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Executive Summary

In 1981 the California State Department of Educa-
tion commissioned a study of high school curricula in
response to the growing concerns of educators, employ-
ers, parents, and members of the ccmmunity about
the nature of high school education. Falling test
scores and increasing concern of employers about the
lack of skills of recent high school graduates led to
complaints that high SEhOOl students did not receive
adequate preparation for either college or employ-
ment. The study was given further impetus by expec-
tatlons Df a rnoverﬁent to strangt.hen graduatlon

schocl c:uruculum In fa,ct such c:hanges were effect«:d
in 1983 by the passage of Senate Bill 813 (also known
as the Hughes-Hart Educational Reform Act). This
act incrensed the graduation requirements by specify-
ing the number of courses that students must com-
plete. The new requirements included the following:

e Three one-year courses in English

® Two one-year courses in mathematics

® Two one-year courses in science, including bio-
logieal and physical sciences

# Three one-year courses in social studies, includ-
ing United States hlstory and geagraphy and
American government civies, and economics

® One one-year course in the fine arts or in foreign
language

® Two one-year courses in physical education unless
the student has been specifically exempted

The effect of such changes is obvious, Students will
be taking more classes, requiring more teachers’ time,
and needing more materials ranging from lab Equlp-
ment to textbooks. But numerous questions remain
about the nature of a high schcol educatmn, What,
“course” in

-mathematlcs or English? How mut;h academic work
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should be required and how many electives should be
allowed? Finally, what sort of education should a high
school diploma represent?

In response to such questions, the Paths Through
High School Study was designed to describe the cur-
rent nature of high school curricula, how they are
determined, and how they differ for various groups of
students. Thosc who conducted the study for the State
Department of Education reviewed 26 schools that
had been seiected to represent the wide diversity of
high school students in California. Included in the
stirdy were all sizes of schools in urban, rural, and
suburban afeasS w1th vafmus mixes of c:thmi:ity,
hi During the
tw0—day to three- day pEI’lOdS The researchers inter-
viewed administrators, counselors, and department

heads to collect information about the following:

e The decision-making processes used to determine
which courses are taught to which students

. How the ‘content, pace, and standards of each

. How courses are organized in
study

» How students are assigned to various skill groups
or “tracks”

e How the curriculum varies from track to track

to programs of

The major findings of the Paths Study are sum-
marized in the paragraphs that follow. The findings are
discussed in terms of {1} curricular decision making;
(2) graduation reguirements; (3) curricular structure;
C)) placement aind monitoring of students; and (5) com-
parisons of currisular structiires Fmally, some of the
implications of the findings for the future of the high
school eurriculum in California are explored.
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Curricular Decision Making
A number of factors determine the curricula offered
in California high schools, including the following:

e General state-mandated requirements for grad-
uation from high school

e State-mandated requirements for local basic skills
proficiency test

® University of California’s requirements for admis-
sion (called “a-f” requirements after the list which
defines them)

¢ District graduation requirem-2nts and proficiency
standards

e District and school support and finances

® Individual subject-area department standards,
course sequences, and administrative policies

e Students’ needs and interests

e Teachers’ expectations, standards, qualifications,

and interests

As the locus of responsibility shifts from the state to
the district to the department to the teacher, responsi-
bilities become increasingly specific. For example,
while statewide requirements for graduation are gen-
eral, it is the responsibility of the individual depart-
ments to design the content of such courses, and it is
the teacher who actually determines how that content
is conveyed, at what pace the material is delivered,
and what the standards will be for determining who
has mastered the material. Thus, the California Edu-
cation Code sets out general requirements, while the
school districts establish graduation requirements and
proficiency standards, as well as policies regarding the
length of class perinds and the school day The indi-
vidual departments lesign courses and assign teachers.
The teachers deci?¢ how to present the material and
what the homewosk and grading policies should be.
Finally, the teachers assess students’ mastery of the
material. An important implication of this finding is
that, at least for high schools, the department chair-
persons and teachers are central to curricular devel-
opment. An additional factor affecting the curriculum
is the admission requirements for the University of
California and the California State University and
College System. All of the schools surveyed offered
courses that fulfiiled these requirements.

The distribution of IESPDDSlblllty as described here
is, of course, only a general picture. Some districts
work with schools to coordinate courses, content,
design of course sequences, and testing. Others leave
these matters to the discretion of the schools and their
departments. In most cases, however, individual
depaﬁmems are responsible for course content, crite-
ria for student placement, course articulation, grading
standards, and assignments of teachers. In larger
schools most of the responsibility for the day-to-day

2
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operations is vested in department chairpersons and
vice-principals. The principals of the schools surveyed
were responsible for an average of 11 departments,
These prmclpals administered large and complex
organizations and had little direct involvement in cur-
ricular planning.

As a result of the considerable discretion that
departments and teachers had in designing courses
and presenting course material, the high school cur-
riculum varied greatly from district to district. Such
variation occurred both in the courses offered and in
the material covered. The greatest consistency in
course content across all schools occurred among the
courses that had been designed to meet the University
of California’s requirements. The greatest variation
occurred in the more general and remedial courses.

Two additional forces that affected the curriculum
were the introduction of the staie-mandated basic
skills preficiency tests and the cutbacks in resources
resultlng from Proposition 13. As a result of the profi-
ciency requirements, all schools had to do at least
some shifting of resources toward remedial classes. In
addition to the pressures created by the proficiency
tests, the budget reductions caused by the passage of
Proposition 13 placed limits on the resources avail-
able to schaals Prommem among the cutbacks were
and summer school sessions. Eecause schools 1 WE?E
not able to replace or update textbooks, many reported
that students in the upper track had to use old text-
books, particularly in history and science. To reduce
the loss of textbooks, some schools did not permit
students in the lower tracks to take books home with
them. Instead, teachers used dittoed homework assign-
ments, and students did their reading during class.
This practice, however, reduced the amount of time
available for instruction and, as a result, the amount
of material that could be covered in the course. At the

_same time, schools that eliminated sumr:ar sessions

faced mcreased class sizes (particularly in required
courses such as American hlstory, government, and
health) and a concomitant increase in the need for
textbooks,

Graduation Requirements

Apart from the state-mandated courses (in which
content is not usually specified) graduation require-
ments are determined locally. As a result, specific
courses required for graduation and the content of
thase courses vary w1dely tnroughaut the state DIS—
Enghsh followed by social studles physu:al educa-
tion, mathematics, and science, ND school surveyed
requlred a furagn language. A wide discrepancy
existed between the courses required in English and
social studies (an average of approximately three
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years each) and those required in mathematics apd
science (an average of approximately one year each).
Thus, while students frequently were required to study
English and social studies during three of their four
years in high school, they often studied no more than
one year of mathematics or science,

In all, less than half (40 percent) of the units
required for graduation were specified acadesnic
courses such as English, mathematics, sciencez, and

American history and government. The other required
units were composed of nonacademic courses, stich s
physical education and drivers’ education, and elec-
tives that could be academic or not, according to each
student’s choice.

For lower-track students who failed state-mandated
basic skills proficiency tests, additional courses were
assigned to help them pass the tests. To provide such
courses, most schools had to reallocate at least solqe
of their resources toward the lower-track remedizal
courses. Such reallocation often caused schools to
offer fewer electives rather than reduce advanced
courses in basic subjects such as English, mathemat-
ics, and science.

To determine the extent to which the proficiency
tests act as a barrier to graduation is difficult. By the
time students reach the last half of their senior year
and are eligible to graduate, almost all of them have
passed the proficiency tests. Available statistics, how-
ever, represent only those seniors who do not gradu-
ate becanse they have not completed the coursework
or have failed the proficiency tests, or both. These
data do not take into account students who have
dropped out before reaching their senior year or who
have failed repeatedly in the proficiency i.sts.

Graduation requirements, then, identify the mini-
mum courses that must be taken, while proficiency
requirements define the \ninimum skills that must be
demonstrated before a student may graduate from
high school. In terms of specific courses and course
content defined by local districts and school boards,
there is wide variation throughout the state in all areas
of study. The greatest number of units are required in
English, while the fewest are required in science.
Where schools have to shift resources to meet the
needs of students who have failed proficiency tests,
such shifts usually have resulted in reduced course-
work in English, mathematics, and science. Neverthe-
less, all the schools reviewed continue to offer full
courses of study to prepare students for admission to
the University of California,

Curricular Structure

All of the schools surveyed used some sort of
“tracking” system—the grouping of students accord-
ing to skills and aspirations to provide instruction that
best meets each student’s needs. In general, these

tracks include a lower track, a middle or “general”
track, an advanced college preparatory track, and a
“gifted” or honors track. The lower track (serving
between 10 and 20 percent of the high school popula-
tion) concentrates on providing remedial courses to
help students pass the proficiency tests. These courses
often are tailored to each student’s identified prob--
lems on the proficiency tests. The honers track (serv-
ing approximately 10 percent of the students) and a
more general college preparatory track (serving up to
35 percent of the students) provide courses that meet
the University of California’s “a-f” requirements. The
courses include advanced work (usually in coordi-
nated, traditional sequences) in English, mathematics,
and science. The rest of the students take courses in a
middle or “general” track. These students have passed
or are expected to pass their proficiency tests, but they
have not expressed an intention to go on to higher
education. The courses offered for these students may
prepare them for the more advanced upper-level
courses (as in the case of a student completing a
general mathematics course and enrolling in algebra),
but counselors and teachers report comparatively lit-
tle of such upward movement between the tracks,

Students are assigned to the tracks based on criteria
such as past performance, test scores, and teachers’
recommendations. In some cases assignments are
made on the basis of general skills, such as reading
levels. In others, such as some science tracks, place-
ment may be made on the basis of skills necessary to
the study, such as the ability to do equations. Place-
ment is not permanent, and students generally are free
to choose courses in other tracks; however, school
personnel report that students generally remain in the
tracks to which they are assigned.

Placement and Monitoring of Students

The classes that students chcose, the ways in which
they choose them, and the extent to which they receive
counseling, information, and support from their
schools are largely functions of the tracks to which
they have been assigned. The initial placement in a
track and the suggestions for courses are mainly the
responsibility of the school counselors. However, the
amount of individual attention each student receives
varies, depending on the counselor/student ratio in a
particular sciiool.

In the schools surveyed, the counselor/student ratio
ranged from | to 239 to 1 to 540. The average ratio
was 1 to 369, with one school reporting having no
counselors. Such heavy work loads severely limit the
amount of time any school staff member devotes
exclusively to assessing students’ needs and planning
appropriate programs of study. In fact, counselors
reported that they spent the most time with students
in the lower and upper tracks.
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Lower-track students come to the attention of coun-
selors when they fail proficiency tests or fall behind in
completing graduation requirements. Upper-track,
college-bound students, on the other hand, need
information about courses, colleges, and scholarships.
Furthermore, a school’s reputation is based largely on
the number of students who enter the University of
California and other four-year colleges; thus, upper-
track students receive particular attention. Counselors
spend the least amount of time with lower-track and
middle-track students who present no immediate
problems and who do not request the kind of informa-
tion provided to college—baund students. Yet, these
students often are in most need of information regard-
ing jobs, training, or further education.

The heavy work load assigned to most counselors
affects not only the amount of time they can spend
working with students but also the quahty of the
mfmmatlon they provide. Some schools assign coun-
selors to work with individual subject-area depart-
ments and to attend faculty meetings and discuss
course content. In many cases, however, munselors
must rely on the course catalogs for their knowledge
of what the school offers.

At the same time that counselors are working with
the faculty, they must spend large amounts of time
monitoring students’ progress in completing courses
required for graduation and taking proficiency tests.
Although some schools have begun to use computers
to perform such mnnltorlng, most counselors must
siill devote much of their time to this task. These
extensive, largely clerical duties reduce the time coun-
selors mlght spend learning about the school’s offer-
ings, planning appropriate programs for students,
gathering information about post-high school oppor-

tunities, and working with students.

Comparisons of Curricular Structures

As the time that counselors spend with students
dgper)ds largely on the tracks to whmh students are

receive. The California hlgh schonl dlploma does not
represent a single core of knowledge or experience.
The sources of dlfference are numerous: dlfferent
quate te;;tbook.s for lowe,r*trac:k, st!lu:lentsS dlfferent
access to higher level courses, and different sequences
of courses,

Generally, students tend to complete the courses
they need for whatever they intend to do after high
school. Those who do not plan further education take
the minimum number of academic courses necessary
to graduate. Even students who plan to attend the
Umversuy of Callforma or other foursyear 1nst1tu=

sion. However, the University of California require-
ments do provu:ie sufficient incentive for the schools
to offer—and for students to take—courses that pro-
vide a very different education from that acquired by
students who are not going to college. Where lower-
track students would complete a one-year mathemat-
ics requirement in a general course, such as those
entitled “Basic Mathematics” or “High School Mathe-
matics,” college-bound student would fulfill the same
requlrerﬂent with a course in algebra. Similarly, a one-
year science requirement might be fulfilled by either a
basic, general course, such as “Earth Science,” or by a
college preparatory course in biology.

On the one hand such differentiation of courses
enables schools to provide instruction appropriate to
students of different skill levels. On the other hand
this differentiation has produced a divided curriculum
in which students in lower tracks rarely enroll in more
advanced coursework. This difference is aggravated
by the lack of adequate textbooks for lower-track stu-
dents. Teachers complain that there are too few text-
books available for students who read below grade
level, The problem is further aggravated when lower-
track students are not allowed to take their textbooks
home with them. Homework then becomes classwork,
and the amount of material that can be covered in the
course is reduced.

An additional barrier to lower-track students and
some generalﬁtrack students is the lack of access to

require skills that lower—track: studEnts are not taught
For example, a student in a lower-track mathematics
course would have difficulty acquiring the skills
necessary to enroll in and complete the algebra that is
a prerequisite to chemistry. Furthermore, course
sequences are shorter in the lower tracks, so that stu-
dents enrolled in a one-year general mathematics
course do not develop the mathematical skills they
would in an algebra-geometry-trigonometry sequence
of courses. In some cases course sequences for lower-
track or general-track students do not extend through
a full four-year program.

Summary

The information collected during the study conveys
a picture of students who may attend the same school
but who come away with very different educational
experiences. Included in the differences are the atten-
tion they receive from counselors, the subjects they
study, the textbooks they read, the expectations their
teachers have of them, the amount of homework they
do, and even the amount of time they spend in class.

The high school diploma does not represent a core
curriculum, even in the most general sense, of knowl-
edge studied or learned. On the contrary, the educa-

o,
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tion students receive is, in  large part, determined by
the truk to which they are= assigned when they enter
high sthool. Those most gre=avely affected by this prob-
lem ar general-track or EMower-track students who
presenino immediate “prot—lems” to the school. They
have pused their proficienc—y tests and are progressing
throughtheir planned progr—ams more or less on sched-
ule. Bitwuse they are expesacted to graduate, they do
not require special classes o—x counseling. Because they
do not tkpect to go to coEZlege, they do not request
informition about colleges cor scholarships.

Thest general-track or lome wer-track students gener-
ally stuly the minimum nec=estary to pass their profi-
ciency tsts and complete - their graduation require-
ments, They therefore rece==ive little attention from
their counselors. Teachers= assign less homework,
courses tover less material_, and some students may
not evenbe allowed to take Ehe;: textbooks home. For
the moitpart, they do not p =xogress to more advanced
coursewrk nor do they rec—eive extensive counseling
about opportunltxes after h__igh school. Furthermore,
this preblem is not confine®= to students in the middle
or lowe tracks. Even stud¥ents in the upper tracks
often tike only those course=s required for admission
to college. When students c—=omplete these sequences,
they tend to ake fewer ace=ademic electives than are
possibk,

The Smate Bill 813 revEmsions, which specify the
number of years of study reequired for each subject,

=
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represent the beginning of an effort to redefine the
nature of the high school cducation. But even these
requirements address only the time spent in class, not
the substance of the courses. The Paths Study has
demonstrated how courses in a single field (e.g.,
mathematics) may cover vastly different areas of
study and how even classes with similar titles (e.g.,
American government) may vary widely in the breadth
and depth with which they approach a subject.

If a high school dlplorna 15 to represent more than a
record of attendance, it is important to develop a
more comprehensive c:ur:ieulum for all students. This
is by no means a simple task. While continuing to
address the diverse skills and needs of the students
enrolled, the curriculum must be modified to include a
central core of knowledge in all tracks A.t the same

ensure a fuII fcursyear program of pregraswely niore
advanced work. It is essential, too, that these courses
be supported with adequate textbooks and materials.
This involves providing students with suificient instruc-
tional materials and with up-to-date textbooks that
are appropriate to their reading levels.

Finally, the efforts of the entire school staff, from
administrators and counszlors to teachers and depart-
ment chairpersons, must be directed to increasing
their expectatlons of students rather than acceptmg a
bare minimum course of study. Only if we require
more of our students will our students begin to learn
to require more of themselves.

L]

11



E

Introduction

This report summarizes the major findings of a
study of 26 California high schools. Called Paths
Through High School, the study was conducted for
the Program Evaluation and Research Division, State
Department of Education, to describe the characteris-
tics of high school curricula in California. The study
resulted from concern about the curriculum and de-
clining achievement scores among Caiifornia’s high
school students. Many people believe, for example,
that high school graduates are insufficiently prepared
for either work or higher education. In addition,
many people share specific concerns about the second-
ary education curriculum because it is affected by
declining financial resources, pressures for higher pro-
ficiency, and pressure to serve growing linguistic and
cultural minority populations.

To respond to these concerns, the Department of
Education and Stanford University researchers planned
and conducted case studies of 26 California high
schools during the spring of the 1981-82 school year.
Interviewers spent several days at each school collect-
ing both qualitative and quantitative information.
They interviewed principals, vice-principals for instruc-
tion, counselors, and chairpersons in the English,
mathematics, and science departments. In addition,
data from statewide sources and from materials and
records at the schools were included in the case
reports. The intention was to use complernentary
sources of data to develop a comprehensive picture of
the current curriculum and the forces that affect it.
The case studies, the statewide data, school docu-
ments, and interviews provided a rich foundation
from which to investigate particular issues of second-
ary education.

Background of High School System

California’s educational environment has continued
to change dramatically. Enrollments have peaked and
declined. Revenues have been cut back and equalized,
and minority and special populations have put increas-
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ing pressure on schools to accommodate their needs.
In the midst of this retrenchment, public concern
about the quality of secondary education has increased.
Pressure for higher educational standards and improved
results have come at a time when fiscal and demo-
graphic pressures have been straining school resources
and flexibility.

The current political pressure for higher standards
and increased achievement is supported by both
employers and educators, The National Commission
on Excellence in Education, in its report A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, found
that: ;

Business and military leaders complain that they are

required to spend millions of dollars on costly remedial

education and training programs in such basic skills as
reading, writing, spelling, and computation.!

The entrance requirements at higher education
institutions in California have been increasing so that
the number of remedial courses needed for entering
students may be reduced. In addition, the University
of California gradually has increased specifications of
the course content that will be accepted to fulfill
entrance requirements. These changes reverse the
trend of the 1970s in which many different courses
were approved for the college preparatory curriculum.
When school enrollment peaked, the curriculum was
expanded to include new areas of content such as psy-
chology, political science, and oceanography. Such
courses are no longer accepted to fulfill entrance
requirements. Instead, higher-order reading, writing,
and mathematical skills are being emphasized.

Cultural and linguistic minorities are becoming an
increasing proportion of the school population. Minor-
ity students’ success rates are significantly lower than
those of nonminority students. The rate at which the
largest and fastest growing minority group, Hispanic

'David P. Gardner and others. A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform, Washington, D.C.: National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education, U.S. Department of Education, 1983, p. 9.
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stuaents, completes Righ school is about half that of
non—Hlspamc students. The entry of Hispanic students
into postsecondary irzstitutions has not increased sub-
stantially over the past decade, nor have they gained
access to well-paid jo Ds. This condition is particularly
troublesome, becauses minority students will make up
the majority of the student population in public
schools within the next two decades.

The enactment of Assembly Bill 3408 (1976) repre-
sented the California Zegislature’s response to a grow-
ing public demand for increased emphasis on the basic
skills in public education. The legislation required
school districts to establish proficiency standards for
graduation in the areas of reading, writing, and com-
putatlon Howzver :shls legislation was dlfﬁcult to

1nstance there has been growmg concern on thE paﬂ:
of educators that mimimum competency testing and
the emphasis on basic skills have eroded the curricu-
lum, replacing more advanced courses and higher
order skill developmesnt. Also, the authors of a pre-
viaus state study, “Papil Proficienc:y Assessment in

studgnts did not grad .;iaie because they ;aﬂed to meet
graduation requireme=ts as did those who failed pro-
ficiency tests. The foliowing two questions naturally
arise from these findirz gs:

e Why are students failing to complete a course of
study if they are p assing proficiency tests?

e What are the bar=iers to completing a successful
path of coursework through high school?

Focus and Contert of the Study

This project was desZgned to provide data for policy-
makers who were concerned about the quality of high
school education. Various policy changes were con-
sidered in an attempt to increase the achievement of
high school students. Rather than searching for the
“best” classroom practices or testing competing theo-
ries of instruction, the principal task was to develop a
comprehensive and thorough understanding of the
majar policy-amenable forces that affect course enroll-
ment in high schools. In addition, data were collected
to address specific areas of concern, such as the avail-
ability of advanced-lev ' -ourses, and the effect of
proficiency assessment ¢ he curriculum. The inten-

-tion was to provide a da. Sase that would facilitate

answering questions abbout the California high school
curriculum and enlighten state and local policymakers.

This study described the various paths of courses
that students take through academic offermgs in the
high school curriculuma. The resulting picture filled a
gap in the current literature and knowledge about

high schools and curzxiculum. Curriculum research
usually considered the wvay a teacher presents material
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at the classroom level. However, this level of inquiry
required observing classrooms over a period of time,
which would be impossible in a large-scale study that
was designed to generalize across high schools. This
study’s major objectives were to:

¢ Focus on courses as the unit of curriculum,

o Investigate decision-making processes that deter-
mine which courses will be taught to whom, and
the content, pace, and standa*‘ds et for students.

e Investigate t,he organization of courses into whole
programs of study.

Background demographic, organizational, histeri-
cal, and impressionistic data were gathered in each
school studied. T ible 8 in Chapter One contains com-
parative information about the 26 schools in the case
study. Detailed descriptions of graduation require-
ments were obtained to demonstrate variations among
schools. School staff members were asked about the
effects of proficiency assessment on curricular offer-
ings. A complete list of topics covered in the data
collection is provided in Appendix A.

School administrators and counselors were asked
for the following information:

. Managerial Inforination—Descriptive Data on
Schools
a. Enrollment and grade level structure
b. Special funding sources (special education,
school improvement)
c. Attendance rates (daily excused and unex-
cused absences class cuts)

by course réqulrémsnts “and proﬁclency test
failures)
Proficiency testing results for ciasses of 1981-82
Dropout rate and definition
Slze of classes (hlgh law and average)

= F‘"”!?“ mh D

Number of 7 clgss permds taken by students
(average, minimum, maximum)
Departmental structure
Characteristics of student population (mobil-
ity, aspirations, socioeconomic status, and so
forth)
2. Graduation Requirements
a. Courses required for graduation' by subject
area
b. Specificity of course requirements by track
¢. Definition of unit used for course credit
3. Postgraduation Data
a. Sources and information available about stu-
dents’ plans or actual destinations 7
b. Proportions of students attending universi-
ties and colleges or entering jobs
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c. Length of time students are followed
d.

Use of information about students’ destina-
tions in curriculum planning and counseling

4. Curriculum Policy and Management

a.

C.

b.

Descriptions of school policies and practices
for determining the following: courses offered
at the school; determination of course con-
tent; assignment of teachers and their qualifi-
cations; course enrollment (tracking); place-
ment of students; course articulation; monitor-
ing students’ progress in proficiency and
graduation requirements; grading standards;
students’ work assignments

External factors affecting curriculum and
instruction

Effects of proficiency assessment

5. Curriculum Differentiation

a.
b.

Number of tracks

For each track, the name or description of
destination (e.g., college preparatory); per-
cent of student body in each track; typical
course sequences in track

c. Sequential characteristics of tracks and courses
d.
e.

Articulation within departments
Basis for grouping or not grouping students

6. Departmenial Organization

a.

Ap o

Subject areas represented
Full-time-equivalent (FTE) employees

Class sizes

Number of course titles offered and number

7. Detailed descriptions of English, mathematics,
and science departments

oo

A

Content areas included

Organizational structure

Proficiency assessment, instruction, and reme-
diation

Department approach to providing advanced
level coursework

Policies, procedures, and decision-making
processes used with regard to course offerings
and content, assignment of teachers, place-
ment of students, articulation and coordina-
tion among ccurses, University of California
a-f requirements, textbooks used, course rigor,
grading standards, and homework

8. Students’ Access to the Curriculum

courses

b. When and how students receive information
about courses .
c. Counselors’ knowledge about courses and
students
d. Students’ mobility between tracks
To determine specific course policies, the researchers
studied three departments in depth: English, mathe-
matics, and science. The focus on these three depart-
ments refiected limited resources and the prevalent
public concerns and did not reflect a bias toward these
areas as being more important than other subject
Design and Methodology of the Study
The project consisted of 26 structured case studies
conducted throughout California during the 1981-82
school year. Researchers used statewide data sources
in selecting schools that represented the diversity of
schools across the state and that allowed some gener-
alization of findings beyond the schools that were stud-
led. By structuring the case studies, the researchers
obtained comparable survey-type data as well as nar-
ratives and perceptions from collectors of data. The
format of the case study report is available on request.
The strengths in the design of this study allowed
researchers to describe the complexity of practices in
schools from the local perspective and to compare
findings across very different schools. The limitations
of the study required researchers to rely on interviews
rather than on observations of actual practices.

Organization of the Report

The report was organized in such a way as to build
a progressively more detailed picture of the curricular
policies and practices used by the schools studied.

Chapter One describes the levels of curricular pol-
icy and decision making in California’s educational
system. Chapter One also describes the decisions that
are made at each level and portrays characteristics of
the schools across the state and in the Paths Study.

Chapter Two addresses the major state-level poli-
cies of graduation and proficiency requirements. These
policies and requirements have clear effects on partic-
ular cohorts of students but do not standardize pro-
grams of study. Students therefore can pursue very
different paths through high school, as demonstrated
by the courses of study of three students in one Paths’
school. The academic, nonacademic, and elective
course requirements of the schools studied are com-
pared.

Chapter Three describes each school’ curricular
structure in which students are placed in various
instructional cohorts of students. Each cohort receives



a different curriculum, determined by the department-
level tracking system. Sample curricular maps from
the schools in the study are analyzed.

and monitor students. Students have various amounts
of support in navigating a successful or optimal path
through the curriculum. The complexities and prob-

lems of monitoring the progress of students through
high school are examined.

In Chapter Five the effects of the policies and prac-
tices found are compared in terms of the academic
programs available to cohorts of students.

A list of study topics and sample programs of study
are shown in Appendixes A and B.

1
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Surmmary
Policies and practices that govern secondary curricula are determined and

carried out at six levels of California’s educationai system. The curriculum that
studenfs receive depends on planning and coordmatlon by 1nd1v1dua] tgachers

the state level Irnplcm@ntatlon of state Ieve] pohmes are medlated by personnel
in Each 1nterm§d1at orgam?atlonal Ievel Lmtll carrled out by 1nd1v1dual teachﬁtrs

the state,
At the state level the legislated curricular policies investigated in this study

were the courses of study and proficiency requirements for graduation described
in Chapter Two. College entrance requirements, even though they were not
legislated, had very important curricular impact statewide. The pervasive effect
of college entrance requirements on the college preparatory curriculum and
placement practices was evident in all schools studied.

Vocational programs are provided at the county level. The districts establish
graduation requirements, designate the courses to be offered, and determine the
length of the school day and class periods. The schools establish course sched-
ules and assign teachers. Each school monitors and places its students.

Major decisions about content and standards were delegated to departments
within schools. Principals had little direct involvement in curricular planning
and relied on department chairpersons or other personnel for curriculum man-
agement. Principals in the schools that were studied administered complex
organizations with an average of 11 departments per school, plus special pro-
grams. In addition, principals had been in their schools a significantly shorter
time than other staff members had. These findings raise questions about having
principals serve as “instructional leaders” in the high schools.

Subject-area departments determined the specific courses and content to be
offered and the specific assignment of teachers. Individual teachers within
departments had varying amounts of control over courses and content, but in all
schools they had final responsibility for setting standards, assignments, and

16



levels (e.g,, rcqulramant, re.aou,rc,es, and ume) and W1thm the daparﬁmental
agreements about content and sequences. Teachers reported adjusting their
courses and expectations according to the students enrolled in each class. Main-
taining consistent standards and planning sequences of content and courses were
dlfﬁcult in schools where students’ transiency and absence rates were hlgn

California’s 780 comprelensive high schools vary enormously in size, in over-
all achievement and demographics, and in the types of students served within
each school. The Paths’ schools were selected to capture this extreme diversity
and provide a picture of the differences in schools that face state-level policy-
makers. This diversity and the resulting variation in local curricular policies and
practices increased the difficulty of lrnplementmg state-level curricular policies.

Curriculum, or the content of schooling, is influenczd at many levels of the
educational system. Decisions made at each level are not as distinctly separate,
as illustrated by the following examples:

o The decisions evolve as they flow from level to level, gaining specificity until

actually enacted in each classroom by each teacher.

© Managerial strategies and levels at which policies and practices are deter-

mined were found to differ across the schools in the study.

These organizational levels of control determine and manage delivery of cur-
riculum in secondary schools across the state. Federal and state policies directed
toward lower levels are mediated by the policies at each intermediate level. This
chapter describes the organizational hierarchy that determines what is taught to
whom in California high schools and the differences found in the Paths’ schools
regarding these decision-making levels.

County-level policies were not specifically iﬁvestigatkd in this study, but voca-
tional education was provided through regional occupational centers (ROCs) at
the county level. The data indicated that comprehensive high schools do not
offer fully articulated, job-entry, vocational programs. These programs are pri-
marily provided through ROCs, community colleges, or other programs outside
of the public high schools. In California the availability of vocational training at
the ROCs and community colleges relieves the comprehensive high schools of
the financial burden of providing a wide array of specific vocational training
programs. School administrators reported that they were not able to provide
up-to-date equipment and instruction in vocational courses, but they were able
to prepare students for programs conducted by other public or private agencies.

Cumcular P@hcymakﬁag
at the State Level

Historically, curricular policies and practices have
been local responsibilitieg. Although contml of the
become mc:reasmgly ce:nt,rahzed issues of curriculum
and teaching have remained decentralized at the dis-
trict, school, and teacher levels of jurisdiction. Cali-
fornia’s school districts have had local autonomy over

Curricular policies that are enacted at the <tate level
must cope with the following two major . lities of

the California public school system:
@ A history of local control and autonomy
e Extreme differences in size, wealth, and other

characteristics of schools and districts

curricular choices and instructional practices.

Some of the most important differences among
schools and districts are described in this chapter. At
each organizational or policy level, the variation

11
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statewide and within the Paths’ sample is discussed
with regard to its effect on curricular policymaking.
The combined effzcts of local autonomy and differ-
ences counteract most moves toward statewide consis-
tency of secondary curriculum.

Statewide Policies

The two legislated policies investigated in this study
were the course of study and proficiency reqmremcpts
for graduation. Local 1mplemsntations of these require-
ments are described in Chapter Two. The require-
ments do not ensure a common core of curricular
experience across schools and students. C)nly certain
minimal expectations are defined by the proficiency
requirements.

As described in Chapter Three, courses were planned
by teachers within their departments for several
achievement cohorts. The number of cohorts varied
across the schools in the study. Courses were planned
for as few as three or as many as five achievement
cohorts. In additicn, the number of courses offered in
academic areas for each cohort varied across the
schools. The number of sequentially planned mathe-
matics, English, and science courses available to stu-
dents depended on their relative achievement levels
and the course planning process in each department.

The notable exception to this variation in course
offerings was found within sequences planned for the
highest achieving group, those students who intended
to apply to the Umversny of California or a private
university. All schools in the study reportedly pro-
vided courses meeting the University of California a-f
requirements, creating the most consistent set of
courses for a single cohort found across the study
schools. All department chairpersons reported plan-
ning the highest level of sequences to meet the a-f
requirements. Much more variation was found in
course titles and sequences of courses provided for
middle-track and lower-track students. Local factors
were cited as influencing the plannl’ig of courses and
sequences for these students, and unique configura-
tions of courses were developed in each school.

Counseling and placement were also oriented toward
college entrance requirements. Students’ programs of
study were planned to meet their aspirations for post-
secondary education. Counselors who were familiar
with University of California requirements helped the
highest achieving students design their programs of
study. This contrasted particularly with the programs
for lower—a:hlevmg students; those programs will be

described in subsequent chapters.

Statewide Characteristics of High Schools
According to a statewide database-—California Basic
Educational Data System (CBEDS)—there were about
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280,000 twelfth graderz in public high schocls in 1981-
82. The breakdown of schools in which these students
were enrolled is shown in Table 1.

The impetus of this study relates most directly to
what is known as pubhc comprehensive high schools,
which are included in the California Assessment Pro-
gram (CAP). Paths’ case study schools were selected
only within the 780 CAP high schools for the follow-
ing three reasons:

o These sc:hocﬂs enroll the vast majority of students

o CAP prQVIdES impertant information for select-
ing and describing schools, particularly basic
academic achievement data.

e The non-CAP schools are primarily those devel-
oped for special populations and as such have
governance policies that are different from those
of the comprehensive hiz* schools.

Only 220,000 of the 260,000 twelfth graders in the

780 CAP high schools completed the CAP tests in
1981-82. No single explanation for this was discovered
in the case studies, but absenteeism, student tran-
siency, and differ...ces across schools in retesting
procedures were cited. Momtonng students’ enroll-
ment and testing is a major problem for school per-
sonnel, aud the total enrollment figure itself is subject
to some question, {Monitoring of students is discussed
in Chapter Four.) Which students and how many stu-
dents are not being tested may be important testing
policy issues for further study.

High school students are distributed unevenly across
schools and districts in California. Many districts

Table 1
Distribution of Twelfth Grade Students
by Type of Public School

i Twelfth grade
Type of school _ enroliment
780 comprehensive high schools 260,000
637 special =chools with grade eieven or
grade twelve
155 county-run schools (juvenile
court schools and so forth) 1,500

424 Dthers (cﬁntmuatmn and alter-

&

8 RC)G or EC)P (36,610 students
are included in other cate-

1,417 total schools with twelﬂh grsde
aﬁrcllment

281,500

Source: Cuhfarma Basic Educational Data System
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have fewer than 100 studenis, and a few districts
enroll over 50,000 studenis. Because districts vary in
grade level structure (elementary high school, and
unified), district size comparisons will be made in
terms of a single class or cohort (twelfth graders). As
shown in Figure 1, roughly half of the districts with a
high school enrolled only 10 percent of the twelfth
graders. Conversely, about half of the twelfth graders
were enrolled in only 10 percent of California’s dis-
tricts, the 40 largest ones.

What this means for educational policy is that the
curricular decisions made in 40 districts (the largest
ones) have a greater than proportional effect on stu-
dents (and presumably on their achievement). State
policies, too, may have very different effects and place
different pressures on smaller or larger districts with
correspondingly smaller or larger district staffs,

& 5
S
10 percent of
twelith
graders

(o with high SChooss

Sampling randomly from schools in the 380 dis-
tricts would not have produced information on dis-
trict policies in proportion to the numbers of students
affected. Therefore, the districts in which Paths’schools
were selected are in rough proportion to the distribu-
tion of students, as shown in Table 2, For example:

o About 50 percent (14) of the Paths’schools are in

the 40 largest districts, including the five largest -

districts.

© About 40 percent (nine) are in the medium-sized
districts.

@ About 10 percent (three) are in the smallest
districts.

Distrn;‘ ts and schools vary greatly not only in size
but als n other ways that poten tially affect curricu-
lar planning. The 26 schools in the Paths’ Study were

40 percent of
twelfth
graders

"Strices e no\S
18 with high seno®

Irmm
Usoiad gy

50 percent
of tweifth
graders

[ q ] . ‘
fo ]

.70
%Iy ‘U
; J"‘W

Fig. 1. Percén!age of twelith-grade enrollment across districts (1981-82)
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Table 2
Twelfth- Grade Enrollment in ihe S:haais in the Paths’ Study
Number gf - ~ Statewide -

twelfth graders | Number of Percent of Paths’ study schools seiected
in district _ districts | twelfth graders _ Number ~ Percent

0—325 193 10 3 11

325—1,550 147 40 9 35

1,5650—32,000 40 50 14 54

380 B 100% 26 100%
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purposefully aglched to féprs‘iﬁﬁt ths rang& of the

o Size (chstfu:t and school)

e Socioeconomic status (educational level of par-
ents—CAP)

o Achievement (CAP)

e Minority enrollment (total percent and particular
ethnic groups)

This sample was not selected to represent the cen-
tral tendencies of the statewide distributions. Instead,
it captured the range of characteristics that affect the
implementation of state-level curricular policies. In
addition to selecting schools across the range of each
variable listed above, schools were selected across the

state to identify geographu: employment, and politi-
cal differences,

ém"ﬁcuigr P@iﬁcies aﬂd E”Eaﬂiées
at the School District Level

School periods ranged from 45 to 55 minutes, with
a mean of 51.2. Students took an average of 5.7
classes per day Students could take as many as exght
classes or as ‘ew as one, depending on their year in
school, completion of requirements, outside employ-
ment, or other programs available outside the school.

Course Offerings

The district’s administrators and members of the
school board are responsible for major curricular
decisions—setting -ourse graduation requirements and
proficiency standards. Districts develop or approve
the lists of courses that can be offered at each school.
Districts may have detailed scope and sequence de-
scriptions of course or content areas, or they may
have overall, general statements of goals for skills and
content in each subject area. In most cases, these require-
ments and course lists are generic and they describe
broad content areas or topics that are standardized to
widely varying dégrees Schools (and departments and
teachers) have varying autonomy across districts to
determine the specific content that fulfills the require-
ments.

Some districts attempt to coordinate curriculum,
courses, content, sequences, assessment, and access
through testing programs, curriculum committee dis-
cussion, and staff development. Other districts leave
these issues to school-level decision makers. These
organizational processes also involve subtle interrela-
tionships and can shift responsibility or control back
and forth. For example, new courses or major changes
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in E}xistiﬂﬁ courses can be initiated by teachers

or various other grgups in sc;hgo‘s and thz commumty
at different times.

Paths’ schools either selected their courses from a
district “active list” of allowable courses or chose
them according to district guidelines. Decisions regard-
ing course ofﬁirmgs tended to hinge on what was tra-
ditionally offered at the school, enrollment projec-
tions or actual preenrollment lnformatlon teachers’
preferences, and availability.

Assigﬂment of T e&chers

areas and the assessment of teachers quahficatmns
are sometimes coordinated by districts through per-
sonnel policies, with varying specificity. In all schools
teachers taught subjects for which they were quallfied
However, in one school the most qualified science
teacher was assigned to teach calculus. In another
school the mathematics teachers taught the most
advanced mathematics courses, and other teachers
were assigned the lowest level (remedial) courses. In
one of the smaller schools, teachers developed exper-
tise and taught outside their credentialed areas because
no one else was available. Thus, the ways in which
teachers were judged to be quahﬁad and assigned var-

ied significantly across the districts studied.

Progress of Studen’s

Monitoring of students’ progress was most often
delegated to schools through courses and require-
ments, grading standards, and students’ placement or
grouping criteria. A few districts had centralized
computer facilities to monitor students, but most dis-
tricts did not use the technology aVaxlable for manag-
ing curriculum or monitoring students.

Grading Policies

All districts studied had grading policies and moni-
tored grade distributions by school or teacher. How-
ever, few related or anchored grades to any standard-
ized measures of achievement or specific achievement
criteria (books read, papers written, and so on). Some
districts used staff development or teachur in-service
training to coordinate curriculum and teaching (e.g.,
the Bay Area Writing Project). These districts pro-
vided common standards and grading procedures that
were specific to topics or skills. Grading standards
most often were determined by individual teachers.

Hﬂmewcrl{ Palieies

pOlli:lES either by grade level or SubjECt Far Example
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homework could be recommended at the secondary
level for a half-hour per subject each day. Homework
policies were generally set at the school, department,
or teacher level.

In summary, districts varied in how specifically they
coordinated curricular policies. They differed greatly
in other ways, which may help to explain the various
methods they use to set curricular policies. In addi-
tion, larger districts had support services (e.g., curric-
ulum coordinators) that were not available in the
smaller districts.

Variations in District {Zharagten&ﬁﬂs

California’s extreme range of geographlcal charac-
teristics and population density result in widely differ-
ing districts and schools within those districts. Teachers
and administrators who were interviewed frequently
referred to the “unique” character of the community
in describing their school pohclés and practices. To
adequately cover these differences in the investigation,
those conducting the study selected Paths® schools
within urban, suburban, rural, and mixed districts
across the state. The northernmost lumber town, iso-
lated mountain areas, huge rural and urban central
valley districts, city centers, and traditional suburbs
were represented.

Type of district. Grade-level structure has implica-
tions for coordinating curricular policies and prac-
tices, such as proficiency and course of study require-
ments. California school districts have three grade-level
structures, as shown in Table 3.

Course offerings in three-year and four-year hlgh
schools are different, and articulation between junior
and senior high schools affects curriculum planning.
Lack of consistent grade-level structure across dis-
tricts and schools makes implementation of state-level
policies for secondary schools more complex.

The largest districts tend to be unified. The smallest
have elementary grades only. This study includes only
schools from the 380 secondary-only and unified dis-
tricts in its focus on high school policies.

Method of financing. The per-pupil expenditure
figures used here are the 1981-82 district revenue lim-
its, determined by legisiative formulas to comply with
court-ordered equalization of spending {Serrano).
The mean revenue limit for all 380 districts with high
schocls was about $2,000. The lowest was approxi-
mataly SI 750, and the highast was 33, 400 Among the

was $§,4DD )

Number of course offerings. Two of the schools in
the study reported that loss of their summer school
programs after Proposition 13 was the most Slgn1ﬁ=
cant factor that contributed to the reduction in the
number of course offerings; in addition, curriculum,
instruction, and curricular organization have been
affected.

In one school personnel cited significant reduction
in the number of advanced English and science
courses. Prgvmuslyi college- -bound students would
taka “ba51c subjects during summer sessions and

jurlng the regular school yéari When summer school
vas eliminated, these students no longer had time to
take the most advanced lavel courses.

Another school had run a large summer program
for many years, with a steady enrollment of about
1,100 students. Included in this group were (1) incom-
mg freshmen taking pre-English, pre-algebra, or typ-
ing; (2) students making up failed courses or deficient
credits needed for graduation; and (3) college prepara-
tory students taking requirements such as history,
government, or the third semester of algebra to be
able to take advanced academic electives during regu-
lar semesters. Students who previously had a chance
to make up classes during the summer were forced to
take these classes during the regular semester, increas-
ing class sizc:s and aggravating the shortage of baoks

ments and teachers w1th an opportumty to try out new
courses and new teaching methods,

Table 3
Number of Distrl&;ts, by Grade-Level Structures

- ~ Type of district - Number
Elementary only (kindergarten through grades seven, enght and nine;

mayinclude jUunior RIgh) .. ... .oor it i iisscsrrr s rannnsens 661
High school only (grade nine or grades ten thrcugh twelve)............... 115
Unified (kindergarten through gradetwelve) .............c.covvvnecnnn.ss 265

L= | 1,041

Q
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J ~ .. ' i tions (e.g., college preparatory, remedial, or bilingual
School-Level Curricular students). \ i e sehoct ) .
T Lo Principals in the schools in the study had little
P @Eﬁ&ﬁ§$ ang Pr %Qi’ﬂﬁ@% _ _ involvement in the curriculum. When asked about the
' - - i structure of the curriculum and the ways in which
decisions about courses were made, principals referred
interviewers to vice-principals or department heads.
In all schools decisions not made at other levels (i.e.,
district) were considered the domain of the teaching
staff. Principals had little to do with actual instruction
or curricular planning. An individual princir al’s knowl-
edge of specific details about the curriculum depended
on the size of the school, the principal’s role regarding
teaching and curricular planning, and the length of
time the principal had been at the school.
In small schools or in schools where principals had
Table 4 been teachers, the principals had more immediate
Specially Funded Programs in the 26 Paths’ Schools knowledge and tock an active role in curricular plan-
e e = Y ning and teaching. Their contacts with teachers about
Funding source paths'schoois | daily matters were informal and personal. In large
= — - schools principals relied on vice-principals and depart-
Special education ) 22 ment chairpersons to report on the curricular plan-
Compensatory education (Title I) 15 ning and teaching. In large districts principals de-
School mprovement Program s seribed themselves as carrying out district policies and
ROP 3 managing schools by delegating curricular esponsi-
Other special programs } 17 bility to others, pa:ticularly those with more years of
— s S e experience at the school. The role taken by these prin-
cipals was managerial rather than instructional because
In the Paths’ schools decisions about course con- of the size and complexity of the schools they
tent, criteria for student placement, course articula-  administered,
tion, grading standards, and teacher assignments were The principals in the Paths’ schools were in their
found to be made at the department level. Only a few schools a significantly shorter time than the other
schools had a school policy of maintaining articulated  school staff members. The mean number of years for
courses or standardized practices across departments. principals at Paths’ schools was 6.7 years, but the
School-level practices that were reported to promote  range was from one to 28 years. Table 6 shows the
interdepartmental coordination included arranging  number of years at the schools for principals, vice-
meetings of department chairpersons with counselors principals, counselors, and department chairpersons.
and vice-principals and scheduling and planning meet- The assumption that high school principals typi-
ings for particular student cohorts or special popula- cally serve as instructional leaders in the same sense as

School-level policies have a potential to affect cur-
riculum planning and coordination, but several fac-
tors mitigate school-level efforts. Schooi administra-
tors have to coordinate the efforts of many different
departments and specially funded programs (Table 4).
Paths’ schools had an average of 11 different depart-
ments and several important special programs. Paths’
schools varied in size of departments from one teacher
to 29 full-time-equivalent positions (Table 5).

Table 5
Departments in the 26 Paths’ Schools
 Numberof | ' ’ Number of
Department 7 Paths’ schools ) Department | Paths’schools

English 24 Art 17
Mathematics 24 Home economics 11
Science 24 Agriculture 4
Social studies 24 Heaith and safety 3
Foreign language 24 Proficiency, basic skills, reading 3
Physical education 24 Consumer and family studies 4
Business 21 Combinations (e.g., mathematics/science,

Fine or performing arts 12 humanities) 7
Music 11

20
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do elementary school principals seems questionable.
High school principals manage highly complex organi-
zations, have varying involvement with curricular
decisions, delegate much of this responsibility to other
sigﬂiﬁgam site personnel, and are often far less estab-
lished at the school than are the personnel. In reform
efforts aimed at high schools, consideration should be
given to extending the concept of instructional leader-
ship to include department chairpersons and other
significant school personnel.

Variations in School Characteristics

Schools vary internally and from each other in an
overwhelming array of differﬂnt and changing sizes,
,,,,,, Some of
lum is not often (or easxly) deterrﬂméd and coorch-
nated at the school level or higher.

Table 7 shows how the 26 Paths’ schools compare
on a number of important variables. Each variable
listed has implications for school-level curricular poli-
cies and management.

School size and grade levels. Using the number of
twelfth graders as a measure of school size, enrollment
in the schools of the study ranged from 26 to 534
students. The size of a school determines the number
of different courses that can be offered. Twelve of the
schools reported declining enroliment, three reported
increasing enrollment, seven reported steady enroll-
ment, and four’ hf;u:l inconsistent chang&s over the past
through twelve nine through twelve, or ten througn
twelve.

Achievement and socioeconomic status. The Paths’
schﬂols fanged from the sixth to the ninetyeninth per-

determme the rang\: of coment, levcl, and pace of
courses that must be offered to meet the students’
needs. Schools that serve students with a wide range
of achievement levels must have wide arrays of
courses; conversely, schools in which students are
more ahke can target their Effmts toward a narrower
who have a w;de range Df ac:hlﬂvement levels.

Qne Gf thE Paths’ schools (1.3., School 2) had half of

40 pgrcent of their students in the lowest quartlle in
the state. The educational tasks facing these kinds of
schools were very different. Statewide, only five
schools had over half of their students ia the top quar-
tile. Thirty schools had less than 10 percent of their
students in the top quartile. Most schools served the

Q
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full range of students. spproximately distributed
across quartiles. Therefsre, each of these schools was
required to provide courses at the highsst and lowest
achievement levels,

The socioeconomic status measure used in the study
was the parents’ educational level, which was asked of
twelfth graders on the CAP test. This measure corre-
lauzd axtremély high (r = ‘7?) with the Leadiqg
t,x,csnal IEVEIS have Imphs:at,lons for Lommumty involve-
ment and curricular expectations as well as for the
postgraduation destinations anticipated by students.

Ethnic minority enrollment and limited-English
proficiency. Many schools have students from differ-
ent ethnic groups. The students’ basic skills and En-
glish proficiency are the primary factors that affect the
curriculum offered by a school. The existence of dif-
ferent ethnic groups and limited-English-proficient
students poses problems for school management and
curriculum in terms of cultural and language differ-
ences. The greater the diversity, the greater the need
for carefully planned and appropriately designed pro-
grams of study.

In addition to the total mmonty population at each
school, there is great variation in the number of ethaic
groups and the proportions of each group within the
schools. Statewide, there are very few high schools
with only one predominant ethnic minority group.
The proportions of ethnic group students in the Paths’
schools are shown in Table 8.

Even this breakdown does not capture the true
diversity of students. Within an ethnic category, edu-
cational approaches needed for Hispanic immigrants
thh no Engllsh skllls are dxfferent from those needed
educated Hispamc residents. Slmllarly, ‘those catego=
rized in the Asian population include all socioeco-
nomic and achievement levels, with a variety of
linguistic backgrounds The propot‘ti@ns of' limited-

arc hsted in Table 7,

Table d
Years in Position of Key Administrative Staff Members
in the 26 Paths’ Schools
i - Mean yéarE -
| Position __atthe school
Principai 6.7
Vice-principal 11.9
Counselor 13.0
English department chairperson 15.2
Mathematics department chairperson 13.7
Science department chairperson 15.5
17
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A final factor that affects school planning is the
rapid change in ethnic populations at each school.
Stability was the exception rather than the rule in the
Paths’ schools. Most reported changes in enrollment
with increasing minority populations, particularly
Hispanic, Vietnamese, Laotian, Taiwanese, and Pacific
Islander students. To prowde curricula in all aca-
demic areas for such a vanety of students was a diffi-
cult task for each depaﬂmem in the school.

Althaugh c:l.rflculum can (and shuuld) be plamrled
and coordinated across the school, the department-
level unit in the secondary schools focuses on one area
of study and develops the courses, sequences stan-

ngartmentél decision rﬁakmg is s:lcsest to the o:lass-

room and individual teacher in the hierarchy de-
scrived in Figure 2 and therefore has great potential
for affecting the success of policies set at higher levels.
Each academic department studied coordinated and
assigned levels and content of courses for the various
cohorts of students. The importance of the parameters
set at the department level is discussed in Chapter
Three.

Department chairpersons were able to play a pivo-
tal curricular and instructional léadershlp role in high
schools. School-level administrators in the Paths’
schools were seldom reported to have such roles.
Instead, they utilized others (e.g., department chair-
persons and teachers) to fulfill these roles. Curriculum
supervisors at the district level were not mentioned by
those interviewed about curricular policies and prac-
tices. However, the interview questions did not specifi-

Table 8
Pw;ssﬁiane of ﬁihﬁlc Eraup ‘?iudaﬁis in Paihs E:haa!é
Ethmc.fy percsntsges
American
Schools White Hispanie Black Asian Indisn Filipino
1 66 18 2 9 1 6
2 87 2 5 6 o 0
3 92 4 G 3 o 0
4 65 4 o] 0 31 0
5 72 23 3 2 1 0
& 66 16 2 12 1 3
7 28 34 19 i2 1 6
8 51 43 5 1 0 0
9 52 i4 12 7 0 14
10 33 58 Z 5 0 1
11 88 5 3 3 1 1
12 87 7 3 2 1 0
13 64 7 23 5 1 1
14 i 1 ag 4] 0 0
15 53 33 8 4 1 1
15 75 10 3 9 0 3
17 53 14 27 5 1 1
18 72 7 11 9 0 0
19 9 24 38 7 0 22
20 a7 13 0 o] 0 0
21 58 19 19 3 1 0
22 82 5 1 2 v] 1
23 79 16 2 3 0 0
24 g0 6 0 0 4 0
25 81 12 5 g 0 1
26 87 6 2 1 3 0
Means:
Paths &4 15 11 5 2 1
Statawide 66 19 8 5 2 2
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cally me-=ntion district curricular or supervisory per-
sonnel.

Indmﬁual teachers were raported to plan and mod-
ify their  courses to fit within the following three
constrair—=ts:

1. Cur—ricular decisions made at other levels (require-
mer—ts, course sequences, resources, materials,
and__ time)

2. The= characteristics of students enrolled in each
colL-_rse

3. The= skills, abilities, and interests of the teachers
ther—mselves

Teache=rs are the ultimate implementers of curricu-
lar decisi _ons made at other levels. They have varying
degrees c>f autonomy and responsibility for what is
taught. L_n some schools teachers were reported to
have con—=plete autonomy over course content, pace,
expectati- ©ons, materials, assignments, and so forth. In
others, tl:,re were attempts to coordinaie such deci-
sions at t==1e department level, making them more con-
sistent an _d clear to students.

Teache: =xs reported that changing enrollments, absen-
teeism, a=and high transiency rates made planning
courses cifficult. Although students are commonly
grouped ==According to achievement and/or interests,
the mean and range of achievement within a class can
shift fro=m year to year as well as during the year.
Teachers reported adjusting their courses and expec-
tations ac=cording to each class’s characteristics, which
changed cepending on transiency rates. With limited
ability to  monitor and predict which students would
be in a cl==ss over a period of time, teachers reported
the need & or Qfgamzatlonal suppori to build a coher-

ent educaz=tional experience for students.
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Two im —pertant sets of policies that stucture and define= standards for curricu-
lar experie=nces of California high schoolstudents are coc—rse of study and profi-
ciency reg— uirements for graduation. Course of study rec—juirements, set by dis-
tricts, are ==eneric in their effect. The requirements establis h a minimal amount of
time spent— in courses and the exposurestudents have ic ~ various subject areas.
The requi—ements do not determine what the content or expectations will be in
those cou——ses. The courses that students actually take t—o f{uiiill these require-
ments wer== found to vary greatly within—as well as across=—the schools studied.

Course  of study requirements ranged from 170 to 2-35 units in the Paths’
schools. K= equirements were stated in various forms, an=d the commonly used
“unit” vari _ed in meaning. Diffe-+nces inthelength of class= periods, from 45 to 55

required fc—>r graduation in some schoolsthan in others.

The req=uired units differed in allocation across conter—t areas. For compari-
son, the ur=aits were grouped into specified academic, specif=ied nonacademic (e.g.,
physical ec—lucation, drivers’ education), and elective cate=gories. The academic
units requi _red represented less than halfof the total neede«< to graduate. Various
courses wi—thin each area could be takento fulfill these re=quirements, since few
specific co—urses were required of all students. Therefore, students’ programs of
study varie=d in which courses they took tofulfill the acade—mic unit requirements.
Nearly hal—f of the program requirements were electives, . Differences in student
programs £-ncreased with their selection of academic or nco>nacademic courses to
fill elective requirements.

Proficiee=micy requirements were more specific in their impact on the lowest
achieving s=tudents. The requirements were reported to has=ve redirected attention
and resour—ces to these students, and newssary resources - reportedly were taken
from elect=ive courses rather than from advanced-level courses. The specific
impact wass the creation of courses to enble students to attain basic skills and
range of ccourses and achievement levelsin a school. Th _e results of the profi-
ciency test=s indicated thsat the curriculim should conce=ntrate on the lowest
found the -amost limited range of courssin schools witk=a the widest range of
students’ sk=ills. '

N
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Corzrse of %éudy@@@g@ég%m@ﬁég

To graduate from California comprehensive high
schgo;é students must (1) complete the course of
study Tequirements;and (2) pass the proficiency tests
in rea-<ling, writing, and mathematics. Both types of
requir-=ments are set at the district level. Each district
deterr=mines the type of courses to offer students and
the m=inimum comptencies to be expected. The
course= of study reqirements do not specify which
course=s students musttake, but they do specify some
areas s=vithin which students must complete some units
of corm rsework. In addition to specifying a particular
distrit=ution of unitsorcourses by subject area, course
of st=dy requirements include additional courses
called <lectives. Thusto complete the required distri-
butior=_ students choose electives to fulfill the total
unit re-<juirement.

Cur—ent course of sidy requirements are set by dis-

tricts v=rithin broad guidelines from the state. An inter- .

esting —finding in the Paths’ interviews was the lack of
accura—te understanding of these program require-
ments Dy local educators. Many school administrators
and tezchers who were interviewed were convinced
that tl= < state standardizes the curriculum by specify-
ing a Emumber of units, specifying particular courses
for grs.ﬂiuatmn defimng the unit of academic credit,
or reqeziring certain textbooks. For example, sevgral
of the study schools offered a course entitled “State
Requir-ements,” which usually refers to civics, drivers’
educat= on, health, orsifety education. In response to
a request for the definition of credit used by the
school. many respondents replied that their school
confor=med to the statestipulated definition of credit.
(There 1is no such defintion.) Many people who were
intervie=wed thought that the state defined the content
of acacdemic courses, For example, curricular vice-
princip als and depatment heads, who might be
expecteed to be familiar with the curriculum, fre-
quently= explamed the content of mathematics, En-
glish, =nd science courses as being required by the
EducatZon Code.

Seve=ral reasons canbe offered for these pervasive
mlsper:eptmtls The Educatmrz Cade (at the tlme Df
knawleﬁgc and some taplcs ‘within these areas for
inclusic>n in each school’s curriculum. In addition, the
state peablishes and distributes curriculum guides to
assist & istricts in their academic planning. Each of
these r=asons could support the widespread and
commo=ly held assumption that most students are
taught £ e same material,

22
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tion reglitments
specifidin the

The state course of stud_ v graduz
at the time of data collecticn (1982 }3 as
Education Code, were as f=llows:

51222, (a) All pupils, exc==pt pup;s excused criempted
pursuant to Section 51247 | shall == required h attend
upon the courses of physic=leduczzion for a tollperod
of time of not less than 4000 minutes each 10 scholdays.
Any pupil may be excused fromz physical dication
classes during one of gradez ten, eleven, or twelkflor not
to exceed 24 clock hours ir— order t< participatinauto-
moblle drwer trammg

from hlgh school who has not cgtﬂpletsd ths wirse of
study prescribed by the go—veming Board. Requements
for graduation shall include=:

(a) English.

(b) American history,

(c) American governme==it,

(d) Mathematics.

(e) Science.

(f) Physical education, unless the pupil I been
exempied pursuantt -0 the provisions of tliscode.

(g) Such other subjects =s may be prescribed.

The governing board, w=ththe 2ctive involument of
parents, administrators, te=zchers, arad students,hall, by
January 1, 1979, adopt altﬁfinauve means for stults to
complete 'the prescribed course of study whih may
include practma,l demonstr=ation of skills and conpeten-
cies, work experience or ott=eroutsicf e school exprience,
interdisciplinary study, incdependerzt study, an credit
earned at a postsecondary Enstitution. Requiremnsts for
graduation and specific alt €rnative modes for umplet-
ing the prescribed course =1 study shall be muad; avail-
able to students, parents, ared the public.

51227, Instruction in soc=ial sciences shall indude the
early history of California and a study of thenk and
contributions of both mer and women, black Ameri-
cans, American Indians, Me =icans, A sians, Pacifilland
people, and other ethnic greoups tg the economi,politi-
cal, and social development of California and thUnited
StatEs of America, with psﬁmular emphasis on prtray-
ing the roles of these groups incontermporary sodly.

51260. Instruction shall be given in the elemntary
and secondary schools on d=ugeducation and theffects
of the use of tobacco, aleohol, narcotics, dugrous
drugs, as defined in Sectien 11032 of the Heillh and
Safety Code, and other d=angerous substances... In
grades 7 to 12, instruction ondrug education il be
conducted in conjunction v=ith courses given onlealth
or in any appropﬂate area of study pursuant toSiction
51220. .

Comparison of Requir—ements
Districts describe their course z::f study rquire-

ments in different formats. = hese can be stipulitd as
a nu.nber of units, a number- of years in course or as



specific courses. Districts usually use more than one
format, specifying, for example, one or two courses in
conjunction with required course hours and units in
subject areas.

The most consistent measure used by the schools
studied was called the “Carnegie” unit. School admin-
istrators were asked to define this unit, and they did so
in terms of class time. One class period per day, five
days per week for one year (two 18-week semesters),
equaled ten units of credit in most of the schools. A
student taking five courses a year accumulated 50
units each year, totaling 200 units in four years; a
student taking six courses z year accumulated 240
units in four years.

Despite the common use of a “unit” of credit by the
schools, students are exposed to different amounts of
class time in earning these units. Length of class peri-
ods in Paths’ schools varied from a minimum of 45
51 minutes. Students who had divergent amounts of
contact time received the same units of academic
credit. These differences, as they accumulate over a
semester, are illustrated in Table 9.

Table 8
Comparing Length of Class Perlod by Semester

Total units required. The total number of units
required for graduation varied significantly across the
Paths’ schoa’s, ranging from 170 to 235 units, with a
mean of 209 units. The range of 65 units equaled more
than a full year’s instruction for students taking five
classes per day. Thus, graduating seniors from one
school may have completed over a year's worth more
coursework than did seniors from another school.

Course of study requirements across subject areas.
Districts required varying amounts of coursework in

certain subject areas. The distribution of units in the
most commonly required areas is shown in Table 10.

Comparing the requirements in each area with the
elective units clearly indicates the importance of the
choices students make to complete their unit require-
ments. The units required in specific areas and as elec-
tives are compared in Figure 3.

To determine the sxtent to which students take a
common core of courses to graduate, the interviewers
asked about specific courses required of all students.
Few specific courses were required of all students (less
than four per school). Forty-two percent of the

Tabie 10
Number of Units Required in Paths’ Schools

Minutes of student/instructor contact time

Maximum

Departmeni fdean | Minimum

Time being

comparad Mean | Maximum

Minimum |Difference

Class period 51 55 45 10
Semaester 4,590 4,950 4,050 900

Other = other specifically required nonacademic units (e.g., drivers' education,

health, and so forth)
Electives = courses or units left to studenis’ choice

English 32 20 40
Mathematics 13 10 20
Science i2 7 20
Social studies 29 20 40
Physical education 26 10 40

Maean units

87

Mathe-
malies

~ Area English Science

Social -
sciance PE

Electives
(no specific area)

Source: Paths Through High Schoal Study

Flg. 3. Bean course of siudy requirements, by area
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required courses were nonacademic, such as consumer
education and physical education. Of the specifically
required academic courses, the majority were civics,
U.S. government, or U.S. history courses offered by
the social studies departments. Mathematics and
science courses were required generically but never by
specific course title. Required English courses were
only rarely specified by course title.

Academic and nonacademic course of study require-
ments. A comparison of the types of academic and
nonacademic instruction required to graduate is shown
in Figure 4.

Academic area requirements included courses offered
in the English, mathematics, science, and social stud-
ies departments. No school required a foreign lan-
guage. Academic courses fulfill elective requirements
once the required uniis are completed. Therefore,
since most high schools required 30 units or three
years of English, students who completed four years
of English accrued ten academic elective units. Non-
academic work referred to courses in departments
such as fine arts, practical aris, or physical education.
Only two Paths’ schools required fine arts units; three
schools required practical arts units. All schools

required physical education units, ranging from 10 to
45 units.

A comparison of the mean academic, specified
nonacademic, and elective units required in the study
schools is shown in Figure 5.

The differences in the total units required and the
proportions of academic, nonacademic, and elective
courses in each of the schools studied are shown in
Figure 6. When compared in this way, it can be seen
that coursework required in academic areas is com-
posed of less than half of the total.

Requirements for Graduation

To illustrate the differences in curricular experi-
ences that students had while completing current
course of study requirements, students’ transcripts
were analyzed in Paths’ School 9, where 230 units
were required for graduation. About one-third of the
required units were to be selected from within aca-
demic areas and one-half were elective. School 9
required the same English courses for all ninth grad-
ers, and 20 units of agricultural science could have
been substituted for the ten required science units.
The distribution of course of study requirements in

Specific requiramesnis

Type of

_instruction _Areas

" Examples of

courses

Electives

English
Mathematics
Science
Social studies

Academic

Civics
U5, history
U.S. government

Students’' choice

Finearts
Practical arts
Physical education

Nonacademic

Drivers’ education
Safety education
Health education
Swimming

Students’ choice

Units required

Courses _ Mean

Minimum | Maximum

Academic 86 &0
92

Elective 60

: 110
Nonacademic 33 15 60
125

Source: Paths Through High School Study

Aéééamic

Nonacademic

Electi '~

Fig.5. Comparison of the academic, nonacademic, and elective mean units required

31

for graduation

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

School 9 is shown in Figure 7. The ways in which
three students fufilled these r;fraduatia'i I‘Eq}liféméﬁﬁ

th§S§ ‘students durmg four ycars of hlgh school are
given in Appendix B.

Students A, B, and C graduated from School 9 in the
same year. Their programs do not show much varia-
tmn m the numher of umts ac:t:rued cernpared to those

School 9 fqulred one of the hlghESt nurnber of Lnlts
to graduate. However, the three students varied in the
proportion of academic units taken.

During the four high school years, Student A (Fig-
ure 8) completed the minimum of 80 academic units,
the 30 nonacademic units, and chose 120 units of non-
academic electives. Sixty-five percent of this program
was in nonacademic units of study, including 25 units
of work experience. Unfortunateiy, the program break-
down into academic versus nonacademic courses
masks the vocational orientation (Foods and Restau-
rant Management), which is more apparent from the
course listing (see Appendix B). Despite this masking

effect of the table’s format, Student A’s program can
be interpreted to be determined by minimal expecta-

tions—the minimum numbers of units, the minimum
academic units, and the minimal nonacademic electives.
StudEnt B’s course SE]ECﬁDﬁS (Figure N reflect a

appears more daveloped than Student A’s home eco-
nomics program. Twenty units of agricultural science
were taken by Student B to meet the science require-
ments and support the basic agricultural skills, such as
maintaining farm equipment and feeding livestock.
Student B exceeded minimal standards by taking 5
units more than those required to graduate and by
choosing 12.5 units of academic electives. Forty-three
percent of the program was academic coursework.
For the most part, however, the distribution of the
acadermc and nonacademlc compone*‘its of thls pro-
acgdemm IEC]IIII‘EITIEDIS for graduatmrx What distin-
guishes Siudent B from Student A is the content of
the academic courses. While Student A enrolled in an
introductory year of a two-year algebra sequence,
Student B took regular algebra and geometry. To
meet the English- requirements, Student B chose
courses such as the short story, creative writing,
American literature, and advanced grammar; Student

Units = Total units required for graduation
D Academic
Nonacademic

| Elective

o - 1

School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Source: Paths Through High School Study

13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

Flg. 6. Distribution of requirements in academic, nonacademic, and elective areas in Paths’ schools
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A took language skills, a basic course, for four
semesters.

Student C’s program, Figure 10, provides the
greatest contrast. Student C took a few more credits,
but most importantly, 68 percent of the coursework
was done in academic departments with 80 units of
academic electives. There was no vocational program
implicit in the choices of nonacademic electives, and
there were only ten “inits of work experience. The
completed courses included ones specifically labeled
as college preparatory (e.g., biology in grade ten or
writing in grade twelve), as well as courses such as
chemistry, Shakespeare, and three years of Spanish,
which suggest an intention te go on to college.

Students take very different courses to graduate
from high school. Course of study requirements set
the exposure time within academic areas, but not the
content to be learned. Thus, these requirements may
be termed “generic” in that any course offered within
a subject area may be taken to fulfill the area of elec-
tive requirements. As will be described in subsequent
chapters, however, students’ programs of study are

not randomly selected. The actual courses tak:n are
determined through the curricular planning processes
at each school, primarily at the department and
teacher levels. It is at these levels that generic course
of study requirements are made specific.

Proficiency Requirements

Proficiency requirement policies are a mechanism
by which external leverage has been placed on schools
to ensure that all districts set minimum performance
tevels for basic skills. Proficiency assessment was
mandated by the Legislature in 1976 to ensure that no
student would graduate from high school without
achieving minimal competency levels in the basic skill
areas of reading, writing, and mathematics.

Like course of study requirements, proficiency
standards are different across California’s school dis-
tricts. Each district is required to establish standards
that all students must meet prior to being awarded a
diploma. Locally set standards are intended to match
the expectations of the teaching staff and the com-
munity. Districts develop or purchase tests, set pass-

Specified (48%)

Type of

course Areas

_ Courses Electiva (52%)

English (20)
Mathematics (10)
Science (10) or agri-
cultural science (20)
Social studies (20)

Acadefmc
80 units

English 1-2 (10)
Civics (5)
State requirements (5)

Nonacademic | Physical education (30)

30 units)

110 units

Total

20 unitzsr 100 units

Fig. 7. Course of study requirements at Paths’ School 9 {230 uniis)

Specified (48%)

Type of

course Areas

Courses Elective (52%)

English (20)
Mathematics (10)
Science (10)
Social studies (20)

A&ademic
80 units
(35%)

English 1-2 (10)
Civics (5)
State requirements (5)

Nonacadsmic | Physical education (30)
150 units

(65%)

Home economics (52.5)
Business (10)

Art (5)

Music (20)

Physical education (7.5)
Work experience (25)

Total 90u nits

20 units . ~ 120 units

Fig. 8. Student A’s program of study (230 units)
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ing scores, and establish testing and remediation
programs.

Proficiency standards appeare:] to have a negative
impact on fewer students than crurse of study require-
ments do. More seniors who failed to graduate from
Paths’ schools in 1981 did so because they failed to
complete course requirements than bezause they failed

* to meet proficiency requirements. The relative impact
of course of study requirements and proficiency test-
ing on graduation rates in Paths’ schools is displayed
in Table 11.

Effects of Proficiency Requirements
A quarier of the Paths’schools reported no curricu-
lar change or only minimal administrative modifica-

Nineteen schools reported changes that involved adding
new remedial courses, tutorials, or extra sections to
the existing mathematics and English courses. Almost

a third of the Paths’schools reported a general refocus-
ing of curricular concern and use of resources toward
remedial courses and low achieving students,

While less academically oriented students may be
receiving increased attention, there is some evidence
that higher achieving students are receiving somewhat
less attention. Proficienc assessment was mandated
by the stats without increased funding (except for spe-
cial summer school and parent notification costs).
Thus, to increase the number of courses for the lowest

achieving students, schools had to reallocate available
resources. Solving this problem had been a serious
concern, and some educators assumed that the upper
end of the curriculum (i.e., advanced academic courses)
would be affected the most.

Generally, this was not found to be the case. There
were a few exceptions, however, Four schools reported
increasing the size of upper-level classes and dropping
electives. Two of the schools that experienced & shift
of concern away from the more academic students

Spscified (51%)

Typs of —
course _Areas

Courses Elactive (49%)

| Engtish (20)
Mathematics (10)

Aczdemic
102.5 units
(44%)

Social studies (20)

| English 1-2 (10)
Civics (5)
Agricultural science (20)| State requirements (5)

Mathematics (12.5)

7NDﬁa€fédiémi§ duca
132.5 uniis
(56%)

Industrial arts (20)
Agriculture (25)
Business (10)
Physical education (7.5)

100 units

Total

115 uniis

20 units__

Fig. 9. Student B’s program of siuﬁy:(ESE units)

Specified (46%)

Type of

course Areas

Courses Elective (63%)

English (20)
Mathematics (10)
Science (10)
Social studies (20)

Academic
160 units
(68%)

English 1-2 (10)
Civies (5)
State requirements (5)

Mathematics (20)
English (15)

Social studies (5)
Science (10)

Foreign language (30)

Nonacademic Physical education (30)
75 units
(32%)

Business (10)

Music (15)

Physical education (10)
Work experience (10)

Total 80 units

i 26 units

125 units

Fig. 10. Student C's program of study (235 units)
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Table 11
Graduation Rates in Paths’ Schools (1981)
o o - | Mean,
Outcome of graduation requiremnents | percent
Graduating | 94.4
Not graduating ; 5.6
Passed courses, failed proficiency tests ‘ 0.7
Passed prgflclency tests, failed courses [ 3.4
Falled courses and praﬁclenzy tests ; 0.9

perceived it as timely and appropriate. The effect of
the change on more academically oriented students
does not appear to be detrimental to their curricular
progress. Although some electives may have been
dropped, there were no reports of courses being elimi-
nated from the more advanced curricul'ar sequénces

tain the advanced acad&mlc courses w1th1n the limits
set by the number’ of studénts enrolled and their
were not lll{Ely to be recnrolled in proficlancy remedi-
ation if the advanced courses were dropped, so there
was no direct reason to exchange these course re-
sources. Malntaimng strong college preparatOTy course
sequences is important for a school’s image, both
internally and within the community. College prepara-
tory courses are the hallmark of excellence and dem-
onstrate most clearly that desirable goals are being
maintained and achieved. School administrators point
to their advanced academic courses with pride. Teach-
ers feel an obligation to offer courses that would
enable students (even if only a few) to go to presti-
gmus u::lleges While teachers like teaching their
“own” electives (i.e., courses they developed), they
also prefer more advanced content over lower-level
courses and higher achievement levels to lower.

RIC
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Most schools reported that curriculum erosion or
change over the past years (not necassamly due to pro-
ficiency remediation) was greatest in the electives that
could be offered. These electives included academic
and nonacademic courses but represented specialized
content such as foreign languages, occeanography, the
short story, music appreciation, and homemaking.
These courses could be sustained only with adequate
enrollment and staffing; when reallocations were
made, they were the first to be eliminated.

In schools where proficiency requirements had had
an impact, that impact had been on the lowest achiev-
ing students. While graduation requirements defined
the minimum curriculum, the proficiency standards
identified students who had not attained minimal lev-
els of reading and mathematics skills and served to
rechannel concern and effort toward the remediation

of low achieving students.

As described in Chapter One of this report, high
schools are faced with great differences in the charac-
teristics of incoming students. A wide array of courses
and sequences of courses must be provided to meet
the needs of diverse students. The pressure to provide
courses at the lowest as well as highest achievement
levels leads to trade-offs in allocation of resources and
attention to various ievels. The broader the range of
students being taught, the less ucpth can be offered at
each level.

In the event that resources are limited, when the
range of student achievement and course levels in-
creases, electives are eliminated in an attempt to cover
the range. Schools with narrower ranges of achieve-
ment can offer more courses at each achievement
level.

Reports about proficiency assessment and its effect
(e.g., Statewide Summary of Student Performance on
School District Proficiency Assessments, 1985) are
available from the Department of Education.
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Sumimnaiy

High school courses are differentiated to group students homogeneously and
focus content according to the students’ achievement levels and destinations.
Educators use various terms in referring to the grouping of students; for exam-

tracking.

All Paths’ schools tracked students in the English, mathematics, and science
departments. The schools in the study reported planning courses and sequences
for two to five tracks, excluding special education, compensatory education, and
bilingual programs. Departments within the same school established their own
criteria for grouping and had different numbers of tracks. For purposes of
comparison, the most commonly found tracks within the Paths’ schools can be
described as GATE (gifted and talented education), college preparatory, general,
and lower tracks. GATE and college preparatory tracks were often combined for
simplicity since many courses in these tracks had the same titles and all were
college preparatory. Most of the schools had vocational educational depart-
ments, but vocational education was not typically reported as a track.

Analyses of curricular maps describing the tracks indicated how students
received different kinds and amounts of content in their high school coursework.
The students’ course paths followed the curricular structure planned by each
department and resulted in different courses and content for each cohort of
students.

. includes students at a wide range of ability and skill
levels, with different expectations and intentions for
their postgraduation futures. High schools differen-
tiate their curriculum into several tracks, streams, or

Trackmg An Organizational

Response to Students’ Diversity

The differences experienced by students in their
coursework taken to graduate (described in Chapter
Two) can be partly explained in terms of the organiza-
tion of curriculum by schools. Most of the differences
in course paths constructed by students are syste-

lanes to divide the students into homogeneous groups
for instructional purposes—a process referred to here
as tracking. The content of the curriculum to which a
student is exposed depends on the track to which that
student is assigned.

Tracking is a complex organizational system that
has both structural and procedural features. The
structural component, differentiated curriculum, is

29



the subject of this chaptér The procedural com —o-
nent, placing students in various coune sequence. . is
the subject of Chapter Four. As descibed here, track-
mg refers to the orgamzatlonal h.ﬂdlmg of dnf%*‘s&

and studgnts, ma tchmg slulls and ailities ta cm;‘s*?
content, pace, and expectations. Oue students =zre
tracked, they have certain educatiml experiences
(those of the curriculum associated vith their track),
and they are not exposed to other experiences.

School personnel did not readily sttetheir tracking
policies and procedures, and tracking systems were
sometimes difficult for respondentsto describe. T he
term “tracking” was not used comfimably by some
respondents because it is closely assouiated with poli-
cies of discrimination or inequity. Tracking sormne-
times implies an unalterable coursepith to a fixed
destination, and this definition is notiompatible with
the egalitarian ideology of public eduwition. Respon-
dents often selected less loaded termsto describe the
school policies, such as “self-trackng” or “career
choice.”

As used here, in contrast to the pejmtive connoza-
tion, tracking refers to the organizatimlprocesses by
which schools develop courses and squences for dif-
ferent students. Courses and sequens are generally
planned to group students into homogneous achieve-
ment groups for academic instructin (for example,
separating readers from nonreaden)and to fulfill
postgraduation plans, such as collegeetrance. Track-
ing that has the effect of isolating students by race or
ethnicity is prohibited by law. Tuding in which
placement is permanent and cannot kedtered by stu-

‘dents or parents is also 1llegal Suclpactices, how-

ever, are not implied in the definiion used here.
Trackmg systems can be effective crgamzatmnal proce-
dures for providing appropriate instrction and con-
tent for students with different skills adaspirations.

Another factor contributing to (i dlfﬁculty of

explaining tracking policies is the effet of organiza-
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tional roles on the perception of trackby school per-

somel. In gener= I, department F—eads and teachers,

whoare most elos =1yimolved int- e actual process of
crealing courses a—xd sequences, pr—ovedto be the most
izformative. Adr—Zzistrt counselors in their
rontaching capac=tiesofien avoide=d mentioning track-
ingand focused on sudents’ ck—oice as the major
deeminant of cu—=iculirexperien =es in high schﬂol

Tncking Syste=zmg

Athough some respindents we=re reluctant to call
thelrpractices trac=Xing curriculu—n differentiation or
tracking systems ~wwerfound in  all Paths’ schools.
Euhschool had ics ownsystem fo—— differentiating the
curiculum, and = anylabels were= used for the same
orgnizational phsﬂnmenon Somr—e schools assigned
alphabetic or nur—=erictodes to tk—e courses within a
trak, others distiz= gruished tracks -on the basis of stu-
deny'intended pce>stgnduate dest—ination, and a few
schools characteriz==ed the track by— the content of the
trakitself. In the Path’ schools_ curriculum mate-
riasand interview=- responses indi —ated between two
andlive tracks (ex=cluding student==s in programs such
asyial educatior=, compensatory education, or bilin-
guileducation). FiauISGhDDlS repc—>ttedtwotracks, 11
reputed three trac=cs, and 1] repore=—ed fourtracks.

The four-catege =y stheme in Te=ble 12is based on
anmsessment of tEze relative requir—ements of the pro-
grans within the =chools and pre—ovides 2 means to
comnpare tracks aczTosssthools. Tk—=e common names
for the different trads are gre—wuped under each
catory.

The distributior = of students by= track can be esti-
matd only roughls- because each sc—=hool had a unique
trading system. TZe rage of the sstudent population
assigied to the trac=kes (Table 13) re==flects the different
tracking structures as vell as the dE= versity of students
withineach of the Fath'schools. Smce each tracking
systm was unique=_ itwas difficulzz to determine the
avenge percentagess incach track.  About 10 percent
of fiestudents in thie sidy school-s wereina GATE
trac, about 35 per—centwere in a c=<ollege preparatory

Table 12
Tracks Within the Paths Scht:nls
) -  Co Ilags préparstaqz -
_Uppertrack track __ General track Lower tac=zk

Hanars 7 Acsdamm Nonaudemic Remedial
Advanced placement Unviversity Cellgginterest Remedial transi—zion
GATE Univisity of Califormia | Community college Terminal
Gifted Collegg Regulr Dewelopment
Leval 300 Statguniversity Precaolaje Badlc
HLane Coliggebound Vocatinal Lowl50

Lewvel200 Level il Clane

AlLam BlLam
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trachabout 45 percent were in == general track, and
aboitl) percenit were in a reme=dial or lower track
(tbgseﬁgures do not total 100 pe=rcent because some
schols do not use the four catee==ories of tracks dis-
cugstihere).

it schools  distinguished b--etween lower-track
studnls and general-track stud— =nts, although one
sch ol merged these categories. —_ Five Paths’ schools
sep amed college preparatory froc—m general-track stu-
denal while three schools comb=—ined students with
tho stitcollege preparatory sequer—ices.

Votional education was not  identified as a dis-

- tmc;tnatsgorv bécause only fcm:r 'ﬁ“;chools reparted 1ts

mdqjslrlal damastzc or vqcatmngl arts cours;es, but
thestvere not developed as sepe=arate tracks in aca-
demiitreas. Instead, they were eles-ctive courses.

Tratking Criteria
'Eratking systems are implement=zed by using policies
poedures determined at the cistrict, school, and
depaﬂment levels. Often the schoo—1s set broad policies,
whidire worked out in detail &=t the departmental
levelchool-level policies differe: -ntiate students into
geneul categories, and specific ccourse sequences are
devéped by departments. All the Paths schools used
achimment measures, students®p - tseccndary plans,
and chers’ recommendations as - the primary group-
ing citria. Schools were found t _o use different spe-
cificlims of these criteria, such as==:

o (ndes from earlier years

w lsults of Comprehensive T- ests of Basic Skills
((TBS) or otherstandardized _ achievement tests

e Rsults of proficiency tests

Eshacademic departmentin a  school set the crite-
ria fornitial course placement an&= for continuing in a
seqerie of courses. When the cc—iteria were content
spe.:;iﬁc such as achievement in —srathematics, some
studluls were in different tracks ic— different subjects
For mmple, a student might be  enrolled in college
prepatory English and general m=iathematics. Often,
hower, placement was based on basie skills, such as
readiilevels, annd the students we—ze in the same track

across content areas. This practice was ]‘LIST.IﬁEd by
school personnel as necessary because of the impor-
tance of reading skills to instructional methods.
Teachers set the criteria for determining whether a
student should remain in a course or move on to more
advanced work. Some departments and schools coor-
dinated or standardized criteria and courses through
various mechanisms, primarily textbooks, scope and
sequence descriptions, and tests. However, the specific
topics covered, pace, expectations, grading, and home-
work were determined by teachers for each course.
Since course plans were reported to be modified in
response to the particular characteristics of each class
of students, courses varied considerably in how they
prepared students for subsequent work. Teachers
complained that students may not have the skills and

- knowledge expected, even after successfully completing

courses listed as prerequisites.

Course Content

The actual content of courses offered by a school
was primarily determined at the departmental level
where’ tea«:hers madﬁ: c:u’rfif:ular decisions within guide—

admlmstrators or counselors were reported to be
rarely involved in curricular decisions other than pro-
cedural matters, such as approving a request intitiated
by a department or teacher to offer a new course.

The degree to which courses were coordinated
within a department or school was found to vary con-
siderably, as was the rationale given to students for
the particular courses contained in a sequence. In
many cases the traditional college preparatory se-
quences were offered without any indication of how
or why courses might be sequential; e.g., algebra-
geometry or biology-chemisiry. In a few schools
course content and skills were described as they fit
together into progressively more advanced work. The
rationale and course descriptions in these cases con-
veyed a clear plan for moving students into courses
with higher order content. An excellent example of
such course content description is provided on the
next page; it was taken from the course catalog of
Paths’ School 2 in which basic chemistry courses are
differentiated.

Table 13
Distribution of Students, by Track,
in Paths’ Schools
" Percent af studant
| __Track B ____population
u;’:pea-r 3—30
Colle=ge praparatury cesssssasas 15—76
Goere =ral .......0oiiiiiinanann 25—75
Lowe r 4—30
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Chemistry 1A/Year: eleven-twelve

Suggested course preparation: Completing of
Mathematics 2A or 2B with grade B or better.
Students should either be taking or have com-
pleted mathematics level 3. Chemisiry 1A is
desigred for science-oriented students or lib-
eral arts students who are interested in science.
It fulfiils the laboratory science requirement
for the University of Galifornia. The course is
divided into ten topics with appropriate labora-
tory work: (1) atomic theory; (2) chemical
reactions; (3) gases, liquids, solids, and solu-
tions; (4) periodic table; (5) atomic structure
and chemical bonding; (6) energy involved in
rates of chemical reactions; (7) equilibrium in
chemical reactions; (8) acid-based reactions:
(9) oxidation-reduction reactions; and (10)
organic chemistry—structure of carbon com-
pounds.

Approximately one-third of ciass time is spent
in laboratory invastigations, which are coordi-
nated with the textbook and are used to rein-
force the study of theory. Daily homework
assignments involving reading, writing labora-
tory reports, and solving problems form the
backbone of the course.

Chemistry 18/ Year: eleven-twelt.~2

Chemistry 1B is a more practical experienc=e
that should appeal toalarger number of gii_z~
dents who plan to enterthe field of liberal gri==.

" The course will fulfillthe laboratory scienc==
requirements for the University of Californi=.
The course treats chemical concepts in =&
manner that wili be meaningful for the sti_=-
dents. Chemistry willbe correlated with othe=r
related fields. A greatdeal of emphasis willb =
placed on laboratory work. Chemistry 1B ha_s
five main units: skills development, structur-=
of matter, the periodictable, chemical formu—=-
las and equations, and consumer chemistn...s.
The student is expectidto do homework on ==
daily basis and keep inup-to-date laborator—y
report book. This course is highly recomz--
mended for students who plan to enter a nure=-
ing or paramedical program after high schoc=!
graduation. The cocuse is not intendaed fo-
students who are capable of success in chem
istry 1A. Students whohave successfully com —
pleted mathematics M2 or higher may nc=7¢ -
enroll in chemistry 1B,

Iovy

. - - ally available to them. Students usually complete= onl:
Curricular M&PS the minimum units requir.

Curricular maps are used by departments to de-
scribe how the overall curriculum is organized in
course sequences for different kinds of students. The
maps often are intended for internal use, but some
departments distribute maps to students to help them
select courses or sequences. Figures 11, 12, and 13
present curricular maps from three departments in
different schools that demonstrate the department-
level organization of courses available to cohorts of
siudents.

Curricular Map for English

The English curriculum represented in Figure 11 is
from School 5, which requires 30 units of English for
graduation. The placement of students in on= of five
programs is dependent on the recommendat.ons of
junior high school teachers, test scores, and writing
samples. The basic program serves students ranging
from nonreaders to those reading at about the fourth-
grade level. Available to them are either three years of
remedial reading or an English 1-6 sequence. No aca-
demic electives in the English Department are gener-
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The “Y” English prognm is addressed to stie_dent:
who are reading at two grades below their ==ctua
grade level. It is skills oriented, and it includes a_ wide
range of less academic clctives, as suggested t==v the
titles of the course offering.

Students who read at gde level are assigned ==o the
“X” program where theyare exposed to a twe-—yea)
sequence of compositionand literature followe=d by
electives. Because studentsmay choose electives from
their track or the track justbelow theirs, “X” stue=lents
have many more electivestochoose from than de> “Y’
students.

GATE students take anaivanced form of com._posi-
tion and literature for thre years and then ck=oose
from “X” electives in grade twelve or take adva=nced
placement courses.

Curricular Map for Mathematics

The curricular map formathematics shown in  Fig-
ure 12 is from Schocl 7 where 20 mathematics ==2nits
are needed for graduation Placement is based ox= the
students’ test scores, teachers’ recommendations. and
the students’ intended pustsecondary destinatTSons.
Students are allocated toone of three genera 1 se-
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quences: college preparatory, colge interested, or
vocatlonal Vgcatlcznal stuaent: usually taka Mathe-

u,at.c:m fequuementrand select fron two EIEGUVE;S that
they share with college-interested students. College-
interested students most often takealwo-year sequence

of algeT Dra, after which they can enroll in electives or
the geo —metry courses of the college preparatory pro-
gram, T_"he usual college preparatory program extends
for at I"Jeast three years and includes the traditional
mathen—natics sequence of algebra, geometry, and trig-
onomet—ry, followed by a choice of three electives.

Grade ESSH: I:nghsh "Y Enghsh "X" English GATE
Reading level: Fiaadmg leve E‘Eadmg level: Reading level:
Nonreader-4.5 5.6-6. S 7.0-8.9 9.0 and above
9 Remedial English 1~ ET Enghsh Skills 1-2 ‘f C!:!meSltlan/theraturé Campcsman/uterature
Reading (two semesters) 1= —2X (two semesters) 1-2
GATE (two semesters)
10 F?smedlal Enghsh 1 E;T English Skills3-4Y Gt'::rﬁpasﬁmﬁ!utergture Composition/Literature
Reading (two semesters) 3——4X (two semesters) 3-4
GATE (two semesters)
11 Aemediai English 1-&§ T |Electives (below) Ele==ctives (below) Advanced Composition
and Reading American Literature Y Ad =lvanced Composition X (GATE)
12 Writing Work- |Biography/Autobiog- Ar—merican Literature X Enaglish Literature
shop/Lab raphy Y Be =ginning Journalism X (GATE)
Developmental Reading¥ | Be-=ginning Speech
English Skills Bic—ography/Autobiog-
Review 5-8* rfe=mphy X
English 1-6 Y Cres eative Writing Grade 12
Individualized Instruc- De =velopmental Reading
tion¥ Dre=ama as Literature X Advanced Placement
Literature of American Enz - glish for College X (optional)
Minorities Y Ene glish Literature X
Mass Media 'Y Inte@rmediate Composi- Electives from X Program
Mystery and Detective ticeon X
Stories Y Litee=rature of American
Mythology Y M: Tinorities X
Science Fiction Y Lites=rature of the American
Senior English Y W-Fest X
Song Lyrics and Poetry Y | Maz =258 Media X
Sports Literature Y Mo =dern American Litera-
Technigques/Group Discus-| . :re X
sionY My=—stery and Detective
Vocabulary and SpellingY | St.—ories X
Vocational English Y Now—vel X
Writing Workshop/Lab* Poe==try and Literary Criti-
Your Language Y cl===m X
R Scie “ence Fiction X
‘Course is recomrnended She==kespeare X
for those who do not pass | She—ort Story X
English competency tests.| Téz—hnical Writing X
Utospian Literature X
WOz - men in Literature X
Woe - rid Literature X
Adwevance Journalism
3-8 8—No English credit
Adwwrance Speech—No
En =3glish credit
Flg. 11. Curricular map for English jnPaths’ School 5
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Collage Preparatory

Algebral

Collsge Interasted

Vocational

Algebra 1-2(8)*

s - Mathamatics I-IV

Geometry e

1

Algebrall

I

Computer
programming

N

Trigonometry (8)

1

Precalculus(S)

(S) Semestercourse
*The Algebra 1-2(S) program is a two-year Algebra ! course especially designed for those students wha would

be unabla to maintain the pace of a standard one-year course.

Algebra 3-4(8)

Applied mathematics

Electives

Introduction to computers

Consumer mathematics

Calculator mathematics

Fig. 12. Curricular map for mathematles in Paths’ School 7

__ Category of student

Freshman
vear

Sophomore
year

Junior year

Senior year

Minimum
numbar
of years

Above-average student
Grades: Band above

Earth science (RL."=

9), biclegy
(RL=10)

Earth science,

biology, chemistry,

physics (RL=10)

Chemistry, physics,
advanced bioiogy
(RL=10)

Chemistry, physics,
advanced biology
(RL=10)

3

Average or above-
average student
Grades: Cto B
(fair to good mathe-
matics background)

Earth science, biol-
ogy, environmenta
physics (RL=10)

Chemistry, biology,
physics (RL=10),
environmental
physics (RL=9)

Physics, advanced
biology, chemistry
(RL=10)

Average or below-
average student
Grades: Cto B
{generally weak in
mathematics)

Life or physical
science (RL=6),
earth science
(RL=9)

Life or physical
science (RL=6),
earth science
(RL=9), biology
{RL=10), environ-
meantal physics
(RL=9)

Earth science (RL=9),
biology (RL=10),
environmental
physics (RL=9)

Student generally poor Life or physical Life or physical 1
in mathematics and science (RL=6) science (RL=6)
has reading problems
Above-average student Earth science or Earth science or 1
who will take only biology, environ- biology, environ=
one science course mental physics, mental physics,
chemistry, physics chemistry, physics
(RL=10) (RL=%2)

*AL = Reading grade leval.

Fig. 13. Map of sclence curriculum In Paths’ School 13
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Curricular Map for Science

Figure 13 shows the science curriculum at School
13 where ten units are required for graduation.
Placement depends on previous teachers’ recommen-
dations, grades, and results of a minimum skills test.
Students who read at or below a sixth-grade level and
who are generally poo: in mathematics choose between
life or physical science courses. They are likely to
graduate having completed only one of the two
courses. Another group of students, those who have
low grades and are weak in mathematics, can select
from four courses, depending on their reading level,
during their sophomore, junior, or senior year. Although

students in this category have more choices of science

courses than do studems whc) read belc)w grade level

requlred science units.

Until students are reading at the tenth-grade level
or have above-average grades, regardless of their
actual year of high school, they do not have access to
biology, chemistry, or physms At this level, students
have available seven science courses to select from,
those that form the traditional college preparatory
sequence. Once embarked on this sequence, the stu-
dents are reported to take more than the minimum
required units because they are concerned about meet-
ing college entrance requirements.

Curricular Paths in Mathematics
Schools uze curricular maps to indicate the se-
quences of courses planned for students. To determine

whether students actually follow the planned course
sequences, analysts studied transcripts of students
from School 8. The course paths taken by stuadents
through the mathematics curriculum were found to
follow the sequences described in the curricular map.
Implementation in the mathematics department appar-
ently matched the curricular planning; that is, stu-
dents actually took what the department planned.

At School 8 the mathematics department differen-
tiated the curriculum into three tracks that offered
alternative routes to completing the mathematics
sequence. Numerous paths through the sequence were
made available to the students. Figure 14 displays the
mathematics tracks as organized by the department:
remedial, basic, and college preparatory tracks. The
arrows indicate the directiocn of possible movement.
General Mathematics 1, Introduction to Two-year
Algebra, and Algebra 1 are the common courses of
upward and downward mobility across tracks.

College preparatory course paths. College prepara-
tory programs typically included sequences such as:

Algebra | — Geometry

Algebra 1 —= Basic geometry Algebra 2

Algebra 1— Two-year algebra (conclusmn)
Geometry
Two-year algebra (introduction and conclusion)

— Geometry

sented the shortest route to obtalmng the content
represented in these seguences. Students could com-
plete a college preparatory sequence in three years

Course sequences
{Number of students enroiled)

Ramadial track

Basic track

Gallags prsparatary track

Q
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“General mathematics 1

‘General mathematics 2
(199)

General mathematics 3
(83)

Fig. 14. Curricular map for mathematics in Paths’ School 8

Two-year algebra, "~ Algebral
introduction (141)
(233)
|
Twc-yssr slgebrs Geometry
conclusicn (i75)
(143) * ~
N — N
Basic geamatry Algebra 2
(62) (120
" Trigonometry/
analytic geometry
- (56)
1
Calculus
(11)
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instead of two; however, the alternative courses might
not fulfill Umversuy of California requirements. Of
the 100 students completing the sequence, 70 followed
the Algebf& I-geometry sequence and 30 followed
completed the college preparamry sequencé took at
least one more mathematics course, and 27 percent
took two additional years of mathemancs

Basic course paths. The basic mathematics program
included the two-year algebra sequence. Students
could enter the basic track from General Mathemavics
1 and Algebra 1. Thus, typical general programs

included courses such as:
Two-year algebra (i..iroduction) —= Two-year

algebra (conclusion)
Algebra 1 —— Two-year algebra (conclusion)
General Mathematics 1— Two-year algebra

(introduction and conclusion)

Of the 68 students who completed a basic sequence,
ten (15 percent) began in one of the other two tracks.
Ten students completed an additional year of mathe-
matics beyond the basic sequences described above,

Remedial course paths. Although only one year of
mathematics is required, students in the remedial
track typically take two years of coursework. The typi-
cal sequences include programs such as:

General Mathematics 1—— General Mathematics
2

Maihematms 2

Most students who began in this track continued in
it for two years. Of the 107 students who completed
the minimum one-year program, 10 percent repeated
General Mathematics 1 during the second year, Fewer
than ten students moved from the general track to the
remedial sequence.

Table 14 shows a distribution of students who took
various mathematics sequences. Most students com-
pleted a sequence of courses that corresponded to the
mathematics department’s recommended sequences,
and the largest portion of these students took more
than the required ten units. Some students began one
sequence and either failed to follow this path to com-
pletion or switched without completing any path. For
example, a student could take one semester of a
remedial course, switch to the basic track, then stop
taking mathematics, or take only one year of the
two-year sequence in the basic or college preparatory
tracks. Such students fulfilled graduation require-
men{s, but they failed to pursue a sequence to
compiation.

The curricula that schools plan for various cohorts
of students may be seen through the curricuiar maps
to structure programs of study over the secondary
school years. Students did not take random arrays of
academic courscs; rather, they took sequences that
were designed by the teachers in each department.
Movement between sequences follows the department
planning for course sequences. How studzats are
plav:ed and monitored in various sequences or tracks
1s the topic of the next chapter.

Table 14
Proportion of Graduates Taking Various Mathematics Séquerlr;:es
- o ) ) Percent of
Percent students
of completing
Ea;gmmanded sequ.ace Track studeris sequence
Fulfill graduation requirement Remedial 32 100
of ten mathematics units.
Complete a two-year algebra Basic 31 65
sequence.
Complete at least two years, College 37 81
including algebra and preparatory
geometry.
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courses that make up each individual student’s high school program of study.
Counselors provide information about courses and requirements for graduation
or college admission. The counselor’s primary role is that of initial sorter, plac-
ing students in tracks or sequences of courses. Teachers decide which students

lish the criteria for continued sorting of students into particular courses or levels
of courses and set standards for completion.

The number of courses and course-level choices actually available to students
depends on the tracking system at each school and on the individual student’s
characteristics. The students’ choices of courses, particularly academic courses,
are limited by the tracks they choose or the tracks to which they are assigned in
each subject area. The support that students receive from counselors for decision
making also depends on the track. Students in the college preparatory track and
lower track receive more attention from counselors concerning the completion
of college entrance or graduation requirements. Middle-track students who have
no attendance or other problems and who can graduate were reported to receive

definition of dropout varied greatly, resulting in noncomparable statistics. To
follow up on students outside of school, whether they were dropouts or gradu-
ates, was reported to be expensive and difficult. Information about what stu-
dents did after graduation was not considered important for curricular planning.
The monitoring of students’ progress through the courses of study was a
major recordkeeping problem for schools. Few schools consistently checked
whether students completed the courses planned in their overall program of
study, unless the students were in danger of not graduating. This type of moni-
toring was left to the students and their parents. Each counselor in the Paths’
schools was responsible for an average of 369 students; one school had no
counselors. These ratios obviously limit the time available for each student.

R 44
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Placement of Students:
%‘EE‘EQEEE‘@% %E‘E@ @ﬁ'@a:edmeg

The great differences in curricular paths taken by
cohorts of students can be understood through the
two features of the tracking system that were de-
scribed in Chapter Three. These features are:

@ Structures (differentiation of curriculum into var-
ious courses and sequences or tracks)

e Procedures (processes by which students learn
about the possible array of courses, select the
courses, and continue in the sequence or track)

Chapter Four describes the procedural aspects of

tracking found in the schools studied. The data about
placement processes collected in the Paths’ schools
included accounts by school personnel and documents
given to students. These accounts describe the organi-
zaticnal mechanism and support for the students’
placement pfocéss but they do not address the actual

thl:ll’ courses.

How is it that a student ends up taking particular
courses and course sequences? When asked this ques-
tion, school personnel typically respond that students
make these choices with the assistance of their parents
and guidance counselors; however, which courses stu-
dents take over four years of high school is not simply
a matter of the students’ choice. A number of con-
straints limit and predetermine what students can and
do take, including the structure of the tracking
system.

Curriculum differentiation has been described as
the way in which high schools, departments, and
teachers organize the content to be taught into
appropriate units for cohorts of students. Organizing
the curriculum into courses, sequences, and tracks
enables schools to pravidf; broadly def‘ined areas of

and ablll,tlcs Trackmg narrows the fc::czus of each
course and the range of the students’ achievement lev-
els within a class. Tracking also limits access to stu-
dents for whom the course or track is appropriate.

The procedural processes of placement and moni-
toring are managerial functions. As explained in

" Chapter Three, permanent placement based entirely

on measurement of abihty is prDhlblth Therefore,
students must be placed in courses in other ways. The
placement processes found in the Paths’ schools com-
bined the criteria used for differentiating courses (e.g.,
achievement scores or prerequisites) with students’
choices of particular courses, The processes can be
described as follows:

e The initial placement of entering students
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o The ongoing course piacemen: ad s< :ciion
process
© The ways schools monitor st. .znts’ progress

through requirements

Because guidance counselors play = key role in all
three processes, the student/counselo: ratios in Cali-
fornia hlgh schools deserve attention. Excluding the
one school in the study in which there v.ere no counse-
lors (students were monitored by assisiant principals),
the ratio varied greatly across scho~is. In the Paths’
schools each counselor served zn average of 369
students,

Initial Placement

Placement of entering high school students in
courses and tracks is influenced by the degree of
involvement of counselors, parents, and students.
Students in different high schools do not receive the
same amount or type of information. The Paths’
schools employed diverse counseling approaches, dif-
ferent amounts of encouragement for parent partici-
pation, and a range of “tudent/parent input in arriv-
ing at a first-year schedule—the initial track placement.

Nearly all of the high schools studied distributed
course catalogs. These usually described courses,
course prerequisites, the district’s graduation reqmre-
rnEnts and entram;e reqmremems f'or Califarni 3 col-
schaols prov1ded students with sample foursyear proa
grams of study. A few had programs geared toward
specific postgraduatlon educational and vocational
goals. For example, in one school’s catalog, students
interested in agricultural technology careers were
presented with one program preparing them for a
California state university and another preparing
them for a two-year community college.

Counselors in all schools considered the same basic
criteria when directing new students toward paths of
study. Students usually were placed according to their
scores on standardized tests, grades, junior high
school teachers’ recommendations, and career plans.
In several Paths® schools the first-year schedule was
initiated by the counselor, but parents and students
could change it. In a few cases the counselor’s sugges-
tions seemed to carry more weight, and in one school

the counselor actually assigned students to a first-year
schedule.

Parents of entering students had varying amounts
of contact with the school staff. Many counseling
staffs invited parents to meetings to receive informa-
tion similar to that given to the students. Some coun-
selors informed parents about school requirements
and possible programs of study. Counselors in a few
schools asked parents to attend the initial student/
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counselor conference to discuss the students’ plans
beyond high school and possible four-year study pro-
grams. Paths’ schools that encouraged parents to
attend the initial conference reported that their atten-
dance rate was high.

Some of the eniollment procedures provided that
the pareris and students would plan the first-year
schedule. The schedules usually were accepted by the
school unless the counselor felt strongly that the stu-
dent was not prepared for a particular course or that
the student would not complete the graduation require-
ments.

Ongoing Course Placement

Students continue in particular courses and tracks
by registering for courses either once or twice during
an academic year. In some Paths’ schools students’
schedules were determined in the fall for the entire
year Mest schools however, had some type of regis-
of changmg courses or selecting electives. Because
many courses were a year in length, second semester
registratians were automatic unless students needed to

Many schools usr:d srgrr up systems referred to as
“arena,” “scramble,” or “milling.” For example, in
some schools “arena® scheduling was used for the
purpose of having students sign class lists for elective
courses. In other schools students received a list of
courses they should take based on preregistration
preferences or counselors’ suggestions. Students were
then allowed to choose the teachers from whom they
would like to take the preassigned courses. This
allowed a final opportunity to change the schedule
just before or even after courses began. A number of
counselors reported that students’ schedules changed
or were not finalized until well into the first weeks of
the terms, causing class interruption and loss of
instructional time,

Counselors’roles in ongoing placement. Counselors
at most of the schools relied on course descriptions
prepared by teachers or department heads for their
information about specific courses. A few schools
assigned individual counselors to particular depart-
ments to gain a more detailed understanding of the
department’s offerings so that this information could
be shared with the rest of “he counseling staff. In addi-
tion, counselors frequertly learned about specific
courses through contacts with teachers. Thus, the
amount and type of information that counselors could
provide students depended on what the counselors
knew about the content of the available courses and
how they obtained this information.

Most schools arranged for routine individual con-
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ferences between students and counselors. Some
schools attempted to include parents in these meet-
ings, but most schools did not. The conferences typi-
cally focused on graduation requirements yet to be
completed, the status of proficiency testing, and post-
graduation plans. The formal student/counselor meet-
irlgs usually were an annual event, but a few schools
reported that routine conferences took place prior to
each semester. A few schools scheduled only one con-
ference during a student’s high school career. In these

schools each student met with a counselo- at the end
sl

of the sophomore year or the bsgmmn; = junior
year.
Teachers’ roles in ongoing placem -achers

play a significant role in determining . .ich courses
and ccurse sequences students eventu: .y take. They
assume the rcle of gatEkEEpEI and d ,-errnmé whlch

Espécrally college preparatory courses. In rnost Paths
schools counselors depended on the teachers’ recom-
mendations to guide students toward courses and
tracks. Teachers assessed students’ abilities during the
first weeks of a term, in some cases by admrmstermﬁ
formal tests. To remain in a class, students had to
meet the course standards, pace, expectations, and
work load. Final enrollment in courses was frequently
determined after several weeks of coursework, and
studénts for whorn a particular rlass was Either too

was frcquently obtarne:d by means of preregursrtes
established by teachers.

Students’ roles in ongcing placement. The impor-
tance of giving the students a choice in the ongoing
selection of courses differed within the schools by
track. Students who failed to pass the proficiency
examinations were enr:ouraged to attend or were
automatically placed in remedial courses, depending
on the pohcy of the local schnol or district. Courses
for students in the upper tracks were largely deter-
mined by college entrance requirements. The highest
achieving students had the fewest choices, because
academic sequences planned for them took up almost
all of the available time,

Students in the general education track who had
relatively few difficulties in meeting graduation and
proficiency requirements and did not plan to attend a
four-year college tended to have the most choices to
make concernmg their programs. These students were
not enrolled in assigned remedial courses and had
fewer reasons for being steered toward academic elec-
tives. The nature of their study program: was largely a
function of personal choice within th¢ offerings avail-
able in their tracks.

39



Monitoring the Pro ress of Students

Four kinds of monitoring processes were conducted
by the schools. These processes included monitoring
the (1) daily presence of students (e.g., attendance and
dropouts); (2) course of study, proficiency, and col-
lege entrance requirements; (3) courses taken to com-
plete each student’s overall plan or blueprint; and (4)
students’ postgraduation destinations. Few schools

ever, many schools relied on informal sources of
information. In nearly all Paths’ schools, guidance
counselors had the primary responsibility for the
monitoring. Dgscnptmns of these monitoring proce-

dures follow

1. Atzendancé and dropouts. Students needed to be
present in classes to learn the curriculum planned
for them. Schools and districts varied widely in
their ability to keep track of students. Some
checked attendance each period; some, each day;
and some, far less frequently. Estlmates of daily
attendance ranged from 72 to 100 percent (exclud-
ing excused absences). Estimates of students in
attendance bui cutting classes ranged from 0 to
10 percent.

All schools reported difficulty in knowing exactly
which and how many students were enrolled.
Transiency rates limited the ability of the schools
to forecast which students would be in particular
classes over the school year, even though total
enrollment figures were relatively stable. One of
the Paths’ schools reported more than a 70-
pe’rcent tumﬂver af studants each year. Teacher

by the contmual changes Df students in each
class. In addition, scheduling courses and course
sections depended on the number of students
projected to enroll in each course.

The difficulty of counting and keeping track of
students was most apparent in attempts to
determine dropout rates. Establishing who was a
dropout and when a student had dropped out
required the school to determine where students
went after they stopped attending the school.
This frequently required the counselor to contact
the student or family. Usually, schools requested
records for a new student, and this signaled the
previous school th.at the student had moved and
reentered school rather than dropped out. The
counselor had to add this information to the
student’s records and decide how to compile it
when an aggregated estimate was desired. The
dropout rate for Paths’ schools was reported to
be an average of 8.1 percent, with a rangz of 1 to
35 percent. In one large school the aggregated

dropout figure was computed by subtracting the
number of graduates in 1981 from the number
enrolled as ninth graders in 1977; this calculation

indicated a 35-percent decline.

As in the above example, dropouts often are
confused with those students who transfer. Some
schools experience ten to 15 students entering or
leaving school each day, an average turnover of
1,000 students per semester. Tracking each of
these students requires a trail of paperwork and
hours of counseling time. Some of these students
enter another school right away and request that
their transcripts be sent, while others may not
reenter school for some time. Schools with large
migrant worker populations lose students for
several months.

. Completion of requirements. Momtonng each

student’s completion of requlremems was a
highly routinized but time-consuming process.
Counselors maintained students’ files by collect-
ing and entering the data for each of the numer-
ous students assigned to them. In a few cases the
clerical task of monitoring proficiency test resulis
fell to the school registrar or an assistant princi-
pal. In other schools student aides or secretaries
alleviated some of the clerical responsibilities of
counselors, thereby freeing the counselors to
spend more time with the students. Streamlining
cumbersome tasks associated with counseling
depended on the creativity of each school’s
administrative and guidance staff. Many schools
employsd computers to keep track of students’
progress.

. Match between courses and plans. Only a few

schools formally monitored the match between
the actual courses students were taking and their
lﬂltlal _program plans This task was OftEﬂ
ments, ESPEElally for the students who were
planning to attend college and had to meet
entrance standards. Generally, this kind of moni-
toring was relegated to the students and their
parents.

Counselors reported that they spent more time
with students in the remedial tracks and college
preparatory tracks, while students in the general
education tracks received less guidance. Coun-
selors were responsible for arranging special
programs and tutoring for students who failed
proficiency tests or had problems meeting the
graduation requirements. At the other extreme
were the students who expected to attend four-
year colleges. For these students counselors
spent more time evaluating courses, offering sug-
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gestions about colleges, and providing informa-
tion about scholarships. Students in the general
education tracks required less of the counselors’
attention because their postgraduation plans
were less clear.

Postsecondary destination. Few schools (only
five of the 16 Paihis” schools) formally collected
information about the progress of their students
after graduation. When information was col-
lected, it was in the form of surveys sent to the
students’ homes, and the response rate was low.
In one school a phone survey was conducted;
however, the written or phone surveys were not
regular or ongoing. All high schools received
information from the University of California
and California State University systems describ-
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ing the academic progress of their students in
those systems in comparison to other students.
However, this information was not reported to
be used in any thorough or systematic way.

In spite of the importance that counselors placed
on students’ career plans in selecting courses, the
lack of postgraduate information was not com-
monly perceived as a problem. This information
was considered important for counseling and
curriculum planning in only three of the schools
that collected it. Even when the information was
what students actually do after graduation could
be used by counselors to assess the success of

their programs of study and counseling practices

supporting students’ choices.
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Surnmary

Curricular structures (described in Chapter Three) and placement processes
(described in Chapter Four) tended to interact with particular consequences for
different cohorts of students. Although these two components of tracking sys-
tems were found to differ across the schools studied, the even more striking
pattern emerging from the case studies was the consistent curricular effects of
the tracking system on students within the same school.

Using three criteria to describe and compare tracks and schools, students in
the upper tracks of all schools were found to have available significantly more
sequentxally planned academic courses. By contrast, courses planned for stu-
dents in the lower tracks were shorter sequences with lower expectations. Prog-
ress to higher-order skills and access to courses in other tracks was limited in the
lower tracks of most schools.

Such differences in academic course structures had a significant effect when
compared in terms of available instructional time. Students in the upper tracks,
simply because more sequential, academic courses were planned for them, were
ble to accrue as much as two more semesters of coursework in some academic
areas than did students in the lower tracks. Therefore, students who entered high
school already well prepared (e.g., those in the upper tracks) had more oppor-
tunity to increase their academic preparation than did students who entered high
school less well-prepared (e.g., those in the lower tracks).

—_—— e—r— — The three criteria used to assess and compare cur-
Criteria f(ll" Ccpmpaﬁson Of ricular structures across tracks and schools were:

e Amount. The amount of coursework within each

Cmcu!ar Stme;:;ure track or sequence (e.g., number of courses or
- - - ) length of sequence) and the expectations of work
The following comparisons of curricular structure covered in each
in the Paths’ schools are limited to the data gathered e Level. The progressive nature of sequences, lead-
from interviews about courses, course sequences, and ing to higher order skills and content (arti:ula—
related policies and practices. These comparisons do tion among courses in a sequence with increasing
not include the way in which the curriculum is actu- difficulty levels)
ally taught by teachers in classrooms across the state. @ Access. Coordination of courses across tracks
The level of inquiry or unit of analysis used here is the and areas to be available to students (articulation
semester or year-long course. of content and prerequisites of all courses)
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Two important caveats should be kept in mind.
First, this analysis was limited to three academic
departments and the major course sequences within
these areas. The analysis excluded other important
sub_;ent areas and 50- called electxve courses. In thxs

cohon Thus electives rnay have included hlghly
advanced, ngorous courses, suchasShakespeare and

courses plannﬂcl asa sequense.

Second, this analysis assumed that there was really
something sequential about the course sequences as
described by school personnel. From curriculum
maps, other documents, and the reports of depart-
ment chairpersons, there were indications that English
2 was more advanced than English 1; however, the
coordination and planning of such courses varied. To
some degree, sequences were assumed to represent
meaningful relationships among courses at the daily
level of content that had not been studied directly.

For example, when a course entitled English 2 fol-
lowed English 1, the skills and knowledge learned in
English 2 presumably required those learned in En-
glish 1. In addition, the two courses together should
have presented to students some essential substance in
the area of knowledge called English. If chemistry is a
prerequisite for biology, the work entailed in biology
should build on the knowledge and skills acquired in
chemistry, creating a sequence that teaches students
important components of science. A sequence entitled
Remedial Reading 1 and II suggested that the two
courses constituted a progresswe accumulation of
reading skills. This may, in faci, not have been the

case.

Comparing Curricular Planning A cross
Tracks Within a School

In the following comparison of curricular planning
across tracks, School 21 was used as an example. It
had grades nine through twelve with an enroliment of
over 2,000 students: 20 percent black, 20 percent His-
panic, 10 percent Asian, and 50 percent Caucasian.
There were 96 teachers in 15 departments in the
school, five administrators, and five counselors., The
school graduated 90 percent of its seniors in 1981 (3
percent failed course requirements, 1 percent failed
proficiency requirements, and 6 percent failed both).
Enrollment had dropped from nearly 5,000 students
ten years ago, cuttmg the teaching staff drarnatmally
The school ranked in the twentieth percentile in the
state on CAP reading scores, with about equal pro-
portions of students in each achievement quartile
(except 30 percent in the bottom quartile).
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The interviewers described their site visit as follows:

Most of the information requested had been prepared
by the time we arrived at School 21. At that time we met
with the pinreipal, vice-principal for instruction, and
head counselor. All of those we talked to seemed knowl-
edgeable and conversant with the information we sought.
Most had been at the school for up to ten years. The
most difficult question was that concerning the dropout
rate. Everyone we talked to felt that thxs number was
almost impossible to estimate, and very little informa-
tion about it was available. Other information was easily
available, and most of it was collected and tallied as a
matter of course. These people were very concerned
abcut the,ir E’L.rriculum amﬂ bEcause gf their preoccu;:a—

kept close tabs Drn ElttEﬁd?inCE teacher/ pupll ratms,
changes in student body and sr:hcol characteristics, and
50 forth.

Cohorts of Students

All resnondents at the school agreed that there were
four tracks: lower, middle, college preparatory, and
GATE (gifted and talented education), except in
science. The researchers who conducted the case study
reported the following:

The school offers four tracks: remedial, general, col-
lege preparatory, and gifted, with considerable differ-
ences among the courses offered at each level, The lowest
levels concentrate on the most elementary skills with
materials using the simplest language and ideas. There is
some crossover of students in classes at the general and
college-preparatory level courses, particularly English
courses. And, to some extent, these courses cover much
nf thE same matérlal Dnly the ‘courses at the cullege

for “admission to the Unwers;tx of C.‘ahforma In other
fields thE courses are vastly differgnt Cgllegg prepara-

chemlstry, physu:s) and mathematics (Algebra 1and 2,
geometry, trigonometry/algebra) sequences acceptable
to the University of California, while lower-track stu-
dents study general mathematics and a survey “World
Science” course, which is divided into a semester of phys-
ical science and semester of biological science. These
courses are taught at a much more elementary level than
at the higher track. The history courses are also differ-
ent, where the lower-track history course is composed of
newspaper and magazine material about current events.

remedial students into college preparatory courses in
science or mathematics.

The course sequences for each track in School 21
are shown in Table 15. The GATE and college pre-
paratory tracks were combined for simplicity, because
many courses had the same titles but access to them
was restricted. The college preparatory and GATE
courses in English, mathematics, and science were
designed to extend for four years. Most courses in this
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track had specific prerequisites in terms of previous
courses to be taken and a minimum grade of C to
coutinue in the sequence.

By contrast, the middle-track sequence extended
for three years in English and mathematics and one
year in science (taken in grade ten or eleven). Most of
these courses also required a minimum grade of C to
continue in the sequence. In the lower track, English
and mathematics courses were planned for two years,
and science was planned for one year. Only two tracks
were available in science: college preparatory and
middle/lower track. Courses in the lower track had no
requirements beyond initial placement criteria.

Amount of Coursework
~ The length of sequences in each track clearly dif-
fered. The differences were greatest across tracks in

science and mathematics. College-preparatory stu-
dents, if they actually enrolled in the sequences
ject. Middle-track students had a possible four-year
English sequence, three years of mathematics, and one
year of science. L.ower-track students had a possible
four-year English sequence, three years of mathemat-
ics, and one vear of science. However, the number of
courses in each sequence could be seen in the number
of sections indicated at each level. The college mathe-
matics sequence began with ten class sections, but only
two sections of students enrolled in trigonometry/
advanced algebra. Similarly, six sections of biology
were taught, but only one section of physics.
Expectations of the students varied significantly
across tracks. The interviewers’ statement follows:
Sections of the same course receive the same materials

Table 15

Curricular Struciure in Paths’ School 21

Subject

Year 2 Year3 Yeard

Algebra (1)t

Maihematic’s

College

Geametrﬁ?i -

Trigonometry
Advanced
Algebra (2)

Algebra Il (2)

Preparatory | T - 1 7
Science Physical sciencet Biology (6) Chemistry (2) Physies (1)

English English IA (5)}

English IlA (4)

English IVA (3)

English HIA

Middle

Mathematics

General mathemat-
ics 1At or Prepa-
ratory algebra (3)+

Mathematics IIA (5)**
or Career mathsa-

| _matics (2)**

Consumer mathe-
matics (2)

Seience World science (15)
English English B (8)} English 1B (8) English HiB (5) English IVB (3)
S Mathematics | Mathematics funda- S -
mentals 1B (5) or
Basic mathematics
Lower o €)) e -

Science

Woeorld science (15)

English English fundamen- | Language experi-
tals (5)* ence (3) or English
fundamentals (4)

KEY:
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T = Initlal placement and test score.
} = Access course to next track.

* = Failed proficiency test.

** = Prarequisite course or grade in a course.
( ) = Number of sections offerad.
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school policy governing homework. There is, howsver, a
school condition, the lack of enough books and supplies,
which has a very pmfnund effect on homework.
According to all school personnel interviewed, stu-
dents in lower tracks do not return their books at the end
of the semester or even bring them to school during the
semester. As a result, lower-track students may no
longer take their books home, and therefore, in effect,
thes;, students have no humework Instead reading and

mstruc:tmnal time and réducmg the amount of material
covered during the semester. The chairperson also com-
plained that these students would not do homework
anyway.

Level (xf Qomsework

titles, the cﬂllcge preparatery track gppsared to offer
progression to higher-order skills and content in all
three areas. The general track seemed to have progres-
sion in English and in mathematics. But, since the
science track was truncated, clearly no progression
was possible in the general track. The lower track did
indicate progression at the very basic skill level but
not into higher-order skills or content,

The interviewers described articulation of courses
in School 21 as follows:

Quesrion: Do sequences within departments fit together in
coherent paths so that, particularly from the
student’s point of view, there would be a sense of
purpose in the combination of courses, content,
and skills being developed?

Response: Coherent paths ocecur only at the college prepara-
tory and gifted levels and then only in English
and mathematics. Physics is scheduled as the
senior course apparently because students need
two years of mathematics prerequisites, but
there is no science prerequisite for any science
course. This seems appropriate to the nature of
the disciplines, although one might expect that
physics would have a chemistry prerequisite.

Question: Are courses sequential, i.e., do they have pre-
requisite skills and knowledge and are they in
some sense cumulative, leading to advanced lev-
els of skill and content? In all areas (in general
education as well as in college preparatory
programs)?

Response: Callege preparatory English and rnathematir:s

requrred for Enroument in advanced courses
(trxgorrc:metry/ algebra requires geometry, En-
gllsh 12 requires English 11, and so forth). In
smgnce, college preparatory chemistry and phys-
ics courses, by their nature, have rmly mathe-
matics prerequisites. (Chemistry requires alge-
bra with a score of B or better. Physics requires
algebra and geometry.) Advanced English courses

ERIC
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concentrate on college preparatorv materials
and a review of English literature.

General science courses are neither sequential
nor cumulative and seem to be in a constant
state of change. The chairperson claims that “no
one knows how to teach science to lower-track
students.” Course: in general mathematics con-
centrate on arithmetic and applied “consumer
mathematics.” There are only three years of
general mathematics courses, each leading to the
next. Lower-track English courses concentrate
on fundarnéntals and have no prerequisites

gr ade twelve.

Access to Courses Across Tracks

Initial track placement had a significant effect on
access to other courses, but there could he several
routes to higher—level or more advanrzed courses. In

lower-track Mathematrcs Fundamentals IB. They could
progress to General Mathematics IA or preparatory
algebra and then possibly to advanced courses in the
middle sequence. Similarly, middle-track students
could move from preparatory algebra to algebra in
the college preparatory track. The interviewers stated
that the mathematics department had designed an
algebra course that covered the usual one-year algebra
in three semesters to encourage middle-track students
to take algebra.

Initial track placement in all departments was made
by counselors on the basis of previous grades, test
scores, teachers’ recommendatrons, and students’ or
parents’ preferences. Ninth-grade students were placed
in mathematics courses and given the same work for
two weeks in all classes; then adjustments in tracks
were made. Students were given the same work in
English courses for nine weeks, after which track
adjustments were allowed.

Science students rarely moved after initial place-
ment (i.e., few students moved from world science to
biology’ crr che’rr.ristry’) The prirnar}' barriers were
for the college preparatory science courses. Thus few
students, except those initially placed in college pre-
paratory riathematics and science, had access to
advanced science courses.

Factors cited as affecting length of sequences, pro-
gression of sequences, and access to courses were:

e low-level skills of entering students (some read-

ing at levels below fifth grade)

o Teachers working outside their specialization

because of enrollment decline and teacher layoffs

e Lack of pressure or incentives for students to

take advanced courses, particularly in lower
tracks
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Comparing Curricular Structures

In the following comparison, Paths’ schools 2 and
21 are used to illustrate the differences that curricular
planning may make for students across tracks. The
curricular structure of sequences in English, mathe-
matics, and science for School 2 is shown in Table 16.
(The curricular structure in Paths’ School 21 was
shown in Table 15.) Common to both schools is the
fact that the longest sequences and highest level
courses were available to the highest achieving stu-
dents. Concomitantly, the expectations were greater
for the higher tracks.

A significant difference in the curricular planmng
between schools 2 and 21 was that the students in
School 2 had available a full four-vear sequence of
courses in each track. There were no internal barriers
to completing four years of sequential courses as there
were in School 21. Important demographic differ-
ences existed between schools 2 and 21.

As shown in Table 16, the remedial track in Paths’
School 2 appeared to be short (two years) in English

and mathematics, but each course was intended to
prepare students to move into the general track
sequence. A student beginning in the remedial track
could not complete the highest level (e.g., senior level)
courses in any other track because of time limitations,
but progression to courses offering higher-order skills
and content was possible in each subject. Students
were able to choose electives during the last two years
of English, but these were clearly designated as more
advanced or more general. The mathematics depart-
ment followed the traditional sequence and reported
little movement between the general and college
tracks with each func:t;omng as a complete and fairly

Th& most szgmf‘icant difference between the two
schools was the access to a complete science sequence.
School 2 offered access to advanced science courses
for students in the lower two tracks. There were sev-
eral routes to the different chemistry courses, requir-
ing combinations of biology and/or mathematics
courses as prerequisites. These prerequisites were
available to lower-track students. Many students
completed the entire sequence, as indicated by the 11
sections of physics that were provided.

Table 16
Gurricuiar Structure in Paths’ schanl 2
i e = = l,, - | - - s ’ L ——— ” - - ——
Track Subject Year 1 Yaer Year3 Year 4
Méti)émstics Marti“lematncs iA (8)1‘ Mathematics 2A (7)** | Mathematics 3A (5)** | College calculus (2)*1
or computer mathe-
College B matlcs (E)“
Preparatory |~ - T - — *
(50 percent fscience Physical science(14) Blolc-gy(‘l) Chemistry (1) Physics (11)
of students) —_— - _— S — —
English English 1A (6) English 2ZA (S)“ Humanities (2)*' College English (2),**
American classics (3)| world classics (2),
- ) - - - or électives B
Mathematics Msthematn:s 1B (8)t Msthemst:cs EES (S)" Mathematics 3B (2)** | Mathematics 4 (5)"
0 per - . |Biologyor Chemistryor o
g"‘g‘iédzf‘:‘) Science Physical science(3) | chemistry (1) | biology (1) Physics(11) B
- English English 1B (9)1 English 2B (9)** American Literature
o . — — [tk —
) Mathematics | General mathemat- | Pre-algebra (3)or | b -
ics 3 mathematics 1B(2)
Remedial — e oo — T — — —
il Same as general
(10 percent i (
of students) fSCI°N°®  |track) o . _
English Skills1 (1)t or Skills 2 (1)* Skills 3 (1)*
reading lab (2)* o )
KEY: Initial placement and test score.

1- =
} = Access course to next track,
* = Failed proficiency test.
= Prerequisite course or grade in a course,
( ) = Number of sections offered.
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Some of the diffcrences in the schools’ curricula
could be explained by the differences in the student
populations. School 2 had a high-achieving student
population in a fairly stable, weaithy community.
Most students pianned to enter college, and thus the
general track was actually a lower-level college prepara-
tory track. This significantly reduced the spread
of the students’ achievement to be accommodated in
the curriculum and the burden on teachers to tailor
content (e. g science) to students with low skills,

Keeping in mind tbe differences in student popula-
tlons sswed the currmular plannmg in Sc:hcxol 2 dem—

courses. Althcugh there appeaz‘ed to be no consensus
in the district or school about how the science curric-
ulum should be organized, there was clear planning
for length, progression, and access. Similarly, the
English curriculum had fluidity in terrns of electivesin
grades eleven and twelve, and progression and articula-
tion were indicated in the planning. The mathematics
tracks were the most discrete because, although they
followed the traditional sequences, they also indicated
concern for maximizing the amount of coursework, the
level of study, and the access for all students.

The combined effects on siudents of length of class
period ard of structural differences can be seen in the

comparisons of academic instructional time across
tracks and xhomls shmvn in Tabla 17. ('Zlass peric ds in

méan of 51 mmutes. Thé totail cumulatlve mstruc—
tional time was converted to hours.

By comparing the academic areas across tracks, one
can see the differences within schools. In each case the
college preparatory track had an advantage of nearly
one hour per day of academic instruction time—if
students actually took the courses planned for them.
The data indicate that many students did not com-
plete the longest sequences. The college preparatory
tracks in schools 12 and 19 différed by 1'i5 hours over
four years, or about one quarter hour per day,

these SSC]UEIIEES mdlcatmg that not all stuuents com-
pleted the full sequences of courses. The findings in
Chapter Four indicated that students in the general
track received less attention from counselors regard-
ing course planning than did students in other tracks.
Incentives for students in the lower tracks to take
advanced level academic courses were minimal, Even
students in the higher tracks had little incentive to
take courses beyond those required for admission to
the University of California or other institutions of
higher learning.

Table 17
Hours of Instructional Time Over Four Years in Different Tracks
at Three Paths S:haals
- - - ) Instrucnr:nal tlme in hcurs
- 7: 77 - - ~ Average
School Track English  |Mathematics| Science Total | perday”
College o - -
preparatory 660 660 495 1,815 2.52
School 12 - — — — R =
(55-minute period) I general 485 330 330 1,155 1.60
B |Lower - 485 330 - 330 1,155 1.60
- College ) - -

) preparatory 540 540 540 1,620 2.25
EchquQ o — — I ]
(45-minute period) | General 540 270 270 1,080 1.50

- JLower | 540 135 135 810 1.13
- - GD”EQE - o - ) o
] preparatory 600 600 600 1,800 2.50
School 21 ) ” 1 -
(50-minute period)  {General 600 450 150 1,200 1.67
Lower 600 450 150 1,200 1.67

*Based on 720 school days over four years,
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Instructional time (or “time on task™) research indi-
cates the importancP of time students spend actlvely

time available to engage students in 1ear111ng at:t1v1t1e:si
The findings here concern the actual use teachers
make of class time.

The results of the Paths’ school study indicate the
advantage of academic instructional time that can
accrue to students who take the available course
sequernices in the upper tracks. The effect of differences
in length of class period is also significant. There is a
greater emphasis on academic sequences for thie high-
est achieving students. Their curriculum expectations
are set outside of the school system, by colleges, and
are stated in the University of California a-f course
requirements. No such expectations are communi-
cated to students at lower achievement levels.

Tracking systems are organizational responses to
the diversity of students. Some students enter high
school at low achievement levels, and high schools
must plan courses for them. If the planning for each
track created sequences of courses that were of com-
parable length and progressively advanced content,
the tracks could be seen as providing different but
equally good secondary education., However, this was
not found to be the case.

Several reasons can be proposed to explain the dif-
ferences in the track contents. College entrance require-
ments impose structure on the coilege preparatory
track, but no such s:ructure exists for the other tracks.
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Secondary teachers in academic depariments are
trained in academic subject matter fields that form the
core of the college preparatory curriculum. In the
Paths’ schools teachers reported that they preferred to
teach higher achieving students. They frequently
reported not knowing how to teach or plan courses
for general and lower-track students, particularly in
mathematics and science. Textbooks and materials
for students who read below grade level are less avail-
able than those for students reading at grade level.
Transiency and absenteeism are greater in general and
lower tracks, limiting the progressive sequencing pos-
sible in curricular planning and instruction.

In a few of the Paths’schools, the general and lower
tracks were planned with long sequences of academic
courses, usually in conjunction with business or agri-
culture courses. The tracks and courses in these
schools clearly reflected local community characteris-
tics and needs. For example, one school had an exten-
sive program of business and work experience courses
tied to English and mathematics (but not science)

- sequences in the general track. This type of planning

results in tracks that zre responsive to student dlffer-
ences and that provide increasingly difficult levels of
coursework that are comparabie to those in the col-
lege preparatory track,

If public comprehensive high schools are to maxi-
mize academic achievement of all students, curricular
planning should be improved at the departmant and
school levels for the general and lower tracks.

1
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Section I: Managerial Information—
Descriptive Data on Schools

the important demographic and organizational features of
the schools: (1) to assist interviewers in becoming acquainted
with each school; and (2) to assess the managerial access to
and use of information for decision making. The following

Enrollment by grade level
Grade level structure
Ethnic distribution
English proficiency percentages
Special funding (special education, school improve-
ment, Title I, and so forth)
Attendance—daily excused and unexcused absences,
class cuts
7. Graduation rates—nongraduate breakdown by course
requirements and proficiency failures
8. Proficiency testing results for classes of 1981 —1985
9. Students taking the proficiency examination
10. Dropout rate
11. Number of teachers (FTE)
12, Pupil/teacher ratio
13. Class size—high, low, average
14. Minutes per class period
15. Class periods taken by students (average, minimum,
maximum)
16. Number of administrators (FTE)
17. Administrator/staff ratio
18. Number of counselors
19. Student/counselor ratio
20. Departments in school
2]1. Enrollment trends over the past ten years
22, Characteristics of student population (mobility, aspi-
rations, socioeconomic status, and so forth)
23, Community from which students are drawn
24. Administrative and counseling functions
25. Yearly and daily class schedules
26. School organization if not departmentalized

P P e
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27. Interviewer assessment of availability, accuracy, inter-
est in and use of information for managing school

Section II: Graduation Reguirements

Graduation requirements vary across California school
districts because the California Education Code specifically
assigns the setting of these requirements to local school
boards. No statewide data are available about tne gradua-
tion requirements, nor are there uniform ways of enumerat-
ing or defining course credits. The task in this section is to
describe in detail the requirements so that we can develop
ways to compare them across schools. The following fac-
tors need to be assessed:

Courses required for graduation by subject area
Specificity of course requirements by track
Definition of unit used for course credit

Changes in requirements over 20 years in total units
and specificity of courses required

5. Perceptions of causes for changes over time

P b b e

Section III: Postgraduation Data

know what their students do after they graduate and, if so,
what use they make of this information. The following fac-
tors need to be assessed:
1. Sources and information available about students’
plans or actual destinations
2. Proportions of students attending universities/col-
leges and entering jobs
3. Length of time students are followed
4. Changes in students’ destinations over time
5. Use of information about students” destinations in
curriculum planning and counseling

Section IV: Curriculum Policy
and Management
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most interested in those that would affect the quality and
content of courses. The following factors should be eval-
uated:

1. Descriptions of school policies and practices for
determining (including level of decision making and
information used for decisions)

a. Which courses are offered

b. Determination of course content

c. Teachers’ assignment and qualifications for courses
taught

d. Course enrollment (grouping, laning, tracking),
students’ placement

e. Course articulation (sequence of content and
skills)

f. Monitoring of students’ progress in proficiencies
and graduation requirements

g. Standards, grading

h. Assignments, students’ work

2. External factors affecting curriculum, instruction,
and curricular organization (e.g., dechnmg enroll—
ment) and specific policy changes

Effects of proficiency assessment

Policies adopted to cope with factors that affect
curriculum

Major focus of managerial attention in school
Interviewer assessment of external factors that affect
curriculum

:‘“!-“
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Section V: Curriculum Differentiation
This section begins to address what broadly can be called
the problem of the comprehensive high school. How does a
school provide a socially agreed upon body of kuowledge
and skills to students with varied entry characteristics and
goals? The usual organizational responses to student differ-
ences are curricular and instructional differentiation through
grouping, use of different materials or content for different
groups of students, and varying instructional styles. This
section specifically addresses curricular differentiation.
Prior to 1970 students frequently were tracked using
aptitude test measures in various course sequences, which
usually resulted in segregation of ethrnic and social class
groups. Following pressure for equity and desegregation as
well as concern about bias in aptitude tests, the state pro-
scribed such rigid tracking. However, grouping for instruc-
tional purposes based on other criteria is still a feature of
California schools, The task here is to describe the ways in
which schools have differentiated the curriculum to deal

with conflicting pressures for equity of access and uniform

standards. The following faciors need to be assessed:
1. Number of tracks, lanes, streams, sequences, or
~ paths
2. For each track or path:
a. Name or description of path or destination (e.g.,
college preparatory)
b. Percent of students in each path
c. Typlcal course sequences in English, mathemat-
ics, science, and others

3. Sequential characteristics of paths and courses
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Articulation within departments of course paths

. Remedial course outcomes (advanced level course-
work)

6. Course sequencing in elective systems and coherence
in untracked systems

. Course comparability across tracks

Basis for grouping (or not grouping)

Comparison across respondents of path descriptions

Changes in paths over time

Interviewer assessment of descriptions of tracking

systems obtained from various respondents com-

pared with descriptive materials available

12. Interviewer assessment of effects of tracking system

on equity, comprehensive and coherent curriculum

provided, and standards attained by students

il
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The data in this SEQUOH are intended to descnbe the rela-
tive proportion of teachers, courses, and students in various
departments across schools. The following factors should
be assessed:

. Subject areas represented

FTEs

Class size (average, large, small)
Number of course titles offered

. Total course sections

Total students enrolled

Types of instructional groupings used
a. Whole-class or large-group instruction
b. Small groups or tutorials

c. Labs or independent study

d. Others described

PR ol a e

Section VII: Detailed Descriptions of
English, Mathematics, and Science
Departments

This section contains detailed information about the
actual operating policies and practices at the departmental
level and individual class or teacher level. Many questions
are fepeated fmrn the schoolslevel pclicy seetion and the
dgpa;tﬁéﬁts selactad represent thE majqr content areas of
current public interest. The following factors need to be
assessed:

1. Content arzas covered
2. Organizational structure

Number of personnel, titles, and roles

Frequency and type of meetings

Closeness of work relationships, communication

Specific vehicles and arrangements prornntmg

curricular coherence and quality (e.g., in-service
trammg snd mterdgpartmental coordmation of

B op

3. Proficiency assessment instruction and remediation,

4. Departmental approach to providing advanced-level
coursework and encouraging students to take advanced
courses

07
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5. Policies and procedures, decision processes, and
information used in decisions about:

Which courses are offered

. Course content

. Assignment of teachers and their qualifications

for courses “aught

Assignment or placement of students in courses

. Articulation and coordination among courses

Courses designated as meeting the University of

California a-f requirements

Textbooks and materials used

Difficulty and pace of course

. Grading and standards

. Number, timing, and length of reading, writing,
and homework assignments

Changes in courses offered over the past 20 years

Rigor of course content

Important curricular issues

o R oo
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. Courses and sequences taken by different groups of
students, including prerequisites, level, number of
sections, and number of students enrolled

Section VIII: Students’ Access
to the Curriculum
T on is intended to determine how the organiza-
tional structure of the school and the policies described
earlier affect actual progress of students through the course
of study. The following factors were used in analyzing stu-
dents’ paths through high school:
1. Process by which students are placed in courses
a. What information is provided to students and
 parents
b. When information is provided about require-
ments and alternative course paths
¢. How information is presented and disseminated
d. Who presents or provides it
e. Criteria used for counseling students into particu-
lar courses or sequences
f. Actual procedures for enrollment

2, Counselors’ knowledge about courses, requirements,
~ and students
3. Monitoring of students’ progress regarding

a. Proficiency requirements

Q
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b. Graduation requirements
¢. Courses appropriate to goals

4, Students’ mobility within tracks or paths

a. Access to college preparatory courses
b. Movement out of remedial, bilingual, or ESL
programs
5. Placement options (alternative programs; e.g., con-
tinuation school)
6. Interviewer’s assessment of students’ placement proce-
dures and impact on students
7. Effectiveness of tracking system for accomplishing
avowed purposes
Permeability or flexibility of tracks
Barriers to students’ taking rigorous, coherent se-
quences of courses

oo

Section [X: Future Data Collection
Options

The purpose of this section is to determine which schools
might be good candidates for follow-up investigations
about the effects of tracking on mobility within course
path. The eventual products of this extended inquiry might
include students’ interviews and analysis of transeripts. The
following factors should be assessed:

1. Identification of students

a. Not expected to graduate but graduating

b. Switching into college preparatory courses
c. Switching out of college preparatory courses
d. Characteristics of students who switch

2. Access to students and transcripts

Section X: Interviewer Assessment of
Scheol Management and Effectiveness
The final section asks data collectors to reflect on the
findings and their experience of the school in an open-
ended way, using their own expertise and judgment about
the issues being addressed. Specifically, they are asked to

1. Managerial attention to curricular issues and policies

2. Specific policies or practices and the results

3. The appropriateness of the questions suggested and
response format provided for each particular setting
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Student A

Courses Units

Subject area

Grade nine (two semesters with 60 units):
Two-year Algebra (Introduction) 10
English 1-2 10
Cultural Awareness (state requirement) 10
Typing 1,2 10
Homemaking I 10
Freshman Physical Education 10

Grade ten (two semesters with 57.5 units):
Language Skills 10
Clothing2 10
Beginning Restaurant Management 20
Sophomore Physical Education 10

Grade eleven (two semesters with 62.5 units):

Basic U.5. History 7.5
Intro Life Sciences 2.5
Advanced Foods 5
Exploring Childhood 2.5
Beginning Arts and Crafis 5
Advanced Glee 10
Cafeteria Aide 10
Junior Physical Education 10

Grade twelve (two semesters with 50 units):

Basic U.S. History, California History
Basic Civics

Food for Singles

Advanced Glee

Beginning Piano

Senior Physical Education

Teacher’s Aide

Cafeteria Aide

tn
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Total units completed: 230 units.
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Mathematics
English

Sacial studies
Business

Home economics
Physieal education

English

Home economics
Home economics
Physical education

English

Social studies
Science

Home economics
Home economics
Art

Music

Work experience
Physical education

Social studies
Social studies
Home economics
Music

Music

Physical education
Work experience
Work experience



Courses Units Subject area

Grade nine (two semesters with 57.5 units):
Algebral
English 1,2
Cultural Awareness (state requirement)
Mechanical Drawing 1
Freshman Physical Education
Natural Resources: Wildlife Management
Grade ten (two semiesters with 60 uniis):
Basic Gzomstry
Short Story, Creative Writing
Natural Resources: Forestry Management
Typing 1,2
Auto Mechanics [
Sophomore Physical Education
Grade eleven (two semesters with 57.5 units):
Mathematics Today
American Literature, Advanced Grammar
Agricultural Business, Feeds and Feeding
U.5. History
Junior Physical Education
Work Experience

Grade twelve (two semesiers with 60 unil:;
California History
Civics
Agricultural Welding, Farm Equipment Maintenance
Psychology -
Senior Physical Education, Coed Physical Education
Work Experience

Total units completed: 235 units.

25
10

10
20

15

10
20

Mathematics
English

Social studies
Industrial aris
Physical education
Agriculture

Mathematics
English
Agriculture
Business
Industrial arts
Physical education

Mathematics
English
Agriculture

Social studies
Physical education
Work experience

Social studies
Social studies
Agriculture

Social studies
Physical education
Work experience



Student C

Coursas

Units

Subjecta_ _rea

Grade nine (two semesters with 60 units):
Algebra I
English 1, 2
Cultural Awareness (state requirement)
Spanish I
Symphony Band, Concert Band
Physical Education Band
Freshman Physical Educstion

Grade ten (two semesters with 60 units):
Geometry
Children’s Literature, American Literature
College Preparatory Biology
Spanish 2
Typing 1,2
Sophomore Physical Education

Grade eleven (fwo semesters with 60 units):
Algebra 2
English Literature, Advanced Grammar
Chemistry
U.S. History
Spanish 3
Pep Physical Education

Grade twelve (two semesters with 55 units):
Independent Reading, College Writing
Civics, California History
Shakespeare
Psychology
Band
Physical Education Band, Pep Physical Education
Teacher’s Aide

Total units completed: 235 units.

10
10

10
10
10

10
10

10
10
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Mathematics

Englisk

Social studies
Foreign langue==ges
Music

Physical educa~_tion
Physical educa—tion

Mathematics

English

Science

Foreign lanpua __ges
BEusiness

Physical educac==ion

Mathr.matics
English

Science

Social studies
Foreign languagses

Physical educat=-ion

English

Social studies

English

Social studies

Music

Physical educati=on
Work experience=se
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