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stident percqptioné of learning environments in fifteen inner city;§ohoola

in a large public school system and seven nationally distributed comparison schools
“~ Y s
-

are examined in this exploratory study. The My Class inventory (Andersom, 1973) *~

NV

was administered “to fourth grade studentsgin all schools bn a pre and post test

. N . :
basis in order to examine changes over time (one year) as well as differencegs S~ N

among inner city, 'suburban, and rural $tudent populations. The relationshi between =~

~ - - .o R
achievement and student perceived learning environment using school gs the unit of
. . [, M

. \ v . ' . ,
analysis is examined for *the 15 inQeF city and four of the comparison €jheo+sf"—
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STUDENT PERCEIVED LEARNING ENVIRO&MENTS IN THE INNER C[TY.
o / '

-

The learning environment of inner city‘scﬁools-has been ihpression-
)
Istically portrayed in a number of films and books.* Yet, empirical

resgardh,with-a defined populatior is practica]]y'non-exfsﬁent."As the
@ . - - . -
4 M [

.by=product of other evaluation studies, an unusual Oppgrtunity was pte-

£

i - .
sented for the authors to do a:.comparative "ddta analgsis on learning
N R + )

.
a ’ «

environments of fifteen '"hard core” inner city elementary schools and a national
sample of seven elementary schools. It was oyr purpose to separate fact

» . ' " . , s ) N
~and fiction as we examined systematically the learning environments of o .

-
'

3these two Qualitatively different 'samples. T :

‘This paper ‘then, presents.an investigation of perceivgd ledrning

_environments over time of fourth grade Sfudents from fifteen ifner city = . °

schools in a large city public school system and sevenCE;tLonaTIy‘dis-

tributed comparison schools. ‘Students.cbmpleted an instrument that ¢ )

s
. £

measured dimensions of learning environment that«inclﬁdqd social per=

’,
o«

ception of studehts.(Ande(§on, 1973} and the percéived cognitive -cCom- RIS

plexity of the classroom tasks (Steele, et al, 1970). All students were

administered the instrument on a pre and posttest basis at the beginning

" and end of the school year. - , e ‘ I N
The objectives of this stu?yﬁﬁré to: R | o ) .
1. describe inner ci'ty. students' perceptions of = * ~ LT
Vs . N ‘:

learning envitonments in fifteen low achieving ' ':

LY

<

* Among the better known fictional and case, study pieées are Blackboard” -
. —

N - * <7 3
Jungle, Up the Down Stair Case, and a spate of books and pieces by

Jonathan Kozol and Herbert Kohl.
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elementary schools in a large city and,examine

changes over time (one.year) in their perceptions;

/J + a
\x 2. compare the student perceived learning environments ~
. «\ 3 : \ - " . | ’ ™ . .
kY . in thesel inner city schools with a sample of .stu- N
A ) . .
5 ) . C J
.o dents drawn nﬁtiona]}y'froM‘acros;-tbe United
> 3 .
. States;
\\, ‘ . ) . .
o %. ' 3. examine the relationship between achievement and .
q - . r e .
" , measures of studemt perceived learning environment f
! ) - L . =

using school as the-unit of analysis.

- . D Co,
Y . ’ . 3 4 ‘
. , - . . , .

-

. Theoretical Framework «

lLearning environments as Qeasured through student perceptions have

been ?ound to provide useful data on classroom functfoning_(Eash and

)

Talmage,‘]975). Envirénmental variables have incr?asTngly been recognized

.as potential .predictors of achievement (Walberg and Anderson, 1972). Since
. ' i { ) ) .
edvironmental variables are maﬁipplab]eafactors in Jearning, many‘educators'

- .

interested in educdtional measurgment are beginning to shift their-interests’
' v
from measures ‘of the individual to measures of the environment (Randhawa

‘and ?u, 1973). ‘ ‘Walberg {1974), in his summary of rééei*ch on process

~ . 3

' ’ ’ ) . . . .
measures in educhtional evalugtion, advocates examining learning from the

¢ *

. : : . : ) )
learner's point of view, analyzing the social context: and processes of
. N < l, .

&

learning, and deemphasizing standardized achievement test outcomes in

eviluﬁting educational enterprises. .
- s . ) ' r -~ - .
\\ The influence of structural and social properties captured in learning

s

envjronmeék measures on, the classroom have been documented in a number of

studies most recently reviewed by Walberg (1976). The qua]i y of instruments
< - ! ) :

in assessing dimensions of the learning enyironment presentf new opportunities .
. - M )

.
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- present study is .a first effort at achieving a careful description of .the,

o o - _ -3 - \

\

for designing interventions in the classroom environment to aid §tg§ent
v . ,
performance.. lnner city¥schools, characterized by low a%h?evement with

"average student gains of .7 or .8 per'year on-standardized tests, have

’ 1

. . [ Y
been particularly resistant to, interventiohs to raise achiévement. The

v

_"perceived learning environments of‘ﬁiftqén of these lowest achieving"

-

) R -
elementary schools, how .they change over the ome year's spam of time, and

the ingeréctjon of perceived learning environment with achievement and
-

,other group variables. At present there is a paucity of,sygﬁematic data

on inné}~city populations in the learning environment literature.- As we

were looking at evaluative data gatherea on these Pchoo]s, a number of

- 3

specific questions on learning environments emerged. (1) How do the en-
3 M s v

b

\ . . ‘
vironments of the two samples of schools differ? (2) . How do learning en-,.
@ ) ’

R » v , »
. ,

vironments relate to achievement? (3) What-is the ranée of vaﬁi?tion in

. -
' H

~

learning environment within the two samples? .(4) Can we accurately char-

. h] . .
acterize generalizable qualities of the learning environment ‘of inner city
! . s : .

LY

ppam—— ,
of an extant data bank was undertaken.:

< -

\ . LN
7

»

Method and Tezhniques -
“A. Sampling / .

other evaluatio& studieéxfor the b}esent study. Both groups had been -ad-
3

-

" schools? In order to shed I'ight on these questions.a secondary data anafysis
. A ,

\\\ Two samples of, fourth, grade students werefdraWn from data gathered in

«-ministered the same in@truments during the 1976-7f school\ year on_a.pré (in
- - . . .

. . ¥ . . \
the Fall) and gt;ftest (in "the Spring) basis. A total of twenty-two schools

Vsl . .
were ipcluded: 15 ‘inner city schools (N=802), and 7 comparison schools
-~ < .

(N=178) whieh were inVOIVea in a national curriculum evaluation project.
. o (1

i ' 6
. . o -
« - .
.

J
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- The fifteen ipﬁer city public schoofs are, located in severely depressed )
C s /

-

economic areas of a targe city. .Their student population lives in public .

a .

housing. projects or dilapidated housing, consistidg of 80% or higher minority’

. -

students and a«sizeable.percentagg éré on public welfare. One schbol had *

85% of its students on public welfare; several o?_the schools had 100% of the

-

students eligible for. free.lupnches and bréakfast. Poverty is the economi ¢

” < N L ‘ ’

norm. Comparison groups are drawn from three suburban districts, two urban,

school districts (though much smaller school systems than the experimenta) .
» . .

group) and twb.rural 'schools. The three .suburban schools--one each from -

- . [}

f > H . - ES
I11inois, Georgia, and Florida--serve as one group of comparison schools. -
N . . N .

%ﬁese schools are characterized as having middle to upper middle class

v

. « . 7 '

populations with few (less than 5%).minority'students.. Two urban schools in
s AN 4

Pgnnaylvania and Massachusetts, with large minority populations and, in

etonomically depressed areas, form aﬁother comparisén group. A third.com-

partson group i% comprised of two rural schools in Colorado. Because they.
. Ry
weré select®ed to pgrticipate in & national study it can reasonably be assumed °

A .

that these schools are perceived;Sy local school administrators to be.repre-

. N
sentative of the''better'" school in their districts. .With one exception,”
{ - - . . < . .
inspectjon of the mean reading scdres "supports this assymption. Mean grade
. —t > ’
equivalent reading achipvement scores for fourth.grade students

- F ~ g P,

in 1975-76
4

.

0

were obtained for the 15 fnner city schools, ‘as well as for.fohfsg? the seven . \\\

.".’ . o LI . ~ \\, a

comparison schools. T v . |
. ' . . ‘ B : ’
-Students' scores on the learning envn\onmént measure from eagp school

* .. . ] . N » < -
are examined for significant changes from the Fall to the SpriLg! Three .

‘e 2.

comparative analyses were run.
. ,

The first compared thegfiftéen-ipdi{éﬁua]s
> ~ . N 7e

P N b - s
inner city schoqls with each other; thé segond compared "the inner city SN
. L4 ’ . ‘ * ! .

s . > o~
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\ - ’ \' . . . - >
) ' .
students with students from the urban, suburban and rural comparison schools;

the third, for those schools for which mean achipvemght Eata are available,
) * i ’ -~ « -". ..‘ )
examined the relationship between overall achievement and student perceived
- . 0)
learning environment. ‘

v . .
) . A

B. Instrumentation

The -instrument used in this study to measure student perceived learn-
B . ' . . . . L .
ing environments was adapted ffom two instruments: the My Class Ipxgntory

(Andersog,'1973)'aﬁd the Cognitive Activities .Rating Scale (Steele, et al,

‘ 1970). The My Class Inventory measures classgoom social climate and fncludes

‘the variables: {fAterpersonal relationships among gepTWS; relationships be- ‘

"+ tween pupils and their teacher; relationships between pupils,” the subject

.
e o

characteristics of the class. The My.Class Inventory con5|sts of 45 items

-

_whlch form %aaé sd%les. Satlsfactio!; Frlctnon, Competitlveness, Difficulty,

1, & ]
. and Cohesiveness.* Twentysof these items--four from each scale wnth.the -
.highest séb]e‘intercof%e1ations~-were selected for inclusion in the study<
) * ‘ v Lo
! a R %, ’ 2
PR N ) Jooo . P
. * ~S3dtisfaction ﬁfThe extentv‘eiwhich studefts like thelr €lass.
T iction * - The .extent of disagreement, tensioﬁ‘éhﬂ.antagonism.
. s / . .(
_ in the class. o : <

Competitiveness =+ The extent to which students perceive an atmosphere

, !
. A/ ’ L Z of competit+én in the classroom. o

¥

~ v

’ Difﬁjculty T The extent to whioh s{udej;j,cphsider théir courges
< as being dlﬁfioult.- ,

: Cohesiffness - The extent" to whlch "the class deveIOps a feeling of

' e i ant|Agcy as a resulf of student |nteract|ons._

4 .
.
4 - .

~e

studied and the method @f learning; and pupils' perceptions'of the'structural r

\
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Support for the:'va ipity of the My Class Inventory has been presented in a. .
’ . ¢

-

variety of publicatipns. The gfstlass lnvéntohy, which is appropriate for

| D -

o Qounger children, is an ednted version of the Learning Envnronment ln@entory

/

+ plying by k. This technique allows fb«

.

.reading .level, - ) \ ' , o .

;1973), and permits comparison with the

A \J

jLEI). The, LEl has been used by more than 300 investigators in 1k countrlesg
- - ok ! .

including the United States (Walberg, 1978). o _ Y

.

. The Cognit1Ve Aqti\ities Rating Scale measures pupils' perceptions

P

of the émphasis giyen toA}Mo areas of cognitPVe activities- Lower Thought
\ <

Processes, which |ncludes tke glements of memory, trans\atno and interpre-

/’

tatlpn and Higher Thought Processes, which includes the e]ements of. Qpplicaj

s

ffbn, synthesis, evaluation ahd formal analysis? Ten items of the 25 item

Cogn]tive‘Activities Rating Scile were Selectedh'and'revjseﬂ to & grade 3 .
- " :
\

‘

Mean scyres were calculatéd for each of the 7 learning enV|ronment f.
v

{cales as follows. For each of t e\30 test items, a student respOndlng 'ves'!

‘ =\

(the class does have the specnfned\characternstnc), received a score of 3.
A stud;}t responding ''no" (the cla;

' . - - _ )
received a score of 1. Scale scores\were calculated by adding the items for
* \

tems answered in 'the scale, and4nuTt|-

. ’ I
the scale, dividing by the number of\
. \

the p055|b|l|ty of m|55|ng data,

Results . . / .

A. Comparison of the Learning Environments in¢15 {nner-city Schools

¢ Pre and posttest mean score comparisons of the 15 low achieving inner

»

city schools are presented in Table 1 and graphed in Flgure 1. Overall,

students in th‘es? 1‘5 schools percelved 5|g}nf|cant1y lower satisfaction, com-

petitiveness, and difficulty in their leaynhng énvnronments and significantly
- . . N ‘ N

.0\. ’ L %

<« . ) 5) \,j\

A
\f

1
{

does not have the specified characteristic) -
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higher friction over the ‘schoo! year, as seen in the posttest scoré increase _
. N « o, .

<

—

over the pretest: . . T/ ;

We then examined the‘eigni%}cant and non-sighificant d}rection of |
[ 3

3 changes from the pretest to the posttest in student perceptlonrof the learning
‘environment by schoot angd found tremendous diversity among schools (see Table

2). As stated above, three scales, sa%ﬁsfaction with the classroom, friction
. R N . @ >

in the classroom, and difficulty of the school work all.evidenced a change

that was significant (.001) " for the inner city.schools. The direction of the

~ - . D J . . . .
changes was negative; i.e., over>the year there was lower pupil satisfaction,

a

.-
greater friction among pupils, and the classroom work was viewed as less‘dif- -

M o

ficult, On the ]atter_findihg other e;idence fhom'LEl~studies indicafeéﬁthet o
- - . Y ]
this.perception 3# less diffjcelty is cha(acteristic of classrooms where
achiévement is.low and falling) While a similar trend was found in two of
the three seeles (sefisféction_and’frietion) for the‘comparison-saﬁﬁle,dif- -

. ’

ferences did not reach statistical significance. On friction the inner-city

; 9roup data which is significantly higher for the total group is somewhat
* . ! s . ‘ T ) N *
_ anomalous, as two schools make an overriding contribution to the variance - .5

‘with ‘their exceptional increase in student perceptions of friction over the
. . >

x

) . .
year (.001). Similarly,.while perceptions of competitiveness BQOW'significant‘
decreases for the géxal group; this is—found to be the case r only two

individual,schﬁgls; a third scho@! shows significantly higher perceptions of
y C 1 - L ;
competigivaness.but does not contribute enough to the variapce to compensate

o . -

. b B “ .
for the geperal trend and the mMajor contribution of the two schools whfch~hadx

-
i

sizeable decreases oveér the year. N , . . s

Finally, significant changes in perceptnons from the pretest to the

\

posttest are found on scales for |nd24{gual schools’ thCh do mot change the

At .

/ . T, . A

=0
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4 , v . . o
+ overall rating for the total group and not infrequently are opposites to the.
LY N 4 :

. 1

P .
climates in the other schools. For example, thesg~opposing contrasts in

¢

N N

N : . : b
the data'are seen in: - two schools showing significlantly L9mg§°cohesiveness, 4

« \ two reporting perceptlohé of fewer lower thought processes, two perceiving
k i more lower thought processes, one p;rce|V|ng fewer higher thought processes . :
§nd'two perceJV|ng more higher thought processes. Thus, lumplng.“lnner city «Q\_;:
_schools'" (or d¥ban, ;uburban, or rural) together and examining trends in’ ) 7
_\‘ learning en;ironment perception§ h;; be misleadihg. We shall have ‘more to

® . 3

say on this point later.’

.

D TP s

B. Comparlson of 15 Inner City Schools to the’/gtlonal Samples
. . . A, ~N A
Tables 1 and 2 dlsplay informtion for the three additionat- sets of

schools examined in this study: other urban school§, suburbaﬁ scHools and

. » . .
. rural schooLf. As is seen iijable 1,%0 significant changes in student

' perceptions are found in th? comparisons among the groups for any of these
. ‘s, ' . . o : , ' . \
, @ three groups of schools. By contrast, in Table 2, when data are examined,

by individual ;chob] significant 3hanges by school show up. In eqe urbans
. ] . -

. school, students perceived a significant increase In Righer thought processes;

~
.

in the other urban school, s}gnificantly more friction was perceived on the

posttest. No signitiEant changes were found in the three.suburban schools,

ki

hile in~dhg\rural school, significantly more competitiveness was pérceived.

~

Thus, while looking at the three additional sets of schools overall, no sig-
‘nificant chandes from the pretest to the posttest were noted; examipation of °

Qggh s;hool QBd show considerable vgriabiiity among the schools. ’ ;

7

0 ’; S

The above analyses used the student as the unit of analyzlx and com-

S, / * t
. - pared the significant findings of -each school. These analyses suggest that .

. variability within a classification of schools; i.e., inner city, suburban,
- A" . . 4
' .

oo
Pt
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: ‘ ' b oK - :
I ”» ral, etc. might be as- great, if not greater, within c]as§ff|cat\9n than PO
. . . . \
_ they are across classifications. This suggests -the need for exaqinYng‘
Iearhing environments on the eléssrogm level rather than by school, djstrict, . |

. geographical location, or socioecdnomic status of the“school or distriét.

-

The results below whlch analyze the data using, the schoo] as the unit of .
a K , - P
. 'analysis shed some further light ‘on this. L \‘ ? \

C. School As the Unit of Analysig‘ B <ji~\‘\

* Significant re]atlonshlps between learnlng environment® and achlev!b

ment have been established in a series of studies recently supmat ized by , \

V. - o . ] SR
"Walberg (1976), -Achievement of the, individual students included in the R

a . ] Y . \ . - . . - \

o, present study were not available; however, mean grade equiwalent achievement M

\
. € . \

data by school were aveilable for 19.of the 22 schools.} These data are pre= \
. . ; \»‘. s q:.
//////’ sented ih Table 3; no achievement data were available for the two rufal e
. ’ . .
schools. » : . C ay L. S

,
. . N \ . N : : .

As is evident, each of ‘the three types of schools for which data are

2 o " . ' -~ .

availahle diffef considerably in achievement. The -inner city schools ares A
W a v ) R

" lowest Ip achievement, with a mean grade equivalent score of 3.5; the other = .

-

L] .

ol

While mean raw achievement scores w:fld have been preferaEle,.grade ‘equiva-
\_ * , - & . . -

lents were the ohly data avaiLable in the schools' records. . - -
* Y s - i ~ N g
« 7 2Randhawa and Fu (1973) summarize current research on the comparlson between L

rd?al.ana urban learning envurohments, and conclude that pupils in rurals '

v

. areas tend to be disadvantaged:v'TheycoTclude: "The p'royems of the dis=

*

: advantages for the pupils in the rural areas are not limited only to .
S T . o . LY
geographical location, but all factor;;dsuch as socioeconomic status, s

-
[4

.- ‘ \aSpiratigns and social <lass, and educational achievement are interrelated." .
r - v . ’ N < ” . -

4
L) ~

- - -




_schoolé are highest, with a mean score of 5.3. '

e ,
*.In the Yirst set, tﬁe.posttest’of one of the seven scales was.entered as the
(See Table &4 for a summary of all 5|gn|f|cant regression equations with ac-

* test., In two equa}ions--COmpetitiveness'and lower thought processes--the-
N

_urban variable significantly predicted the posttest. That is, perceptions

urban schools, are next highest, with a mean score of 4.1; and the suburban ' -

- . . PP

. To examine the ‘relationship between achievement and student‘gerceived

"

learning environment, five sets of Seven.regression apalyses were performed.

¢ . P

dependent,variab]e anH the corresponding scale pretest, urban* (= noﬁ-urban,

A .

2= urban), and mean achlevement were entered as the |ndependent variables.

companylng R2 |ncrements) In four of the equatlons--satfsfactlon, frictiony

difficulty, and cohesuveness--the pretest significantly predlcted the post-

L . . .
of jnmcreased competitiveness-and lower thought processes are significantly

associated with urban schools. 1In no case was achieyement found, to signifi-

-

cantly pred{Z? student perceptions of the learning environment.

AN

A second series of regression analyses were run, yfth.the posttest - .

student'Perception scores on the LElI as the dependent variable -and.he pre-

2 ) ’ * . —

As above, the pretests for attsfaction, friction, difficulty, and cohesive-

ness éﬁgnificantly predicted their respective posttests. In addition, the .

inner Eity schools were found to be sigﬁificantly associated with perceptions

of more competitiveness, cohesiveness %and lower thought processes. Again,
~ » * k »

% _Urban =<7>her city and the 2 other urban schools. <

L
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4 £
achievement was not a sign{ficant predictor of students' perceptions of the
VA
learnifig environment. . . r

- .

Finally, a third series of regressions’ were computed With'ppét percep-

tions as the dependentwvariables and pretests .and achievement as the Yndepen- o
. N . . v . . .

dent vafiablgs.- The same fouF pretests (satisfactiony, friction, difficulty

and cohesivengss) that predicted the posttests in the first two sets of re-

4

gressions again were significant.  |In addition, achievement was found tog
19

be significantly negatively related to_the friction posttest; that is, per-
% ceptions of increased friction were associated with lower achievement.. Thus,

achievement was found to have a significant relationship with lea[gjng’:;-\

»
«

vironment perceptions only when the geographical divisions of variables were
: ) ) . v ‘
dropped. Again, this suggesgg\that not only does the\;xamination of learning

environments provide more useful data on the classroom or school level, but’
. J . N
alsd that examining learning environments by geographical level (or other

&

larger units) may dilute‘theiectualléffects‘of the learning environment on )
. - / ' . -
student achievement. . ’ _ : . )
Droppigg achievement as an independent variable peérmitted the addition

2 s

of the rural schools in the ''school as unit! analysis. A set of regression -

analyses with the posttest as the dependent variable and the .pretest, suburban.

£2

" and urban’ as the independent vaﬁiébles resulited in the same four pyegésts . )
significantly ﬁfedicting their correspond[n@ posft;;ts. In addition, urban
§chool§ were significantly as§ocia§9d wi}h'inC(eased perceptions of‘lbwer .
and higher though{ processes, and suburban sch;ols were‘associated with sig-

2N
nificantly decreg§ing perceptions of competitiveness.’

.- . .
—

A final sef of regression analyses was run with the posttest as the

dependent yériabLe and the pretest and inner city school as the

. 7/
independent variables. The

/ " i
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same four pretests predicted their posttest° in addition, the inner city

A P
w

~schools were sngnlfigantly associated with lncreased competltlveness, lower

" thought processes, and higher thought processes.

']
3 - l
Discussnon and Conclusions . -
&

- _Learning environment measures have been used to\study a rumber, of
variables in schools that contribdte to achievement. The'learning environ-

' ments of the inner city schéoﬂs as contrasted to other schools grouped b§
. .

-~

¢ i . . .
_socio-economic and demographic variables have not been part of this literature.
In the present study--using only very gross measures of éghievgmgnt (grade

equivalent Xs)>-we ‘find confirmation of a relationship between‘learning en-

vironment and achievement; for the 19 schools:for which achievement data were'
\ . . ,

" available, increased friction is found to be negatively correiatedewith higher

. . . e .
achievement. ) : .

¢

In the initial analyses of the present study, the examination of learn-..

ing environments among inner city schools shows a.widé:range of variability

among these schools. However, when we look at learnling environments across
L] +

iarger locational classifications (urban, inner city; suburban, and rural

schools), we find that the among school variability is masked. »We find no
i .

clearcut patterns of significant changes in péfceptiohs from the Fall to the™
_Spring when dach ﬁchool’is examined'independengly\%nd thén compared on a pre
to‘pbst¢e§t bas;is. .
?ubjecfing ghe dagz to negres§ion analysis, some tentat¥¢e patterds
,fgégin to emerge. Urban apd Ynner city school students tend to show an in-
cre;se in peréeptions-of frittion, lower thoughtlprocesses'and higher thought

)procqsses; suburban school students perceive relatively less competitiveness.

Due Qp the great variability among schools, however, we present these as very

J *
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tentative findings:and probably subject to major correction from more refined
o » * - ¢ \..
subsequent analysis. Analyses of learning environments of additiopal schools

along with longitudinal data from the same schools are¢ needed. Both types aﬁ\\i
data are currently being collected by the authors; learning environment per-
ception data from the 15 inner city schools will be coliected in Aprnl 1978

from the same pool of students (now in 5th grade). While data from the same

g

.

comparison sites are not\avallable this year, data wn]] be available from

-
J

additional, comparable ‘sites. . - ' (/A

hY . o -y

The results of the present study indicate that, at least on the school '<’ '

Fd

or classroom level, u5efu1 ‘information on learning environments and their

o *

relatfqnshib towachievement is avai{able. "The gross lumping of schools by .

-
.

. l o
locational categories, urban, suburban,_ inner city, as if thiie schools had //

v
. -

common learning environments is challenged by these data. Ifner city schogls
:& 1 . . -~ \ .
as revealed in these data Bre not of a piece--the conventional wisdom is more .

.

. \ . ~ s - .
steredtype than fact. Thus the present study has found a dominant learning -

environment in the inner city when schools are ‘analyzed as a group, but this -

y] . ‘y M ~

can“be\fjsleading. That learning environments may be more accurately de-'

~

" e ‘ -
scribed ‘as unique to these classrooms and each-school is the case, not "the .
S

exception. )Group analysis of these data camouflage the breadth of variability.
' - : P
Inner cify schools as a group over the year dld show trends EEWEF& e
-

generating lower student satisfeciion, higher friction among students, in- °

creased competitiveness and feelings of$Jess diff!culty in the school work.

4

But the differences among the 15.ndividual schools are quite great and some .

- K4

of the inner city schools proflle in learnlng environment closer to the com-

parison schools than to other inner city schools. What ,causes these shifts

in learning envi;pnment is not known. We suspect it may be particular to the
£y -

.
LY
‘ - % )

%
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school- or classrooms and the functional relationships that prevail between
- " o — - » b

- the‘student‘and“instrdbtibn. Wherever it is, it seems to be very po‘ rful / ’

in a ﬁew §chools contribqting so overwhelmingly to the collective g{oup .
* analysis as to swing the results sharp]y In one direction. lf'the comparison

§2£;ols' N had been larger would we have found the same results? We honestly )

do not know.v\What qoes seem apparent from the/regre55|on analysns is_that ‘n ¢

general if inner city”schools start ofif wjth negative learning 'environments
as perceived by students, they seem to increase'rather than decrease over the

- . year..But more jmportantly, these'data‘do indicate that a good tearning en-.

virchment qen be found In any locetion,\be it suburban, inner city,or,rural.
- . . L] i . , . N * -
‘We feel this factor may be more maleable to shaping than is thought by many :

who publ}sh in the popular jiterature: B S . -

»

<
y

. Finally, this study speaks to another concern in education evaluation

research. All data on schools™are becoming increasingly more expensive to
collect and more difficult to-céme by as researchers have less agcess to I

o stqdenté’through restrictions impdsed af all levels of the 5ch051'éYStem.

.- The data used. in the present study, while not collected//pr the e&press *
~ ]
purpose of this study, do’ represent a valuable data source on pOpulatlons

not in‘the learning environment literature. In a secondary data analysis
14 ‘ ! T

there is present an opportunity to examine a series,of variqbles--thein inter-

-actiog and relationship--which will contribute to clanifying eifﬁ:7ences in .

-~
.-

. . : . g
- - learning pnvironments that are products of gross variables which haracteQ%ze

. s/;ool populatlons (socno economlc, geographic setting, housnng) ‘Whi e, -

these may not be questions of partlcular concefn to the school dlstrlcts from
. which the data were gathered, performing the secondary data analysis provides

N P
useful information on learning enyironments and suggestions for further e

research. . : .
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3 Table 1 (= ) , -~
B - .- - ’ ;"’}’;4 - ) - - , :
, ) . Pre and Post Student’ Learning Envi\ronmént‘“-}?’;gj?"éqptions of Fourth Grade Students %
{ , ‘\ ' N L |
15 Inner City Schools (N=802) "' Other. Urban séhool-g (N=52) Suburban Schools (N=70)
Pretest " Posttest . Pretest Posttest - ! Pretest - Posttest
. . Meane S$.D. ~ Mean  S.D. t - ‘Mean s.D. Mpan S.D. v t - Mean: S.D. Mean S$.D. t
satisfactiop®  9.55 2.05 9.16 2,28 -4.27+#xx 8,68 2.07 8,26 8.85. 2.47 880 2.60 - .16
Friction, ’ 9.5] 2.25 9.95 2.14 5,03%%% 10,47 1.64 9.79 8.48 2.18 '8.65_ 2.15 .68
Competitiveness 9.26 1.88 9.08 1.92 -2.07% 8.72 1.82;, 8.58 8.45 2.09 8.19 1.88 ~-1.00
~ Difficulty 7.28 1.88 6.75 1.85 =6.60%%% . 6.11 1.91 6.26 6.31 2,09 6.02 1,96 . -1.19
ohes'i vedess " ° 9.8 2.01 -9.81 1.91 ~0.60 9.32 2.15 8.89 9.05 2.07 9.05 2.09 0.0
Lower Thought ® - . . -, SO
Progcesses 10.74 1.66 10.82° 1.60 *4.08 . 9,93 2.17 10.39 9.'80 > 2,08 9.78 2.06 -
Highér Thought - ‘ “ A _ N . . ’
~_Processes 10.76  1.40 10.73  1.377-%43 - 10.0h 1.89 10063 ° 1.85 1.7 9.93° 1.50 9.88 1.79 =72l
‘ o .r (R . 4 B
s~ " Rural Schools (N=56) - : RS y -
Satisfaction 9.14 1,98 9.29 2.23 .38 : .
"Frictioh - - 9.38 1.70 9.h2 1.83 - li2 SR . \
Compet'itiveness-<8.25 1.67 8.69° 1.85 1.31" s . ‘
Difficulty., 5.89 1.85 5.85 2,05 - .13 -« *Significant at-the .05 probability. level.. T
Cohesiveness - 9.32 2.17 9.59 2.02 .67 ‘ + 7 #%Significant at the .0l probability level.
tower Thought e, . , #x%§ignificant at the~i001 probability leveY .
Processes 9.93 2.16 9.91 2.35 - .04 . . ) ’ -
Higher Thought Y A T
Processes 9.8 1.77 9.14‘0 1.88 - .22 N e .
/ l ¢
'l ! ~ -
\ S . . -
. ‘ - < )
¢ T . - ‘.”4
) . CA
. . =
r . » -

e
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Independent

/7 Dependent Variables'

Variables : * . Lower” ‘Higher:
. ool L * Thought * Thought
Satisfaction Friction  Uompetitiveness Difficulty Cohe5|venési\/,Processes Processes
s ‘ ‘ f A b .
Eduation 1 . \ : - . — .
Pretest N I | . LB6xxx 7, 23% )
Urban : 18 S ,28% N\
Achievement i - ; : = T .o ) '
Equation ', . ! T ¢ N
Pretest— .56k . 50%* Y
Ifiner city . bk
Suburban ' ) '
Achievement .!§\
Equation 3
Pretest L 56%xx . 50%¥%
Achievement ] Lo(F) 13 s \
Egﬁét?on b : .
Pretest { 53k 50
*Suburban! -~ . . .
Urban S : . ) : 304% <18
. A \ ) . . Ve '
Equation 5 3 : . ’ _ o .. // ..
Pretest - 50 L GORAR [ RN - ELE 233k ’
Inner.city 7% J blwk 13*
- ) ) .‘ t
NOTE: This table identufles 5|gn|f|tant |ndependent variables in & sets ‘,/’f
of regression equations, with corresponding R4 increments. The .
N symbol (-) indicates .@ significant negative relationship between NV
” the independent and dependent variable; e.g. in Equation 3, lower
friction is signifjcantly predicted by higher achievement. . ¢ iL
’ ot . - ¢ »
, N ) . * significant at the

«

.05 p!obabilily Tevel
] ** gignmificant at the .0l probability level
*%% " significant at the .001 probability level’
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\ T Figure 1 | ° . L
. ’ Pre and Post Learning Environment Perceptions of Fouxith Grade Students \ ¢
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