o u r s e  , how often do stdents in your schDol use 
the same materials? 

During this particular elective course, how often is the whole class grouped togethet 
for instruction? 

During this particular elective course, h m  frqumtly are students permitted to mke 
their WI decisions regarding t y p  of activity, length of activity, etc.? 

never seldan o c c a s i ~ y  freq~entl~ always 
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