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DESCRiFTOﬁS- *GROUPING (IhSTFUCTXOﬂAL FUPPOSES): *CLASS
ORGANIZATION, %*GROUPING PROCEDURES, ELEMENTARY GRADES,
*¥READING ACHIEVEMENT, GLENVIEW FUBLIC SCHOOL.S, ILLINOIS,

1%ENTY-SEVEN STUDIES ON INTERCLASS GROUFING AT THE

~ ELEMENTARY LEVEL ARE SUMMARIZED. IT IS FOINTED OUT THAT THE
SUMMARY 1S NEITHER EXHAUSTIVE NOR DELIBERATELY SLANTED.
STUDIES POORLY DONE IN TERMS OF SAMPLE OR TREATMENT WERE NOT
INCLUDED. THE STUDIES ARE GROUPED ACCORDING TO TWO
QUESTIONS--(1) IS ACHIEVEMENT INCREASED BY GROUFING AND (2)
ARE STUDENTS® ATTITUDES AFFECTED BY GROUPING. A SERIES OF

" QUOTATIONS FROM THE RESEARCH STUDIES IS GIVEN TO FROVIDE A
BRIEF SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE. A BIBLIOGRAPHY 1S INCLUDED.
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A 3RIEF SUSHMAKY OF RESZARCH O IﬁTL‘i"LaS: GROUPIHG

AT THE ZIEFENTARY SC‘K)uL LEVEL
R. L. Eillerich

Harold Shane (23) reported that homogereous grouping was in greatest

ED015120

vogue in the 1920's. His survey of the 1950's revealed it to be the least
comr:on pattern, altnough it continues to crop up--often under pseudonyms
oi‘ "achieverent grouping," "ab111t,f grouping," "Joplin plan,” "nonvradlng, "
®narrow-range grouping," etc,-~to divert our attention and energies Irom
“the task at hand,

This rez'y brief swmary is an attem_pt to gather the significant
research known by the writer into one paper., Yhile 5:t Js anything but
oxhaustive s this summary is also not deliberately slanted. The only

- known studies omitied are those that vere poorly done in terms of sample - .
) (e.z., 16 pupils) or treatment (e.g., sooarate sreuping for 3 hours/week | |
or a s»udy exte'xcun z for six weeks). Incldentauj, results oL th ese poor

z

studies were usually not contraalctory to i’mdmes renorted here,

In tnis paper, ®homogeneous" is used as the broad generic term for
the varlous 1nterc1ass grcoupings, m.le not currently ponul ry it seems

etter i‘or general use than the mcre specific "ahility" or “"achievement ) ]

015

3 'groupma' " which are used only when appropriate.

, In ; dlscussn.on of sroupingz, we riust recall that tmeuever rore tihen
one student is collected for purposes of mstructlon, scme plan of.
grouping obviously is in effect, Movement from group to '-'roup--promotion,.

refention. acceleration--is also a factor in grouping. Tue mest ommon




gropping plan is the graded school, with promotion the rule and retention
being considsred an inéividua’.!. matter.‘ This "graded" plan might more
properly be called an age level gx"ouping in mos:b schools today, since
many of the traditional and objectionable aspects-~grade standards for
promotion,' lack of individualization, etc.-~have been generaliy di.sc‘.arded.
In fact, as Joodlad (13) pointed out, a levsis approach to nongrading can

have as many "arbitrary sets of learner requirements or prescriptions for

advancerent" as the zraded school.

”

-

Grouping plans are usually disct;ss_ed vith reference to adjusting to
individual differences. FKost orten, the various homozeneous plans are
pr;oposed as solutions to the range of differences in each classroom,

That. this range exists is not to be dispﬁte&: in any classroom, the

range in achievement, ability, and interests arong children is usually
about two years more than the numver of years -they have been in scrnools -
l';"o:veover,‘ not only do the children djiffer m’.ciely from each otaer, each
individuel differs within himself in al;ilit.y,. achievement, aﬁé iﬁterest

over the various su'oj ect areas. lost group: ng plans fa11 to account for

-
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this latter fact, and attemnt to resolve the former by ellmnatmv the

dlfferences, i.e., by putting similar chlldren in tne sane group. This

is tne ﬁrst po:o.nt. of failure.

For exarmle, Urlghtstone (27) pomted out that grades with three
ability grouns have reduced the range about 15-173: 3 mth two groups,
only 7-10,-:.

3alow (3) reported on the range of achieverient in six thlrd- rads
classes. Three classes were grouped heteroc'enocusly anc?. three hcmo-

geneously on the basis ol ‘.‘.‘f . me range of acm.ev:m.*t on the Towa test

2

AT
ufly

Ry

R T L RL)

Pa



S E o TR R T s T TN S R T Lk e oS

was only 57 less in the "hormogencous" classes.

Clarke (8) studied the effects of grouping by i[Q and by Reading
Aé:hievement c;n 62). third grade pupi]:s in 2) cléssrocxns. He found that
grouping by reading score reduced the IQ range in each class by only 97%;

grouping by IQ did not affect the range in reading achievement scores.

In other words, we cannct significantly reduce the range among
children at a grade level by grouping them in terms of IQ, general
achievement, or a combination thereof,- At best, grouping for reading by

-

reading scores, ve reduce the range in reading achievement by about 207,

PRI

These facts lead us to consider other reascns for homogenecus grouping.

PUTS AN LTI ¢

Do ve increase achievement by such grouping?

Grouping and Achievement

Ty

Goldberg (11) reported a two~-year studj of 2200 pupils in Hew York

AT

City. Beginning at grade 5, pupils were divided by ability (IQ) anto
five levels and placed in narrow, medium, and broad range classes. | '
Achievement gains were "little affected" ’o;_r the zrouping, "In faci:,, vhen
all five abilit;y levels were considered together across all subjecis, 'tl:;le' L

broad range apneared to be consistently relsted to greater increments

e

than either the narrovw or medium range." It is interesting further, to

note that in classés where gifted were present, all other ability levels
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made significantly greater gains in science; 21l made greater gains in .
math -vhen slow pupiis vere presant,

In contrast to the latter point, an earlier re‘iior’g.- (21) suggested
thafa presaace of the gifted did not aﬁ‘ecf achievement of other children,
but algéin broad range ciasses shows? "sligptly greater achiesve—ent 5a:i ne

than did narrow rdnze classes."
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Hopkins and others (16) reporteci a three~year study of the ungraded
.primary (aczievement grouping in peading). In this study of LS classrooms,
they found no differences in terus of pupil achievesent, teacher satis-
faction, sociometric constellations, nor pupil attendance.

Caroone (6) matched and compared two graded and two nongi'adeé school
systems, one each of high and lov socioeccnomic level. He found that
graded pupils scored significantly higher in all academic areas, Fﬁrther-

Py

more, graded pupils scored higher in social partiéipation, the only mental -

L d

. health area in which the groups di;t‘fere;d significantly. . ) . B
| Koontz (175 studied 10) fourth graders, grouped héxz;ogeneously for .
math, language, and reading. He found that hogflcgex;.eous groups nade less
. prozress tﬁan the heterogeneously groupsd pupils, -

Auld (2) established a comparison of children at the end of four -

years in graded and non graded org nizations,"' She found AthatA early homo-

geneous érouping (by reading ability and teacher Sudgment) was a hindranc‘eA

to the achievenent of average ard below average and made no difference for

. . .
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the above averzge.’

drenmer (5) conmpared first graders in horogenecus and hetérggenebus
. . . *

classes. The only difference in the groups was in fayof of the hetero-
geneous classes for the high-readiness pupils. : .
' 'I"robably one of the most significant studies, in terms of scope and
- design, is that of Goldberg, Passow, and Justman (12). Tney studied -
3,000 pupils in 86 clas;srooms for two years. Pupils were assigned to one
of five a‘t;ility levels and followed throu;gh' fifth and sixth g;r-ade. ‘There o

were no significant gross achievement. gains. among the zroups; however,

3 cons.dered by subject area, siguificauily superior gaians vere made by

k
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the broad range groups in soccial studies, reading bomprehension,
vocabulary, and math, The authors concluded that "the broadest pattern,
‘in which all ability levels were represente&, vas somex-zhgt- nore effe_ctive
for all pupils than any of the combinations of narrower range _gattg.xrx.as."
Powell (22) compared fourth, fifth, and sixth grade pupils in two
schools, one with heterogeneous groups and one with a Joplin plén. Tnere
were no Significant differences between the schools in terus of class size,
time spent in reading, naterials available, amount of recreational reading
done, or teacher understanding of reading. He found no significant
differences in reading achievement between the groups by sex or by reading
level, excépt that superior;. readel:s in the self-copfaiaed classroons vere
significantly better readers than were their counterparts in the Joplim

-plan.
- A very similar study by Moorhouse (20)~-Joplin plan, middle grades,
169 pupils--showed an ’initial éifference (lst' senester) in favor of the
Joplin plan for all except the slow learners. - Housver, reading tests
administered at the end of the second, third, and fifth semesters shoz-reci. )
‘o signifiéant differences. : . |

Of nine -studies summar;".zed by Harris (15), most reported no signi‘fi-
cant differences in achievement between self-contained or heterogeneous
grouping Iilans and intefclass grouping plens,

Results such a§ some of the above have }led certain investigators to -

suzgest that deliberate efforts bs made to establish truly matched or

heterogenecus classes.,
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Grouping % Attitudes

The question of attitudes is often discu;sed in any consideration of
homogeneous groupinz. A number of studies ha.ve. found no difference in
atbtitude amonz students in various kinds of grouping, but other Suudles
coéztradict this point. For exaiiple, Cook and Clyrier (10, p. 207) |
sunmarized their research by saying, "Acceleration and retardatio‘n
policies which place fast-learners s who are relatively young, in the same
group as slou~1earners, vho are cvaraﬂe, creates serious soc:.al and |
behanoral problems. This is the §ez_20_us limitation of such devices as
the 'Ungraded Primary School.'" These authoz"s might have gone on to ,
include in their criticism the Joplin plan and overly rigid promotion
plans in graded schools. ;

An interesting fact was reported by Goldberg (11), who found thé.t
.ability grouping raised tae self-assessmént of” slow pupils and lowered
that of gif."ted. She suggested that the relatively consistent mlddle-
class population might have helped in avo:.cung rore negative attitudes,

Luchlns and uuchns (19) :mterv:.e ved 150 chllo.ren (e =zy ot‘xor chlld) ‘
in grades. l; to 6 of 2 school mth honogeneous grouping. Data fr:m the |
"internegrs vas carefully presented in the rezport in table form, The
authars fourd that dull pupils felt inferiér and ostracized, Social
pi'essure s both pupii end parent, was such that all t-rénted to be in t;ne
brighf group,- and the ones in that zroup teri‘éed to be snob‘;)ish about it,
The anpa‘rént result was a caste system where attitudes touard learnmf'

tended to be superficial, mth erpphasis on high rnar}s and otner exbemals.

Pupils even preferred a poor or disliked teacher if they could be in the

"hright" group.
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' Summarz

Perhaps others, who have studied~-and done-~the research in this area,
' can best summarize the situation on groupihg.:

Clymer % Kearney (9, p. 282): "Only as the teacher utilizes tne
resources available to him in organizing his class and carryi,ng out an - :
instructional program aﬁjusted to needs of students can we hope to make
progress in developing the potential of tue students in the public

schools,"

b4

Wrightstone (27;, Pe 29): "Available experimental evidence on
- -dnstructionsl provisions for meeting indivi.d;lal differences at the
elementarx—échool 1ével fayors groups within the class." : ]
- Carnegie Quarterly. (7, ppe 6-7): "Ressarch data on the educational
value of ability grouping are at best mixed énd at worst negative with . ,

-

respect to its benefits,"
Shores (25, p. 172): "Stndies conducted to date do not indicate '
that grouping by classés either on the basis bf neasures of veroal |
:lntelllve“lce or acn:o.eve‘nent. re.;ulto in improved- acm.evemant."
Abramson (1): "The lack of' eflect of‘ ablLt.J :rroumng on acadenic
: B . " achievement suggésts that further research on the education of the high
oablhty stuaent be centered on curriculums and methods of teachmg."
Pernaps the best summary statement is that of Harold Shane
(23, p. h27)_: ", . . an able teacher, giveﬁ‘ freedom to work creatively, -
is more mnortant by far than any mechanical scheme, however ingenious."
:. - . One of the frequently mentioned dangers of honegeneous grouping is

the implication to the teacher (or the inference she ‘apparently dravs) &

\)

+hat further {intraclass) individualization is unnccessary: ®.1l%nough 3
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many of these [grouping/ practices were originally designed to make
teaching easier, they seldom have achieved the goal. In fact, by

eliminating the obvioué deviate, they sometines obscure the diffe?énces
which still remain." (18) .

& seldom mentioned but very real problem with "flexidle" intérélass
grouping plans is the inordinate amount of time taken fron educational

planninz and devoted to shufiling or pidgeonholing children,

P

Since evidence is very strong that we cannot "homogenize" kids by

-

ability. or acnievement, perhaps future efforis at "inmovative" grouping--
: ;

‘and this is not really'new either--might be devoted to grouping in the:

one way that kids can be alike, i.e., by sex., Serious efforts are being

put forth in this direction. Some evidence has been available for a

lonz time. For example, Goodenough and Tyier (1) reported that Americen

and English boys are riore alike than the bdysfand girls of either country

are like each other in terms of interests, Terman (26) indicated that

high ability boys were more like’ average boys and high ability girls more

like average girls than’ gifted boys and giris wére like each other,

74
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