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Foreword

One of the most critical problems in the field of education today is the need to deal
wisely with the widening range of individual differences among children in our schools.
Some children learn rapidly, others slowly. Some are culturally deprived or otherwise
disadvantaged. Some are more talented than others in some special ways. How to
help every individual reach his potential for creative life lived in dignity and freedom
poses many questions difficult to answer.

Among the most controversial issues in thi: regard is one involving relative merits
of different ways of grouping children for effective and desirable learning. Typical
questions are: “Should children be put in groups according to what administrators and
teachers judge to be the children’s ability?” “Do certain types of organizational pro-
cedures make a greater difference than others in helping children develop skills in
reading, composition, critical thinking—in helping them develop human values, self-
concepts, or mental health?”

This bulletin reports on a survey of research on grouping children. It examines
innovations and experiments in grouping as related to pupil learning. A major
furction of this document is to serve as a guide to research in response to questions
about organizing children for learning in the elementary school.

The Office of Education wishes to extend its sincere appreciation to the school
personnel, resea:chers, writers, consultants, and others who cooperated in the prepara-
tion of this bulletin. The Office is especially indebied to Helen K. Mack:ntosh, formerly
Associate Director of Administrative Instructional Support Branch, for her contribu-
tion in the development of plans for the survey of research and for the completion
of the report.

Joun L. CaMErox,
Direcior, Administrative-
Instructional Support Branch.
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Introduction

Nurturing individual potential in our society—pro-
viding the kinds of learning situations that contribute
effectively to this end—is generally recognized as an
important function of the school. Despite occasional
pronouncements about the unquestionable value of “one-
log-one-pupil-one-Mark Hopkins” type of learning; sit-
uation as Raymond Payne' labels it, the history of
educational effort has included the utilization of groups
of learners, recognizing the fact that group situations
are conducive to learning.

That learning does take place in groups is generally
not perceived as a debatable issue. That people in a
group must necessarily learn something from each other,
for example, seems cbvious. However, the extent to
which and in what ways grouping children does or can
make a difference in what they learn, for what purpose
and how well, pose questions difficult to answer. A
more widespread realization is needed that adequate
knowledge about group situations of many different
kinds and about the different types of functions they
do or can serve is important. Some of the perceptions,
concerns, questions, and beliefs about grouping and
pupil learning by leaders in the field are identified as
follows:

“Maybe because we know more. Maybe because
the need—in a cemplex and crowded world—is so real,”
say Leland P. Bradford and Dorothy Mial.? For
whatever reason, the study of groups has come of age
as a respectable concern among people who would in-
crease productivity in hvman endeavor—in classroom,
school system, factory and international council.”

“Recent concern about grouping is reflected in nu-
merous experiments,” says Mary-Margaret Scobey.?
“Schools are reorganizing traditional grade-level group-
ing and teachers are exploring new ways of differentia-
ting instruction by classroom grouping.”

Questions about the relative merits of different ways
of organizing the elementary school are representative of
recurring concerns about grouping in relation to meet-
ing individual differences in ability. Concern for the
development of individuzl potential is reflected in the
increased emphasis :n some situations in the use of
programed material designed to help each individual
progress ar :.s own rate, especially in the learning of

skills in such areas as reading, spelling, and mathe-
matics. But as Bradford and Mial say:

It no longer seems necessary to debate
whether productivity depends on individual
talent or group development. We know that
the individual must sometimes work and create
alone, and we know equally well that groups
can often produce results no aggregate of indi-
viduals could separately achieve. Another fear
—that pressure to conform may submerge the
individual—continues to be a real one, but not
many people today suggest that individualism
can be defended by resisting a serinus concern
for groups and how they function....One
of the important social insights of our day is
that the deliberate, conscious study of forces
operating in a group can increase the chances
that individual resources present in the group
will be discovered and developed.

Among the questions we neid to ask ourselves, are
these: What are some of the basic conditions for effec-
tive group development and achievement of goals
through group thinking and action? WHhat conditions
enable each group member to achieve his best and to
make his special contribution ?

Some leaders poiat out that traditionally teachers’
concern has been not so much with learnirg groups as
with teaching groups. But as Vere DeVault and Dan
Anderson* say:

It seems logical that our attention should
turn from teacher behavior and teaching
groups to learner behavior and learning
groups. . . . How is individual learner behavior
related to the establishment of learning
groups? How can the teacher influence

1 Raymond Payne. *“The Group-—Resource and Technique,” Educa-
tional Leadership, Vol, 21, No. 3, December 1963. p. 155.

2 Leland P. Bradford and Dorothy Mial. “When i3 a Group,” Educa-
tiona! Leadership, Vol. 21, No. 2. December 1963. p. 147,

3 Mary-Margaret Scobev. “Developing and Using Classroom Groups,’
Educational Leadershis, Vol. 21, No. 3, December 1963, p. 152.

4 M. Vere Devault and Dan Anderson. “Learaing Groups Are Seidom

Seen: A Project Report,” Educational Leadership, Vol 21, No. 3, Decem-
ber 1963. p. 197.
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learner behavior and the establishinent of ap-
propriate leari:ing groups?

Robert Bills® also challenges traditional approaches
to grouping children. Among other things he says:

Have we really shown concern for the indi-
vidual learner? ... Have not our concerns
been for learning rather than learners, teach-
ing rather than teachers . . . achieveme t rather
than achievers?

Raymond Payne® asks the question, “What is there
about groups so important for the development of learn-
ing in the individual.” To begin with he defines the
term “‘group” as follows:

A group, sociologically defined in essential
form, is two or more people in interaction.
“In interaction” means that the members are
reciprocally influencing each other, and that
the action of one is affecting and at least par-
tially determining the (response) behavior of
the other(s). Understanding the person in
his group aspecs requires, therefore, socio-
logical approaches. Stimulus-response theories
alone will not suffice since the person is inter-
acting, not simply acting, and his actions are
in response to {or are motivated by) group
situations, riot simply t~ stimuli. Further, the
perscn’s action in the group situation is de-
pendent upon his perceptions and definitions
of that situation and, it must be remembered,
these are themselves determined by the inter-
action of group definitions and the individual’s
relevant sets, not simply by the latter alone.

In any serious consideration of grouping in relation
to children’s learning, Alexander Frazier’ suggests that
we must ask ourselves the question, “What are groups
good for?” A response to his own question follows:

A group can be (1) a resource for learning
through its members—information, other
values, new ways of behaving; (2) a testing
ground for new learning about all kinds of
subjects, including oneself and others; (3) a
creator of common learning through interac-
tion and extension and understanding; (4) 2
content for learnings that depend upon rela-
tionships continued in time, planning to-
gether, leading, contributing to common ends
and the like; (5) a kind of culture—a com-
munity rather than merely a “collectivity.”

“What are the relative merits of ability grouping
versus heterogeneous grouping?” is among the most
commonly asked question about grouping children in
the elementary school. Similar questions follow: Do
some grouping methods more than others make a differ-
ence (a) in helping children learn to read, or to spell,
or to write, (b) in helping pupils develop skills in
critical thinking, (c) in the development of creativity,
(d) in developing respect for human dignity and re-
spect for others, (e) in the development of intellectual
ability, (f) in helping children develop qualities and
competencies especially important for becoming respon-
sibile, capable, thoughtful, creative, thinking persons,
increasingly able to live in accord with democratic
values?

What are the values of grouping children according
to need, interest, friendship, special abilities, special
difficulties, or aciievement levels? To what extent
does provision for flexibility in the use of different
grouping procedures make a difference in the kind,
amount, or quality of pupil learning in a class?

In response to questions dealing with ability versus
heterogeneous grouping, John Greene® responds as
follows: '

What a teacher believes and subsequently
does about grouping depends to a great degree
upen his basic orientation. . . . If the program
and the methcds of grouping are of major
concern to him, the boys and girls may get
caught up in the mechanics of forining groups.
However, if the teacher’s basic orientation is
such that the major focus is on the boys and
gitls, grouping procedures used—ability or
heterogeneous—ri1ay not make a difference in
pupil achievement.

But, Julia Gordon® reminds us that human values
are of majer significance in a program of education in
a democracy, a form of government committed to the
ideal of individual huraan worth. If we truly value
the fullest development of each individual, then our
study of grouping should be in terms of enhancing the
values we hold for human beings. IJo we believe that
buman welfare and the welfare of our society are best

5 Robert E. Bills. “Learners or Learning,” school Life, Vol. 45, No. 8,
June 1963. p. 10.

% Payvne, op cit., p. 156

7 Alexander Frazier. “Learning in Greups,” School Life, Vol, 45, No. 8
June 1963, p. 7.

8 John D. Greene. “Focus on Progiamn or People as Individuals,”
Education Briefs, 1..S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, May 196+.

9 Julia W. Gordan. “Grouping and Human Values,” School Life,
Vol 45, No. 9, July 1963, p. 10-15,
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served by developing to the maximum the ptential
within each individual? If the answer is “yer” we
must work with each child in ways which will leave
opportunities open to him to become all that he can
become. Adherence to certain organizaticnal patterns
can cause a barrier to the accomplishment of this end.

Leaders in the field point ont the importance of
helping children in the development of good nental
health and a positive self-image. Any serious considera-
tion of what can be learned in group situaiions must
recognize possibilities for negative and positive aspects
of learning. Charles Long'® reports as follows:

Education and mental health can be mut
ally reinforcing. Mental health principles
need to be infused into the tot=lity of the learn-
ing process. A major potential for positive
growth exists in the interaction between differ-
ent spheres of experience. If emotional pro-
cesses are to become active elements of the
learning experience, education must take re-
sponsibility for providing integration mechan-
isms and relationships.

A century of research reported in the literacure has
explored the relative merits of different ways of group-
ing children for instruction. Much of the research has
dealt with studies designed to a ‘ertain the relative
effectiveness of grouping according to ability and
heterogeneous ways of grouping children. By far the
largest number of such studies are in the field of read-
ing achievement, although a large number compare
results of pupil achievement in other subjects com-
monly taught in elementary schools.

A linited number of studies deal with the effects

of grouping procedures on pupil attitudes, concepts of
self and others, motivation to learn, their aspirations
and interests, acceptance of responsibility, and other
characteristics all of which make a difference in the
intellectual growth and social behavior of children.

No attempt is made to develop a complete report of
the research relative to grouping children for learning.
On the other hand, many research studies have been
explored, examples of which are given in this publica-
tion. Included are findings of research about learning
and related factors concerning the nature of the human
organism, mctivation, and knowledge which contrib-
utes to increased understanding of normal expectations
about learning, achievement, and social behavior of
children in the elementary school. Also included are
studies which point up teacher-pupil interactions in
relation to pupil learning.

It is generally agreed that an important goal of
American education is to give every individual maxi-
mum opportunity for full development of his potential
—important for the individual and for the preserva-
tion of a free society. To provide learning situations
designed to foster ' ildren’s learning toward this end
is recognized as an important objective of the total
program of education.

The major purpose of the introducticn has been
to identify scme of the questions, concerns, and beliefs
of leaders in the field about grouping and children’s
learning. In rsponse to questions and concerns, the
major purpose ot this publication is to report findings
of research and informed judgment on the subject.

10 Charles M. long. “Grouping of Children: Its Meaning for the
Preservice Education cf Teachers,” School Life, Vol. 46, No. 3, December
1963. p. 17-19.
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Chapter |

Nationwide Studies on Grouping Practices in the Elementary School

How do schools of today organize children for
nstruction? 'What grouping procedures are most com-
monly used ir: the Nation’s elementary schools? What
are the relative merits of the procedures used? Ques-
tious such as these are commonly raised by educators
and lay citizens interested in the improvement of
learnming opportunities for children in the Nation’s
elementary schools.

Harold Shane! reports a survey of nationally recog-
nized suburban elementary schools in the early 1950’s
in which he found a trend away from chronological age
grouping toward grouping on the basis of social ma-
turity. Ability grouping was the least common in his
selected sample which in Shane’s judgment probably
reflected liberal administrative thinking.

A recent nationwide study was made of elementary
school organization and administration in urban places
with populations of 2,500 or more. Stuart Dean?
reports on ability and heterogeneous grouping practices
as follows:

. . . national practice is in terms of heteroge-
Levns grouping in the grades 1 through 6
level, sirice 72.1 percent group heterogeneously
and only 16.9 percent group homogeneously in
these grades. On the grades 7 and 8 level,
practice continucs to favor heterogeneous
grouping, although the margin is not so great,
with 60 percent grouping heterogeneously and
34.4 percent grouping homogeneously.

Although practices within the individual classrooms
vary, some are more prevalent than others. A com-
“wonly used grouping pattern for instruction in read-
ing in the elementary grades, for example, is one of
organizing ability or achievement level groups within
2 heterogeneously grouped classroom for rapid, average,
and slow achievers. As Alice Miel® reports:

This three-group plan has enjoyed wide
popularity, with teachers’ manuals and books

and courses on the teaching of reading giving
much help in implementing it.

Some of the critics of the elementary school say that
children pass from grade to grade without being re-
quired to meet grade standards or to show evidence
of academic progress. *‘Social promotion,” some say,
“is the accepted practice in the elementary school today.”
What are the facts? A national survey of the U.S.
Ofhice of Education includes a report on current promo-
tion policies in the Nation’s schools. Stuart Dean*
reports national findings:

Promotion on the basis of academic factors
is the preponderant national pattern. Only
a small segment of our schools reported that
their promotion practices were based on the
so-called social factor. Actually, about 70 per-
cent of the urban places reported that promo-
tion was based on academic considerations,
while less than 12 percent reported group prog-
ress as a basis for promotioni.

In a rezent opinion poll conducted by the Research
Division of the National Education Association,® 721
principals of elementary schools, representing school
districts of all sizes (large, medium, small), were
polled on school organization and certain aspects of the
instructioral program. Two questions on ability group-
ing were included in the poll and a report of the

questions and some of the responses follow :

1 See Harold G. Shane. ‘“‘Grouping Practices Seem to Favor Composite
Plan.”” Nation’s Schools, Vol. 49, May 1952. p. 72-73.

2 Stuart E. Dean. Elementary School Administration and Organization.
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education.
Bulletin 1960, No. 11. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1960. p. 69.

3 Alice Miel (Rd.) Individualizing Reading Practices. New York:
Bureau of Publications, Trachers College, Columbia University, 1958. p. v.

4 Stuart E, Dean.  “Pass or Fail? A Study of Promotion Policy.” The
Elementary School Journal, Vol. 61, No. 2, November 1961, p. 89. {Copy-
right 1962 by the University of Chicago.)

5 National Education Association, Rescarch Division. “Piincipals Opin-
ion.” NEA Research Bulletin, Vol. 40, May 1962, p. 61-62.
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1. Considering all the advantages and disadvantages
of ability grouping according to IQ or achievement
score, do you favor such grouping, intu separate
classes, in elementary school?

Principals of schools of all sizes responding to this
question were equally divided in their opinicn: 47.6
percent said, “Yes”; 47.4 percent said, “No.”

More than one-half, or 52.1 percent, of the principals
of medium-size schools did not believe in such grouping.

2. In your opinion, does the school of which you are
a principal presently tend to underemphasize appro-
priate education for any of the three groups of
children: the gifted, the average, and the slow
learner?

More than one-haif of the principals of large school
districts reported that none of the three groups is
neglected.

More than one-half of the principals of all schools
reported too little emphasis on the gifted.

Approximately one-fourth of the principals of all
schools reported too little emphasis on the slow learner.

Lillian Gore® reports figures on grouping practices
obtained from a national survey of early clementary
education in the public schools of the United States
in 1960-61. Included in the study were 11,645
school districts in urban and rural communities with
enrollments above 299. A report of findings follows:

A group of related factors rather than ability or
achievement alone was used in this survey to designate
homogeneous grouping. The survey instrument con-
tained the question: “To influence the range of differ-
ences in achievement, background, chronological age,
mental ability, physical maturity, and social-emotional
development in a class, what is the prevailing practice
in yov~ system for assigning pupils to lasses?” Three
basic iaethods of grouping defined as follows were
used: (1) homogeneous (effort made to control the
range), (2) partially homogeneous (some effort made

to reduce the range), and (3) heterogeneous (no
effort made to control the range). The responses
indicating one class per grade were negligible and,
therefore, were combined with the heterogeneous re-
sponses.

Dr. Gore also found that the policies which control
the assignment of kindergarten and primary children
to classes in the majority of public school districts
favor heterogeneous methods of grouping in which no
efforts are made to control the range of a number of
variables. Smaller school districts use heterogeneous
grouping more than the larger districts. For the
country, partly homogeneous grouping is used more
than homogeneous, at all levels. As school districts
increase in size, they employ this method more than
smaller ones. The two grouping methods, heteroge-
neous and partly homogeneous, account for approxi-
mately 85 percent of the districts for grades 1-3 and
93 percent for kindergarten classes. Homogeneous
zrouping policies, therefore, are found for these levels
in few districts, although the practice increases from
kindergarten through grade 3, and is more prevalent
in the North Atlantic and Southeastern regions than
elsewhere.

A plan of organization used in some schools is the
nor:;graded or continuous progress. Stuart E. Dean’
found that the nongraded primary unit had been
adopted by i$8 percent of the more than 4,000 schools
in urban places (population 2,500 or more), that he
studied in October 1958-January 1959 and that it
was in use in all sections of the country and in all

population groups studied.

6 Lillian Gore. A Survey of Early Elementary Education in the Public
Schools, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Edu-
cation. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965. p. 35-36.

7 Swart E. Dean. Elementary School Administration and Organization.
U.S. Deczriment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education.
Bulletin 1960, No. 11, OE 23006. Washingten: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, 1960. p. 24-27.




Chapter 11

Ability and Heterogeneous Grouping

Many studies throughout the years have compared
academic progress of children grouped according to
ability with progress made when grouped heteroge-
neously. Conclusive and definite answers tc questions
commonly asked are difficult to get. Some studies
show gains favoring ability grouping, some favoring
heterogeneous grouping. Others show little or no
significant difference in pupil gains between pro-
cedures used. Tiie evidence against or in favor of
ability grouping remains vague in spite of a rather
persistent belief that learning problems would be
greatly alleviated if chiidren on simiar levels of
ability or achievement could be grouped together for
instructional purposes. Olson® tells us that:

Surveys of achievement demonstrate that no
matter how children are grouped, they still
learn in accordance with their individual
abilities.

However, the problem of securing optimal working
groups continues, and as Wilhelms- »ays:

... many good minds have worked at it in
various ways, and a satisfying solution has not
vet been found.

And .9, although sourd answers to mary questions
about organizing children for desirable and effective
learning are difficult to ob*ain many research studies on
ability and heterogeneous groupiag have been reported.
The results of some of these studies will be identified.

A. Effccts of Nondromotion on Pupil Learning

More than 100 years ago schocls with large num-
bers of children began facing the need for some divi-
sioiz of labor among the teaching staff and for dividing
the child population into groups of convenient size.
Growing out of a felt need to form clusters of pupils
for the same level oi work, the Quincy Grammar
School of Boston in 1848 set up an organization of
graded rooms. By 1860 many cities had adopted this

device for classifying pupils. Within the next 10
years it was found that extreme rigid:cy of a single
grade-level standard had developed, and wholesale
amounts of failure became the rule. In an effort to
reduce the variability within each grade room and to
guarantee subject mastery by repetition, schools relied
upon retardation of pupils.

The fact that 2 wide range of individual differences
in ability is normal expectancy in any age group was
appar.ntly not recognized. By 1909 a number of edu-
cators had become concerned about excessive retarda-
tion in their schools. A foundation-supported study
directed by Ayres® showed schools averaging more than
a third, sometimes two-thirds of their pupils retarded.
In any one year, 20 percent of the pupils were repeat-
ing last year’s grade. Studies also showed that repeat-
ing grades did not usually increase a pupil’s mastery
of the subject matter as much as goin_ forward would
have done. Range of variability of subject matter
mastery did not change very much, but variability in
age, physical size, emotional maturity, and the like
multiplied. The effects of continuous failure upon
children were recognized.

Ayres* concluded, “Success is necessary to every
wuman being. To live in an atmosphere of failure is
a tragedy to many. It is not a matter of intellectual
attainment ; not an intellectual matter at all but a
moral matter.”

Goodlad and Anderson® report that a number of
studies between 1911 and 1941 showed that children
did not usually learn more by repeating a grade. In
fact, the more common result was that low achievers

1 Wiltard C. Okt . Psychological Foundations of the Currizulum, Edu-
cation:.] Studics and Documents No. 26. Paris: UNESCO, 1957. p. 61.

2 Fred T. Withelms. The Nature of Classrcom Grouping for Learning.
Backgrund for ASCD discussion group H-7, 1958. p. 14

3 For a comj lete report, see Leonard P. Ayres, Laggards in OQur Schools.
New York: Tiac Russell Saze Foundation, 1909.

2 ibid.

5 Far ¢ complzte report, see Joln 1. Goodlad, and Robert H. Anderson,
“To Pcomote o Not To Promote," The Nongradcd ELlementary School.
New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1959. p. 30-40.
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experienced less growth in subject matter achievement
when retained than they did wher promoted.

Recent firdings also show that promoted low
achievers generally do hetter in schoolwork than non-
promoted counterparts, although there are exceptions.
Some of the nonpromoted children show reasonable
growth in achievement during the repeated year. But
to offset this, in the Coffield study® for example, a
much larger percentage actually did worse on achieve-
ment tests after a year of repetition than they had
done when tested just before the impact of failure had
apparently destroyed the will to learn and impaired
some of the learning that already had occurred.

Some people claim that 2 lowsr quality of work will
be the result if children feel assured that they are not
likely to be retained in a grade even though their
achievement may be somewhat less than averag® for the
class. Otto and Melby” tested this claim by arrang-
ing for experimental and control groups at the second-
and fifth-grade levels. At the beginning of the
semester, the children in the experimental group were
teld that all would go to the following grade next
term.  The children in the control group were re-
minded often they must do good work or they would
not be promoted.

Although the differences in gains between the two
groups were too small to be of statistical significance,
the results favored the experimental group,

Another claim often heard is that high promotion
rates in a school lowers the average achievement and
reduces incentive of pupils to learn. This claim is
not supported by the evidence. Cook® contrasted nine
school systems that approached automatic promotiens
with nine that maintained what they thought of as
rigorous standards. There was a matching for size,
general socioeconomic status, and professional qualifica-
tions of teachers. The schools claiming rigorous
standards had high proportions of overage and slow
learners. Achievement of pupils of the same chrono-
logical and mental ages in the two groups was com-
pared. No significant difference was found in the
achievement of pupils in the two groups. Retarda-
tien Jid iot make groups more homogeneous. The
groups with high degree of retardation were below
average in mental and achievement ages.

Caswell and Foshay* explain that :

Nonprcmotion often 1esults jn e:notional de-
pression and discouragement, in the pupil’s dis-
trust of his own abi'ity, and ultimately in his
expectation of further failure, ¢ aughtupina
situation in which he does not su.ceed and

where centinued striving does not lead to ac-
complishment and satisfaction, the child tends
to rat.onalize his failure and tc build up ex-
planatory meciianisms.

Among the methods proposed and practiced in the
early part of our century and in <ome groups advo-
cated at the present time is retcntion of low achievers
in a grade until they have reached the so-called
standard for a grade. KEvidence indicates, however,
that a wide range of individual differences in ability
and acliievement is normal in any age group. High
retention rates of low achievers merely means piling
up a growing number of overage and unhappy rupils
in each grade. On the average, retention does not
raise the level of pupil achievement in a class.

This does not mean that the chances for some indi-
viduals to succerd might not be improved by remaining
in a grade an extra year. Many factors need to be
taken int» account when in doubt about the best place-
ment fer a child. An assessment of the lezrning
opportu s availabie may need to be made in order
to determme which are likely to be of most value to
him. Olson® ¢as5.

... Fer his own comfort a slowly growing
child should at times probably take a year
longer to finish elementary school and a child
who is generally accelerated in his socizl, emo-
tional, physical, and intellectual growth can
make a gain of modest amount without jeop-
ardy to his status in the group or to his total
growth. The evidence does not justify broad
generalizations or a particular plan, but leaves
the way open for individual adjustments.

B. Effects of Ability and Heterogeneous
Grouping Compared

A number of studies report the results of comparing
achievement gains of children when grouped according
to ability, maturity, or achievement levels and when

65¢e W. H. Coffield, ‘A Longitudinal Study of the Effects of Non
promotion on Educational Achievement in the Elementary School.” Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation. Spate University of Towa. 1953. See also
W. H. Cofhield, and Paul Blommer, -‘Effects of Nonpromotion on Educa-
tional Achievement in the Elementary School,” Journal c¢f Edecational
Psychology, Vol. 47, 1956. p. 235-250.

7 See Henry J. Oro, and E. O. Melby, “An Attenapt to Evaluate the
Threat of F:ilure as a Factor in Achievement,” Liementary School Josurnal,
Vol. 35, April 1y35. p. 588-596.

8See Walter W. Cook, “Some Effects of the Maintenance of High
Standards of Promotion,” Elementary School Journal, Vol. 41, February
1941 p. 430-437.

9 Hollis L. Caswell and Arthur W, Foshay, Education in the Elementary
Sc#-ol, 3d ed. Ncv York: American Book Company, 1957, p. 387-394.

1W:'lard C. Olson. Chila Development, Second Edition. Boston:
D. C. Heath and Co. 1959. p. 425.
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grouped heterogeneously. Reports on some of these
tollow :

J. E. Houston'! reports a study of what was done to
better learning opportunities for so-called failures in the

first grade.

In the schools of Lovell, Wyo., a study was
made of the problem of a considerable number
of failures in first grade. It was found that
these so-called failures were usually children
who were youngest chronogically, barely 6
years old by the time set as the deadline for ad-
mittance. For 2 years a record was kept of the
reading readiness scores and subsequent prog-
ress of first-grade pupils, and the record sup-
ported the belief that usually the youngest
failed.

It was decided to admit only childrer. who
were 6 years old by the first of September,
thus raising the admittance age. The primary
department was reorganized along the line of
grow th o1 development levels. This resulted
in the setting up of three such pragress levels
within each grade. Pupils were grouped ac-
cording to their maturity or progress in school.
The original groupings were determined by
reading readiness tests, personal interviews,
and teacher’s appraisal of the child’s interest
and reactions.

The secend section consisted of the children
who were more nearly average in maturity.
In the third sectionn were children who met
the chronological age requicements but who
needed much readiness work. Basic reading
readiness was begun at once in the first two
groups. In the third group progress was
s'ower but the curriculum was laden with op-
portunity for experience, development of
muscular control, and preparation for read-
ing readiness. This program was extended
so as to include grade 4. The assumption was
that, if necessary, a child could have 4 vears
in which to complete the basic reading pro-
gram.

The investigators concluded that this
methcd of grouping reduces grade {ailures and
recognizes individual differences in children.
“Our aim ‘s to accept the child as he comes
to us and to take him as far as we are able
while he is under our care.”

in a study directed by Russell'* in grades 4, 5,

and 6 of the San Francisco Public Schools, instead
of the usual grouping within a class, the children were
divided within the school into three groups for instruc-
tion in reading: high, average, and low, according to
ineir reading ability. The plan was known as “cir-
cling.” The test results showed no reliable differences
in the achievement of the circling and noncircling
groups.

A. G. Breidenstine!*> compared the educational
achievement of pupils of cqual ability i homogeneous
and heteogeneous sections. Results showed that pupils
of high intelligence did slightly better when in non-
differentiated classes. Pupils of average ability did
as well in segregated groups as in mixed classes. How-
ever. duli pupils in differentiated classes excelled in
comparison with their classmates.

In an experimental study directed by P. M.
Hartell,** the children in the fifth and sixth grades
were divided into two groups, A and B. The 687
children in Group A first had instruction under homo-
geneous grouping fol’vwca Uy instruction under hetero-
geneous grouping. A similar number of children In
Group B first had instruction under hciziogeneous
grouping. The grouping was based on results of Stan-
ford achievement tests given in December.

During the homogeneous period a differentiated
course of study was used for each of three subgroups.
The heterogeneous group had the usual course of study
without any experimental attempts at individualization.

The experiment ran approximately 5 months undesr
each condition. Achievement tests were administered
at appropriate times. From the results it was possible
to compute the actual gain in months under each plan.
No significant differences were found between the
gains made by the pupils when homogeneously grouped
and when grouped heterogeneously.

Laddie J. Bicak'® reports a study which was under-
taken as an attempt to provide answers to such ques-
tions as: Do pupils in comparable ability sections
taught in homogeneous and heterogeneous classes differ
in overall achievement in eighth-grade science? Do

11 Adapted from J. E. Houston. “We Separate Beginuers Into Three
Progress Levels,” Nation’s Schools, Vol. 45, April 1950. p. 4243, (Copy-
righted by the Modemn Hospital Publishing Co., Inc., Chicago.)

12 For a complete report see D. H. Russell, “Interclass Grouping for

Reading Instruction in the Intermediate Grades,” Journal of Educational
Research, Vol. 39, 1946, p. 462—470.

13 For a complete report see A. G. Breidenstine, “The Educational
Achievement of Pupils in Differentiated and Undifferentiated Groups,”
Journal of Experimental Fducation, Vol. 5, September 1936. p. 91-135.

14 Adapied fcom P. M. Harntell. Homogeneous Grouping as a Policy in
the Elementary Schools in New York City. New York: Bureau of Publi-
cations, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1936.

15 Laddie J. Bicak. *‘Achievement in Eighth Grade Science by Hetero-
geneous and Homogeneous Classes””  (Paper based on author’s dissertation
for the degree of Ph. D., University of Mirnesota, 1962.)
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they differ in achievement as measured by an applica-
tion test? 1Jo they .cact in 3 significantly different
manner as a result of having been a member of a par-
ticular heterogeneous or homogeneous section? Bicak
reports findings and conclusions as follows:

In testing a series of null hypotheses, no sig-
nificant difference (1-percent level), was
found between mean scores of comparable
heterogeneous and homogeneous groups on the
pretest and post-test of meteorological knowl-
edge and the test of application of principles.
Each group made significant mean gains in
meteorological knowledge but no group gained
significantly more than its counterpart. For
two midgroups composed of the middle ability
pupils selected from the heterogeneous and
homogeneous classes, no significant differences
were found on any measure previously men-
tioned.

A course attitude questionnaire was admin-
istered to observe the reaction of each pupil to
his particular learning environment. Sig-
nificant differences were noted when the ques-
tionnaire was analyzed through use of the chi-
square technique, in the items concerned with
pupil attitude toward grouping and the num-
ber of experiments and demonstrations pre-
sented.

It was concluded that ability group=d classes
with pupil selection based on a single intelli-
gence measure—taught the same general
matter with added material of the enrichment
type required of the high ability class, and with
adjustment on methods and rate of instruction
made in terms of the ability of the groups—
achieved at the same mean level as hetero-
geneous classes for which the same enrichment
materials were made available and in which
pupils were encouraged to work up to their
capacities.

Measurement of the achievements and growth of
individuals in groups of equal intelligence shows that
not all of the bright children succeed and that not all of
the children identified as dull fail. As a result of
considerable study in the first quarter of this century,
S. A. Courtis' found that:

There is both success and failure in each
group to such an extent that in the highest and
lowest fifth of 4.000 first-grade children the

number of individuals having identically the
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same scores in a reading test at the end of the
semester were recently found to be one-half of
tie wiah number,  Further there are some
data which suggest that for any large group of
childran the total distribution and the median
scores are the same whether the individuals
are taught in undifferentiated sections or in
classes carefully sectioned on the basis of intel-
ligence.

C. Adbility and Random Grouping™

The general purpose of this research was to study
differences in the effects upon clementary, junior high
school, and high school pupils of an ability grouping
system that differentiates the curriculum principally by
adjusting the rate of presentation of curriculum ma-
terials, and a random grouping system that differen-
tiates the curriculum principally through the use of
enrichment. The study explores several dependent
variables that, it was thought, might be affected dif-
ferentially by the two grouping treatments, some of
which are reported here: achievement, realization of
achievement potential, study habits, sociometric choice,
self concept, and personality.

Over a 4-year period data were collected to compare
differences between the two grouping systems (ability
and random) and to examine separately the achievement
differences occurring between superior, average, and
slow learners. Investigator Walter Borg reports that
two adjacent and closely comparable school districts
in Utah provided the setting in which the research
was conducted. One district employed random group-
ing with enrichment and the other used a system of
ability grouping with acceler.tion coincident with the
beginning of the project. Over 2,500 pupils from the
fourth-, fifth-, sixth-, seventh-, eighth-, and mnth-grade
levels were selected in the two districts. During the
second year, the sample was increased to approximately
4,000 pupils.

The grouping system used in District A (ability
grouping) employed a standard achievement battery,
the California Achicvement Test Battery as a basis
for grouping pupils into three ability levels. At the
elementary school level, tests were administered in
reading, arithmetic, and language in the spring of
each school year. At the secondary school level,
District A pupils were tested and divided into three

168, A. Courtis. ‘“Contributions of Measurement,”” The Second Year-
book. Bulletin of the Department of Elementary School Principals, 1923.
p.- 161.

17 Adapted from Walter R. Borg and David Brinks. An Evaluation of
A4bility Grouping, Cooperative Resea:ch Project No. 577. Washington:
Office of Education, U.S. Departmen: of Health, Education, and Welfare,
196%. 441 p.




ability levels in mathematics and science onlv. In
general, the goal of District A program at both ele-
mentary and secondary levei was 10 adapt curricular
materials to the different ability levels and concurrently
adjust the rate of presentation to the level of the child.
At a given grade level the slow group would use cur-
ricular materials appropriate to their ability and would
work on learning objectives that had probably been
attained by the average groups earlier in the year and
by the superior groups during the preceding year.
Adjustment of rate rather than depth to provide for
individual differences is characteristic of acceleration
programs as opposed to enrichment programs. The
curriculum that progresses at different rates for dif-
ferent pupils requires a careful integration between
the elementary, junior high, and senior high school
programs.

I contrast to District A where the main goal was
to adjust rate of learning to individual differences,
District R (random grouping) employed enrichment
in heterogeneous classrooms to adjust the depth of
jearning to individual differences  For example, if
successful, an enrichment program should help the
superior child develop a fuller understa-ding of the
work he is doing. It should also provide the bright
child with more time for independent study than would
be available to him in an accelerated program.

In all District R elementary classrooms, the libraries
provided were quite extensive ard contained enrich-
ment materials aimed at adapting the curriculum to
different ability levels within the classroom.

In junior and senior high school classes, District R
provided curriculum adjustment within the heterogene-
ous classroom through the use of enrichment. At the
junior high school, for example, enrichment books
in mathematics were provided for both seventh- and
eighth-grade superior pupils. Additional materials
designed for adjusting the mathematics and science
curriculum to both superior and slow pupils were
available in the central library in each District R
junior high school. In similar ways enrichment ma-
terials and methods were used in senior high school
classes in mathematics and science.

A brief review of results of this study follows :

A chievement

When all achievemert data in this project are
examined one must conc.t de, says Borg, that there is
very little to choose from in terms of achievement
between ability grouping with acceleration and random
grouping with enrichment. In reviewing 47 statistical
comparisons between superior pupils in the 2 districts,
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it was round thai 15 comparisons favored ability group
ing, 3 favored random grouping; the remaining 2%
chawed no significant differences. In comparisons be-
tween achievement gains of ~cow pupils 1n the Z ais-
tricts, 4+ favored ability grouping, 7 favored random
grouping; the differences between ability and random
grouping in the remaining 36 comparisons were not
significant.

The statistically significant differences found in this
research were not large enough to suggest more than
a slight advantage for one grouping system over the
other and these advantages were far from consistent
from one grade level or ability level to another. The
investigator'® concludes:

Therefore, it is our conclusien that the deci-
sion to employ ability grouping or random
grouping must be based upon considerations
other than achievement.

As indicated earlier, the research reported
here includes consideration of other variables
which will help provide light on the overall
advantages and disadvantages of the two
grouping systems—ability and random.

Rcalizction of achievement potential

Although a number of studies have been conducred
in which achievement under different grouping systems
has been compared, achievement of individual pupils
in these systems as related to the achievement one might
expect on the basis of the individual’s ability has not
been explored.

In this phase of the Utah study, samples of elemen-
tary school children from random-grouped and ability-
group” ' classrooms were classified as overachievers,
underachievers, and normal achievers, based on the
relationship between their achievement, chronological
age, and mental age. The California Short-Form
Test of Mental Maturity for giades 4 through 8 was
used to obtain mental ages and language IQ’s needed
for establishing expected age-grade placement. The
proportion of overachievers, normal achievers, and
underachievers among pupils of different ability levels
in the two systems were then studied in an effort to
obtain insight into the question of who is motivated
to achieve under these two methods of grouping. In
the second phase of this study, descriptive data were
collected on samples of underachievers and normal
achievers in an attempt to identify possible causes of
underachievement.

Other measures u-2d for this and additional phases

18 Ibid.
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ui the study which will he reported later included the
California Study Methods Survey; The Thinking
about Yourself Inventory; Index of . ljustment and
Values; Thematic Apperception Test; social class
questionnaires, attitude tests, and case histories.

On the basis of the findings, some of the conclusions
drawn from the first phase of the study are:

[] There was a significant tendency for girls to be
overachievers more frequently and underachievers less
frequently than boys. This trend was present at both
grade levels.

[[] Overall comparisons between Districts A and R
indicated that ability grouped pupils were more of =n
classified as overachievers and less often classified as
underachievers than were random-grouped pupils.

In a later phase of the study, the findings support
the following conclusions:

['] When pupils of similar ability were compared,
neither grouping treatment was consistently related to
the studv methods used.

[] Study methods were significantly related to ability
level in District R but not in District A.

[] There were 1o significant differences between the
study methods scores of normal achievers and under-
achievers of comparable ability.

[] There was a consistent tendency for District A
pupils to have higher emotional disturbance scores
than District R pupils on the Thinking dbout Your-
self questionnaire. This trend was present among both
normal achicvers and underachievers. These data
suggest that ability grouping leads to greater discrepan-
cies between “self” and “wanted self” than random
grouping. It may be that the ability grouping situa-
tion forces the pupil to make a more realistic self-
appraisal of his school performance that in turn tends
to lower his satisfaciion with his performance.

[] Within-treatment comparisons showed a con-
sistent tendency foi pupils of lower class ability classi-
fication in District A to have less favorable emotional
scores. No such paitern emerged in District R data.
This finding appears to support the aforementioned
conclusion that ability grouping makes the pupil of
lower zbility more aware and less acceptant of his
achievenient status.

[] Incidence of health problems was unrelated to
grouping treatment, sex, ability level, or underachieve-
ment. It may be concluded that the physical and
health variables measured in the Utah study are not
a factor in underachievement.

[] Sociometric status was not related to under-
achievement.

-
<

Study habits

Considerable evidence concerning study habits was
collected over the 4 years of the Utah Study. Because
of the lack of suitable study habit measures that can
be administered at the elementary school level, pupils
were not administered a study habits test until the final
year of the studv when they were in grade 7. Near
the end of grade 7, these pupils were administered the
California Study Methods Surv.y (CSMS). This
measure contains 150 items and yields 4 scores plus a
total score. The scores these pupils obtained in grade
7 rrovide the best evidence available in this project
on the relative effectiveness of random grouping with
enrichment wversu: ability grouping with acceleration
in developing study attitudes and skills a+ the elemen-
tary level.

In looking over the results on the California Study
Methods Survey one is impressed by the consistently
higher scores of random-grouped pupils. It may be
that the enrichment program in effect in the random-
grouped schools provided the superior pupil with more
time for independent study than was available in the
ability-grouped system with its accelerated curriculum.
In the process of independent study the superior pupil
in the random groups may have developed the better
study habits and attitudes that are reflected in the
Califoraia Study Methods Survey scores.

Yet, this possible explanation would hardly account
for the differences in average pupils, because the amount
of timd the average pupil has to devote to enrichment
matericls in the heterogeneous classroom is rather
limited and the materials available are usually aimed
at the extreme groups with most materials for the
superio - pupils. These pupils, however, may have been
influenced by another factor; namely, the challenge
presented to them by the presence of superior pupils
in their class. The superior pupils may have motivated
the ave: age pupils to set higher goals, and better stud)
habits snd attitudes mav have resulted. This same
factor culd also have operated to motivate low-ability
pupils a.though one would expect it to be less effective
tor this group. Many of the goals and performance
standards set by superior pupils in the heterogeneous
class would be unattainable for pupils of low ability,
and may have tended to lead to discouragement or
rationaliz:ation.

One must conclude on the basis of these data that
ability g.ouping of the tvpe used in District A does
not lead to better study habits for elementary pupils
at any ability level. Instead, the data indicate it is
highly probable that hetcrogencous grouping with en-
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richment tends to develop better study habits at the
elementary levels, especially among superior and aver-
age pupils.

Results on the Caiifornia Study Metliods Survey
showed all of the total score differences and seven
of the nine subtest differences between comparable
groups in District A and R to be statistically signifi-
cant. Differences were generally largest between
pupils of superior ability. These results lead to the
conclusion that pupils in a random grouping situation
consistently develop better study habits during the
clementary school years than pupils ir: an ability group-
ing situation.

In comparing the study habits scores of pupils of
different ability levels within each treatment, a marked
relationship hetween study habits and ability level
was apparent. Of the 52 differences comparing su-
perior pupils with average and slow pupils, 46 were
statistically significant, as were 11 of the 26 com-
parisons made between average and slow pupils. All
significant differences favored thc group of higher
ability. ‘These results support the conclusion that
superior pupils generally develop superior study habits
in both grouping treatments. This evidence counters
the frequently heard criticism that superior pupils do
not learn to study in the public schools.

Soctometric choice*?

People are an important part of the environment
to which individuals react in the processes of develop-
ing and learning. These people may be in groups:
families, classrooms, communities, social classes, or na-
ticris. However, the individual and the group are inter-
dependent. The individual along with a number of
other individuals comprise the group. In various sizes
and types of groups, many social needs are met and
perscnality development has its roots. Thz need to
belong to a group is a powerful force. It furnishes
strong motivation for behavior. In our society almost
every individual attempts to become a member of
some group. Dineen and Gary?® maintain that “among
the chief factors necessary for developing a full life in
a heterogeneous group such as a class of children is
a satisfactory friendship pattern. When a child ‘s
with others who accept him and respond to him, that
is, others with whom he wants to associate, he can
contribute more and function better in the group.”

The matter of social relationships and adjustment
in ability grouping has been of primary concern to
critics. The design of this research?! provided for the
investigation of the effects of three different conditions
on measures of sociometric status and accuracy of per-
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ceived status: (1) the grouping treatment (ability
grouped or random grouped), (2) ability level (based
on academic achievement), and (3) sex. Comparisons
were made hetween the two districts, between the
various ability levels, and between sexes on the afore-
mentioned dependent variables.

Sociometric status is defined as the total peer choice
score or the total number of times a pupil was selected
on a sociometric choice measure by his classmates as a
preferred companion on any one of the three specific
activities or situations used as criteria. By accuracy
of perceived status is meant the accuracy of the indi-
vidual student’s estimation or “guess” of who would
choose him as a preferred companion. Accuracy of
perceived status was determined by comparing a pupil’s
guesses of who would choose him on each of the
criteria with those who actually did choose him.

The sociometric data collected for pupils during
their fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade years and for
the sample which includes data tor pupils during their
sixth-grade year provide evidence in support of the
following conclusions relating to sociometric choice
in ability grouped and random grouped classes during
the intermediate grades:

[0 The overall proportions of stars, regulars, and
neglectees in ability-grouped and random-grouped
classes were similar. This fact leads to the conclusion
that ability grouping does not result in permanent
leadership vacuum in groups of average and slow pupils.
Evidence suggests, however, that seme time is required
for ability grouped average and slow fourth-grade
pupils to emerge as sociometric stars and a temporary
social leadership vacuum is thus created at this grade
level.

[[] Superior students lose some sociometric status
when placed in ability-grouped classrooms. This loss
1s particulaily evident in the star classificaticn but is
not accompanied by any increase in the neglectee-
isolate classification.

[ Average and slow pupils appear to have a far
better chance of gaining social recognition ir ability-
grouped classrooms than do comparable pupils in
random-grouped classrooms. For the slow pupil, abil-
ity grouping not only appears to increase the pupil’s

19 Adapted from Waltes R. Borg and David Brinks, “Sociometric
Choice,” An Evaluation of 4bility Grouping, Cooperative Kesearch Proj-

ect No. $77. Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Logan, Utah: Utah State University, 1964. Chapter 7.

206 M. A. Dineen and R. Gary. “Effects of Sociometric Seating on a
Classroom Cleavage,” Elemenary School Journal, Vol. 56, 1955, p. 358-
362.

21 Adapted from Walter R. Borg aud David Brinks, “Sociometric Choice,”
An Ewaluation of Ability Grouping, Cooperative Research Project No.
577. Oftice of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Weifaz..
Logan, Utah: Utah State University, 1964. Chapter 7.
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chances of heing classified as a star, but also reduces
his chances of being classified as a neglectee-isolate.

[J In random-grouped classrooms the pupil’s ability
level appears to be an important factor in determining
his sociometric status. Sociometric status patterns
differ considerably for pupils of different ability levels
in random-grouped classrooms and pupils of higher
ability consistently obtain more favorable mean scores.

[ Sociometric status, accuracy of perceived status,
and stability of economic status are essentially un-
related to sex in either random-grouped or ability-
grouped classrooms at the intermediate grzde levels of
the elementary school.

[J Low, but significant correlations exist between
sociometric status, pupil attitude, and self-concept
variables. The results, though low. d<monstrate the
presence of relationships between the pupil’s social
acceptance and his perception of himself, his school
environment, and his peers.

[J The differences between ability grouping and
random grouping did not appear to have any influence
upon the pupil’s ability to perceive accurately his
sociometric status.

[J The pupil’s ability to perceive accurately his
sociometric acceptance of others is related to academic
ability in both districts—-ability and random groupings.

[] There was a lack of consistent significant dif-
ferences between boys and girls, which suggests that
the effects of ability grouping and random grouping
on sociometric variables are about the same for both
Sexes.

Pupil attitudes

The possible effects of ability grouping on pupil’s
attitudes toward school has been a majcr concern of
educators who have been interested in employing ability
grouping in their schools. The atmosphere in which
the pupil finds himself seems to differ considerably in
the ability-grouped and random-grouped situation and
it differs somewhat at the various levels of the ability-
grouped situation. Thus, one might well expect to
find differences in the manner that pupils react to and
perceive the school environments provided by these
treatments. Among the aspects of school adjustment
measured in the Utah study are included the pupil’s
school relationships, his attitudes tc-vard the school,
the teacher, his classmates, and proklems he perccives
in his school experience.

Pupils in the sample which included grades 4, 5, and 6
were administered the USU School Inventory during
their sixth year. The USU Inventory contains three
scales: Attitude Towards Peers, Attitude Towards
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the Teacher, and Attitude F'owards School. These
pupils were also adimninistered the California Test of
Personality and the SRA Junior Inventory, both of
which contain scales that appear related to pupils’
attitudes toward school.

Results on the .4 #titude Towards Peers scale of the
USU Schuol Inventory revealed no significant between-
treatment differences. The resuits suggest the follow-
ing conclusions:

[] Attituc= toward peers was found to be consistent-
ly related to ability in the random-grouped classrooms,
while no such velationships were found in the ability-
grouped classroems, suggesting that ability is much
more important 'n determining peer attitudes in the
random-grouped situations.

[] There was ‘10 relationship between sex and
attitude towards pe-rs,

Comparison of mea~ scores on the Attitude Toward,
the Teacher scale oi the UUSU School Inventory
showed that superior girls and boys and slow boys
in District A received significantly more favorable
scores than comparable District R pupils.  From
these data it may be conciuded that:

[ Ability grouping appecars to cause more favor-
able attitudes towards the teacher than random group-
ing for superior and slow pupiis.

[J There was some tendency in District A for slow
pupils to have more favorable attitudes towards the
teacher than average pupils; this thus supported the
conclusion that ability grouping has a favorable effect
upon the attitudes of slow pupils toward their teacher.

Comparisons between the two districts on the At-
titude Towards School scale showed one significant
difference favoring slow boys in District A.

It may be concluded that:

[J Boys of low ability developed more favorable
attitudes toward school in ability-grouped classrooms
than in random-grouped classrooms.

[J Superior pupils had moie favorable attitudes
toward school in both treatments than pupils of lower
abiiity.

[J Superior girls had more favorable attitudes
toward school in both districts than boys of comparable
ability.

Self-concept

The= extent and consistency of the Concept of Self
data seem to justify .} conclusion that pupils in ran-
dom-greuped ciassrooms tend to obtain more favor-
able Concept of Self scores than comparable pupils
in ability-grouged classrooms, at all ability levels. The
data also appear to support the conclusion that the
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two grouping treatments had a somewhat greater ef-
fect upon girls than boys.

When we consider all results relative to acceptance
of self obtained in this study, a consistent pattern
favoring random grouping emerges. This pattern is
more pronounced for superior and average pupils but
is present to a lesser degree for the slower pupils.
Based on these data, it must be concluded that random
grouping is consistenly related to higher self-acceptance
for pupils at all ability levels and over most of the
arade levels covered in this project.

Self-concept changes accompanying
ability level changes in ability grouping

Pupils who changed 2bility levels between the fifth
and sixth grade and pupils who changed ability levels
between the sixth and seventh grade administration
were compared to determine whether changes in ability
classification would be accompanied by changes in the
self-concept variables. From the results of these an-
alyses it may be concluded that:

™ Placement of a pupil in a lower ability classifica-
tion appears to bring about lower scores in Concept of
Self, Acceptance of Self and Ideal Self scales.

[] The IAV (Ind=x of Adjuctiaent Values) scores
of girls assigned to a lower ability group appear to be
more drastically affected than are the scores of boys
under the same circumstances. This may reflect the
tendency for girls to place a higher value on academic
achievement and status.

[] Pupils destined to be reassigned to a lower ability
classification show lov,er scores in Concept of Self and
Accepiance of Self prior to reassignment. This lower
initial score may indicate that misassignment of a
pupil to a higher group than his ability would justify
brings a lowering of his Concept of Self and Accept-
ance of Self because of his inability to perform satis-
factorily in his assigned group.

[] Remaining in the same ability classification in
an ability grouping system appears to be less threaten-
ing to the pupil’s self-concept than reclassificati»n to
cither a higher or lower section. Reclassification to a
higher section may lead to a slight loss in the pupil’s
self-concept because he is probably near the bottom
of the ability range in his new group. The effect upon
pupils assigned to a lower ability group, howev-~
appears to be much greater. These pupils may lose
self-concept because of their initial 1misassignment.
Their seif-concept is further lowered, especially for
girls, when they are confronted with the stigma of
identification with 2 lower ability group.

Whether the lower scores on the self-concept vari-
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ables, occurring rather consistently in the ability-
grouped samples, are considered ‘“good” or “bad”
depends on one’s point of view. Considering them in
the light of psychological research in related areas
such as aspiration level, however, the authors must
conclude that the apparent effects of ability grouping
upon the self-concept variables emerging from the Utah
study are probably harmful to the development of at
least some of the pupils who are educated under such
a system of grouping.

Personality

Although many of the arguments heard on the
merits and demerits of ability grouping imply that
this practice can have an effect upon the personality
development of pupils involved, very little direct re-
search evidence comparing the personality character-
istics on pupils in ability- and random-grouping systems
has been published. In a search for answers to some
of the questions raised about the effects of grouping
methods on personality development, this research ex-
amined some of the factors involved.

The California Test of Personality was adminis-
tered to one sample of pupils only. The results may
be accepted with less confidence than those obtained
from measures administered to two or more samples.
Results showed random-grouping subgroups to be
consistently higher on this score at all ability levels.
These data suggest that ability grouping does not lead
to a greater feeling of belonging on the part of pupils
at any ability level but instead provides a less favorable
climate than random grouping. Within-treatment com-
parisons on this variable showed a consistent trend
in both districts for pupils of higher ability to obtain
more favorable scores. It may be concluded that the
pupil’s feeling of belonging as measured by the CTP
is more closely related to ability level than to the
type of grouping treatment.

Two aspects of the study were concerned with
measurement of specific personality variables using a
projective approach. The first phase, referred to as the
fifth-grade study, measured aggression, depression, and
inferiority feelings on an individually administered
TAT-type projective measure, using a sample of 144
slow pupils taken from ability-grouped and random-
grouped fifth-grade classes. The second phase, referred
to as the sixth-grade study, employed a similar group-
administered projective measure as well as measures
of anxiety, using a sample of 338 slow, average, and
superior pupils taken from ability-grouped and rardom-
grouped sixth-grade classrooms.

Between-treatment comparisons on aggression, de-
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pression, and inferiority feelings in the fifth-grade
study showed no statistically significant differences.
Between-treatment differences on the three personality
variables obtained in the sixth-grade study from a
group projective measure also failed to show significant
differences between slow pupils on these three person-
ality variables, except that slow girls in District R
{random ) obtained significantly higher scores on depres-
sion. District R slow girls in the fifth-grade study also
showed higher depression scores although the difference
was not significant.

A summary of conclusions follows:

[] Ability grouping and random grouping do not
differentially affect the scores of slow pupils on aggres-
sion, depression, and inferiority feelings excepting
a tendency for slew gins in random-grouped classes
to show higher levels of depression than slow girls
in ability-grouped classes. T'he results present strong
evidence that ability grouping as employed in the Utah
study does not cause the development of inferiority
feelings among slow pupils.

[] The projective data obtained in the sixth-grade
study at all ability levels failed to support the conten-
tion that aggression and depression are higher in ran-
dom-grouped classes for superior and slow pupils be-
cause of the frustration encountered by these pupils
in a program geared for the average. The most logical
conclusion would be that the variables examined here
are not influenced bv the ability-grouping or rardom-
grouping treatments employed in the Utah study.

] Although there was no significant relationship
between aggression and depression as measurzd in this
study, both aggression and depression were positively
correlated with inferiority feelings. These data suggest
that both aggression and depression mav be partially
expressionis of feelings of inferiority which boys more
frequently show through aggression and girls through
depression,

The two grouping treatments have no differential
effect upon pupil anxiety at any ability level in either
the ability-grouped or random-grouped classrooms.

Correlations computed in the study of fifth-graders
between achievement and aggression suggest that the
ability-grouping situation provides some frustrations
for pupils whose abilivy places them near the top of the
slow group. On the other hand, in random-grouped
classrooms the correlations between depression and
achievement scores suggest that pupils at the bottom
of the ability distribution in such classrooms tend to
be more depressed.

Level differences showed higher depression scores
for superior boys and higher inferiority scores for boys
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and girls in District A (ability grouping), while no
such differences emerged in District R (random group-
ing). It may be tentatively concluded that superior
girls in District A were adversely affected by the
change from an easy competitive situation in their first
years of schooling in random-grouped classes to the
more difficult competitive situation in ability-grouped
classes.
D. Grouping Children Identified

as Exceptional

Some investigators have concentrated their cfforts
in examining different ways of grouping children
identified as exceptional. Examples follow.

The slow learner

The extent to which helping slow learners achieve
their best is actually more difficult than helping
others make the best use of their potential is difficult
to say. However, teachers have always been concerned
with our less rapid learners, and as Lloyd Dunn*?
tells us, teachers are frequently expending an undue
proportion of time and energy on behalf of slow
learners because unrealistic goais are set for these
pupils. Most of our present-day educational procedures
are based on tradition and philesophy rather than sci-
entific evidence. Nevertheless, we know how to do a
better job than we are presently doing to help the
slow learner.

According to Good’s Dictionary of Education, the
slow-learning child is one ‘“‘who though capable of
achieving a moderate degree of academic success, will
do so at a slower rate with less than average efficiency.”

In accord with the observation of leaders in the
field, it seems apparent that many of our slow learners
are lacking in curiosity, creativity, and critical think-
ing as these factors apply to schoolwork. Whether
such lacks are as much the results of stifling experiences
in the school, home, and community ervironment as
they are manifestations of a limited capacity to learn
is difficult to determine.

Although slow rate of acadunic learning seems to
be the only characteristic that ail children generally
identified as slow Jearners have in common, recent
studies show that many of them are acquiring certain
traits out of harmony with the concepts of democracy
as discussed earlier in this paper. Apparently the
kinds of learning opportunities which these learners
found accessible were not of the kind which served
to maximize their growth potential in a desirable
direction.

22 Adapted from Lloyd M. Dunn. --The Slow Learner—An Overview,”

NEA Jouraal, Vol. 48, October 13%%. p. 19-21.
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Examples from a report by Lloyd Dunn®® follow:

The few studies which have been conducted
indicate that over one-half of our slow learn-
ers are poorer in personal and social adjust-
ment than brighter students; they tend to be
rejected by their peers usually because of their
aggressive and unacceptable behavior. They
are a “marginal group” who have a failure-
oriented self-concept and who have difficulty
in growing up.

Many slow learners are discipline problems
in school and potential delinquents in
society ...

While most slow learners (especially the
boys) react to school failure by agression,
some become withdrawn. ..

Providing them with success experiences and
restoring them to better adjustment is a com-
plex assignment. Extreme cases will require
ps:chology and psychiatric attention. But,
while most slow learners have personality prob-
lems, some are amazingly relaxed, pleasant,
and well adjusted in spite of repeated school
failure.

Whether the school opportunities for learning could
have been different for the slow learners referred to
above we do not know. However, it seems reasonable
to assume that school personnel and others need more
knowledge and greater understanding not only of the
particular children involved but of the available re-
search about learning and the nature of the human
organism. Greater knowledge about such factors might
have made a desirable difference in the kinds of learn-
ing opportunities provided for themn.

Duoes grouping make a difference in helping slow
learners learn? As indicated throughout this survey,
the evidence i~ irconclusive. Some studies show gains
in favor of ability or achievement level grouping, others
in favor of heterogeneous grouping. The report that
follows illustrates success in a homogeneous grouping
situation.

Gordon Liddle and Dale Long?* report the gains
made by a group of slow learners in a small classroom
set up for children from culturally deprived back-
grounds who had been unsuccessful in the first grade.
Intelligence quotients ranged from 77 to 118; the
mean was 92. Most of the children were below
average in intelligence as measured by standardized
tests but well within the normal range. Aided by the
resources provided by the Quincy Youth Development
Project (a 10-year action research project of the
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Committee on Human Development of the University
of Chicago), teachers in the school located i1. a low
income area bhegan studying the children who had
repeated one of the primary grades. The faculty had
discovered that the policy of holding back pupils who
are not ready for the school’s next-grade expectations
was not in itself an answer to the prcblem of what to
do for children who are not meeting so-called grade
standards, The key to the problem, the faculty
thought, was to find each pupil’s place on the ladder
of learning, group him with his fellows, and help him
to the next rung. What we teach and what we do,
these teachers said, must stem from an intimate famili-
arity with each pupil. It was hoped that through im-
proved communication between teacher and child and
between teacher and parent, ways would be found
to motivate the children for education and to in-
dividualize instruction so that each child might make
better use of his potential than had previously seemed
possibie.

And so in September 1956, an experimental room
for a group of these children with one teacher in
charge was set up. Eighteen children were selected
for the experimental room, six of whom had been
passed into the second grade on trial. The other 12
children were scheduled to repeat the first grade.

The prograin for these children included early home
visits by the teacher to tell the parerts why the com-
bination class of first- and second-grade children had
been set up. These home visits also helped the
teacher get a better understanding of the home back-
ground. As the authors®® report:

The children seemed pleased to have their
teacher come to talk with their parents. These
early home visits gave the child the feeling that
the teacher was interested in him. . ..

In this type of neighborhood, it is most im-
portant that the teacher be a warm, accepting
perscn. LIany of the parents of these children
have themselves been unsuccessful in school....
The early parent-teacher interview served to
strengthen parent-teacher solidarity. The
visits made subsequent meetings of parent and
teacher more frequent ard wore fruitful,
demonstrating anew to the child that the
parent and the teacher were woiking together
for his welfare. This united front made disci-

23 Ibid.

24 Adapted from Gordon Liddle and Date Long. “Experimental Room for
Slow Learners,” The Elenentary School Journai. Vol. 59, December 1958.
p. 145-149. Copyright 1962 by the University of Chicago.

25 [bid., p. 144.




pline less necessary and, when necessary, less
of a problem ...

Classrcom activities were much like activities in
other classrooms except that the teacher stressed phonics
more and used a wider variety of reading materials.
The children were taken through a curriculum not
very different from the regular program of the school
for the early grades, but at their own speed. Some
of the children stayed in the experimental room 2
years before entering the regular third-grade class.
Others went on into the third grade at the end of the
first year.

In May of the second year, Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test scores, in reading, for exampie, showed a
mean grade scorc of 2.9, a growth of about 1.75 years
in less than 2 school years.

Reiative to other results of this experiment, Liddle
and Long®® report in part as follows:

... The childrer in the experimental room
seemed happy and eager to learn. Their con-
tea:ment led the parents to accept the room.
When the children went Lome with a feeling
of accomplishment, happy about their school
day, the parents caught the feeling . ..

. .. the children as a group made gains in 9
of the 12 areas of the test (California Test of
Personality). Their sense of personal worth
had been enhancsd. They had a stronger feel-
ing of belonging. Their social skills had im-
proved. They showed greater freedom from
antisocial tendencies. Both family and scheol
relations had improved.

However, there was essentially no change
on the social standards score. . . . these chil-
dren know what society’s stai:dards are. The
self-reliance score also remzined above aver-
age. Perhaps the “every man for himself”
environment in which many of these children
lived had made them fairly self-reliant. In
the second year, the children as a group had
slightly lower scores or: freedom from nervous
symptoms.

The second time the test wzs given, only one
child scored lowe .. personal and social ad-
justment as meas...d by the test. Seven re-
mained essentially the same, and seven children
showed considerable improvement. ..

The teacher’s attitude toward b:er pupils, the authors
belicve, had much to do with the children’s academic
and psrchological improvement. Much importance was
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attached to the teacher-pupil ccnferences. The teach-
er talked individually with each child about his school
progress, his problems, and his interests.

A concentrated effort should be made to reach and
educate the community’s ursuccessful families, the
authors of this article contend. A few families pro-
duce large numbers of slow-learning children, juvenile
delinquents, and unsuccessful adults. In most of
these families, the parent, dropped out of school at 15
or 16 years of age after an unhappy and unsuccessful
expesience. They are frequently bitter, unhappy
people. In closing the article, the authors say:

Until we can help children from such
families to be happy children whose academic
and emotional needs are being mer, we will
continue to raise generations of unsuccessful
families, {amilies whose problems demand a
lion’s share of the time and effort of the com-
munity’s educational, social work, and relief
agencies. We know from experience that
many of these troubled families can be more
helpful to their children. Often a friendly
approach by the school can make a vast differ-
ence in the lives of these boys and girls—in
school and out.

T he mentally retarded

J. Wayne Wrightstone** reports a 2-year study of
children in New York City in which he compared edu-
cational changes of mentally retarded children enrolled
in an experimental two-track program with changes
of matched mentally retarded pupils enrolled in a one-
track program. Homogeneously grouped and hetero-
geneously grouped children with retarded me:-ta! de-
velopment were compared in the areas of academic
achievement, motor coordination, speech, personal and
social adjustment, health habits, attitudes, activities
and interests, and peer acceptance. The reorganized
plan was designed with two tracks upon which to
channe! mental retardation: 2 high educable track for
pupils with the most educational potential and a low
educatle track for the less promising.

In reporting the results of this study, Wrightstone®
concludes that the available evidence cannot weight
the balarce wholly in favor of either homogeneous or

26 ibid., p. 146.

27 J. Wayne Wrightstone; George Fortaus; J. Richard Lepkowsk:;
Marvin Sontag; J. David Edelstein. 4 Comparisen of Educational Qui-
csmes Under Single-Track ard Tewo-Track Plans for Educable Mentally
Retarded Children. (A Cooperative Research Project, No. 144 of the
Office of Education, conducted by the Board of Education of the Cit; of
New York, through the University of the State of New York.) 1959.

28 /bid.




heterogenevus grouping. Despite the fact, however,
that direct measures of pupil growth in various areas
do not yield a clear trend, participating teachers and
supervisors generally favor the two-track (honicgeneous
grouping) plan. Worightstone also reports, in general.
the findings of this study tend to be in accord with 15
of the 33 experimental studies of homogeneous group-
ing reviewed by Ekstrom.?® The 15 studies found
no differences in achievement in homogeneous or
heterogeneous g oups, or where homogeneous grouping
was detrimental. On the other hand, 13 of these
studies found differences favoring homogeneous group-
ing, and 5 reported results partiallv favorable and
partiaily unfavorable to homogeneous grouping.

The Gifted

There has been a steadily ticreasing pressure for
speciai attention te be given to the most rapid learn-
ers, especially +hose identified as the academicaily
gifted. Some people claim that schools are toc easy,
that they are geared to the average and wasteful of
the brilliant. Adequate and accurate information
about the extent to which schools are accomplishing
their objectives is difficult to come hy. It is generally
known, however, that schools vary in their teaching
practices and in the quantity and quality of the learn-
ing opportunities provided. Teachiers vary in the ex-
tent to which they succeed in meeting 2 wide range of
individual differences among children. But just as 2
special concern for helping slow iearners achieve their
best has developed, there is a growing concern in the
lay public and within the profession that the learning
opportunities for the rapid learners must zlso be im-
proved to maximize their growth potential.

“And then came Sputnick!” as Wilkelms?® puts it.

With the surge of fear came a kind of abso-
Iite inipatience that made most of the thought-
ful reservations seem, to much of the public,
like mere zcademic quibbling. To many
minds, the extreine demands upon science and
technology made any kind of goodness except
intellectual briliance near-irrelevant. Their
solutior; appezrs simple: Identify the intel-
lecrually brilliant as early as you can and push
them as kard as you can along intellectual lines.

The following reports may be useful as we search
for sound answe:s to some of the questions involved.
Tz use of standardized achievement and intelligence
test scores have been among the major indices of iden-
tifying rapid leainers. Inadequacies in the use of such
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scores have been recognized, how ever. Van R. Holsey*!
of Ambherst College reports:

Admissions officers are becom’ng leery of test
scores and marks as a means of aisessing a stu-
dent’s potential. Unfortunately, *here are no
adequate tests that can measure 1aotivation,
determination, eagerness tc leain, curiosity,
and imagination which zre human ingredients
necessary for a meaningful and fruitful college
experience.

Vincent J. Schaefer,3 a collaborator of the late
Nobel Laureate Irving Langmuir, in writing about a
suminer session in science for 3% high school stuaents
selected on a nationwide basis, says:

I believe it is a mistake to segregate the so-
called superior students. Aiter all, he will
have to live his life in a community made up
of all types of individuals. (Good students,
given intellectual challenges suizable te occupy
their minds, will be able to accept the slower
progress of their less agile schoolmates.

‘““Again it has been demonstrated,” says Alice Miel, 33
“that the act of grouping does not alone do the teach-
ing. The nature of the teaching and the factors in-

luencing quality of learning opportunitizs must be
improved if any type of student is to benefit trom any
plan of classification.”

Dr. Abramson®! reports findings of a current study:

... there is evidence from a careful study in
New York City high schools that academically
gifted pupils achieve no more in the same sub-
jects when segregated in special classes or
special schools than when educated in regular
schools and in heterogernieous classes.

29 Ruth B. Ekstrom. Experimental Siudes of Homagenrous Grouping:
4 Review of the Literature. ?rinceton, New Jersey- Educational Testing
Service, April 1359. p. 1-25.

36 rred T. Wilhelms. The Nature of Classroom Grouping for Learning.
Backgreund for ASCD discussion group H-7, 1358, p. I8.

31 Van K. Hoisey. “ldevtification and Education of the Academicalls
Talentzd Student in the American Secondary Schocl,’” Current I:sues in
Higher Educati.n, August 1958. Washington: National Educatian Asso-
ciation.

32 Vincent J. Schacfer. “Ths Boy Who Learned to Grow- Salt,” Safur-
day Review, Decenber 12, 1959, p. 54.

33 Alice Micl. Reprinted by permission of the National Comnmittee for
Children and Youth, copsright kolders, from “‘Trends ir Curriculur,,
Teaching and Guidaonce.” Children and Youth im the 1960’s, Survey
Papers, prepared for the 1965 White Honse Confere.ice o Children 2.4d
Youth. Washington: Golden Anniversary White Youss Conference on
Children aud Youth, Inc., 1960. p. 118.

34 David A. Abramson. “The Effectiver:ess of Greaping for Students
of High Atility,” Educational Research Bulletin, Vol. 38, 1959. p. 169~
1R2.
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Two recent studies (Gallagher** and Williams3®)
showed that the moderately gifted child is highly ac-
ceptabie to his peer group and that the bright child
does not Limit his choice of friends to equally gifted
peers.

Horace Mann® analyzed the acceptance and re-
jection patterns of elementary school children in the
Coifax School, Pittsburgh. Acceptance and rejection
seemed stronger within an ability grouping than across
grouos. However, the findings showed no adverse
eflects on the personal or social behavior of gifted
children.

Torsten Husen discusses sclective school systems
in Sweden.  He reports that the dual-track system
reflects family social status, aid since selection is made
at an carly age, a large amount of talent is lost.
Children from lower status homes either do not apply
for college preparatory schools, even though they
possess the requisite ability, or they receive less motiva-
tional support from parents. It is not self-evident
that failure in the various selective or duval school
systems is to be explained mainly by lack of ability.

Husen, in 1945, 1946, 1917, compared those in a
tofai age-cohort reaching the schocl-leaving ekamina-
tion of the realskola with those leavirg school. The
failure rate is high and entaiis considerable loss of
talent. It is a system in which at least a fourth of
the pupils carefuily selected fo1 the lower secondary
school drop oui—mainly due ¢ inability to meet the
demand put upon them. Another 25 percent repeat
grades. Such a system must have failed by a large mar-
gin in meeting needs of high-quali‘v pupils.

When commending high intelleciual standard of
selective secondary schools, continves Husen, the price
paid in wastage of talent must be considered. Whether
the outcome is worth the price is another guestior:.

The gifted underachievers

The investigations®® of the Talented Youth Project
of the Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute of Schoni Ex-
perimentation of Teachers Colicze, Celumbia Uni-
vessity, have been concerned with an approach to the
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study of the underachiever-—rarely found in the litera-
ture—a study of self-concepts and the ideal cor:epts
of these students.

Evaluation of the first 2 years of the experimenta-
tion made it increasingly clear that academic under-
achievement is a symptom of a wide variety of basic
persciial and social problems and that the depth and
seriousness or duration of the underlying problem
determine the extent and kind of help a student needs.
For those students for whom it is possible to effect
improvement, two factors aopear to be crucial: (1)
identification with a teacher who is consistently in-
terested and supportive and who views each student as
an individual and accepts him as a bright and able
person with a need for special help; and (2) assistance
in mastering skills of learning which many of the
underachievers failed tu acquire in the earlier grades.

The experimenters set out to test the hypothesis that
if underachievers could share their common problems
with other similar students and identify with an un-
derstanding teacher, their attitudes toward sckooi and
their schoiastic performance would improve. Bowman*®
reports that in evaluating the outcomes of the study,
however, the experimenters seemed to agree that it
was not wise to group underachievers together in the
same ciass because they tend to give each other negative
support rather than positive,

35 James J. Gallagher, “Peer Acceptance of Highiv Gifted Children
in Elementary School,” Elementary School Journal, \ol. 58, May 1958
p- 465—370.

36 Meta F. Williams. “Acceptance and Performance Arong Gifted
Elememtary School Children,” Educational Research Belletin, Vol. 37,
November 1958. p. 216-22¢.

31 Horace Mann. “How Real Are Friendships of Gifted and Tvpical
Children in a Program of Partis! Segregation?” Fxceptiozal Childrea,
Vol. 23, Februar- 1957. p. 199-201.

3% Torsten Huscn. ““Loss of Talent in Selective School Systems: The
Case of Sweden,” Comparative Edu.ation Revies, Vol. 4, October 1969.
p. 70-74.

33 Adaptes from Miriam Goldberg  “Studies in Underachic-ement
Among the Acad- aically Talentsd,” Frecing Capacity 10 Lera. Wadh-
ington, D.C.: Associntic:, jor Supervision and Curriculum Decvelopment,
1960. » 36~73.

0 See Paul ¥.. Bowman. “Fersonaluy and Schowtic Underachievement,”
Frecing Capaaty to Learn. Washingten, D.C.: Associasion for Super-
vision and Curriculumi Develapmest, 1940, n. 53,
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Chapter 111

Ability Grouping

A. Broad, Medium, and Narrow-Range Classes

Among the most comprehensive investigations on
the effects of ability grouping is a comparative study
of broad, medium, and narrow range classes conducted
by Miriam Goldberg’ in 45 elementary schools of New
York City.

The study was designed to explore differences in
achievement and learning patterns, social and personal
relations, interests and attitudes toward seif and toward
school of intermediate-grade children when grouped in
classes with various ranges of intellectual ability.

The :investigation invelved 86 classes which were
organized at the beginning of fifth grade ana remained
intact to the end of the sixth grade. The pupils were
divided into five ability levels on the basis of 1QQ scores
and classes were constituted to represent all possible com-
binations of these ability levels. Each class fitted one
or another of 15 patterns ranging from narrow to broad
—gifted, very bright, bright, high average, low, and
below average and lowzr.

The population with which the study was finally
concerned included the 2,219 children who were still
in their original classes at the end of the sixth grade.
Most of the 86 classes in the study had 2 different
teachers, 1 in the fifth grade, the other i the sixth.

in ocrder to derive as complete a picture as possible
of the development of the pupils, a variety of testing
instruments® were used: (1) Academic achievement
in reading, zrithmetic, language arts, and work-study
skills, Science Research Associates (SRA) A hieve-
ment Series (Grades 4-6) ; (2) Academic achievement
in science and social studies, Stanford Achieverent
Tests {Intermed:iate Level); (3) Interest, SRA
What I Like To Do Inventory; (4) Attitudes toward
self, How I Feel About Myself Inventory; (5) At-
titudes toward more and less able pupils, Describing
a Pupil Check Lisi, (£) Attitude toward schos!. H hat
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I Like To Do questionnaire; (7) Teacher appraisal,
Teacher Rating Form (adapted from Terman); (8)
Sucial acceprance, Ohio Social Acceptance Scale (modi-
fied) ; (9) Leadership status (same as above); (10)
Creative expression, a poem and story written by each
pupil.

The instruments were administered at the beginning
of the fifth grade and again at the end of sixth grade.

The 15 patterns were studied in various combina-
tions to isoiate the effects of the gifted pupils on the
rest of the pupil populaticn, the effects of ability range,
and the effects of relative position. Goldberg* reports:

Three general null hypotheses were tested :
(1) The presence or absence of the extreme
ability levels (gifted and slow) has no effect on
the changes in performance of the other ability
levels. (2) Narrowing the ability range in
the classroom has e effect on changes in the
performance ¢f the pupils, These hvnotheses
were tested for five major variables: (a) aca-
demic achievement, (b) attitudes toward sclf,
(c) interests and attitudes toward school, (d)
assessment of more and less able peers {using
stereotyped characters), and (e) teacher rating

of pupils.
A summary of findings follows:

Academic achievement.—Botri: the gifted and the
slow had varying but significant effects on the achieve-
ment gains of the other pupils.

1 Miriam L. Goldberg and others. The Effects of Ability Grouping: A
Comparative Study of Broad, Medium and Narroww Range Classes in the
Elementary School, (First Draft). New York, N.Y.: Horace Mann-
Linceln Institute of School Experimentation, Teachers College, Columbia
University. 1962. 87 p. (Interimn Report)

2 1bid., p. 2-16.

3 1bid., p. 2-9 to 2-10.

4 Adapted from Miriam Goldberg and others. The Effects of 4bility
Grouping: A4 Comparative Study of Broad, Medium and Narrow Range
Classes in the Elcmentary Sckosl. New York, N.Y.: Horace Mann-Lincoln
lictitute of School Experimentation, Teachers College, Columbia Univer-
sity. Chapter VIII.
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In science the presence of zifted pupils had a con-
sistently upgrading effect. In every instance where
gifted pupils were present, all the other ability levels
made greater gains than in classes where the gifted
were absent. In social studies the presence of the gifted
had an upgrading effect only on the achievement of very
bright and bright pupils, and this only when there were
less able pupils present. In all other subjects, the
presence of the gifted was not consistently upgrading
nor down-grading. In reading, language and work-
study skills, the effects of the presence of the gifted are
minimal.

The presence of the slow pupils had a consistently
upgrading effect on the arithmetic achievement of
all the other pupils. In the other academic areas, the
effect of their presence on the brighter pupils was
generally neutral, although the gifted and the average
levels were negatively affected by their presence in
language and science, respectively. Only the reading
achievement of the bright pupils was positively af-
fected by the presence of the “slow” level.

The null hypothesis relating to effects of presence
or absence of extreme groups on academic achievement
was partially rejected.

Analyses were made of the various narrow- and
broad-range patterns with the following results:

A comparison was made between the broadest pat-
tern in which all ability levels were represented with
the five narrowest range patterns, in which each of
the ability levels was alone. Except for the gifted
(1Q 130 and above) for whom average increment
in the narrow-range class was slightly higher than in
the broadest range classes, each of the other ability
levels showed slightly greater increments in the
broadest range than in the narrower range classes.
However, few of these differences were large enough
to be considered educ:tionally important.

In order to compare all 5 ability levels in similar
range situations, the 15 patterns were collapsed into
3 range categories—narrow, medium, and broad.
Achievement increments for each ability level in each
range were analyzed. When the three ranges were
compared, the broad-range patterns were consistently
superior to the narrow in all subjects, except reading.
In social studies, arithmetic reasoning, arithmetic com-
putation, and total average, the broad-range classes
were also supericr to the medium-range classes.

When the five ability levels were c~nsidered to-
gether, the broad-range grouping seemed to be con-
sistently related to greater increments than either of
the other two situauons in most of the subject areas
in which range had an effect on achievement. How-

22

ever, for any one ability level the differences were
generally too small to be educationally significant.

The null hypothesis related to the effects 5f ability
range on academic achievement was rejected. Gen-
erally, achievement increments were greater in broader
than in narrower ability ranges.

Each of the three intermediate grouns was viewed
in five positions: alone, down-graded, up-graded,
equilibrium, and broad. @ Comparisons between
achievement gains in the various positions for any one
ability level revealed the following:

Only in social studies and arithmetic computation
were there significant differences due to position—
the alone and the broad positions were related to
greater gains for each ability level than were the
up-graded, down-graded, or equilibrium patterns.

The null hypothesis relating to the effects of position
could be only partially rejected. In general, no one
position was consistently superior to any other for
all ability levels in all subjects.

Even when achievement differences due to ability,
range, and relative position had been accounted for,
a considerable portion of the differences in individual
achievement growth still remain unexplained.

For every ability level in every pattern and for each
subject there was great variability from class to class.
In some instances, in two separate classes within a
given pattern, the difference in achievement incre-
ments between pupils of comparable ability was as
much as four and one half years. On the average,
for pupils of equivalent ability, the difference between
highest and lowest class in any subject was more than
a full year.

So great were the differences from class to class that
thev often exceeded the achievement differences due to
ability. In social studies, science, and arithmetic com-
putation, there were instances where the gains made
by a single ability level in one class differed more from
the gains made by comparably able pupils in another
class (in the same pattern) than they did from gains
made by more or less able pupils in their own classes.

Ability groupings and self-attitudes®

In general, the presence of the gifted resulted in
improved self-attitudes for the brighter pupils, less
positive appraisals for the slow ones, and little effect
on the average students.

The effects of the presence of the slow pupils varied

5 Adapted from Miriam Goldberg, The Effecis of Ability Grouping: 4
Comparative Studv of Broad, Medium and XNarrow Runge Classes in the
Elementary Schovi. Nesw Yook, N.V.: Horace Mann-Lincoln Institnre of
Expsrimentation, Teachers College, « olumbia University (Interim Report).
Chapter VIII, p. i1.
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from one area of assessment to another and from one
ability level to another. Their presence was associated
with higher expectations of academic success on the
part of the very bright and the average pupils, but
with lower success expectations on the part of the
gifted.

The hypothesis relating to the effects of the pres-
ence/absencs of gifted or slow pupils on changes in
self-attitudes of the other students was partly rejected.

The ability range in the classroom was significantly
related to self-attitude changes. For all five ability
levels taken together, the broad-range pattern showed
mean score increases significantly different from the
average decreases observed in both the narrow- and
medium-range patterns.

The intermediate ability levels raised their self-
estimates significantly higher in the broad- than in the
narrow-range patterns. The gifted pupils raised their
self-high estimates but not significantly. However, the
slower pupils reversed this by showing an increase in
the narrow-range patterns and a decrease in the
broad-range.

Changes in expectations c¢f academic success were
significantly, but not consistently, affected by ability
range. The slower pupils raised their expectations in
narrow- and medium-range classes and lowered them
in broad-range classes. The bright pupils reversed this
tendency, lowering expectations in the narrow and
medium range and raising them in the broad-range
patterns, The gifted group seemed to do equally well
in the narrow and broad ranges and less well in the
medium range.

The null hypothesic that the self-attitudes of the
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pupils would not be affected by the ability range in
the classroom was generaliy rejected. The range of
ability had significant though variable, effects on the
self-attitudes of the pupils in the several ability levels.

In general, high or low self-ratings by one ability
level in a classroom were associated with comparable
ratings by all other levels.

No one combination of patterns was consistently
associated with positive changes in all of the self-
attitude measures, For all the measures combined, the
broadest range pattern, in which all ability levels were
represented, showed the greatest overall gains, while
the combination of all five simple level patterns
showed the greatest loss.

Ability grouping in relaiion to interests and attitudes
toward school and peers®

Grouping seemed to have no consistent predictable
effects on either student interests or their attitudes
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toward school. For all ability levels, interests in all
areas measured, except music, decreased during the
2-year period. This was especially true of interest in
science and social studies. No one range or combination
of patterns appeared to be consistently more effective
in maintaining interests or in improving attitudes
toward school than any other.

The nuli hypotheses relating to the effects of the
extreme ability levels or the ability range on interests
and attitudes toward school were accepted.

In general, pupil attitudes toward peers of varying
levels of ability and effort as reflected in the ratings
accorded five stereotypes remained relatively stable
over the 2-year period. The changes that occurred
showed little consistent relationship to grouping
patterns.

General conclusions’

The generai conclusion which must be drawn from
the findings of this study is that in predominantly
middle-class elemertary classrooms, like the ones used
in this study, narrowing the ability range in the class-
room on the basis of some measure of general academic
aptitude, will, by itself, in the absence of carefully
planned adaptations of content and method, preduce
little positive change in the academic achievernent of
pupils at any ability level. However, the study found
no support for the contention that narrow-range
classes are associated with negative effects on self-
concept, aspirations, interests, aititudes toward school,
or other nonintellectual factors. It may be that various
kinds of grouping and regrouping can be used effectively
if they are designed to implement planned variatiens in
content and method.

Value of grouping depends upon the way in which
it is used. Where it is used without close examination
of the specific learning needs of various pupils and
without recognition that it must follow the demands
of carc - 7, planned variations in curriculum, grouping
can be, .- rest, ineffective, at worst, harmiul. It can
become harmful when it lulls teachers and parents
into believing that, because there is grouping, the
school is providing differentiated education for pupils
of varying degrees of ability, when in realitv that is
not the case. It may become dangerous when it leads
teachers to underestimate the learning capacities of
pupils at lower ability levels. It can also be damaging
when it is inflexible and does not provide channels for
moving children from higher to lower abiiity groups
either from subject to subject or within any one

6 Ibid., p. 14,
7 Ibid., p. 27.




subject as their performance at various times in their
school career dictates,

It is on the differentiation and appropriate selectior.
of content and method of teaching that emphasis must
be placed. Grouping procedures can tuen become ef-
fective servants of the curriculum, Otherwise, grouping
arrangements serve little educationaj purpose,

Ability grouping and teacher effectiveness®

The widely held assumption is that by narrowing
the range of intellectual ability in a classroom, the
pupils will benefit. It is often maintained that when
the range is narrowed, the teacher can more readily
adapt both content and method to the abilities of the
children and the children face more realistic criteria
against which to measure themselves, They compete
with their peers, so to speak; they do niot have to
compare their own achievement with that of far
brighter or far duller pupils. Dr. Goldberg examined
the evidence in light of assumptions zbout ability
grouping and teacher effectiveness. The general con-
clusion is that merely narrowing the ability range in
the classroom does not necessarily result in greater
differentiation of content or method and is not asso-
ciated with greater academic achievement for any
ability level.

Teachers in this study did rot generally adjust the
content and method of their teaching to any greater
degree when confronted by narrow rather than broader
ranges, since no ability level consistently showed
greater growth in classes of narrow as compared to
broad ability range. When such adjustments were
apparently made, or in the case of the narrow-range
classes tor slower pupils, there was a tendency to
teach less of certain subjects to slow pupils than to
bright groups or to the broad-range classes. It would
appear that for the lower ability levels, rarrowing the
range led teachers to set lower standards. Vet pupils
of coniparable ahility in the broad-ranpe :lasses ap-
reared to benefit from 2Xposire 1o content probably
intended for brightcr pupils—an 2dvantage shown by
the greater increments of low-ability pupils in science
and vocabulary in broad- as against narrow-range
classes.

This study, however, cannot shed light on the
eiffectiveness of ability grouping where specific con-
sistent curricular adaptations are made or where
pupiis are entered into classes on the basis of specific
aptitudes or for purposes of covering a course of
study not normally taught in a particular grade.

The investigation of teacher effectiveness in teaching
several ability levels revealed some provocative findings,

though not related to the basic hypothesis of the
study. The impact of the teacher’s interest and/or
competencies is scen in the clzss-by-class analyses across
various subjects and for various ability levels.

Some teachers handling several ability Icvels were
more effective than other teachers handling a single
ability group. The variation among classrooms was
far greater than the variation among patterns when
pupil ability was held constant, Those classes which
showed greatest progress in one subject were not
generally the ones which showed greatest progress in
other subjects. Teachers seemmed to emphacize onec or
tWe content areas more than others and the area of
emphasis bore little relatiorship to the initial status of
the pupils. Gains were not necessarily greater in either
area of initial deficiency or strength, but instead seemed
to be related to factors within the teachers. Although
there were some teachers who did well in all subjects
and others who did poorly, most teachers achieved
better results in one or two subjects than they did
in others,

Using pupil achievement as a measure of teacher
effectiveness it was possible to determine (a) the
extent to which “strong” teachers of one subject were
2lso “strong” teachers of all other subjects, and (b)
the extent to which teachers who were successful with
one ability level were also successful with other
ability levels, Among the findings suggested were:

[J Some teachers were more successful than others
in the general attainment of all pupils across several
subjects and ability levels.

[ ] Most teachers were more successsful in handling
several ability levels in one or two subjects than they
were in handling all subjects for a par¥: lar ability
level. )

[1 It was ore difficult te achieve comparable
results in scveral subjects for the brightest, the least
difficult, the slowest pupils,

[J Soine subjects such as arithmetic and social
studies were more readily taught with comparable
results to several ability levels simultaneously than
was a subject such as science.

Teacher ratings of students tended to be highly
intercorrelated, indicating the operation of a “halo
effect” influenced by the intellectual ability of the
pupils. The single consistent finding was that the
teacher ratings on all the indices and on the total

8 Adapted from Miriain Goldberg and others. The Effects of Abitity
Grouping: A4 Comparative Study of Broad, Medium and Narrow Range
Classes in the Elementary School. New Yerk, N.Y.: Horace Mann-Lincoln
Institute of School Experimentation, Teachers College, Columbia Univer-
sity. 1965. Chapter VIII.
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scale varied inversely with ability and achievement
so that there was a consistent positive reiztionship
between the pupil’s ability and the teacher’s rating
not omy of his intellectual functioning, but also of
his personal, social, and work characteristics.

B. Joplin Plan

A major characteristic of the Joplin Plan is that
children from several giades, approximately on the
same level of reading ability, are brought together for
a designated period each day for a pregram of reading
instruction especially planned for pupils of approx-
imately the same level of reading achievement. The
assumption is that a teacher can more nearly meet
the needs of pupils in his class if the range of indi-
vidual differences in reading ability is limited as much
as possible to a single level. Based on a preliminary
report by Cecil Flovd,” a brief review follows, eval-
uating the plan as established in Joplin, Mo., 1952-53.

The Iowa Every Pupil Test of Basic Skills,
Test A, Silent Reading Comprehension, Form
L, Grades 3-5 and Grades 5-9, were admin-
istered. To establish the reading level of each
child, test results previous school records,
teachers’ knowledge of children, and cumula-
tive record data were considerea. Provision
was made for nine groups which included
children in g-ades 4, 5, and 6. The groups
were established by reading grade range from
1.1 t0 9.2. Marerials for all levels of read-
ability were provided.

A previous practice of assigning marks in
reading was discoritinued and repiaced Ly
teachers’ comments and suggestions on a child’s
progress in word skills, oral reading, silent
reading. number of recreative and supplemen-
tary books recad. Parents were encouraged to
comment.

Two weeks before the end of the semester,
Form M of the Iowa Every Pupil Test of
Basic Skills was administered. Results showed
that almost all students had made gains in
reading. Reactions from parents, teachers,
and pupils were favorable.

The Joplin plan (initiated in a town by this name)
or similar plans of organizing groups of children from
several grades for reading instructivn on the basis of
sameness 1n reading achievement is also used in other
school sysiems. But, as Elmer Morgan and Gerold
Stucker'” report:
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While many of the school systems using this
plan claim superior results at the middle
grades, there appears to be no published sta-
tistical research to validate these claims.

The research!' described here was designed to de-
termine whether the Joplin plan of grouping for reading
would produce significantly superior results where teach-
ers have been randomly assigned to experimental and
control groups, and where sex, method, IQ, and initial
reading ability have been carefully controll=d.

The sex, 1Q, and initial reading characteristics
were obtained of 90 natched pairs (out of a total
population of 226) of fifth- and sixth-grade children
of a rural consolidated schosl in the county, who
could be successfuily matched on 2 difterent measures
of initial reading ability—the Durrell-Sullivan Form
A and California, 1957 W Series, reading achieve-
rent tests.

‘The children in each grade were divided into fast
and slow experimental and control groups. Those
scoring above the expected grade norms of 4.8 und 5.8
for next year’s fifth and sixth grades were designated
as fast achievers; those beiow, as slow achievers.
Pupils in the fast-achieving group were matched on
the two separate reading measures and then raadomly
assigned to either a control or experimental group.
The same procedure was used at the slow levels. This
procedure provided matched experimental and control
groups of two levels at each separate grade.

The research plan used called for teackers of the
control groups to teach reading as they always had
in the traditional classrooms. The experimental grouns
separated at a designated hour and each pupil went to
a reading class of his or her own lev-! for 2 50-minute
period of reading instruction. The length of the
pericd for the control group was »lso 50 minutes.

A brief review of the situation relative to the use
of and availability of materials follows :12

During the summer of 1958, book carts and
supplementary reading materials were pur-
chased for all eight classes. A new and un-
familiar basal reader series was purchased for
the experimental classes. All participating
teachers had equal access to a weli-stocked

2 Adapied fiom Cecil Flosd *“Meeting Children's Reading Needs in
the Middle Grades: A Preliminary Report,” The FElementary Scheol
Journal, Vol. 55, Ociober 1954, p. 100-103. Coparight 1954 by the Uni-
ver-ity of Chicago.

10 Quoted and adapted from Elmer F. Morgan and Gerold R. Stucker.
“The Joplin Plan of Reading vs. Traditional Method,” Journal of Edu-
catioral Psychology, Vol. 51, 1960. p. 69-73.

11 Adajtation of Morgan and Stucker's repost. TEid., p. 69

12 Ibid., p. 70.




storeroom of supplementary readers, reading
materials, and hundreds of library books from
the county library. The participating teachers
asked that no one teacher be given any super-
vision as they felt that teaching conditions
should remain the same for all. . . .

As the investigators report, several limitations in-
herent in the nati:re of the design could not be avoided.
The number of experimental groups of different levels
was limited. However, the evidence indicaced signifi-
cant gains in favor of the experimental group at a'l
levels. Relative to the results, Morgan and Stucker'®
say

It was concluded that tor the single school
where the experiment was run, the Joplin Plan
was more effective. Ii was suggested that the
obtained superiority might be due to the
lowered variances of the experimental groups,
which allowed the teacher to offer more effec-
tive verbal and emotional rewards, but more
particularly allowed the slow student to func-
tion in a non-threatening atmosphere which
maximized positive fesdback from readable
materials.

Approximately 600 children and 17 teachers in 2
schools were involved in a pilot program in Palmdale
School District in Los Angeles County, Calif. The
focus of the program was the reorganization of groups
around actual reading ability. As reported by Ervin
Nepkew,* the curriculum coordinator, each child was
given an individual reading test to determine the level
at which he could pronounce words accurately, com-
prehend in light of thought and fact questions, read in
a conversatiorral manner, and read without indication
of tension.

To the extent possible, each teacher was assigned
to work with the instructional level group of her
choice. A completely new series of readers was used
since many children were familiar with the books
available to them.

A working platform evolved which included more
than 30 items, a few of which were: groups set up are
to remain flexible; groups will not be designated by
grade levels; children are to move from one group to
ancther at any time as they indicate ability to do so;
teachers must exert every effort to help each child
establish and maintain his self-respect, his self-
confidence, and the respect of other children; the
teacher must demonstrate this respect for the child;
teachers must help each child determine and evaluate
his own progress and his own areas of difficulty.
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About the pilot program Nephew!® says :

... It was apparent that no organization
pattern will in itself produce an improved pro-
gram. What is really important is the teach-
er's growth ir understanding of the reading
process and the relationship of the child ¢o the
process. Even more imporwant ic the extent
to which the teacher is inspired to change kLer
methods of teaching, her use of materials, and
her attitudes toward reading to conform to her
growth in understanding.

An experimental programn in the Highland Park
Elementary School, reported by Barbe and Water-
house,’® was designed to imp..ve the teaching of
reading by grouping children in the upper grades by
reading levels one period each day and to provide the
reading instruction in accord with these levels.

Participating in this program were 6 teachers and
approximately 180 children in grades 4, 5, and 6.
Among the first steps in the program were determina-
tion of the grade level of each child in order to decide
on his group placement, and ascertainment of his start-
ing point in the experiment. To accomplish this pur-
pose, several sources of information were used : ( 1) re-
sults of a standarized group reading test, (2) an in-
dividual informal reading test developed by the staff
of the local reading center, and (3) the teacher’s rating.
Groups were established on the basis of the number
of children in each level and the number of teachers
available. The reading levels ranged from grade 1 to
grade 6 and above. The teachers were assigned to teach
the groups at the reading levels for which they felt
themselves best prepared.

The program was based on a commenly used series
of basic readers. Teaching procedures were those
outlined in the manuals,

The instruments to help determine the effectiveness
of this program included the Gates Reading Survey
Form I, administered in November, and Form II in
May. The results showed a mean increase of 0.9 of
one year in grades 4 and 6, and 1.2 vears in grade 5.

The investigators, Barbe and Waterhouse,!? report
on the results as follows:

13 Ibid., p. 73.

M Ervin Nephew. “We Reorganized the Reading Program Around
Actual Reading Ability,” The Instructor, Vol. 49, March 1960. p, 75-87.

15 1bid., p. 87.

16 Adapted from Walter D. Basbe and Tina S. Waterhouse. “An
Experimental Program in Reading.”  Elementary English, Vol. 33,
February 1956. p. 102-104.

17 Jbud., p. 103,
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... Even though the pericd between testing
was only 6 mouths, there was a mean increase
of 0.9 of one year in grades 4 and 6 and 1.2
years in grade 5. Actually, these data reveal
only part of the program, for no effort was
raade to see hew much progress could be made.
Instead, each child was taught at his level, ard
was allowed to progress at his own rate. The
greatest amount of individual improvement
was noticeable in those children in the groups
working at the lower levels.

“In an effort to improve the general reading ability
of Nelsonviile’s schoolchildren,” says Lowell Cole,'®
“we attempted to place them in classroom-sized groups
on levels of their approximate reading ability.”

The factors cousidered in establishing the groups
weve the pupils’ mental ability, presznt achievement
level, and the teachers’ judgments of pupil ability. In-
volved in this program were 371 chiidren, grades 3
to 6, and 11 teachers. An hour-long period each
morning was set up for basic reading instruction. Each
teacher w.s assigned to one of the achievement level
groups to provide reading instruction in terms of the
level of reading ability in his group.

In his report on the results of this program, Cole'®
explains that it is too soon to make generalizations,
since the program has been in effect for oniy 1 year.
However, according to Cole, the results of standard-
ized achievement tests, show—

Average reading placement growth for the
entire school is 1.08 years for the year 1958-
59 over 1957-58.

Lsther Carlson and Joyce Northrup® report an ex-
periment in grouping 127 pupils in the fourth grade
assigned tc reading rooms for an hour each day ac-
cording to abilitv-—superior, average, low-average, and
reiarded.  Assignments of pupils to groups were based
on the findings of the Gates Reading Survey, Grades
3 to i0, Form I. Consideration was also given to
factors of emotional stahility, maturity, motor coordi-
nation, oral reading ability, and 1Q.

The reading program includes concentrated reading
study. As Carlson and Northrup®' report, attempts
are made to incorporate vocabulary, enrichment, com-
prehension, increase of speed, phonetics study, creative
dramatics, library reading, current events, and study
skills. After 2 years the results of the experiment as
determined by the Gates Reading Survey for grades
3 to 10, showed an average gain per pupil of 13 months
for the 2-year period.

Davis and Tracy?® report a study of two groups of
fourth, fifth, and sixth grades on the effectiveness of
two grouping plans (a Joplin-type plan and a random
grouping arrangement) for arithmetic instruction. The
study considescd the possible effects of verbal and quan-
titative intellectual abilities, self-concepts, general and
test anxiety, and attitudes toward arithmetic.

Pupils in the Joplin-tvpe plan were grouped accord-
ing to past achievement and ability and without re-
gard to homeroom assignment. No grouping across
grade levels was employed. In the random-type group-
ing pupils received thcir arithmetic instruction from
the teacher of the self-coentained ciass. In both group-
ing patterns, pupils at the same grade level used the
same State-adopted textbook.

Results and conclusions as reported by the investiga-
tors follow:

® A significant diffe.ence between schools did not
appear at the end of the school year.

@ The randomly grouped pupils gained significantly
more than did the Joplin-grouped pupils in compre-
hension except for boys at the fifth-grade level.

® Essentially the findings of this study do not lend
research support to an ability grouping (Joplin type)
plan in arithmetic instruction. To facilitate achieve-
ment in arithmetic, factors more relevant to the teach-
ing act than the process of constituting class groups
probably should be considered. Future research should
also be designed to take into effect teacher knowledge
of, and attitude toward arithmetic and teacher vari-
ability in the process of teaching arithmetic.

C. Ability Grouping and
Achievement Motivation®’

This research consists of two field studies under-
taken to expiore some of ili¢ motivational implications
of ability grouping as manifested in scholastic achieve-
nient, reported interest in schoolwork, and the develop-
ment of realistic vocational aspirations among students
who differ substantially in the nature of their motiva-
tion to achieve.

18 Adapted from Lowell Cole. “Nelsonville’s New Reading Program
Improves Pupil Progress,” Ohio Schools, Vol. 33, January 1960. p. 34

19 7hid., p. 34,

20 Adapted from Esther S. Carlson and Jovce Northrup. ‘‘An Experi-
ment in Grouping Pupils for Instruction in Reading,”’ The National Ele-
mentary Principal, Vol. 35, 34th Yearbook, September 1955. p. 53-58.

21 Ibid., p. 54.

22 . L. Davis, Jr., and Neal H. Tracy. “Arithmetic Achievement and
Instructional Grouping,’ The Arithmetic Teacher, anuary 1963. p. 12~
17.

23 Adapted from John W. Atkinson and Patricia O'Connor. Effects of
Ability Grouping in Schools Related to Individual Differences in Achieve-
ment-Related Motivation. Cocperative Research Project No. 1283, Wash-
ington: U.S. Department of Health, Lducation, and Wclfare, Office of
Education, March 1963. 164 p.




As a result of an anlysis of motivational implica-
tions of ability grouping, guided by a conzceptual scheme
of achievement motivation, Atkinson and O’Connor
made two assumptions: (1) That feelings of success
and failure in day-to-day school work are largely a
consequence of evaluating one’s own performance rela-
tive to the performance of others in the same class.
This means, the investigators explain, that in a tra-
ditional class, which is heterogeneous in ability, the
very intelligent child will almest always consider him-
self an outstanding performer and the least endowed
child will seldom have this experience of success, (2)
That individual differences in inteiligence probably
represent the best estimate of individual differences in
expectancy of success which students bring to their
schoolwork.

According 1o the theory of achievement motivaticn,
neither positive motivation to achieve nor anxiety about
failure should be very strongly aroused in a student
when the probability of success relative to peers is
either very high or very low. Achievement-related mo-
tivation is not likely to be strongly aroused for a con-
siderable number of students in the class where all
levels of ability are represented. This also implies
that both positive interest in achievement and anxiety
about failure should be more strongly aroused in a
hiommogeneously, ability-grouped class. When the stu-
dent of high intelligence is surrounded by classmates
of equally high endowment, his own expectancy of
success must be lower than when he is substantially
higher in ability than most of his peers. Similarly, the
less-endowed student surrounded by peers of com-
parable ability should find himself with an increased
expectancy of success relative to his peers. For many
students, then, according to Atkinson and O’Con-
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nor ;==

Homogeneous grouping should provide a
competitive achievement situation approximat-
ing one of intermediate probability of success,
or intermediate difficulty, than the traditional
heterogencous class.

According to the theory of achievement mo-
tivation both effort and anxiety should be more
apparent when ability grouping is employed
and both should be generally weaker when stu-
dents of diverse abilities are members of the
same class, Whether or not ability grouping
will enhance school performance or produce a
decrement in performance should depend, then,
upon the relative strengths of the motive to
achieve success (n Achievement) and motive
to avoid failure (Test Anxiety) within the
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individual students, According to theory, an
increase in positive interest leading to enhance-
ment of performance should occur for students
who are highly motivated to achieve but weak
in the disposition to be anxious when they are
subjected to ability grouping. However, stu-
dents who are more strongly disposed to be
anxious about failure than motivated to achieve
success, may be less adequately motivated
under a program of ability grouping than in
the heterogeneous class. For in them, the
atousal of anxiety may be substantially
stronger than the arousal of positive motiva-
tion to achizve,

Two studies were initiated by Atkinson ané Q’Con-
nor to explore some of the potential effects of ability
grouping on motivation. The purpose of Study A was
to explore some of the possible consequences of par-
ticipation of well-qualified junior high school students
in special sections of mathematics beginning in the
seventh grade, followed by a systematic program of
acceleration for qualified students in high school.

Study B was concerned with effects of homogeneous
ability grouping in the sixth grade—a first experience
with ability grouping for students in experimental
classes. Scholastic achievement during the sixth grade
and reported interest in schoolwork during the year
were matters of central interest.

For both studies, hypotheses derived from the theory
of achievement motivation concerning effects of ability
grouping on the motivation of students who differ in
personality provide the guiding ideas of this research.

The investigators?® said:

We expected to find that ability grouping
might produce an enhancement of achieve-
ment-related motivation, as manifested in
scholastic performance, development of real-
istic vocational plans, and reported interest in
schoolwork in some but not necessarily all
students. We supposed that students who
were mere strongly disposed to be motivated
to achieve (n Achievement) than to avoid
failure (Test Anxiety) would generally profit
most by systematic ability grouping and that
those 1o whom the motive to avoid failure
(‘Test Anxiety) was relatively stronger would
profit least and perhaps even suffer some decre-
ment when compared to a control group not
subjected to ability grouping.

24 Ibid., p. 7-8.
25 Ibid., p. 10,
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Since the focus of this publication is on grouping in
the elementary school, the details of Study A which
deals mostly with junior and senior high school will
not be reported here. Howcver, a statement about
results of both studies follows: Study A produced
very little evidence to support the hypotheses though
it did raise some important questions concerning
the development of vocational aspiration, which de-
serve atention in subsequent research. However, Study
B, which deals with ability grouping in the clementary
schoel, provides support for the hypotheses stated above.
A review of Study B follows:

We shall now examine some of the motivational
implications of ability grouping in the sixth grade on
achievement and reported interest in schoolwork.?®
The general hypothesis was that the greater challenge
produced by homogeneous grouping should produce
enhancement of interest and learning among students
who are more strongly motivated to achieve than to
avoid failure. But if the tendeacy to become anxious
about failure is relatively strong in relation to the
strength of motive to achieve, the more competitive
situation in homogeneous ability-grouped classes should
provide a greater threat than the traditional ciass
which is heterogeneous in ability. As a consequence,
the investigators report, the relatively more anxious
students should find the homogenecus class less attrac-
tive and show some evidence of a decrement in their
schoolwork. The specific hypotheses tested in this
study are:

1. Students in whom the motive to achieve
success is relatively strong in relation to the
motive to avoid failure (Test Anxiety) (a)
will show more growth on measures of scho-
lastic achievement when they are placed in a
homogeneous ability group than when they are
placed in a group in which the range of ability
is more heterogeneous, and (b) when placed in
a homogenecus group they will show more
growth measures of scholastic achievement
than will students in whom the motive to avoid
failure is strong in relation to motive to achieve
success.

2. Students in whom the motive to avoid
failure is relatively sirong in relation to the
motive to achieve success will show /ess growth
on measures ¢f scholastic achievement when
they are placed in 2 homogeneous ability group
than when they are pia~ed in a group in which
the range of ability is more heterogenzous,

3. Students in whem motive to achieve suc-
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cess is relatively strong in relation to the motive
to avoid failure will report greater interest in
class activities and a greater increase in interest
compared with the previous year when they
are placed in a hcmogeneous ability group than
when they are placed in a group in which
ability is more heterogeneous; and thesc stu-
dents, when placed in a homogeneous group,
will show greater interest and greater increase
in interest than students in whom the motive to
avoid failure is strong in relation to the
motive to achieve success.

4. Students in whom the motive to avoid
failure is relatively strong in relation to the
motive to achieve success will report less inter-
est and less increase in interest relative to the
previous year when they are placed in a homo-
geneous ability group than when they are
placed in a group more varied in ability.

The basic plan of this study was to compare measures
of achievement and interest in sixth-grade students ex-
periencing homogeneous ability grouping for the first
time with comparable measures obtained from stu-
dents in control classes who continued (as in fifth
grade) in classes that were heterogeneous in ability.
In each of the schools in which homogeneous ability
grouping was employed, one of the three sixth-grade
classes was composed of “selected” students; the other
two classes were considered ‘‘regular” sections. In
school A, intelligence test scores were the primary cri-
terion for placement in the advanced section. In school
B, performance on achievement tests was given top
priority. But judgment of teachers concerning in-
dividual students was an important factor in deciding
who shovld be in “selected” and “regular” sections
in both schools. The control group was composed of
four heterogeneous classes in school A and three classes
in school C. (School B instituted a team-teaching
method in 1960 and in 1961, which made the class-
rooms unsuitable for this research. School C was
chosen to enlarge the size of the control group.)

All students in each of the sixth-grade classes were
tested. Students for whom an intelligence test score
(Califerria Mental Test) and scores on both Achizve-
ment and Anxiety were obtained numbered 205 in the
homogeneous classes and 233 in the heterogeneous
Jasses.

In the first test period®” an apperceptive test of n
Achievement was administered in each classroom. The

26 Jbid., Chap. 3.
27 Ibid., p. 90 -91 and p. 145.
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form of the test consisted of four verbal leads,?® each
of which was placed at the top of the page in the
test booklet, and provided suggestions for the writing
of stories. For example: “This story is about a
brather ard sister playing a game. One of them is a
little ahead of the other.” The child is asked to make
up the rest of the story. Suggestions foliow: “Tell
what 15 happening.” “Tell what happened before . ..”

Thea, a preliminary form of the Test Anxiety Scale
for children developed by Sarason?® was read aloud.
This inventory requires a self-report of symptoms of
anxiety expericnced in test situations in the classroom.

The imaginative siories elicited by the verbal leads
vere scored fc- Achievement. A total Achieve-
ment score was optaired by sumrnary scores obtained
in fcur stories by each pupil.

The Test Anxiety score ~onsists of the number of
items out of the 40 presented on: which pupils endorsed as
self-descriptive some starcment reflecting the experience
of anxiety in the classroom.

To provide a single index of the strength of motive
to achieve (Achievement) relative to strength of
the motive to avoid failure (Test Anxiety), raw scores
on both measures were converted to standard scores,
based on the distribution of scores obtained from: sixth-
graders in a given school in a given year. The stand-
ard score on Test Anxiety was substracted from the
standard score on Achievement to give the index
of recultant motivation to achieve.

Several months later in the 1959 classes and a few
weeks later in the other years, additional tests were
administered. An achievement Risk Preference Szale,®
consisting of 21 paired comparisons, was given. In
each item, one alternative describes a choice or attitude
which, according to the theory of achievement motiva-
tion, is characteristic of persons for whom motive to
achieve is the stronger meotive.

The other alternative describes a choice or ieeling
which shouid be more descriptive of persons in whom
motive to avoid failure is the stronger motive. The
score obtained represents the number ;¢ ‘tems in which
the achievement-oriented alternative is selected as self-
descriptive.

Also administered was a questionnaire designed for
the present study concerning interest in school. It con-
sisted of two parts: The first part is comprised of 20
specific activities which are undertaken in the sixth
grade—writing stories, studying the universe and the
solar system, etc. Students w .7 asked to place an X
on a line scale at any point on a line for each item.
Phrases such as “like very much,” “neither like nor
disiike,” and “dislike very much” were introduced as

30

reference points. A similar format was employed for
11 other items included to elicit evidence of a change
in interest in school work between tue fifth and sixth
grades. Descriptive phrases were “much more interest-
ing this year,” “about the same in interest as last year.”
Scores were summed over items yielding t.-o final
scores.  One is an index of reported interest in school-
work ac the time of testing. The other represents an
index of interest in some activity in sixth grade com-
pared to interest in it in fifth grade.

The grade level scores attained on the total read-
ing and tctal arithmetic tests of the California Achieve-
ment Test given in January of the fifth ard sixth
grades constitute measures of scholastic achievement.

Results of Study B*'—The outcomes of this study
of sizth-grade onpils indicate that placement in homo-
geneous groups dces not lead to a general enhance-
ment or decline in interest of learning. A discussion
of results of the investigation follows:

Mictivational dispositions interact with
treatment so that the effect for some students is
advantageous and for cthers disadvantageous.
Students high in resultant achievement motiva-
tion show higher growth in achievement and
greater interest in schoolwork when in homo-
geneous groups than when in heterogeneous
groups. Students, low in resultant achieve-
ment motivation (the more anxious students),
show a decline interest when placed in home-
geneous ability groups but no marked differ-
ence in achievement. Within homogeneous
classes, achievement motivacion is positively
related to better growth and higher interest.
Within heterogeneous. classes there is no rela-
tionship between metivation and interest or
growth in performance between fifth and sixth
grades. Differences associated with motivation
are obtained both for students of high ability
placed in special advanced seciions and for stu-
dents of lowzr levels of ability placed in reg-
ular sectio.is. If these results are confirmed
in suhsequent investigations, achievement mo-
tivation should become a pertinent factor in
determining which children should be assigned
to homogeneous ability groups if maximization
of interest in schoolwork and learning is
desired.

28 See D. C. McClelland and others, The Achicvement Motive. NY.:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1953. 384 p.

29Sce S. B. Sarason and others, Anxiety in tie Elementary School
Children. New York: Wiley and Sons, 1960. p. 306.

30 A+kinson ard O'Conner, op. cit. p. 91.

317bid. p. 107.
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Chapter IV

Normal Range V ersus Increased Range of Individual Differences

Ir: the preceding section we coinpared arhievement
gains of pupiis grouped according to ability with their
counterparts 1n heterogeneously grouped classrooms.
The focus in the following studies is a comparison of
achievement gains of pupils in classes in which the range
of differences has been widened (or increased) to in-
clude several grades, for example, with pupil gains in
normal or typical heterogeneously grouped one-grade
classrooms. Reports of a few such studies follow.

Rehwoldt and Hamilton! report a study and an
analysis of some of the effects of intcrage and inter-
grade grouping in an elementary school in Torrance
Unified School District in California.

The problem for the study was to determine whether
greater learning and growth of pupils would take place
in classes that contained three grades and a wider age
range of 3 years or more than in typical classes in
which there was only one grade and the normal range in
age and ability. The purpose of the study was to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of such grouping as compared with
a multigrade grouping pattern in which differences
among pupils was considered a primary factor. Among
the questions constituting the basis for the investiga-
tion were: Do the pupils in the multigrade classes
make greater gains in subiect matter achievement? Do
the pupils in the multigrade classes make greater gains
in certain aspects of maturity—in personal and social
adjustment? Do they make greater progress in certain
behavior characteristics? Are the attitudes toward
school favorably affected by membership in a multi-
grade class? Is the pattern favorably accepted by
parents, teachers, and administrators?

The procedure used ‘n the study included: Selec-
tion of seven multigrade classes constituting the ex-
perimental groups and eight regular ‘asses contain-
ing one grade each which were used as the control
groups. There were nine primary classes, grades 1
through 3, of which four were multigrade classes,
each containing an approximately equal number of
pupils from each of the three grades. Parental ap-

proval was secured before a child was placed in 2 multi-
grade class.

The teachers for the multigrade groups were selected
by lot (drawing of numbers). Neither the teachers
nor the administrator received any specific direction or
help that might be used in working with multigrade
classes.

A few of the comparisons were between scores of
pupils in the multigrade classes and the single-grade
classes in the areas of subject matter, personal and -o-
cial adjustment, and certain aspects of maturity and
characteristics of behavior. The comparisons were
based upon the gains made as determined by the dif-
ferences in test scores made on an October and May
test. Ali of the multigrade pupils in each grade level
were compared with the regular grade pupils of the
same grade level. A comparison was made between 97
multigrade pupils and their matched partners from
the regular-grade classes.

Among the instruments used were: California
Achievement Test Batterv, California Test of Person-
ality, Vineland Social Maturity Scales, University of
Chicago Behavior Description Chart, Pupil Attitude
Questionnaire, Parental Attitude Questionnaire,
Teacher-Administrator Opinionnaire, Social Accept-
ance Scale, and Friendship Test.

The evidence seems to support the generalization
that children learn more from those who are dif-
ferent than from those who are similar.

Among the findings were:

® The academic achievement of pupils in
most grade levels was favorably influenced by
the fact that they were members of a multi-
grade class (three grades).

® Membership in a multigrade class con-

1 Adapted from Walter Rehwoldt and Warren W. Hamilton. “An
Anzlysis of Some of the Effects of Interage and Intergrade Grouping in
an Elementary School.” Final chapter of dissertation, Universit; of
Soutkern California. January 1957.
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tributed favorably o the personal adjustment
of pupils.

® The socia! adjustment of pupils in a
multigrade class was improved.

® Pupil attitudes toward school were better
in the multigrade group.

® Parents of nupils in multigrade classes ex-
oressed strong support in favor of such group-
ing and evidenced better attitudes toward
school than did the parents of regular-grade
pupils.

® Multigrade pupils made greater improve-
ment in certain characteristics of behavior.
Evident at every grade level, this finding sup-
ported the hypothesis that certain patterrs of
behavior would show mere improvement in
classes in which there was a wider range of
ages than in regular classes where there was a
limited range of ages. Where evidence of
leadership was indicated, there were less ag-
gressive or withdrawn tendencies.

® Pupil-pupil relationships in multigrade
and regular-grade classes were similar.

Knight? studied pupil achievement in double grades
in the New Haven schools. He found that diferences
in results of standardized tests showed little difference
in direction between the fourth grade taught sepa-
rately or combined with the grade above or below. In
fact, double grades seemed tc foster acceleration in
grade location and also to reduce retardation. How-
ever, principals did not like this plan. Teachers pre-
ferred single grades.

A study was made in Hamilton, Ohio, of 16 class
groups of fifth and sixth grades on the relationship
between group achievement and range of abilities with-
in the group. In each grade in each school two groups
were established with variations in the range of 1Q’s.
These groups were designated as the wide- and narrow-
range groups. The average range of 1Q points was
30. Edmiston and Benfer,® the investigators, found
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better reading achievement in the wid:-range groups
(40 IQ points) than in the narrow-iange groups (30
IQ points). Although parents and teachers general!~
have expressed concern if children in two or more
grades are put together under one teacher, studies nace
have not, on the average, shown unfavorable differ-
ences in achievement when compared with the single
teacher per grade plan of orgznization.

Miller, McDonald, and Knight* report a program
of interage grouping in the upper elementary school.
¥ifth- and sixth-grade children are deliberately mixed
for instruction. Pupils usually remain with the same
teacher for 2 years. Broad curricular areas are planned
in 2-year blocks. Learning experiences are planned by
teachers and children in relation to pupil needs, in-
terests, and purposes as well as to the needs of society
and content. [Evaluation of pupil growth makes use
of standardized assessment devices and informal ap-
praisals. The pupil’s own potential is the standard
against which he is evaluated. The typical “grade
standard” is not used. The investigators found that
teachers, parents, and pupils are enthusiastic about the
program. Achievement as determined by standardized
tests continues to be high.

In a study reported earlier by Miriam Goldberg®
in which achievement of pupils in broad-, medium-,
and narrow-range groups were compared, pupils scored
nighest on the average in the broad-range group.

The evidence appears to suppor: the conclusion that
children may learn more from those who are different
than from those who are similar.

2 Sce E. E. Knight, “A Study of Double Grades in New Hzven City
Schools,”’ Journal of Experimental Education, Vol. 7, 1948. p. 11-18.

3 Adapted from R. W. Edmiston and J. G. Beofer. “The Relationship
Between Group Achievement and Rznge of Abilities Within the Group.”
Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 42, 1949. p. 547-548.

4 Adapted from George L. Miller, Jack A. McDonald and Don A.
Kright. “Inter-Age Grouping in the Upper Elementary School.”” To-
ward Effective Grouping. Washington: Association for Childhood Ed»:-
cation International, 1962. p. 50.

5 Adapted from Miriam Goldberg, The Effects of Ability Grouping:
A Comparative Study of Broad, Medium and Narrow Range Classes in
the Elemeniary School. New York, N.Y. Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute
of Experimentaticn, Teachers College, Columbia Universicy (Interim
Report). Chapter VIII, 1965,
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Chapter V

Examining Assumptions That Underlie Acceptance of Ability Grouping

Research findings seem to indicate that children
grouped according to ability seem no more likely to
make greater achievement gains than their counterparts
in heterogeneously grouped classrooms. Despite the evi-
dence, however, some maintain that grouping chiidren
according to ability (maturity, mental, or achieve-
ment leveis) is a logical approach to meeting individual
differences. It ought to work, they say. If not. what
are the reasons? Finley Carpenter? reports as follows:

These who favor homogeaeous grouping say
that the teacher cannot handle a class efficiently
when he must deal with abilities varying from
“retarded” to “genius.” . . . homogeneous
groups should be formed and taught separately
... The case for heterogeneous grouping is
based, in the main, on the claim that pupils
with large differences in ability undergo valu-
able interactions that supply learning experi-
ences not possible under homogeneous grouping
... Learning and personal adjustment are best
nurtured in a rich and flexible environment,
not in one that is artificially restricted beyond
limits of the usual sample of pupils and
things . . .

These and other reasons may be offered in support
of a particular position. Opposing positions, however,
are usually based on different assumptions. In response
to his own question, “Can the arguments about pupil
grouping be resolved ?”, Carpenter advises that assump-
tions underlying each of the positions need further test-
ing before the arguments about homogeneous and heter-
ogeneous grouping can be resolved.

As a way of seeking further knowledge and under-
standing of the problems involved, an examination of
some generally accepted assumptions follows:?

1. That grouping children according to
ability can actually be accomplished is an as-
sumptior: increasingly difficult to accept as
true.

The inconclusive nature of research findings
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about relative merits of ab'lity and other ways
of grouping may stem from difficulties in-
voived in actually dividing children according
to ability. Grouping children according to
ability (maturity, mental or achievement)
may, to a limited extent, be possible for certain
purposes and for short periods of time. But
the number of different and constantly chang-
ing interrelated factors involved in pupil learn-
ing make ability grouping difficult, if not
impossible, to achieve especially in the early
grades.

2. That testing or measuring instruments
can adequately measure a child’s ability and /or
his learning potential is an assumption in need
of continuous reexamination.

Acceptance of ability grouping is based
partly on the assumption that a child’s ability
to learn can be adequately measured so that
he can be placed with those whose learning
ability (maturity, mental or achievement)
levels are approximately the same as his.

But new knowledge about the nature of intelligence
and ability to learn is contiriually coming to light.
Many dimeusions of intelligence recently identified
are not included in commonly used intelligence tests.
Calvin Taylor,® for example, points out that other
dimensions of the mind were considered by a group
of scientists to be more important in their work than
those regularly measured by traditional tests. Impor-
tant dimensions of intelligence not included in the com-
monly used IQ tests are cited by Taylor as, “ability
to sense problem areas, fluency of ideas or ability to

1 Finley Carpenter. “Can the Argument About Pupil Groupings be
Resolved?”  School of Education Bulletin, The University of Michigan,
Vol. 30, April 1959. p. 106-109.

2 Adapted from Association for Childhood Education International, To-
ward Effective Grouping, Washington: ACEI, 1962. p. 25.

3 Adapted from Calvin Taylor, “A Tentative Description of the
Creative Individuai,”” Human Fariabilit; and Learning, Papers and Re-
perts from the Fifth Curriculum Research Institute. Washingten: Assod-
ation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1961. p. 62-69.
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revise one's own ideas to prodace more perfect products
of one’s ewn.”

“Some people think of intelligence,” says Thelma
Thurston, as “something that some lucky souls have a
lot of while others have only a little.” She goes on to
explain that “intelligence 1s not one thing, but a com-
bination of several different abilities tied up in a pack-
age that is labeled intelligence.”

As a result of much testing and research, a number
of primary mental abilitics have been identified. Mrs.
Thurston names some of these as follows: The space
factor—the ability to visualize objects in space; the
number factor; word fluency; ability to memorize; in-
duction—the ability to discover the underlyving rule or
principle in the material one is working with.

Alexander Frazier' calls attention to increased
knowledge and understanding about learning, making
a special point of a faulty assumption that speed in
learning is necessarily the most distinguishing character-
istic of learning ability. Frazier says:

Iearning is multidimensional. How fast or
hew slow a learner performs is no more indi-
cative to us of his power than manv other
qualities—his capacity for insight, his ability to
relate what he learns to what he already
knows, his skill in bringing new knowledge to
bear on new problems, his willingness to con-
front the unfamiliar and stay with it long
enough to make sense out of it.

These and many other dimensions—space relation-
ship, creative abil:ity, word fluency—now recognized as
part of intelligence help us to realize the serious limn-
itations of tradition.l approaches to testing intelligence
as a way to identify ability to learn, and to rely on the
outcomes of tests as a basis fcr classifving children ac-

cording to ability.

3. Evidence does not support the assump-
tion that if a child’s abilities and attributes
have been accurately assessed and if he has been
placed in the ability group appropriate for him,
he will probably retain the attribute that
governed his placement ir the group.

Harold Shane” reports:

The uneven growth patterns of individual
children make grouping hazardous. One is
never completely certain that a given child
will long retain the personal and academic at-
tributes governing his placement in a group.

Much has been said about the wide range of indi-
vidual differences in a tvpical class. However, vari-
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ability during the day or days within the individual
is also significant in providing adequate learriing oppor-
tunities for each individual and in recognizing factcrs
that make ability grouping impossible—except on a
short-term and limited basis. Uneven growth patterns
of children are important to consider in any program
which involves grouping. Again quoting Shane:*

The uneven social and academic profiles of
most individual children complicate group-
ing—at least insofar as any type of ability
grouping is concerned. Many children vary
in achievement by as much as a year from one
subject area to another (e.g., a child’s arith-
metic computation score at the time he is in
grade 4, seventh month, may be 3.9 while his
reading comprehension may be 5.8).

Some believe that the education age forms a sound
basis for classifying individuals. It now seems clear,
however, that education includes more than equ-
merated components to education 2ge. As Alice Keliher?
says:

It is simply a statement of fact that the com-
bined measures of verbal intelligence and the
academic skills, plus a vague factor of teach-
er’s judgment, which may or not concern itself
with other than academic skills, do not repre-
sent more than a small portion of the traits and
characteristics of an individual. For this rea-
son, the usc of those bases for any action which
concerns the whole individual, when traits
other than those measured are to be affected,
is without justification.

In view of the many and varying elements that make
a difference in each individual’s ability to learn, it seems
unlikely that homogeneous grouping according .o any
form of generalized learning ability can actually be
accomplished except in a very limited sense.

4. Available evidence seems not to support
the assumption that through ability grouping
procedures the range of individual differences
in a class i1s materially reduced and thereby
increases the possibility for effective learning.

4 A'exrnder Frazier. Needed: A New Vocabulary fer Individual Dif-
ferences.  Prepared for August 1960 Workshep for Principals and Con-
sultants, Minneapolis, Minnesota. p. 4.

5 Har..ld Shane. “Grouping in the Elementary School,” Phi Delta Kap-
pan Vol 12, April 1960. p. 313.

6 Ibia., p. 313.
7 Alice Kel'er. 4 Critical Study of Homogeneous Grouping. Contribu-

tions t« Education No. 452. New York: Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1931. p. 76, 108.
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It is often assumed that in a school organized accord-
ing to ability, the range of ability in any one class is con-
siderably reduced so that the same or similar learning
activities suitable for the whole group may be selected.
Research evidence indicates, however, that this is a
faulty assumption. Burr® found, for example, that after
grouping had been carried out, four-fifths of the total
range of ability in the original individual group re-
mained in each of the so-called homogeneous groups.
In separate cities the overlapping ranged from 68 to
85 percent of the total grade range.

Individual differences among, children in a group
will continue to exist regardless of the grouping pat-
tern used. Although thic range of mental age scores,
let us say, may be somewhat less than the average
range at the time when children are assigned to a group
in accord with homogeneity of mental ability, the rela-
tive rates of growth are not likely to be the same. Un-
less the children are seriously deprived in the same
way, the most likely result is movement toward in-
creased heterogeneity. However, differences in such
groups may not become as obvious as they would nor-
mally be in class heterogeneously grouped from the
beginning.  And so the device itself, homogeneous
grouping according to ability, in some situations seems
to lower recognition of the need to provide for indi-
vidual differences. On this point, Alberty and Brim®
report as follows:

Fundamental to any program based upon
abilicy grouping is the assumption that learning
takes place more effectively if the range of
differences in pupil ability is materially re-
duced, so that learning activities that will be
appropriate for the group as a whole may be
selected . .. Yet the fact remains that the de-
vice lends itseif to ‘he facility of uniformity
of assignment and instruction. The aspects
of such mass instruction will be less obvious
when pupils are grouped more homogeneously.
Consequently, the teacher will be less likely
to recogrize and provide for indivdual differ-
ences.

The number of studies available is too limited for
more than a tentative conclusion, but it is interesting
to note that the most consistent finding in the research
examined is that on the average, pupil progress in
academic achievement is highest in the classes in which

the range of individual differences among pupils has
been broadened.

5. The assumption is questionable that
grouping children according to ability fosters
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the development of desirable attitudes and
healthy self-concepts.

This belief is based on several assumptions, some
of which stem from the judgment that grouping
children according to ability provides opportunity for
meeting learning needs in accord with individual dif-
ferences in ability. It is assumed that ability grouping
helps to facilitate pupil learning and that as a result
higher achievement gains can be obtained. It is also
assumed that the developmeat of desirable attitudes
in pupils will result. There are those who say that
homogeneous grouping offcrs more chance for success
and happiness and eliminatec cnobbichness and conceit
of bright pupils, as well as the discouragement of daily
failures'® for slow learners.

A study by Alice Keliher'' reports responses of
children in one sixih grade and two eighth grades,
grouped heterogeneousiy.

The results showed the tendency for the
brighter children to remain in the upper 75
percent of respor:ses. The important point in
relation to suppression of children of low
intelligence, however, is that for two eighth
grades the chilcren of the lowest 30 percent
in intelligence are as likely to be in the upper
30 percent in responses as they are to fall in the
lower one-half. In the three classrooms ob-
served in which progressive practices were
followed, discouragment and suppression do
not necessarily occur in mixed groups in any
fixed relation to intelligence,

A study was made of the self-concepts of 102 fifth-
graders who had been grouped acco:ding to ability and
taught separately beginning with the first grade.
Among the findings reported by Maxine Mann'? are:

In the top section, 25 children gave positive
responses in terms of ability or achievement—

21 in positive “I"’ terms. No negative re-

sponses were made. In the next lower section,
8 Marvin Y. Burr. A Study of Homogeneous Grouping. Contributions
to Education No. 457. New York: Teachers College, Columbia Uni-
versity, 1931. p. 41.

9 H. B. Alberty and O. G. Brin. ‘““The Relations of the Newer Educa-
tional Practices to Grouping.” ¥ he Grouping cf Fupils, Part 1, Thirty-
fifth Yearbook of the National Scciety for the Siudy of Education, 1936.
p. 129.

Y Sara Lou Hammond. Horocercous Grouping and Educational Re-
sults.  Curriculum Letter No. 40. Columbus, Ohio: Curriculum Letter
Department, Education Center, 195¢. p. 3.

11 Alice Keliher. 4 Critical Sti:dy of Homogenecus Grouping. Con-
tributions to Education No. 452. N:w York: Teackers College, Colun.bia
University, 1931. p. 108.

12 Maxine Mann. ‘“What Does Ability Grouping d» to the Self-Con-
cept?”  Chiidhood Education, Vol. 35, April 1960. p. 3:7-361.
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Section Two, there were only seven responses
in terms of ability o1 achievement and in Sec-
tion Three, only five. In Section Four, the
lowest, the 14 responding in terms of ability or
achievement gave negative responses—6 in “1”
terms, 7 in “‘we’ terms. {t is interesting to
note that there are no negative responses in
Section One and Two, few in Section Three,
and only negative responses in Section Your.

Relative to the results of her study, questions asked
by Maxine Mann'?® are:

What are the experiences which have con-
tributed to the way children in the “top” and
“bottom’’ groups see themselves?  Could
teacher rejection of the low groups and ac-
ceptance of the high group help to accoun* for
it?

On the basis of studies in underachievement of the
academically talented Miriam Goldberg!* says:

... the underachiever perceives himself as
Jess able to fulfill the tasks required of him,
less eager to learn, less confident in himself,
and less ambitious. But his level of aspiration
in these areas is as high as that of the high
achievers. Thus, the gap is great, perhaps too
great, for him to believe that any amount of
effort will close it.

Studies examining attitudes and self-concepts in re-
lation to ways of organizing children for instruction
are too limited to make final conclusions. Evidence,
however, seems not to support the gencralizatior that
grouping children according to ability contributes to
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the development of desirable aititudes and healthy
self-concepts. Some studies indicate that grouping un-
derachievers together does not facilitate progress in
academic achievement or the development of whole-
some self-concepts.

Summary statements relative to assumptions about
ability grouping

Examination of the assumptions underlying ac-
ceptance of ability grouping helps to point up some
of the reasons why findings of research on relative
merits of ability versus heterogereous grouping on
tested pupil achievement are inconclusive. Some of
these reasons are:

Except on a limited and short-time basis, it is
unlikely that dividing children into ability
groups can actually be accomplished with any
assurance of accuracy especially in the carly
grades.

The extent to which attempts to group
childr=n according to ability reduce the range
of individual differences in a group is very
limited.

Uneven growth patterns of individual chil-
dren make grouping hazardous. One can
never be certain that a child will retain very
long the attributes governing placement in a
group.

Attempts to group children according to
ability may contribute to development of un-
desirable attitudes and self-concepts not in
keeping with our educational purposes.

13 Ibid., p. 361.

14 Miriam L. Goldberg. “Studies in Underachievers Among Academi-
cally Talented.” Freeing Capacity .o Learn. Washington: Association
for Supervision and Currculum Development, NEA, 1960. p. 60.
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Chapter VI

Group Situations and 12 Individual L zarner

Though learning of any kind is an individual
matter wihiether the individual is alone or in a group
situation, no learner is completely on his owr to de-
termine wha* he will c¢r can learn, Among forzes and
factors that make a difference in what and how well
he makes progress in his learning and achievement
are: capacity for learning; physical and emctional
heaith; energy output; level of hiological maturity;
accessibility of learning opportunities; and the in-
fluence on what he learns of peers, parents, and others.
These and other things affect the way, amount, guatlity,
and kind of success he demonstrates in the accomplish-
ment of goals that make sense to him.

In the pages that follow, special attention will be
paid to the effects of group situations in a classroom
on individual learning, and to the teacher’s function in
these situaticns to help provide learning opportu-
nities which assist learners to move ahead toward
higher and more important learning tasks and goals.

Good group situations are necessary for effective and
desirabie individual learning. If membership in a
group is a source of anxiety to a child, for example,
and the group does not meet his emotional and social
needs, the energy necessary for efficient academic
learning (or other kinds) may be expended in self-
protective or self-enhancement behavior. Some children
attempt to withdraw or to escape from sitvations that
they feel incapable of handling. The sggressive are
likely to use methods such as fighting, talking back,
bragging about their accomplishments, destroying
property, and other retaliatory procedures in an effort
to get the attention they seem unable to obtain in
more normal ways. To have some status and influence
1 a group appears to he essential for successful
achievement.

Witkout considerable depth of knowledge and un-
derstanding of human behavior and lezrning—as well
as self-understanding—teachers frequently encounter
difficulties in managing situations where children
appear intent upon being disruptive or destrictive.
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Some children demonstiate withdrawal tendencies
which may indicate problems o7 a inore serious nature
than unruliness, but it is the unruly individual who
can try the teacher’s patience—sometimes beyond en-
durance. Often, not only the child struggles for the
status he seems unable to get, but the teacher strives
to r=tain her own status which iu her opinion, at least,
may be in jeopardy.

Enabling children to gain the peer status and in-
Huence they need is recognized by many teachers as
one way cf help'ng them make the best use of their
poientials, and working with them to develop a class-
roem climate which fosters healthy sclf-concepts is
characteristic of successful teaching. Research theory
and evidence from the behavioral sciences give support
to the importance of meecting psychological needs as an
integral part of the educative process toward the
accomplishment of academic as well as other purposes
of the school.

Sociometriz analysis atten.pts to find answers to
questions such as these: To what extent are unhappy
children withdrawn or fighting back because they
are ignored or rejected by their classmates? To what
extent does theis behavior lead to neglect and rejec-
tion? What steps might be taken to develop desirable
personal feelings?

Studies conducted by Lippitt and White! were de-
signed to obtain understanding of social climate or
group atmosphere and the effects on pupil behavior in
three kinds of situations: authoritarian, democratic,
and laissez-faire. In the authoritarian regime, the
policies, assignments for work and cormpanions were
determined by the leader who remained aloof and
tended to be personal in his ecriticism and praise of
each group member. In the democratiz group the leader
assisted the group members in the development of
policies. There was freedom for choices to be made
of working companions. The leader tried to be ob-

1See Ronald Lipuixt and R. K. White. “Patterns of Aggressive Be-
havior in Experim.ntally Created ‘Social Climates,’ * Journal of Social
Psychology, Vol. 10, 1939. p. 271-299.
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jective in his praise and criticism and to identify him-
self with the group. Only a minimum of leader par-
ticipation was the rule in the laissez-faire group. The
leader supplied materials and information on request.
He remained as an observer unless questioned.

The results of this experiment as well as others of
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this nature show that a group organized ot. 2 demo-
cratic basis is motivated to engage in self- ard group-
sustained activities toward individual and group
goals. Children in the laissez-faire situation tend to
become dissatisfied with their own inefficiency and
iimited accomplishment.
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Chapter VII

Nongraded or Continuous Growth Concept

The studies reported here examine the effects of
continuous progress or of nongraded plans on pupil
learning,.

“The nongraded school is designed to implement
a theory of continuous pupil progress,” say John
Goodlad and Robert Anderson® who have recently
completed a comprehensive report of their study on
this subject. Quotes from a section of their publication
dealing witb nongrading in modern dress follow:

. .. Since the differences among children are
great and since these differences cannot be ~ub-
stantially modified, school structure must
facilitate the continuous educational progress
of each pupil. Some pupils, therefore, will re-
quire a longer period of time than others for
achieving certain learnings and attaining cer-
tain developmental levels.

The authors make a special point of the difference
between the theory of continuous progress and two
other prevailing theories: the theory of grade stand-
ards and the theory of “social” promotion. The authors
reject both of these theories. Pupil realities and grade
standards are irreconcilable. “Having rejected the de-
sirability of grades,” these authors maintain, “we
automatically 1eject the desirability of any kind of
grade-to-grade promotion system.”

“Social” promotion, they explain, implies a single
criterion for pupil progress and denies the breadth of
objectives with which elementary e¢ducation is
concerned.

Again quoting Goodlad and Anderson:?

Continuous progress implies the advance-
ment of pupils along a broken front in all
significant areas of development. To remove
grades without first understanding and accept-
ing this theory of continuous pupil progress is
to court local disaster and to discred.t the non-
graded school movement,

Some of the findings appraising the nongraded con-
cepts of grouping children are reported:
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In Milwaukee,® children of the sixth or last
semester of the primary unit in four nongraded
schools were compared with children of the
last semester of the third grade in four graded
schools. Ninety-nine nongraded and 123
graded children comprised the samples. Test
data in reading and personality adjustment,
slightly favored the nongraaed group, even
though these children were a little younger
and tested a little lower in mental maturity,
Three of the nongraded classes were some-
what smaller than the graded classes. This
may be the reason for the greatest gains in tne
nongraded classes. However, most stud:es of
class size show no significant advantage of
small classes over large classes in academic
achievement.

In Appleton, Wis.,* 11 fifth-grade rooms were
compared with 3 nongraded rooms in the Franklin
School. The median chronological age and median
mental age of all pupils tested were 10 years, 6 months,
and 10 years, 11 months, respectively. Pupils were
compared in reading and spelling. The results favored
the nongraded rooms. Median grade placement scores
for nongraded children in reading and spelling were
6.1 and 6.0, respectively, in contrast to 5.85 in both
areas of the graded classes.

“These data,” say Goodlad and Anderson, “are
too limited to permit general conclusions, but it is
gratifying to note that the nongraded school appears
to hold its own firmly.”

Another method of determining the relative merits
of the graded and nongraded groups is done on the

i John I. Good i ¢rd Robert H. Anderson. The Nongraded Elementary

School.
p. 52-53.

2 Ibid., p. 52-53.

3 See John 1. Goodlad and Robert H. Anderson. The Nongradrd Ele-
mentary Schoel. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1963. See also
“A Study of Primary School Organization and Regular Class Organization
at Primary 6 and 3A in Eight Schools.”” Milwaukee Public Schools, 1952,
(Mimeo.)

4 [bid., p. 57.

New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., (Revised ed.) 1963.




basis of “internzl ciiteria.’’® Comparisons are made
of the characteristics initially built into each and thus
differentiating the graded structure from the ungraded.

Examples follow.

Graded structure

A year of progress in sub-
ject matter seen as roughly
comparable with a child’s
year in school.

Each successive year of
progress seen as com-
parable to each past year
or each year to come . . .

Inadequate progress made
up by repeating the work
of a given grade: grade
failure is the ultimate pen-
alty for slow progres, . . .

Nongraded structure

A vyear of school life may
mean much more or less
than a year of progress in
subject matter,

Progress seen as irregular;
a child may progress much
more rapidly in one year
and quite slowly in an-
other . ..

Slow progress provided for
by permitting longer time
to do given blocks of
work; no repetitions but
recognition of basic differ-

ences in learning rates . . ,

Kent C. Austin,® through hi: study of the ungraded
primary unit in the United States, obtained information
on the overall status of the ungraded unit and ascer-
tained that developinental values were scught ty the
schools using this type of grouping plar. A brief report
of Austin’s study follows:

The ungraded primary unit, which includes
the school years commonl; known as grades 1,
2, and 3, without regard for grade designa-
tions, had evolved as a method of gearing the
early school program more nearly to the needs
of each individual child. The purposes of the
study were to obtain information concerning
the development, objectives, operation, and
professional stafi of the ungraded primary
unit. The questionnaire method wa;s used to
obtain data from schools or schocl systems
known to be using the primary unit. Main ob-
jectives reported for the ungraded primary
unit included providing for individual differ-
ences, providing for continucus, uninterrupted
progress, releasing young childrer: from strain
and tension, and eliminating failure and need-
less repetitions.

Social maturity, reading readiness, chrono-
logical age, physical maturity, mental age, emo-
tional maturity, and IQ were all factors
considered by responding schools when making
original ungraded primary class assignments.
The data showed that all schools allowed ad-

ditional time for slower and less mature pupils,
but majority did not provide for any accelera-
tion for the more capable ar.? = acure pupils.

The authors hold that the ungraded prim-
ary unit should be recognized as an organiza-
tional scheme, not an instructional device, and
instructional methods previously assumed or
demonstrated as sound should be continued.
Both parents and teachers must continually
be helped to undertake and lend support to
the gradeless primary program.

Robert Carbone’ reports a research study in which
hz compared the graded and nongraded elementary
school and the effects of these schools on the achieve-
ment and mental health »f children. In addition, he
attempted to determine by use of a questionnaire
whether the instructional practices of teachers in the
nongraded schools differed from those used by teaciers
in the graded schools. The study included a total of
122 nongraded pupils and 122 graded pupils in grades
4, 5, and 6, selected from 2 graded and 2 norngraded
school systems, marched for the purposes of this
investigation.

Individual pupil’s scores on the Towz Tests of Basic
Skills were obtained from permanent school records.
The Menta! Health Analysis of the California Test
Bureau was administered to all pupils in the sample
and five factors on this instrument were selected for
analysis. Further information on pupil adjustment
was obtained by using an experimental instrument
known as the Semantic Difierential. In addition, the
questionnaire designed to p..vide evidence on the in-
structional practices of teachers was develobed and
administered to all teachers of primary classes in
graded and nongraded schools.

His main conclusions follow:

(1) There was no evidence to indicate that
pupils whe had attended these nongraded
primary schools achieved at a higher level dur-
ing their fourth, fifth, or sixth years of school
than pupils who had attended these graded
schools. On the contrary, the differences were
all in favor of the graded pupils; (2) in four
out of five mental health factors there was no

5 Ibid., p. 58-59,

6 Adapted from Kent C. Austin, “The Ungraded Primary Unit in Public
Elementary Schools of the U.S.” Unpubliched doctor’s thesis, University
of Colorado, Boulder, 1957. From Dissertation Alstracts, Vol. 15, 1958.
p. 73-74.

7 Robere F. tlarbene. ““A Comparison of Graded and Nongraded El.-
mentary Schoois,” Elementary School Journal, Noveraber 1961, p. 82-88.
See also, Stuart E. Dean, “Nongraded Schools,” Education Briefs, No. 1,
0%~20009, July 1964, p. 21.
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significant difference in the adjustment of
these graded and nongraded pupils; and (3)
teachers in the rongraded schools appeared to
operate much the same as teachers in the
graded schools. The implications of these
findings are clear. First, it is not realistic to
expect improved academic achievement and
personal adjustment in pupils merely on the
basis of a change in organizational structure.
Second, the attainment of high pupil achieve-
ment and good mental health is not a unique
result of nongrading. The evidence presented
here indicates that these goals can also be at-
tained in an elementary school organized under
the conventional graded system,

A third extremely important implication is
suggested lest readers see this evidence as an
indictment of the whole concept of nongrad-
ing. It seems clear that if any new form of
schuol organization is to produce the benefits
that its advocates envision, it must be zc-
companied by appropriate adaptations in the
instructional practices ot teachers. Changes in
orgar.izational structure alone are not enough.

An investigation was conducted by Maurie Hillson
and others® oni the effects of a nongraded organization
on pupil achievement. The purpose of this investiga-
ticn was to assess the effects of a nongraded program
on the reading achievement of elementary school pupils.

All first-grade students entering the Washington
School in Shamokin, Pa., for 1960--61, were randomly
assigned to either experimental (N-26) or control
groups {N-26). Subjects remained in their respective
groups for the academsic years 1960-61 and 1961-62
and continued into 1962-63. Reading readir.zss levels
for all children in both experiimental and control
groups were determined during the first 2 weeks of the
school year and three levels of reading ability were
established for each group.

Teachers, whether assigned to experimental or con-
trol groups, were selected for participation on the
basis of their excellence in teaching. They took part
in workshops in preparation for the nongraded pro-
gram and all received the assistance of a reading
consultant in selecting materials, carrying on their
programs, and observing and assesring pupils for
placement in reading groups.

Nongrading for the experimenial group proceeded
on a year-by-vear basis; children moved from reading
level to reading level according to taeir performance.
There was a total of nirc pessible reading levels
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through which a pupil might progress during a 3-year
period. By the third year, nongrading for grades 1
through 3 would be comnpleted and the designations of
first, second, or third grade eliminated.

Pupils in the control group were placed in onec of
three reading level groups within a conventional
graded program and instruction was adapted to the
ability levels of the groups. At the end of each school
year the entire class, with the exception of those
classified as failures, was promoted to the next grade
and again subdivided into three reading level groups.

The effects of the nongraded organization on pupil
achicvement were evaluated at the end of the third
semester of the experimental period by use of three
achievement tests. The first wvas the Lee Clark Reading
Test, the second and third were the Paragraph
Meaning and Word Meaning tests of the Primary
Battery of the Stanford Actievement Test.

The investigators concluded that the pupils par-
ticipating in a nongraded primary organization (all
uther things being equal) will achieve at a significantly
higher level on measures of reading ability and related
measures of reading than will pupils participating in
a graded organization. Specifically, it may be stated
that pupils of all levels of ability achieved at a higher
level than pupils in a graded situation. Further, it
is concluded that the increased achievement of the
participnts in the nongraded primary program is
primarily related to organizational structure when
methods of teaching are held constant.

Joseph 'W. Halliwell® conducted a study to de-
termine whether there would be a significant gain by
primary grades after a variation of the nongraded
primary unit had been introduced, Comparing the
spring achievement test scores of 149 graded and 146
nongraded second- and third-grade pupils in a school
which gradually introduced nongradedness over a
2-year period, Halliwell’s findings were: (1) Signifi-
cant differences at the 0.01 level of confidence in favor
of the nongraded group were found in word knowledg~
and in reading comprehension of the first-grade chil-
dren; (2) with the second-grade group, although the
nongraded pupils achieved higher scores in all subjects,
only in the area of arithmetic was the difference
significant at the 0.05 level; and (3) with the third
grade, higher achievement scores were made by non-
graded groups in every subject, but the differences
mson and others. “A Controlled Experiment Evaluating the

Eifeces of a Nongraded Orgauization on Pupil Achievement,” The Journal
of Educatisnal Kesearch, Vol. 57, July-August 1964. p. 548-550,

9 Toceph W. Halliwell. “A Comparison of Pupil Achievement in
Graded and Nongraded Primary Classrooms.”” The Journal of Experi-
mentul Education, XXXII. 1:59~64, Fall 1963. Ses also: Stuart E. Dear.
“Nongraded Schools” Education Briefs. No. 1 OE-20019, july 1564, p, 22,




were significant only in arithmetic and in speiling at
the 0.01 level and in arithmetic problem solviag at
the 0.0: level of confidence. Halliwell concludes:
“In the light of the findings of this investigation it
would seem that a nongraded approach to the teaching
of reading and spelling has proved quite effective and
is worthy of further investigation.”

Relative to evaluation of nongradedness. Stuart E.
Dea 1 points ouc some practical considerations: “Few,
if any, truly nongraded schools exist. We presently
are in 2 preliminary period, a transitional stage, an
anticipatory approach to a full scale trial of non-
gradedness . . . we shall need a great deal of da*a
and evidence over the passage of time, in developing
judgments and conclusions.”

Always important to consider is *he -entral role of
the teacher in: the nongraded as well as in any organ-
izational pian. The style of organization s essentially
operational. In and of itself it does not automatically
promise improvement in instructional practice.

Lillian Gore! reports on the nongraded primary
unit as it is practiced in 10 school systems she has
visited znd in Z8 systems v ' se material she has
studied. Statement from her report follows:

2

Whatever termi a school system uses to refer to
the nit—whether primary unit, nongraded primary
schools, continuous progress plan, primary cycle, or
another—all plans tend to embody these basic features:

. They put into practice a philosophy that
values each child as a person in his own
right.

2. They eliminare grade names and all they
stand for.

3. They facilitate the continuous progress of a
child and attempt to offzr him appropriate
sequence ot learning at his own rate.

4. They eliminate nonpromoticn.

5. They place children in flexible groupings to
promote their deveiopment in the best way.

6. They require the understanding and sup-
port of both reachers and parents.

10 Stuart E. Dean. “Noograded Schools” Edwcation Briefs No. 1. OE

20009, July 1964. p. 29.

11 Lillian Gore. ‘“The Noograded Primary Unit” Reprint from Scheel
Life, March 1962.
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Chapter VIII

Need for Flexibility in Grouping

Flexibility in grouping children in the elementary
school seems essential in order to meet changing needs
of children and to accomplish a number of different
purposes. Evidence indicates that heterogeneously
grouped classrooms furnish opportunities for different
types of group experiences. As Olson' explains:

Informal and flexible grouping within a
class are oft=n efficient since different small
groups can take up a particular phase ot a total
topic and then the outcomes can be shared by
all. Often a project is of such character that
only a limited number of pupils can work on
it at z given time. The small group also per-
mits maximum particpation of the pupils
within a class.

Providing learning opportunities to meet individual
differences within a classroom has been commen
practice in many classrooms for a long time. Books
representing a wide range of reading levels normally
snan at least 4 or 5 years. Problems or topics for
study are developed so that the use of books and other
resources on different levels of difficulty and value are
required. The slow learners in a fifth-grade room,
for example, find it possible to learn from and con-
tribute to a study of electricity, or space travel, or the
effects of antibiotics on the Nation’s heaith, because
they are not limited to the use of books and other
materials on one grade level. To a growing extent
in classrooms such as these, each individual has a
chance io progress at a rate more in keeping with
his own ability.

In recent years many other ways of grouping
children have been recognized in relation to their
effects on pupil Jearning. These inciude grouping
based on special difficulties, special talents, interests,
and concerns, comm.ttee responsibilities, and friend-
ship. Moreover many teachers appreciate the need
of providing opportunities for children to learn how
to work eflectively in groups.

Grouping based on special difficulties.—Some group.
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ing within a classroom may center upon certain special
difficulties, usually short term. Three or four children
in a class, for example, may encounter trouble in
handling calculations that involve placement of the
decimal point in long division. While other pupils
are working problems on “their own,” the teacher
works with the group of three or four who have in-
dicated need for extra hLelp. An additionai 10 or 15
minutes of clarification may be all that is required,
although some groups may want extra help over a
period of several days or longer.

Groupings based on intecrests and concerns—The
central focus of many groupings is upon interests and
concerns. As Wilhelms® reports:

By and large, int-rest is proving to be a far
more valid criterion “han was earlier supposed.
A lad of limited reading ability and intelli-
gence, may nevertheless stand the pace of faster
classmates and make real contributions if he
is keen for the project in hand. Probably, too
much grouping is based on some “what” (a
test score, e.g.), while the main factor in much
of learning is a “why.”

W orking with otkers in group situations.—Much of
what has been said earlier about grouping children for
instruction has been in reference to its effects on
achievement in the skills (reading, language usage,
arithmetic, etc.), as measured by standardized tests.
Helping children learn to work responsibly and ef-
fectively in group situations—how to be chairman of
a group, how to share information and ideas, how to
work together toward accomplishment of common
goals—is also an important function of education in
a democracy.

Tn classrooms centering around units of work, many
of the groups operate as committees. The class takes

1 See Willard C. Olson.
1959. p. 432.

2 Wilhelms, op. cit. p. 14.

Child Development. Boston: D. C. Heath,
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part in planning the project, task forces are developed
to carry it cut. All kinds of criteria are brought into
play—ability, special interest, needs, children’s feelings,
congeniality, and friendship. The typical commit:ee
will contain considerable diversicy not only in general

intelligence but in almost any variable. A group of
this nature often has an inner cohesion which will
hold in the face of great difficulties, but if merely “put
together” by a teacher, it might come apart in her
absence.
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Chapter IX

Sociometric Grouping

A. Sociometric Patterns of Sixth-Grade Pupils in
Ability and Heterogeneously Grouped Classrooms

The purpose of the study! was to compare the effects
of ability and heterogeneous grouping in the socio-
metric patterns among sixth-graders in two separate
school systems in Leesport, Pa. One school, the
Wilson . Sarig, was grouped heterogeneously, whereas
the other, the Bern School, grouped pupils by ability
in accordance with general school achievement and
intelligence. The median 1Q’s of toth schools were
approximately the same, both utilizing the Otis Test
of Mental Maturity to measure intelligence. The
general socioeconomic environments of the communi-
ties appear similar, basically middie aad upper-middle
income families,

A sociometric questionnaire containing 20 questions
was prepared and administered to 86 sixth-grade
pupils at the Bern School and 112 sixth-grade pupils
at the Sarig School. Selected questions in the ques-
tionnaire were used to plot three sociographs from
which some of the series of tables were organized on
a percentage basis in order that the data collected
could be more readily undersiood and interpreted.
Responses to the following questions were used to plot
the three sociographs.

Answer only one of the fo.lowing questions:
a. Is your closest friend in the sam:- room with
you?
b. Is your closest friend in another roem?__
Name three (3) other clcse friends in your
school :

Name a friend Grade, section

1.
2.
3.
c. If you need help on a “tough’ arithmetic

problem, whom would you contact other
than vour teacher?
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The following conclusions were drawn from this
study:

1. No apparent differences could be found
when comparing the social structure of the
ability-grouped classrooms at Bern School
with those of heterogeneously grouped
sixth grade in the Sarig School.

Ability grouping does not necessarily limit
a child in his relationships. There is a
strong tendency toward the “bright” select-
ing the “bright” as friends and the “dull”
selecting the “dull.” This is especially true
if we consider the mutual friendship in-
volved in this study. This finding seems to
refute the arguments against ability group-
ing on the basis that the “slow” child may
never have an opportunity to become friends
with the “bright” child when both are
segregated into separate classrooms.

)

3. Pupils do not necessarily choose “bright”
pupils for help with difficult lesson prob-
lems as has many times been assumed nor
do they always choose a close friend for
such help.

4. The study seems to indicate that pupils in
the Bern Schocl (experimenting with
ability grouping) were more readily aware
of their ability. They tended to place
themselves in the “high” group.

5. This survey, in respect to problems that con-
cern sixth-grade pupils in these two schools,
scems to show no appreciable differences.
From the response offered, we may con-
ciude that the type of pupil classification
practiced in a given school neither adds nor

1 Adapted from Francis R. Deitrich. “Comparison of Sociometric Pat-
terns of Sixth-Grad: Pupils in Two School Systems: Ability Grouping
Compared with Heterogeneous Grouping,” The Journal of Educational Re-
search. Vol. 57, July-August 1964. p. 507-513.




detracts from the personal concerns ex-
pressed by the pupils.

B. Effects of Sociometric Techniques
for Forming Groups®

This study concerns itself with investigztions of the
effectiveness of the sociometric techniqu. for group-
ing pupils for arithmetic and with the uses of the
sociometric technique to measure certzin socialization
processes among the children as these processes are re-
lated tc the instructional program. Tais study involved
the fifth-grade classes in a large el:mentary school in
Baltimore, There were two exprcrimental classes in
which the program was modified .o the extent that for
arithmetic and playtime activities. the groups formed in
each classroom were developed on the bases of socio-
metric choices of tae children. There were two con-
trol classes in which no charges in the usual pattern
were made.

As a part of the regula) citywide testing program
in September all children were given standardized :in-
telligerice, reading, and zrithmetic tests. The arith-
metic test was administer2d again in June to the classes
involved in the study. Other data were obtained
through observations and recordings in the classroom.

The hypotheses® set up for exploring implications of
the sociometric procedures follow :

i. The childrer will achieve more, as meas-
ured by stardardized tests, in groups they
choose for themselves than they will in
teacher-formed groups.

2. Children in number work groups formed
by their own choices will have a wider range
of scores on standardized tests than the
childrer in groups formed by their teachers
on the basis of diagnostic tests and the
needs evidenced by the children in their
daily aurnber work periods.

3. The children werking in groups of their
owr choice will be more responsive than
chi'dren working in teacher-formed groups.

To explore implications con.: ring certain social-
ization processes among children, three additional
hypotheses were set up:*

1. The choices for number work groups will
follow the subculture patterns of the classes.

2. There will be significant agreement be-
tween the children’s choices for number
work companicns and their choices for play-
time companior.s.
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3. There will be consistent patterns in the
children’s choices of number work com-
panions.

Insofar as possitle, with the exception of the socio-
metric basis for grouping the children in arithmetic in
the experimental classes, the usual program of the
classes was not altered. In the Baltimore public schools,
the arithmetic program is guided by a curriculum re-
lease, Arithmetic in the Elementary School. This guide
was devised by the staff and is common to ail classes
in the system, including experimental and control
classes involved in this study.

The uses of the sociometric technique for the for-
mation of the arithmetic work groups posed some
specific, new problems for the teacher of the experi-
mental groups, on which the investigator® reports as
follows:

1. How does the teacher help each child in the
group have a meaningful experience when
the standardized test resulis show a range
up to 3 years, 6 months between the lowest
and the highest achiever?

2. How is a “unit” or center of interest deter-
mined for a group which is organized be-
cause the members have chosen to be to-
gether for social reasons?

3. What provisions should be made in the
group for the children who are at the ex-
tremes of the range and who may (1) be
exposed to material for which they are not
ready or (2) be exposed to material that
has been mastered ?

4. What motivates children to work in the
situation which is playlike in the aspect of
freely chosen companionship?

Relative to the methods used by the teachers to
deal with such problems, the investigator® reports:

The special problems were met as the teach-
ers helped the children to build acceptable
group membership and to grow in independent
self-determination. Typically, each teacher

2 Adapted from John A. Schmid, Jr., 4 Stvdy of the Uses of Sociometric
Techniques for Formirg Instructional Groups for Number Work in the
Fifth Grade. Unpublished doctor of education thesis, Institute for
Child Study, University of Maryland, College Park. 1960.

3 John A. Schmid, Jr., Abstract of, A Study of the Uses of Sociometric
Techniques for Forming Instructional Groups for Number Work in the
Fifth Grade. Unpublished doctor of education thesis, Institute for
Child Study, University of Maryland, 1960.

4 1bid,

51bid., p. 58-59.

6 Ibid., p, 59.
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used some of the following as needed in the
lessons:

1. Oral-number work

2. Child-help-child techniques

3. Written work graded from least to great-
est difhiculty

4. General work assignment to supplement
group work

5. Individual assignments, reports, exercises

6. Graded drill work

Sociometric test procedures were used only in the
experimental group and there only for the purposes
of grouping for arithmetic work or choosing teams
for activities in the physical education program.

Two forms of the test were used. The first, for
the formation of the number work groups, contained
one sentence: With whom do you wish to do your
arithmetic work?; the second, for physical education
activities, also one sentence: With whom do you wish
to play on a team (in a game)?

The data secured through the tests were used to plot
sociograms which guided the formation of the actual
groups. As the children were grouped, they were
asked to notice that they were now seated or work-
ing among those other children with whom they had
chosen to work or play.

The concerns and investigations of this study were in
two areas: (1) implications for the instructional pro-
gram; and (2) implications associated with the social-
ization processes among children. The hypotheses set
up in each area are restated and findings are sum-
marized as follows:?

Findings concerning achievement.—The children will
achieve more, as measured by standardized tests, in
the groups they form for themselves than they will
achieve in teacher-formed groups.

The statistical treatment of the data from the test
scores gave evidence that:

1. The average gain in achievement in the con-
trol classes was 9 months, and the average
gain in achievement of the experimental
classes was 15 month;,

2. The patterns of gains for the classes were
similar in respect to reascning and computa-
tion.

The study made use of the information available
through the regular testing program. Standardized
test scores of inteliigence, reading, and arithmetic were
used for these purposes: to determine at what level
the chiidren in the classes were fair samples of the same
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population and, thus, to delincate the bias of the study;
to establish the limits, range, and means of the child
population in order to orieut teachers, researchers,
and interpreters of the study; to provide the data
necessary in the testing of the hypotheses concerning
the curriculum implications of the study.

At the beginning of the study, the teachers of the
control group (two classes) were told that their classes
(fifth grade) were part of the ;tudy and that the re.
sults of the standardized tests given in September
would be part of the data. Thev were informed that
periodically the classes would be ckserved during arith-
metic work periods. The classroom organization of
the control classes was not ques‘ioned or suggested
for the purposes of the study. Methods and procedures
and the content in the area were l¢ft to the discretion
of the teachers.

The experimental group comprised two classes; one-
half of the fifth-grade population worked independently
of the control group. The study as conducted in the
experimental group affected only the arithmetic work
periods. The routine teaching procedures, grouping
procedures, and methods in all oth¢r areas of the
curriculum together with the testing program were
not disturbed. The teachers agreed to utilize socio-
metric test choices for their number work groups at
least 40 percent of the class time, The:s reserved the
right to teach and/or test the class as a whole and to
employ some time for remedial or recreational work
with the children in groups formed by teacher judg-
ment,

Findings concerning the range of children in groups
formed by sociometric test choices.—Children in num-
ber work groups formed by their own choices will have
a wider range of scores on standardized tests than
the children in groups formed by their teache:s on the
basis of diagnostic tests and the needs evidenced by
the children in their daily number work periods.

1. The chi-square test re -ealed a significani
difference between the medians of the
ranges of the groups formed by the teachers
and the ranges of those groups formed on
the basis of sociometric tests.

2. The grand median for all groups was
1 year, 5 months.

3. The median for the teacher-formed groups
was 1 year, 4 months, and 1 year, 9 months
for the socio:netric test-formed groups.

7 Adapted from John Schmid, Jr., 4 Study of the Uses of Soci>metric
Techniques for Forming Instructional Groups for Numbcr Work in the
Fifth Grade. Unpublished Doctor of Education Thesis, Institute for Child
Study, Univercity of Maryland, 1960. P- 143,




4. The mean of the ranges for the teacher-
formed groups was 1 year, 5 months; the
mean for the sociometric test-formed classes
was 2 years, 1 month.

Findings concerning responsiveness.— The children
working in groups of their own choice will be more
responsive than children working in teacher-formed
grouaps.

1. There was a greater volume of voluntary re-
sponse in the sociometric test-formed groups.

2. The children in the sociometric test-formed
groups made a greater percent of the possible
responses.

3. The average per-child-per-question response
was greater in the sociometric test-formed
groups.

Findings concerning socialization processes among
children.—The socialization processes which are effect-
ed among children through the peer group are difficult
to study and understand. By definition the peer group
world is the children’s private world; the presence of
an adult, teacher, or observer destroys it. To observe
it properly, the researcher must not participate in any
activity involving the children or even permit them
to be aware of the vbservation. The peer group proc-
esses whick have been considered as part of this
study, then, have been modified by the teachers’ pres-
ence. It is assumed, however, that the dynamics of
the peer group milieu have operated on the children and
have been reflected to some degree in their sociometric
choices despite the implied interference. Through
their observable behavior the children have given clues
to the teachers for using the implications of the peer
group dvnamics in handling the classes.

Findings subculture patterns.—The
choices for number work groups will follow thz sub-
culture patterns ci the classes.

The study found that the choices were associated
with the white-Negro subculture patterns.

Findings concerning work and playtime companions.
—There will be significant agreement between chil-
dren’s choices for number work companions and their
choices for playtime companions.

The study found significant agreement of the work
and playtime choices for these children.

Findings concerning consistent patterns of choices.—
There will be consistent patterns in the children’s
choices of arithmetic work group companions.

concerning
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The study found statistically significant patterns ot
consistent choices of one child for another in terms
of choosing to work a second, a third time, or more
often with the same companion.

Concluding Statements®

The impact of socialization on the personalities
of children seems apparent. There is need to
know the degree to which socialization makes a
difference in the growth and development of
children’s potential. The importance of increased
understanding of social factors in dealing with
today’s problem is recognized in the following
quotation: “Albert Schweitzer, one of the su-
preme humanitarians of the present era, was re-
ported as telling Adlai Stevenson that the present
time is the most dangerous in human history be-
cause man is no longe: controlled by nature:
man has learned to control the elemental forces be-
fore he has learned to control himself.”

The purpose of this research was to study the

11 re b manc s Al e centan oo [P T
effectiveness of sociomcts i Eroupings ot cnuaren

in fifth-grade classrooms in their study of arith-
metic. Social factors were measured through
the use of sociometric tests; academic achievement
was measured through use of standardized tests.
For the population of the school involved in the
research there was evidence to support the follow-
ing statements:

[J The children will achieve more when given
some velition in choosing the companions with
whom they work and play.

[J The children will choose to work in groups
that are more heterogeneous than the groups
the teachers choose for them.

[J The groups chosen by the children using only
the criterion, “I want to work with J?
are workable, teachable groups.

[J The children aie more responsive ir. groups
they choose for themselves than they are in the
groups the teachers form for them.

[7 About half the time children will choose to
work and play with the same companicns.

[J The patterns of the children's choices for work
companions were significantiv consistent.

[J The patterns of the children’s choices for work
and play companions did not tollow the color
subculture patterns of the classes.

8 Ibid, p, 163-164.
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Chagter X

Social and Emotional Development

A. Effects of Grouping Procedures on
Social and Emotional Development

Much of the research on grouping in relation to pupil
achievement has not inciluded attempts to determine
the effects of different grouping procedures on the de-
velopment of attitudes, aspirations, self-concepts, in-
terests, and other factors usually recognized as signifi-
cant in the social and emotional development of pupils.
However, reports of a few such studies and the judg-
ments of leaders in the field follow :

A study of accelerated, normal progress, and retard-
ed children was made for the purpose of examining
factors relative to their social and emotional adjust-
ments,

A. A. Sandin® found an average intelligence quo-
tient of 111 for children who had been promoted regu-
larly, 91 for those who had 1 year of retardation, 85
for those with 2 years retardation, and 76 for those
with 3 years of retardation. The social, behavioral,
and emotional impact of overageness was examined
through use of sociometric tests, behavior ratings, and
interviews. The retarded child, on tle average, is
significantly more likely to choose companions in
grades ahead and indicated ke would like to join
them there. This is true, to a lesser extent, of
regularly promoted children. Those who made a
siow progress tended to regard their younger classmates
as inappropriate companions when identifying friends
they would like to be with.

Social apprcval of retarded pupils by regularly pro-
moted pupils was seldom given. Teachers on behavior
inventories rated slow-progress children in thgir classes
iess favorably than those in the normal-progress group.
Children themselves were inclined to describe slow-
progress children as unhappy, grouchy. quarrelsome,
rude, and selfish. Sandin formed the impression dur-
ing his study that repeaters were not as unsocial as they
seemed to be in the artificial grade groupings.

Interview data tended to corroborate other findings.
Retarded children verbalized their feelings of dislike
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for those who always received the best marks. Teach-
ers as well as children had the impression that the re-
tarded child was less concerned about school marks
than the others. However, Sandin found that the
outward indifference was misleading. Eighty-three
percent of the repeaters worried about nonpromotion
as compared tc 56 percent of the others. Children
who had previously failed said that their parents had
been angry. They claimed that they had been :panked,
labeled as not very smart, and lectured on the need for
studying harder. Their shortcomings had been criti-
cized by brothers, sisters, and relatives. Forty-eight
percent of slow-progress children indicated that their
parents were not satisfied; 17 percent of the normal-
progress children indicated dissatisfaction from their
parencs. Thisty-one of the 34 nonpromoted pupils
of the previous year reported feeling bad; 9 said they
cried about it; 3, having expected failure/ didn’t feel
too bad.

Sandin concluded that nonprometion is not the
avenue for providing a better learning environment
and education for children who, for a variety of rea-
sons, fail to achieve grade standards or live up to
teacher expectations.

Effects of an homogeneously gronped classroom on
social development of slow learners.—As reported
earlier, a program designed especially to meet the
needs of cuiturally deprived primary children who
had been unsvecessful in the past grade showed favor-
able gains in academic achievement as well as in social
and emotional develepment. As a result of the pro-
gram Liddle and Long? observed that the children
seemed happy and eager to learn. ‘The parents also
caught the feeling of accomplishment when their
children came home happy about their day at school.

! Adapted from A. A. Sandin, Social and Emotional Adjustment af
Regularly Promoted Pupils. New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1944,

2 Adapted from Gordon Liddle and Dale Long, “Experimental Room for
Slow Lcarners,” The Elementary School Journal, Vol. 59, December 1958
p. 143-149.  Copsright 1962 by the University of Chicago Press.
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Results of the California Test of Personality showed
gains in several areas: the children’s sense of pe.sonal
worth had been enhanced, feelings of belonging, had
increased, and greater freedom from antisocial tenden-
cies was indicated. In some areas, there was little
change. No changes were found in the social standards
score ; self-reliance score remained above average. The
authors pointed out the fact that a friendly approach
by the school made a vast difference in the lives of the
boys and girls.

Effects of continucus failure on emotisnal develop-
ment.—A study of the effects of nonpromotion on pupil
learning conducted by Ayers® and reported earlier
in this bulletin called attention to the fact that repeat-
ing grades did not usually increase a pupil’s mastery of
subject matter. Furthermore, effects of continuous
failure upon emotional development of children were
noted. Ayers concluded that: “Success is necessary
to every human being. To live in an atmosphere of
failure is not a matter of intellectual attainment, not
an intellectual matter at all, but a moral matter.”

Effects of multigraded grouping on social and
emotional development—Helping each child realize
the full potential of his intellectual capacity is gen-
erally recognized as an impcrtant goai. Evidence offers
reason to question the persistent belief that reducing
the range of abilities in a class will necessarily increase
a child’s chances to realize his potential. The concept
of increasing the range of difference in a class from
the more or iess typical single-grade class to one of
three or more grades is often perceived as undesirable.
On the other hand, some of the studies show equally
high or higher gains in social and emotional develop-
ment as well as in academic achievement.

in their study of multigrade and interage group-
ing, Rehwoldt and Hamilton* compared social behavior
gains of the multig-ade pupils with gains ot pupils in
single grade situations. The instruments used to meas-

re gains included social maturitv scales, behavior
description charts, social acceptance scales, a friend-
ship test, a personality test, and attitude questionnaires.
On the average the highest gains were made by the
pupils in the multigrade and interage groups.

Attitudes of pupils, parents, and teachers tvward
ability grouping.-—A survey was made by questionnaire
of attitudes toward homogeneous groups according to
ability in cities where this method was used. Sauvain®
found evidence among parents for approval of ability
grouping, espccially if they had children in the higher

or brighter sections. Parents with children in the
lower sections said that they were at times moved to
carry their giievances to the principal. These parente

also either concealed their knowledge that their
children were in slow groups, or did not actually realize
the fact. Parents who know and admit that their
childrer: are in slow groups are more opposed to group-
ing than parents of other children in siow gioups.
The survey also revealed that teachers seem *c like
abilit - grouping somewhat .nore than do tlie parents,
but they expressed preference for teaching bright and
average ability groups. Slow groups tended to be
unpopular with teachers.

Luchins and Luchins® made a study of children’s
attitudes toward ability grouping. Interviews with
190 children showed that they fclt their parents
wanted them to be in a top ability group. If they
were in a “brignt” group, they preferred to be there
even if they did not like the teacher. Children in two
low-zbility groups said they were willing to have a
poor teacher if only they could be in the “bright”
group. The investigators concluded that children
classed as “dull” felt stigmatized and that the “bright”
ones were snopbish about their status in the top group.

B. Grouping and the Development of Self-Concepts

Increased knowledge and understanding of a per-
ceptual approach to learning and human behavior are
helping us to gain new insights and to identify more
clearly a number of factors that seem to make a
difference in what we learn, how much, and how well.
Among other things the perception psychologists stress
the importance of a healthy self-concept te efficiency
in learning. Since self-concepts are also learned, it
seems reasonable to believe that the schoc! has a
chance to help children develop positive views of
themselves. As Combs™ points out:

A fundamentally positive view of self seems
to give individuals a basic strength for dealing
with life . .. Because thev see themselves posi-
tively, they do not have to be so defersive; and
as a consequence, they are quite likely to see

< Leonard P. Avers. Luggards In Our Schools. New York: The Rus-
se'l Sage Foundation, 1909,

4 Adapted from Walter Rehwoldt and Warien W Hamilton, “\n
Analysis of Some of the Effects of Interage and tatergrade Grouping in an
Elementary School **  Final chapt:r of discertation, Univ. of Southeri
Calif., January 1957,

+ Adapted from W. H. Sauvain, 4 Study of the OManiance of Certarn Pro-
fessional & NonProfessignal Graups Regardinag Homogenenus or Abilily
Groups. New York® Burcou of Publications, Tcachere Callege, Colvmbia
University, 1934,

“H. S. Luchins and Edith H. Luchins. “Children’s Attitudes Toward
Horogeneons Groupings,” Journal of Genetic Psychology, Vol. 2, 1048,
p. 3-9.

7 Arcur Combs. “Peronality Thears and Its Lnplications,” Learning
More dbout Learnmy.  Wachingron:  Asseciation for Supcrvision and
Curricalum Deveiopmert, 1959, p. 16.
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things raore clearly than other pesple. They
are more likcly to be right . . . Such a secure
feeling makes it possible for them to be less
trightened by what is new and different.

Grainted that the development of a positive view
of self is open to teaching, ard that a positive concept
of self is recognized as a significant facror in helping a
chiid achieve his best, kow can teachers best provide
the kinds of learning oppostunities that facilitate
progress toward this end? DMlore specifically, for our
purpose here, is there a relationship vetween grouping
children according to ability and the silf-concepts
they learn?

In response to the question it seems 1easonable to
assume that correct answers may not be the same in
all situations, or for all children. However, the follow-
ing reperi throws the spotlight on a number of factors
in ability grouping procedures that for many children
become blocks in the way of developing healthy self-
concepts,

ability-grouped fifth-graders, which she thought might
offer clues to their self-concepts, for the purpose of
finding answers to the question, “What does ability
grouping do to the self-concept ?”

These children were classified into four ability groups
upont entrance to first grade. Grouping was based
upon results of group intelligence tests and reading
readiness tests. The groups were labeled by the
teachers’ namzs only. In informal teacher conversa-
cions they were sometimes identified as “the highest
group,” “‘the lowest group,” ‘“second high,” “cecond
low.”

The information as to how children saw themselves
in these gioups was obtained thrcugh a group question-
naire. The children were told that the writer was
making a study to find out what children were
thinking. Blank sheets of paper were distributed. Dr.
Maan® zeports the directions to the children as follows:

"

Piease write a number 1 at the top of your
paper. After the number J write the grade you
are in. Now write a number 2 under 1 and
tell me which fifth grade you are in. Now
write a number 3 and tell me how you happen
to be in this particular fifth-grade group rather
th1n some other group. Now put a number 4
on vour paper and answer this question with
Just a “yes” or “no.” Is your very, very best
friend in this room? Now write a number 5 on
vour paper and answer this question with just
a number. How many years have you gone to
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school? Children’s answers to questions 2 and
3 were studied.

Aniong the findings were:

Forty of th2 102 children identified their groups
in terms of ability placement, rather than by the
teachers’ names. Over two-thirds of sections 1
and 4 responded in this way. Fifty-nine identi-
fied their groups by their teachers’ names.

The rcasons these children gave for their place-
ment, as Mann reports, helped to bring their self-
reports into clearer focus.  Such responses as “I'm
smart,” “We're smarter,” “I’'m too dumb,” “We
don’t know very much,” account for half the answers
to the third questioi.

In sectivn i, 25 children gave positive responses in
terms of ability or achievement, 21 in positive “1”
terms. No negative responses were made in this
grou, . . .

In section 4, the lowest, all of the 14 responded in
terms of ability or achicvement. All gave negative
responses . . .

It commenting on the results of the study, Mann®
says in part:

What are the experiences which Lave con-
tributed to the way the children in the “top”
and “bottom” groups :ee themselves? Could
teacher rejection of the low groups and accept-
ance of the high group help account for it?
.- . Before we grasp the straw of ability group-
ing as the answer to instructional problem
brought about by individual differences in aca-
demic potentiality, we need to reexamine what
has alre .dy been done with ability grouping,

C. Grouping and Social and Emotional Adjustment"!

This study is concerned with the effect of hetero-
gencous and homogeneous grouping plans upon the
social-erotionial adjustment of pupils. A statement
of the problem follows: Tc compare the responses of
heterogeneously and homogeneously sectioned sixth
grade children to a questionnaire dealing with (a)
their relationships to other pupils and to the class-

8 Adapted from Maxine Mann. “What Does Ab Lty Groupitg e w0
the Seif-Concept?”  Childhood Education, Vol 3o, April 1960. p. 357~
361.

9 Ihud., p. 358.

10 7hid., p. 359.

11 Review of report by Milly Cowles, “A Comparative Study of Cer-
tain Social and Emotional Adjusiments of Homngenesusdy and Hetero-
geneously Grouped Sixth Grade Children,” Unpublished Ph D disserration,
University of Alabama, 1962. 310 p.
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room group, and (b) their school success and achieve-
ment.

The subjects of the study were sixth-grade pupils in
six elementary schools in Mobile, Ala., heterogeneously
grouped in three schools and homogeneousiy grouped
in thiee schools. The pupils in both groups responded
to a questionnaire which dealt with the way they
viewed their relationships with their classmates and
with the group and asked if they felt challenged and
successful in regard to their school work. An analysis
and comparison of the responses of the homogeneously
and heterogeneously grouped pupils provided informa-
tioa relative to the sccial and emotional adjustment
of children under the two different types of school
organizai.on plars.

A questionnaire was devised in which children could
choose statements which best suited them. In the 21
groups of 3 items or statements included in the instru-
ment, there were 11 groups of 3 items in Area A
(their relationships to other pupils and the classroom
group) and 10 groups of 3 items in Area B (their
success and achicvement). Kach group of items had
one which was positive, one neutral, and one negative.
The positive item in each group represented a point of
view favorable to social-emotional adjustment and the
negative item represented an unfavorable point of view.
The questionnaire was administered to the 109 sixth-
grade pupils in the middle of the year. After a period
of 3 weeks, the pupils responded to the questionnaire
for the second time. The following statements taken
fro:n the questionnaire illustrate the types of questions

included for both Areas A and B described above.

Directions.—Flace a check (/) in front of
the sentence in each group of sentences which
suits you best.

1 _____ The boys and girls in
are friendly with one
oi the time.

The boys and girls in
are friendly with one
of the time.

The boys and girls in my classroom
are friendly with one another a little
of the time.

I like to do very little ot the work we
do 1n this classroom.

I like to do most of the work we do
in thie classroom.

I like to do some of the work we do
ir this classroon.

I have learnied a lot 1a school this year.

my classroom
another most

my classroom
another some

(P8}

T have learned an average amount in
school this year.

I have learned very little in school
this year.

I like to work in groups with the boys
and girls most of the time.

I like to work in groups with the boys
and girls very little of the time.

1 like to work in groups with the boys
and girls some of the time.

1f I gave a picnic I would like to
invite most of the members of my

class.
If I gave a picnic 1 would
invite some of my classmates.
If 1 gave a picnic I would like to
invite very few of my classmates
The schoolwork in my class is some-
times too hard.
__ _ The schoolwork in my class is 00 hard
te de a lot of the time.
____ The schoolwork in my cizss is just
right, not too hard nor too easy.
Conclusions of the study follow.

like to

The questionnaire responses of the heomogeneously
grouped children (as a total group) seem to indicate
more favorable adjustment to other children and
schoolwork than was shown for the heterogeneously
grouped children (as a total group).

1. Analysis of variance showed statistically signifi-
cant differences in favor of homogsneousiy grouped
children on total scores, children’s relationships to
other pupils and the classroom group (Area A), and
childrer’s school success and achievement (Area B).

2. There appeared to be as much, if not more,
ditference from class to class in each organizational
plan than was found between the two large organiza-
tional pians.

Analysis of variaice yielded differences which were
highly significant from class to class in each of the
two organizational plans for total scores, children’s
relationships to other pupils and the classroom group
(Area A), and children’s school success and achieve-
mecnt (Area B). Means for classes in each pian ar-
ranged in rank order showed a wide difference from
class to class in each plan.

3. The “low” or “middle” ability classes in homo-
geneously grouped schools seemed to be less well ad-
justed than their more highly sectioned peers. The
“highest” and the “high” ability homogeneously
grouped classes tended to have higher adjustment
scores which contributed to che significantly higher
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mean for nomogeneously grouped children as compared
with heterogeneously giouped children.

4. The responses of children in different classes in
each homogeneousiy grouped school were more alike
thaa the respenses of the children in different classes
in each heterogeneously grouped school for total scores,
children’s relat:onships to other pupils and the class-
room group, and children's success and achievement.
Analysis of variance showed statistically significant
differences most frequently among classes in the het-
ercgeneously grouped schools. Significant differences
were found less often among classes in the homo-
geneously grouped classes.

5. One heterogeneously grouped school seemed to
ha.e particularly influenced the results obtained ; this
school had the lowest and the highest responses from
heterogeneously grouped schools.

6. The responses of boys and girls were quite sim-
ilar with the exception of the responses given toward
school success and achievement. The girls seem to
show better adjustment in this area.

7. In all comparisons of the responses to the ques-
tionnaire items, much more similarity than difference
of responses was found.

8. Such differences as were found for individual
items tended to dea! with adjustment to peers rather
than to school success.

9. The homogeneously grouped boys and girls ap-
peared to be better adjusted than the heterogeneously
grouped boys and girls in regard to the questionnaire
items which showed significant differences in percents
of response.

In the comparison between children in both plans
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ot organization (homogeneous and heterogeneous) the
preponderance of the most favorable questignnaire
items which showed significant differences between
percents of response were chosen most often by the
homogeneously grouped boys and girls. The same
results were found when the homogeneously grouped
gitls were compared with heterogencously grouped girls
and homnogeneously grouped boys, with heterogeneously
grouped boys.

10. The girls involved in the study had more
favorable responses ard appeared to be better adjustel
than the boys in regard :o individual items in the
ruestionnaire.

Comparison between homogeneously grouped boys
and girls showed that zitls made more favorabue choices
than the boys did. Likewise, the comparison betveen
the heterogeneously grouped boys and girls indicated
that the girls made a greater number of favorable
responses than the boys.

Recommendations for future rescarch.— The results
of this study suggest some other investigations such as
those recommended below :

1. A similar study in which children from all grade
levels involved in homogeneous and heterogeneous
classes were studied to determine their social and
emotional adjustment would be desirable.

2. A study comparing children in homogeneons
groups to children in classes in which instruction is
individualized would provide information of value.

3. A study in which teachiers are selected after taking
an acitude inventorv in order that teacher attitude
could be controlled w0 some degree might vyield
different results.
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Chapter XI

Development of Human Potentialities

Leaders in the field contend that rigid grouping
systems are violative of the human rights as well as
the civil rights of children. Grouping of children should
take into account citizenship and human relations
goals as well as academic objectives. Some maintain
that the power structure through the ability grouping
system tends to siphon off rapid learners from the
main stream and keeps slower students from advanc-
ing. The “track” system, for example, conditions the
slow learner to a belief in his inadequacy.

In a discussion about grouping and related factors.
Melvin Tumin® indicated that grouping students v
ability can only serve to retard their progress. Ability
grouping, 9-month school years, and competitive grades,
he thinks, prevent equal education in the public schools.
A child who is working to his maximum capacity, but
failing by the grade system, will soon be alienated.

Reports of research and informed judgment about
the development of human potentialities will further
increase our understanding of what is involved in
helping children become their best. \What happens
in groups should be examined in light of such
knowledze, examples of which follow.

Lawrence Kubie,® a psychiatrist, calls our attention
to three types of failure in the school program. One
is failure to develop spontaneity and creativity :

. . . an intensification of the neurotic process
through repetitive drill mars our educatiinal
system from primary grades through profes-
sional and graduate levels . . . Limitless repeti-
tion without the necessary insight is not merely
self defeating; it does deeper damage by ham-
pering spontaneous, “intuitive,” i.e., precon-
scious functions . . .

A second failure is to develop dcep concern for
others. Calling attention to this factor in relation to
the adolescent, Kubie says:*

Perhaps above anything else the adolescent
necds not only to be exposed to human suffer-

ing, but also to be given responsibility to play a
role in ministering to it. At present the educa-
tional years cultivate in each student a maxi-
mal concentration on himself.

A third failure is to develop self-knowledge. About
this Kubie says:*

Self-knowledge is not all there is to wisdom
and maturity; but it s an essential ingredient
which is almost totally neglected.

In a discussion of encouraging possibilities for the
future, Alice Miel® says:

Students of creativity are opening up other
important facets of human development for
the consideration of education. As reported
carlier Taylor®. .. points out that traditional
intelligence tests, yielding the familiar IQ,
actually measure only a few, perhaps only
one-fifth of the dimensions of the mind.
Nineteen other dimensions of the mind were
considered by one group of scientists to be
more important it their work than the hand-
ful of dimensions measured by traditional
tests. For example, not included in the IQ
tests are ability to sense problem areas,
fluency of ideas, or ability to revise one’s own

! Melvin Tumin, from a discussion of Ability Grouping reported in
The Evening Star, Washington: The Evening Star, April 28, 1965.
p- B-2.

2 Lawrence S. Kubie. Newrctic Distortion of the Creative Process.
Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas Press, 1958, p. 122-123.

3 1bid., p. 129.

4 Ibid., p. 134.

S Alice Miel. “Trends in Curriculum, Teaching and Guidance,” Chil-
dren and Youth in the 1960°s, Survey Papers prepared for the 1960 White
House Conference an Children and Youth. Washirgion: Golden Anni-
ver<ary White House Conference on Children ard Youth, Inc.,, 1960.
p- 119.

6 Calvin W. Taylor. In a report at the Fifth ASCD Rescarch Institute,
Washington, D.C. (Dec 5-9, 1959), in Children and Youth in the 1960's,
Survey Papers prepared for the 1960 White House Conference on Children
and Youth. Waching:on: Golden Anniversary White Hou<e Conference
on Children and Youth, Inc., 1960. p. 119.
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niean ot humogeneously grouped children as compared
with : eterogencously grouped children.

3 The responses of childrer different classes in
each honmogencously grouped shoo! were more alike
than the responses of the hiltren in diffrrent classes
i e h heterogeneoasly gronped school for total recores.
children's relativnships to other papils and the iass-
ccom group, and children’s success and achicvement.
Analysis of variance showed statistically significant
differences most frequently amony claswer in the het-
. ogeneonsle  groupid ~choois, Sigmbeant differences
were found less often among classes in the hono-
gencously grouped classes.

3. One heterogeneously grouped school seemed to
have paiticularly influenced the results obtamed; this
school had the lowest and the highest cesponses from
heteragencousiy grouped schools.

6. ‘The esponses of boys and girls wers quite sim-
ilar with the ex-eption of the responses given toward
school success and achievement. The girls seem to
show better adjustment in this area.

7. In all comparisons of the responses to the ques-
tionnaire items, much more similarity than difference
of responses was found.

§. Such difierences as were found for individual
items tended to deal with adjustment to peers rather
than to school success.

9. The homogeneously grouped boys and girls ap-
peared to be better adjusted than the heterogeneously
grouped boys and girls in regard to the questionnaire
items which showed significant differences in percents
GF TespoHnse.

In the comparison between children in both plans

of organization (homogencou- and heterogeneais ) the
preponderance of the most faverable questionnalre
items which swaved significant  difierences betweets
percrats of response were chosen most uiten by the
homogencously  grouped  bovs and girls. The sume
results were found when thc i _nogeneoushy  Zrouped
girls were compared with heter.senconshy groupad girks
and homogencousty grouped buy s, W HELe: vz sy
grouped boys.

10 [he ghls imolved in the ~tudy bad more
favorible responses and appeared to be better ERUTINEY
than the boys in regord to mdivideal dtems o
question:nre.

Comparison between homogenzoushy  grouped buis
and girls showed that girls made more favorable chewces
than the boys did.  Likewiv, the comparizon between
the heterogeneously grouped bois and girls indicated
that the girls made a greater aumber of favorahle
respoises than the boys.

Reconmendaiions for future rese arch.-—The resaits
of this study suggest <ome other im estigation< such as
those recommended below :

A similar study in which children from ali grade
ievels involved in homogeneous and heterogenent:s
dasses were studied to determine their social and
emotional adjustment would be desirable.

2. A study comparing children in homogencou-
groups to children in classes in which instruction 1S
individualized would provide information of value.

3. A study in which teachers are selected after taking
an attitude inventory in order that teacher attitudc
co. © be controlled to sume degree mighr vield

different results.
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ideas to produce a more perfect product of
one’s own.

In relation to development of human potential and
the educative process, Gardner Murphy® says:

The explicit education process g es clink-
ing along fairly - ~!l. turning out people who
can master the three R’s and read the news-
paper and keep accounts. It can, at the same
time, produce such frustration that one cannot
somehow get the satisfactions out of life that
educated people are supposed to get, and can-
not escape the cycle of grumbling competitive-
ness which keeping up with the Jones
demands. Such competitiveness is ingrained
as a component, indeed a major component,
of the educational process. So is the timidity
of a status-minded people.

The need for situations within or outside of groups
which help to free a learner’s capacity for learning is
increasingly considered important. Murphy® points
out:

The role of the teacher in relation to hu-
man intellectual emancipation is one which
emphasizes the biological individuality which
evolutionary theory has emphasized. The
teacher must help the learner to believe in his
own individuality and his capacity to learn.

Meredith® reports data from a number of diveise
sociometric studies. Several generalizations included
the observations that children of high status exhibit
more positive behavioral patterns regardless of the
grouping patterns used; that there is a general re-
jection of average children in heterogeneous classroom
groups; and that there is a close relationship between
academic achievement and social acceptance at grade

levels beyond the kindergarten. Meredith also reports,
however, that:

The pattern of authority for decision-
making as demonstrated by the teacher has an
immediate and strong influence on the kind
and amount of involvement and participation
which emerges from members of a group. A
number of studies have shown clearly that
different motivational responses by children
can be produced by different patterns of
authority relationships, especially as they
center about the teacher.’®

Lippitt, Polansky, and Redl'* show that members
of a group are influenced by the high-powered children
in a ciass. In their relationship with influential class-

mates, members who are less so tend to exhibit approval
seeking behavior. The high-powered members are also
the most popular. The teacher must be alert to this
sosver structure among children.

A study by Martin Gold™ identifies some of the
sources from which elementary school children derive
ability to influence one another’s behavicr and partici-
pation. These studies indicate that student motivaticn
and participation in instructional groups are directly
affected by the authority, social acceptance, and power
relationships which become incorporated in the group
structure.

The sex compositior of an instructional group
provides the basis of annther tvpe of relationship
which develops between members. Composition of
group structure is complicated by the fact that this
type of relationship has sociological, psyckological, and
biological aspects. Sociologically, certain behaviors
are prescribed for both males and females. Psvchologi-
cally, men and women will develop both attraction
and repulsion to one: another sexually. The pattern
which develops between members of an instructional
group with respect to this type of reiationship is likely
to influence strongly the group progress, individual
achievement, and emotionai atmosphere of the group.™

Because of the nature of interaction that character-
izes the work in a classroom, the teacher is seldom
aware of the content of the communication between
students or how this may influence the interactions
needed for the problem-solving and related work
situations. Whether the results develop in a way to
affect the problem-olving dimension favorably or ad-
versely depends upon the conditions which shape its
development. If it develops because of the need of
group members to defend themselves, it is likely to
have an adverse effect upon the problem-solving and
work interactions of the group.

Some of Thelar's'* exploratorv work on friendship

- Gardncr Murphy. Human Potentialities. New York: Basic Books,
Inc. 1953 p. 101.

8 Gardner Murphy. Freang Intcliigence Through Teaching. New
York: Harper & Row, Inc., 1961. p. 47.

9 Cameron W. Meredith. *Personality and Social Development During
Childhood and Adolescence,”” Review of Educational Rescarch, Vol. 25,
Cecember 1555. p. 469-476.

10 Ned A. Flanders. *‘Personal-Social Anxiety as a Factor in Experi-
mental Learning Situations,” Journal of Educational Rescarch, Vol. 35,
October 1951. p. 100-110.

11 Ronald Lippit:, Norman Polansky, and Fritz Redl. *‘The Dynamics
of Power,”” Human Relations, 1952. p. 37-6%.

12 Martin Gold. “Power in the Classroom,” Sociometry, Vol. 21,
March 1952. p. 50-59.

13 Gale E. Jensen. “The Social Structure of the Classroom Group: Aa
Obsesvational Framework,” Journal of Educational Psychology, October
1955. p. 362-374.

14 Herbert A. Thelan. “Factors Affecting the Teaching-Learring Pro-
cess,”” Research Notebook, Human Dynamics Laboraon. University of
Chicago, April 23, 195¢. p. 21-23.
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v s biaandticadiy portrays the etfect of certain

rolae
miterocon on the problem saloing and work
dimensions,

frcrcosimng our understanding of the factors that

afloo s necception is one of cur great tesks in edu ation.
Recomition that capacity for learning is possessed in
dHeang wmovnts among children-—the chances fo
Zreiter potenaal betig o atlable—-would help us see
e esed possipilities for more learning.  *Perception
is deeply atfected,” says Combs.- “by hamman necd.

goe's, and values, the self-coacept, and the iadividual
reecenn from thicat.”

Implications for education of the perceptual ap-
proach to human behavior aie¢ unlimited. Realization
of the significance of the experience which will free
him to learn would be a major contribution to our
understandipg of the learner and our ability to help
him achieve his best. Enabling a child to build a
worthy cencept of himself and to attach meaning to
what he does is a serious responsibility. Toward the
accomplishment of such ends, our pirecedures must be
those which we have reason to believe will contribute
most,

15 Combs, op. at., p 13.
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Chapter XI1

Basic Human V alues

A. Grouping and Buman Values

In the keynote presentation at an Office of Educa-
tion Conference on Grouping, Alexander Frazier! said
In part:

. . . continuous attention given to how best
to group children is warranted because we see
the group as much more than a center of in-
struction. How groups are composed, how
they are staffed, how their time is scheduled,
and how they are expected to operate—we see
all thuse as more than simply details for the
school administrator to work out. But what
do we think really matters in grouping pupils?

Frazier proposed some considerations for the purpose
of broadening the base of our thinking about what
really matters in grouping for learning. As he said
earlier, a group can be: a resource for learning through
its members—information, other values, new ways of
behaving; a testing ground for new learning about
all kinds of subjects; a creator of common learnings;
a context for learnings that depend upon relationships
continued in time—planning together, leading, con-
tributing to common ends, and the like; and 2
kind of culture—a community rather than merely a
“collectivity.”

“Few persons in the profession or out,” says Harold
Drummond,? “seem willing to face the hard fac.s of
life”—the facts which are evident in the research
cited as a background for the conference. “What
happens after groups are formed is of greater signin-
cance than who is excluded trom or included in the
group.”

We as a people, Drummond tells us, seem willing
to spend millions of dollars on developing television
so that the influence of the master teacher can be
spread widely, developing programed materials for
use at school and at home, and trving new org-.niza-
tional schemes. We sre not willing, on the other
hand, to spend equal amounts to reduce the size of
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classes to about 20 pupils per teacher—a prccedure
which would make true individualization possible.
Drummond continues:

The hard facts of life are that we have
never really tried—on a large scale—to pro-
vide a spacious classroom, a well-educated
teacher, a rich base of learning materials and
supplies, and good consultant services for
every 20 youngsters. Yet every time we have
tried to provide an organizational scheme
superior to the grouping of pupils of different
ages . . . we have stubbed our tees badly . . .

Among recent theories about learning is one com-

monly identified as a perceptual approach to human
behavior. As Combs explains :2

. . . how a person behaves is a function of
his perceptions. Effective, efficieut behavior,
therefore, will depend upon the nature of the
individual’s perceptual field. T1f his percep-
tions are extensive, rich and highly available
when he needs them, then he will likely be-
have in effective, efficient, inteliigent ways.

What does this mean in relation to helping learners
learn? For some of us, it might mean a new way
of looking at an individual’s capacity for intelligent
behavior. We might see such a capacity as being
dependent upon the state of the individual’s perceptual
fild. A way of helping a learner would be to seek

1 Alexander Frazier. “Learning in Groups: 3ome Considerations,”
Grouping Children for Instruction in the Elementary School: A Confer-
ence Points the Way. Reprinted from School Life (June, July, December
1963 issues). OE-20062. Washingzen: U.S. Government Printing Ofhce,
1964. p. 7-9.

2 Harold Drummond. “Grouping: A Preliminary Statement,” Group-
ing Children for Instruction in the tlementary School: A Conference
Points the Way. Reprinted from School Life (June, }u'v, December 1963
issues), OE-20062. Woashington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964.
p. 9-10.

8 Combs, op, cit., p. 12.




way~ of helping hiny perceive more extensively and
moie richly.  Apain auoting Combs:*

[t mezns that human capacities are perhaps
not as limited as we have been inclined to
thisk. If human capacities for intelligent be-
havior are depzndent «n perception then they
are {ar more open to change than we have
ever supposed. Indeed human perceptions are
.» much within our capacities that we may
even be able to create intelligence by helping
people perceive more extensively and more
richly and by creating situations that make it
possible for these perceptions to be available
when necded.

There was general agreement among the conferees
that more informatior. is needed which will throw light
on the pupil’s perception of himself and the effect on
it, if any, of different organizational structures and
We nced more experimentation di-
rected at determining the optimum conditions for
pupils of different ages tc learn effectively in non-
graded, self-contained classrooms, and the kind and
number of teachers needed.

grouping plans.

Consideration of human values is essential in a
program of education in a democracy, a form of gov-
ernment committed to the ideal of individval human
worth. Julia W. Gordon® insists that our best in-
terests as a Nation and as individuals are bound up
in the view of the worth of every human being. Yet,
in practice we fall far short in ability to demonstrate
adequate concern for individuzi human beings. Our
basic task must be to create conditions and provide
opportunity for experienczs and relationships that will
insure the sound mental and emotional development
of each individual.

Several confererice members proposed ideas and
questions in relation to concepts dealing with human
values. John IJ. Greene® raised the question, Is the
focus on program or on people? He identified the
concepts involved as follows:

What a person believes and subsequently
does about grouping depends to a great degree
upon his basic orientation. If a person places
primary emphasis on a program and sees the
needs of people as less importaat than the pro-
grams, it generally follows that what he does
about grouping will reflect a basic orientation
to the program. The program becomes the
important thing. On the other hand, if a
person places emphasis on people—which
means the focus is on boys and girls—and if
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he sees the program as secondary, or as a
means of helping boys and girls in their be-
coming, then his actions wll reflect a basic
concern for the children.

Said another way, if the program is of ma-
jor concern, then the boys and girls as indi-
viduals may get caught in the mechanics of
forming groups with harmiul outcomes to
them as a resulr. However, if a teacher’s
primary concern is ‘or boys and girls, he will
find ways of adjusting the mechanics of group-
ing in light of individual necds. The basic
orientation of the persons working with the
children car: make a major difference in their
approach to learn needs of children, regardless
of the school’s pattern of organization.

B. Mental Heaith

IJespite the abundance of research evidence indica-
ting that one grouping pattern seems no more likely
than another to show greater achievement gains, ways
of grouping children for instruction continue to draw
the attention of nearly everyone who may have any
interest at all in educating the young. Charles Long’
reports:

T'he search for a panacea to solve achieve-
ment problems becomes more frenzied. Chil-
dren are jerked out of one situation and
regrouped into another with little or no seri-
ous concern about the possible side effects of
such changes on the lives of boys and girls or
about ways in which children learn best.

Research evidence relative to school practices and
mental health remairs limited ; however, concern about
mental health aspects of pupil learning is increasing.
A research program at the Bank Street College of
Education, says Long, has tentatively confirmed cer-
tain theories of personality development and the learn-
ing process which have meaning for the role of the
teacher, for the curriculum, and, by implication, for

4 Ibid., p. 13.

5 Julia W. Gordon. “Grouping and Human Values,” Grouping Chil-
dren for Instruction in the Elementary School: A4 Conference Points the
Way. Reprinted from School Life (June, July, December 1963 issues),
OE-20062. Washington: U.S. Government Pristing Ofhce, 196%. p.
10-13.

6 John D. Greene. “Focus on Program or People as Individuals,” 4
Guide to Rescarch and Informed Judgment on Grouping Children, Educa-
tion Bricfs No. 40, OE-20066. Washington: U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, May 1964, p. 7-8.

7 Charles M. Long. “Grouping of Children: Its Meaning for the Pre-
service Education of Teachers,” Grouging Children for Instruction in the
Elementary Sclhuol: A Conference Points the Hay. Reprinted from
School Life (June, July, December 1963 issues), OE-20062. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Ofhce, 1964. p. 17-19.
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the grouping of children for instructional purposes and
teacher education. The basic propositions are:

. Education and niental health can be
mutually reinforcing.

2. In every learning situation a pupil ex-
periences simultaneously a dual process.

3. The principles of mental health should
be infused into the learning process.

+. There is a major potcntial for positive
growth in the interaction between different
spheres of experience,

5. If a pupil’s emotional processes are to
become active elements of his learning experi-
ence, education must take responsibility for
provision of integrating mechanisms and rela-
tionships.

C. Various Aspects of Grouping

Misconceptions about homogencity are being recog-
nized as blocks to good teaching and pupil learning.
As John Greene points out, we as teachers have often
hoped to find ways of dealing with the complex task
of teaching which could accomplish in some easier and
more effortless manrer than has thus far been dis-
covered. We would be well on the way to attaining
this goal if we could teach 30 pupils in a given class
as if they were 1. Homogeneity, Dr. Greene main-
tains, is an endeavor in this direction. He coatinues
his report as follows.

Many teachers have been “sold a bill of
goods” on the matter of “homogenized groups
of boys and girls.” They have thought that
ability-grouped children would be so much
alike that they would not have the problem
of individual differences. It is the matter of
meeting individual d:fferences that takes so
much time, energy, and effort in everyday

teaching. However, teachers of the so-called
“homogeneous groups,” who were led to be-
lieve that ability grouping would make for
easy teaching, have had a rude awakening. In
reality, human differences exist in any group.
For example: Suppose that you are expecting
to group children homogeneously on the basis
of sixth-grade arithmetic achievement. In
this mythical sixth grade there may be a young
Einstein with science aspirations who made
high scores on the arithmetic achievement test.
His teacher concurs that he is very good in
arithmetic and suggests that Le be placed in a

s9

special group of high achievers in arithmetic,
There is also a young Bach in the sixth grade
who has high scores in arithmetic achieve-
ment. With his music interest and his ability
to compose two- and three-part inventions
with mathematical ingenuity, his teacher cor-
curs that he is very sharp in arithmetic.
There is also a young Jefferson who has an
aptitude in engineering and the necessary
high arithmetic scores. His t.acher concurs
that he should be in this | rticular group.
In addition to this young Einstein, young
Bach, and young Jefferson, there are 22 other
students who have demonstrated similar abjl-
ities in mathematics, Teachers agree that
they also belong in this particular homogene-
ous group because they met the necessary
criteria,

If one looked at achievement tests alone
and the recommendations of the teachers, it
would appear that we have a group of pupils
who are so much alike that they could all be
taught as one—an easy job. But this is not
true, because each of these persons is an indi-
vidual in his own right with particular aspira-
tions in life that are quite different, and the
teacher still has the problem of meeting indi-
vidual differences. There is tremendous
heterogeneity despite an attempt to group
children otherwise. We need te realize that
teaching is not easy; there are few shortcuts,
if any. We should not be lured into compla-
cency and think that the task of the teacher
is made easier by a device such as homoge-
neous groupings; we cannot disregard the
basic law of human nature that each child is
a “custom-made” job.

Research about various aspects of grouping has con-
tributed significantly to our knowledge. Out of
100 years of research, says Pat Wear,® we have
learned—

Much about the variablity of human per-
sonality and that no single form of grouping
is best in all situations for all people.

That changes in school or classroom or-
ganizotion do not automatically result in
in,,..oved teaching and learning for children.

8 Pat Wear. “What We Have Learned About Grouping,” 4 Guide to
Research and Informed Judgment on Grouping Children, Education Brief
No. 40, OE-20066. Washingten: U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, a2nd Welfare, Office of Education, May 1964. p. 11.
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It is apparent that behavior of educational
leaders must change prior to, during the proc-
ess of grouping, of following, if the nature
of grouping is to change fundamentally.

That some varying forms of grouping in the
classroom are necessary for interactions be-
tween pupil and pupil and teacher and pupil,
and quality interactions are necessary for the
optimum growth of both pupil and teacher.

That permissiveness to experiment with
many forms of grouping has been restricted in
many cases by tradition, fear, apathy, lack of
knowledge and know-how, community expec-
tations, and the like. The greatest limitation,
however, is that set by the individual’s own
limited perceptions of what he can do.

That groupings of whatever form can no
longer be based on the perceptions of the
teacher only but must include the perceptions
that the pupils, other teachers, parents, and
others hold about grouping within that par-
ticular situation.

That we must learn to value different
groupings for what they do to facilitate the
growth of pupils and teachers at a given time
and place. Comparisons become very difficult
with many differences in beliefs, personnel, and
environment.

D. Lecarners or Learning

Much has been said about the importance of meet-
ing individual differences among children, but our
struggle for increased knowledge, understanding, and
skills in relation to the tasks involved continues. How
to hein each individual move toward his best poses
ma sctions difficult to answer, In his presentation
to conjerence, “Learners or Learning?” Robert
Biils® proposed consideration of a number of questions:

Have we ever really shown concern for the
individual learner or is he a thorn in our
sides? Has not our concern been for learning
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rather than learners, administration rather
than administrators, and achievement rather
than achievers?

The challenge is offered that the uniqueness of the
individual is oftentimes ignored, having importance
only in terms of comparison with a group. But, the
individual remains as the basic unit in educational
work. One individual may not merely be added to
another without destroying the individuality of both
in the prucess. Again quoting Bills:

When we ask, ‘“Shculd we use homogeneous
or heterogeneous grouping?”’, we are probably
trying to reach a better basis for individual-
izing instruction. I suggest, however, that
none of these methods is anything more than
an administrative device to cope with the large
numbeis of children we are supposed to teach
and the task of taking these large numbers of
children in the directions we believe they
should go . . . most people remain unconceri.ed
with helping children develop in ways which
clildren see as important or in helping them
move in self-determined directions.

But it is difficult for us to ignor a multitude of
factors, Bills continues, when we know that they are
so important in human behavior and human welfare.
As an afterthought, some studies ask, ‘““What happens
to those other things such as attitudes, values, and
self-concepts?”” However, few investigators have tried
to devise learning situations in which attempts have
been made to change the many variables important to
human welfar:, human well-being, and human be-
havior, The reason seems clear, according to Bills.
We have not really seen them as of primary inport-
ance in human behavior, or as primary outcomes for
education.

9 Robert E. Bills. “Learners or Learning?" Grouping Children for
Instruction in the Elementary School: A Conference Points the Way.
Reprinted from Schooi vife (June, July, December 1963 issues), OE-20062.
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964. p. 10-12,
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Chapter XIII

Pupil-Teacher Interaction and Learning

t'ew studies on grouping report any information
avout the teachers—what they did, how they worked
with the children, or what was the interaction of teach-
ers and pupils, Very little is indicated about the teach-
crs as persons, It may well be that differences in pupil
gains or losses, sometimes attributed to particular
grouping procedures, 1i:ay be the result of what hap-
pens between the teacher and the children after groups
are formed. However, studies which show relation-
ships between teachers and pupil learning are avail-
able. Examples follow:

Some investigations have been concerned with the
interaction of teacher and pupil variables. One study’
shows the ways in which patterns of teacher behavior
interact differently with response patterns of children
of varying personality characteristics. Children who
are dependent, aggressive, withdrawn, or independently
productive can be expected to respond in different ways
to teachers who are orderly than to these more permis-
sive and less organized.

Some researchers have investigated teacher influence
on pupil attitudes and achievement. One study? was
concerned with the effect of spontancous behavior of
a teacher on learning in a classroom, spontaneous in-
teraction between teacher and the student, the inter-
play between different acts of the teacher, and the
reacticns of different types of students.

Part of this research® involved identification of cer-
rain patterns of teacher behavior and teacher influence.
Of interest here were those patterns identified as direct
-eacher influence and indirect teacher influence—the
rirst tending to restrict freedom of action of a student,
the other increasing freedom of action. The achieve-
ment scores of seventh- and eighth-grade students in
the fields of mathematics and social studies taught
by the more flexible teachers were significantly higher
than those of students taught by the teachers identified
as least flexible.

One study concluded that teachers do react differ-
eutly to children with varying potential. Though
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results do not present any clear picture with respect to
differences in achievement, the researchers decided that
teachers can be effective or obstructive with children’s
efforts to learn.*

Another study® reported that for both boys and
girls, pupil satisfaction with the teacher and utilization
of intelligence are positively related.

With reference to the influence of teacher behavior
on pupil achievement, one researcher comparing the
influence of the self-controlling teacher, the turbulent
teacher, and the fearful teacher, found that the self-
controlling obtained significantly higher achievement
for all children—conformers, opposers, waverers, and
strivers.®

Some researchers investigated teacher influence on
pupil attitudes. High pupil self-concepts were found
in classes of teachers who are socially integrative and
learner-supportive. Negative relationships with self-
concept were obtained with dominative, threatening,
and sarcastic teacher behavior.”

1 Robert L. Spaulding. “Personality and Social Development, Peer
and School Influence,” Review of Educational Research, Vol, XXXIV,
No. §, December 1964. p. 595.

2Ned A. Flanders. Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes and Achieve-
ment. Cooperative Research Monograph No. 12. Washington: U.S.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, 1965,
OE-25040. 126 p.

3 Ibid.

4 Seymonr B. Sarason and Kenneth S. Davidson. 4 Study of Teacher
Behavior in Relation to Children Differing in Anxiety Level. Cooperative
Research Projert No. 624. Washington: U.S. Department of Health,
Educatipn, and Welfare, Office of Education, 1964. 26 p.

5Ronald O. Lippitt and others. Pupil-Teacher Adjustment and Mutual
Adaptation to Creating Classroom Learning Environment, Cooperative
Research Project No. 1167. Washingtou. U.S. Department of Hecaith,
Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, 1964. 154 p.

6 Louis M. Heil and others. Characteristics of Teacher Behavior Re-
lated to the Achiewvement of Children in Several Elementary Grades.
Cooperative Research Project No. 352. Washington: U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, (conducted at
Brooklyn College, Ne ¥ York). 1961. 119 p-

7 Robert L. Spaulding. Achieverent Creativity and Self-Concept Cor-
relates of Teacher Transactions in Elementary School Classri ... . Coop-
erative Research Project No. 1352. Washington: U.S. De, ument of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education. Urbana: Univer-
sity of Illinois, 1963. 126 p.
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One study® shows that children obtaining sceres on
creativity tests have teachers who reward by the
technique of personal interest and praise for personality
attributes of the child and avoid rewarding by evalua-
tion. The teaching is individual, and the teacher listens
a great deal to the child. These statements hold true
for children of superior mental ability; very few size-
able correlations were found between teacher behavior
and creativity in children of average mental ability in
the data.

Conclusive answers are difficult to get. However,
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the research indicates that the kind of interaction ex-
perienced between a pupil and his teacher does
make a difierence in what, how much, and how well
he learns. The influence of grouping patterns on pupil
iearning cannot be adequately examined without taking
into account the effects of pupil-teacher interaction
and pupil learning.

8 Pauline Snedden Sear.. The Effect of Classraom Conditions in the
Strength of Ackievement Motive and Work Output on Elementary School
Children,  U.S. Department of Healih, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Education, Cooperative Rssearch Project No. 873. Stanford, Cali-
fornia: Stanford Uriversity, 1963. 111 p-




Summary and Conclusions

The function of this survey has been to examine
some of the research and informed judgment in re-
sponse to questions about grouwiing and pupil learning.

That children learn many things from various
kinds of group situations in and out of school 's obvious
to all who observe children 2t work or playv. That
they learn much from each other as well as from adults
who are a part of the environment is equally obvious.
Not so easy, however, is to determine what children
learn, how much, how well, and toward what ends.
Any endeavor to find out the extent to which certain
grouping situations contribute to child’s progress
or lack of it poses many questions difficult to answer,

To group or not to group is, of course, not the
question, even thouzh we become increasingly aware
of possible hazards involved in any effort to organize
children for what contributes to improved learning
and achievement. If for no other reason, however,
than tne large numbers of children in our schools,
grouping of some kind cannot be avoided. In any
case, the significance of diverse kinds of learning gains
that may result from different ways of grouping
children should be a2 subject of continuous study. The
schoolroor.: group may be one of the most important
lzarning resources in the life of a child. If participa-
tion in the classroom group actually serves to fi.lfill his
developing needs, he can lecome an active, satisfied,
contributing learn-r, If not, it seems unlikely that
much learning of a positive and helpful nature will
take place.

Though still largely limited to stvdy of academic
achievement, 2 century of researchi has been con-
ducted. A summary of findings and conclusions of
this survey follows :

[J A major purposc of education is to help
every child rcach his fullest potential for a
cieative and u-ctul life lived in diguity and
freedom. School practices of ll kinds should
be apy.raised in light of this purpose.

[ Learning results from membership in
many difterent kinds of groups- - -interest,
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friendship, committee work, panel discussion,
instructior:al groups, and others. Learning
gains stem from different purposes and needs.

[J A group can be a resource for learning
which prevides opportunities for its members
to learn from one another—new information,
new values, aad new ways of behaving.

[0 Research shows that human variability
and a wide range of individua! differences con-
stitute normal phenoraena. Authorities main-
tam that differences amorg childsen help to
enrich resources for learning in the classroom.
Consciously or unconsciously, children help to
improve each other’s opportunities for learn-
g,

[J The research examined is too limited for
more than a tentative conclusion, However,
a factor of special interest in the studies avail-
abie is that, on the average, achievement gains
made by pupils in classrooms representing
more than a normal spread of differences
among children were higher than average
gains made by pupils in ability-grouped class-
rooms.

[] Available evidence indicates that factors
other than the particular grouping methods
used account for differences that may show up
in  achievement gains between children
grouped according to ability and those grouped
heterogeneously.

[ Among the most enlightening results of
research is increased knowledge of the diffi-
culties in attempting to divide children into
ability groups. Except in a limited sense
and for short periods of time, success in or-
ganizing children according to ability is prob-
ably an unrealistic expectation especially in the
elementary school.

[ A few studies have been conducted to
determine possible effects of different organ-




izational methods on pupil progress in Jearn-
ing to think, on development of creativity, and
development of human values, self concepts,
and atritudes. Findings are inconclusive,

[0 Research on teaching indicates that kind:
of pupil-teacher interaction make a difference
in what children learn. However, most
studies on grouping do not report on the na-

ture of pupil or teacher activities in the group
situations described in the research.

[ In view of the evidence, ample oppor-
tunity for flexibility in grouping children in
the elementary school seems essential in order
to provide opportunities for meeting changing
needs of children as well as to meet a num-
ber of different purposes.
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