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The Relationship of Grouping Practices to the
Education of the Gifted and Talented Learner:

Research-Based Decision Making

Karen B. Rogers, Ph.D.
University of St 'Thomas

St. Paul, Kmnesota

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The recent debate on ability °"1 has raised a ninither of educational issues for
teachers and schod administrators. - to restructure or uansfonn schorgs,

the Faecal level of addevement fm all students, many :donnas have
for the . of moo forms of gimping by ability. They have also angested
grasping be seplaced by mixed-ability classrams in which whole Army instruudun and
cooperative learning are the instrucdonal delivery s 4,.. many cases this
restructuring has included the dm:clamed and enrichment
for the gifted and talented in the name dr:form. "The Reseasch" has been by these
seformers as the rationale for such clasnown changes (George, 1988; Slavin, 1987;
Oakes, 1985). thdonuneteV, the rematch does not to have been watched
cominehensively, but the om. is also With a literatine base of over
700 =dies on ability graying (Kan & Eulik, 1982) and over 300 studies on cocyerative
learning (Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1984), it is highly unlikely that
any mean:her has had the resources or time to make an effective analysis of these limo=
bases. In fact, there have been 13 syntheses rematch in the past nine years, all of which
represent analyses of pans of these bases. By analyzing 13 syntheses together, however,
one can acquire a sourgler understanding cl what the refearch really has to say about
grouping by ability in general and about g sturknts who are gifted and talented for
the purposes of enrichment and - m specific.

t. :US,:

Two synthesis techniques have bees developed in recent years to acconmxxiate the
huge rescinds dam bases we have acannulated over time: meta-analysis and best-evidence
synthesis. In both tecludyamtlo synthesizer must =duct an exhaustive search of the
hterature to locate all research, and thee attempt to actor across aU the studies located to
calculate a general effect for the instructional practice being synthesized. TIN meuic of
Effect Size, a pmcedure introduced by Gene Glass in 1976, has beas used in these
syntheses wchniques (except the Gamoran & &sends synthesis, 1987) to communicate the
comparative size of academic and nonacademic outcomes when all research on an
instructional practice is combined. Effect Sizes of +30 or bightr are accepted as indicative
of sulsiantiaf gain of the experimental practice over its control (e.g., ability grouping vs.
neditional classroom insuucdon without grouping). Such an Effect Size would indicate an
approximate three months' additional pin on a grade-equivalent score continuum (fa
treatment group's adievement over the control group. Table 1 displays a sununaw cf the
Effect Sizes reported across dx 13 syntheses for the variety of grouping practices currendy
used with students who are gifted and talented.

ix 8
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Cooperative Learning for Regular Instructim

Across the two major meta-analyses (Johnson, Maruyama, kthnson, Nelson &
Skon, 1981; Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983) awl one best-evidence synthesis
(Slavin, 1990) on the academk and nonacademic effects audited-ability cooperative
grouping, dx following conclusions may be drawn:

1. Cooperative learnin4 in mixed-ability 6 I" for regular instructice cannot be
shown to be academically benernial for ci- and talented learners. Liltewise,
there is no research below the college level to support cooperative learning in
like-ability groups for gifted studans (Robinson, 1990).

2. Although there is some evidence to support sizable academic effects for those
forms of 1.. learning that incorporate individual task accountabiliry
(Slavin, 1" I), little research has been reported which would allow this to be
extrapolated to the gifted populatica

3. Although there is some evidence to support sizable affective outcomes for
mixed ability cowennive learning, particularly for the of culturally
diverse and academically handicapped stuoents (Johnson, $ $ &
Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1990), no research has been $ ". 6 which would
allow this to be extrapolated to the gifted population 1. 6$ 1990).

Grouping for Acceleration

Across the one meta-analysis (Kulik & Kubk, 1984) and one best-evidence
synthesis (Rogers, 1991) on accelerative practices for gifted students, the following
conclusions about grouping for acceleradcm can be drawn:

1. Grouping for the acceleration of curriculum for gifted mkt ts produces
substantial acarkmi,c gains for the turns of Nongraded CLArooms, Curriculum
Compression ( %, . g), Grade Telescoping (Rapid Progression at Junior
fx Senior 'High), Su - Acceleration, and Early Admission to College.
Advanced Placement program were fowl to produce moderate, nearly
significant academic gains as well (Rogers, 1991).

2. Those forms of acceleration for which pups of gifted learners may be
involved do not appear to have a direct impact on self-esteem, either positively
or neptively (Kuhl( & Kulik, 1984; Rogers, 1991). h is apparent that a host of
other environmental, personological, and academic variables are =me directly
involved with changes in self-esteem.

xi
0



Recommendations for Practices Involving Ability Grouping

Based on ccmclusions dawn from the reseasvh syntheses, the guidelhuis
are offered fer educators who are cmiskiering various grouping options ft:e =lents.

GUIDELINE ONE: Students who are academically or intellectually
gifted and talented should amid the majority of their school day with
others of similar abilities and interests.

Discussice: What forms this opticm may take am open: Both general intellectual
t 0 pogrom (such as School Within a School, Gifted Magnet Schordsi Fa-

nine or Gifted classmoms) and ful.thne grouping for special acadonic
ability (such as _41 Schools) have produced marked acadennc achievement pins as
well as moderate increases in attitude toward the subjects in which these students are
FouPed-

GUIDELINE TWO: The Cluster Grouping of a small number of
students, either intellectually gifted or gifted in a shullar academic domain,
within an otherwise heterogeneously grouped classroom can be considered
when schools cannot support a full-dme gifted program (either
demographically, economically, or philosophically).

Discussion: The "Custer Teacher" must, however, be sufficiendy trained a" work
with gifted students, must be given adequate preparation time and must be willing to devote
a propoitionate amount of classoom time to dm &ea provision of learning experiences fce
the cluster poup.

GUIDELINE THREE: In the almence of fiall-time gifted program
enrollment, gifted and talented students might be offered specific group
instruction across grade levels, according to their individual knowledge
acquisition in school subjects, either in conjunction with cluster grouping
or hi its stead.

Discussion: This "cross grade grouping" optimi has been found effective for the
and talented in both single subject and full-time programming (i.e., Nongraded

11111:

CUIDELINE FOUR: Students who are gifted and talented should be
given experiences involving a variety of appropriate acceleration-based
options, which may be offered to gifted students as a group or on an
individual basis.

Discussion: It is, of course, important to consider the social and psychological
adjustment of each student for whom such options are being considered as well as
cognitive capabilities in making the optimal match to the student's needs.

xii
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GUIDELINE FIVE: Students who are gifted and talented should be 
given experiences which involve various forms of enrichment that extend 
the regular school curriculum, leading to the more complete development of concepts, principles, and generalizations. 

Discussion: This enrichment could be provided within the classroom thrcugh 
numerous cariculum delivay models ctninty used in the field, or in the form of 
enrichment pullout programs. 

GUIDELINE SDL: Mixed-abWty Cooperative Learning should be 
used sparingly for students who are gifted and talented, perhaps only for 
social skills development programs. 

Discussiom Until evidence is accumulated that this form of Q,auilve Learning 
provides academic outcomes similar or superkor to the various fonns dability grouping 
n is important to continue with dm grouping practices that are supported by researrh. 

12 
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Table 1
Effects Sizes Reported for

Research-Supported Gifted Program Options

Qlakal

Early Entrance to School
Subject Aux lenuion
Crnariculum Oxnpression (Compacting)
Grade Skipping
Enrichment (pullout) - ouricuhim ,:xtensimi
Enriched Classes Ability Grouped
Cross-grade Gmuping (reading, m sth)
Nongrathtd Classes
Concurrent Enrolhnent
Regrowing fix' Specific Instruction (reading, math)
Advance:IPlacement
Credit Examination
Ouster t. g (specific differentiation)
Separate Classes for Gifted
Cooperative Learning

Johnscat's "Learning Together"
Slavin's TOT
Slavin's STL (combination)

Grade Telescoping
Mentorship

MONENOMMI.P,WW.M MMI/WOMONMISMNOMININOMEM1.00.1M.1.1eM

Acadmak=tufts
.36
.49
.45
.78
.65
.33
.45
.38
.36
.34
.29
.75
.62
.33

0
.38
. 30
.56
.42

Note: The Effect Sizes listed manor be directly compared with others in ele table. Some
represent ofte-time academic gains, while others may be posebly cumulative gains,
pmgressively increasing the longer the practice is used. The quality of the criterion
measurns used varies greatly from practice to practice also, thereby confornxling any cross-
comparisons to be made.
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The Relationship of Grouping Practices to the
Education of the Gifted and Talented Learner:

Research-Based Decision Making

Karen B. Rogers, Ph.D.
University of St. Thomas

St. Paul, Kmnesota

In dm past five years the practice of t, , students by ability has been
questirmed by echicational researchers and - . Several have argued that
the use of absihy vw for reducing the demands upon teachers and .14" '4 the
academic adikvement o(leauiers is not sufficient reason kr martaining primdce (for
example, Georp, 1988; Slavin, 1987; Oakes, 1985). Other researchers have extolled the
academic and social superiority of mixed-ability coopaadve learning over other

practices (for example, Johnson & Johnson, 1990; Slavin, 1 . Amidst all the
rhetoric - one cmoracm theme: Each researcher and writer clainis "the rematch suppons"
the ccmclusions drawn. With a literature base of over 700 studies on ability
(Kulik & Kulik, 1982), over 300 studies cm cooperative learning (Johnson, . &
Marnyania, 1983; Slavin, 1984), and aver 300 studies cm accelerative optima invdving
fonts of regrouping - 1991), it is evicknt that no simile researcher writer is
deliberately trying to - 4 the general public or the educational decision maker. It is
mime likely that an effecdve analysis cilhe literature bases on grouping issues has not been
unitnaken, a mistake this paper will attempt to ccaect.

SECTION ONE: APPROACHES TO RESEARCH

In effect, there are four general approaches to understanding and using research in
educational " 4 (1) the "charisma" approach; (2) the "I found this
(3) the " and oranges" approach; and, (4) the "best-evidence"
decision-makers need to understand these . "I and their mren _41, and weaknesses
in order to effectively "consume" or even ma sense of the research on educational
practice

The "Charisma" Approach

Chasismadc and articulate educators (with - feelings about catain practices)
can make broad, lisec ClaiMS that their .6lb IP... . 11 I am "rematch supported,"
with little challenge non-resew/ohm in the typical audience. The research cited by
sudi educators is often tangential or focused on only a small part of the total mouth base.
For example, references to ',he "msearch" against tracking by Oakes (1985), rethicted one
relatively small, pmly designed case of 25 1,1' . and senice high schools conducted
by Oakes ,Mw.lis 13 years - " y. The - I WO II against ability 6 for uriddk
school smdenot cited by -6 (INS), teflected, primarily, the synthesis
conducted by ';lavhi (1987) one of four forms of ability grouping as it . to
elementary sudents. Johnsai and Johnson (1990) claims importing
cooperative learning far gifted students mere based on one small, designed quasi-
experimental =paring the immediate and long-term 4, "4" "." of a five-day
UtalUrOt OU , regular, and "gifted" Om """" 61. Of how these students
wae identified) students (Johnson, Johnson, & Smi 1982). References to dm itsearch

III 1.-.4
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supporting acceleration kr gifted students Slavin (1988) have reflected primarily cm the
cue studies of the Center for Thlented Y. involving subject acceleration in mathematics,
with no consideratbm of prevklus reviews of research or meta-analyses.

The "I Amid This Study" Approach

For what also might be called the "mailbox (Act," this approach is frequently used
by au aluankmal decision maker or wriar with a point a view based on pemonal
experience or "gut" feelinp, who locates a ample of mean* studbu masoning this view,
orail disseminates dr= to =venom, and school staff. Decisions are then made
to dumge imodce based on this limited pad* biased semen* base. The !noble=
with such an enema are obvious. Then are few practices in abscatkar, la alone in gifted
educatim, that are =wised of a mouth base of two. With no stadia on altility

and 300 each on cooperative Waning and accelaatica, such an aptuoach cannot
be waved as appropiam sepresentadon ado 'research." Even when research

leviewas have gnawed to keep *box scores" of all the studies on a practice which
support or negate that pracdce and then have "voted" the box with the highest amber of
confirming or I "" audits the winna, concerns have been :wised aban the validity of
the conclusions wn (Light & Smith, 1971; Jackson, 1980; Cook & Leviton, 1980;
Hedges & 011dn, 1984; Slavin, 1934). As Mark Twain quipped in his Autobiography,
"The thineturth woke a a clock is not only false of itself, but casts grave doubts on the
credibility of the peceding twelve."

The "Apples and Oranges" Approach

Educators coined the term " and oranges" approach when the technique of
meta-analysis was first inuoduced e 1976). This away% invcdves an trumps to
collect all experimental and comparadve reseruch studies conducted on a strategy and to
avemp amass all the audio m calculate a mean "Effect Size." The Effect Size is fast
calculated for each study included, using the fonnula, ES IN Meachlywhaeldrepiesents
the meal scores, respectively, of the expaimental (e) and control (c) groups and
summarizes the general direction and degree of outcome between the two groups. These
individual Effect Sizes are dun averaged to calculate the mean Efkct Size moss all the
studks. In many cases, this averaging Inocess is dare swam of the quality of
individual research studies included, the sample sizes in the studies, the period in which the
studies Viele conducted, cr the specific fain of the strategy. Such was the case for tin first
uses of maa-analysis in gifted education. Kulik ud KulIks (1M) synthesis of research
on ability grouping with secondary studans included studies of withimelass and between-
class grouping, added than studies across junior high and senior high students, and made
no allowance for size of sample or differences in :march design (for example, duce track
XYZ studies were combined with studies comparing students of like ability emolled or not
enrolled in special pogroms). The Kuliks' subsequent meta-analysis on acceleration for
gifted students (1934) included studies of grade skipping and cuniculum amspression
across students at all pude levels, and again made no allowance for size of sample or
strength of research design.

Other examples of the "apples and oranges" appsoach as l applies to syntheses on
grouping issues abound. Ike example, the distsepancies betweez e cooperative learning
meta-analyses of Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon (1981) and Slavin
(1990) are generally due to difkrences In tin selection ci which studies can be collectively
averaged to produge the "Effect Size" mark. Because Slavin disallowed studies with a
cooperative kerning treatment of fewer than 20 class periods, nonrandomized or
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uranatched assignments to mimes, use of criterion mem= for whkh *mimeo bst not
control gawps had access to the content, aml studies in which nonacademic pectic= (e.g.,
rat swing) wee compared, only 'dm of the Jobson en al. studies overlapped thosc in his
best-evklence synthesis (Wyk), 1990). Despite the potentid for misintespreting the effects
of such a synthesis of =mak thwe can be a greater demo of validity in drawing
=Galosh= about the effects of an instructknal practice when care has been talon to use
well-defined a priori aim& fir inclusion in a meta-analysis.

Ccmcerns have also bear raised about the limitadons of the mourns used in those
studies which can be quantitatively combined that mess achievemem. Most often,
somnanlized tests ef achhwernent have been used, with no documentation that the tests
actually measwe what was taught in the experimental study or that the tests provided
gamuts enough =Map or were given at out-of-pade levels to diffuentime for
achievement at die extremes agility. For instance, no difference in achievement might be
the conclusion drawn about gifted students who vowe ability pooped if they and their
°quay gifted commis had both screed at the ceiling of the aiterim mean= used to assess
differences in achievement. Likewise, there is some mown that achievement may be
measured only in pan by standwdized mu. Gulping outcomes as =aunt by
achievement gains on standardized ants is an mom* limited perspective when viewing
the goals of and experiences pnwided in pogroms for the gifted and talented. Among the
many mesa-analyses described in this report, wily Vaughan's (1990) meta-analysis of
enrichment pullout pops= appeals to blow taken these concerns into aconmt.

The Effect Size metric translates easily into understandable classroom application.
An Effect Size of +30, generally accepted as indicative of moderate, but practically
significant effects, would indicate any or all of the following

1 . The improvement (apinoximately three months' additional achkvement) of
the experimental pot, over the conool poup on a snide equivalent score
scale (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981).

2. TM superior performance of approximately 30% el the experimanal group
over the control group on the aiterion mown (Wolf, 1986).

3. 'The diffwence in standard deviation scores between groups a
apprmdmately one-third of the standaid deviation unit higher for the
experinsental group (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981).

4. The equivalent positimi a school year's teaching efforts - experimental
students wens taught in three years what the connol students vmuld
accomplish in four (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981).

The Best-Evidence Approach

The best-evidence approach uses collection and calculation procedures similar to
those for meta-analysis, but ono all studies have been collected, the reviewer categorizes
them by instrucdonal varied= and selects the strongest studies for each vieistion to
symbesize, usually using the median rather than the mean Effect Size as the murk for
reporting. A test of homogeneity of offees is used to establish what will be considered tin
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1. Stuthmts placed in high ability groups for which challenging and enriched
cutriculum is planned tend to be middb3 class or higher, whhe =deux
low-ability yours tend to contain pcopotdonately higher =Babas dim=
social clam and causally diverse students than *mod in the ipmend school
population. Educational decision-malms may heve radsl and social class
stenotypes that affect their placement and growing declaim.

2. Once students an placed in an clew head; dun placanent is randy
changed upwat* students are more likely to move down a tack than to
progress up. The diffesence in ability becomes greater the longer students
are grayed, with low ability students having no opportunity to catch up on
the skills and knowledge base presented to the high-tad( students. Hewe,
racial and economic segregation/stradficadon becomes mocha

3. Students placed in a high ability track me paceived by machas and other
stndents as the "in group", while students placed in kw ability "tracks" an
considered the "outgioup." A social stigma is placed on slower learners,
and dm status of faster karma is enhanced in gimped situations.

4. Recognizing and grouping fw individual diffaences in ability and
providicg differendated instructhm to match those differenns is
undemociatic It saws scant students to ps ahead in life's *rat race."

5. Snxients who are cooperatively grouped fix racial and ability balance
acquire positive attitudes award all stoup members.

6. Gifted students will be requited as adults to deal with all segments of the
populatko, particularly if they are in leadership roles; cooperative
grouping with racial and ability balance helps prepase gifted students for
such toles as well as to help them Requite apptopriate attinnies towlud
whets with "differimces."

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Instructional Quality

Five ccmcerns or assumptions have been raised about the influence of gtouping
practices upon instructional quality, that is, upon the quality of teaching and the scope of
instructional practices in the classroom.

I. Teach= tend to interact diffenntly with students they paccive as having
more or less Witty. Teachas in low ability Undo tend to spend a great
ckal of class time on discipline and behavior mad. Teachers in high
ability tracks provide mon "onmetunity to Wm* thne for students, due to
better attendance roes and higher mixivation to learn among dune students.

2. Instruction in low ability groups tends to be delivered through drill and
practice or teaching fix mastery, and with the use of =imaginative and
unchallenging worksheets ix other learning medals. Instruction in high
ability groups relies more on discovery learning, expostue to abstract ideas,
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SECTION THREE: RESEARCH SYNTHESIS

Ability Grouping Research

Eight mouth synthmes have focused im the various effects of ability grouping for
regular or have been conducted by James and Oien-Lin
Kulik (1982, 1984, 1985, 1990), Robert Slavin (1987, 1990), Adam Gan ma and Mark
Berends (1987), and Vicki Vaughan (1990).

Research Syntheses by James Kulik and Chen-Lin Kula

The Kuliks have provided the earliest and mon recent syntheses a the i-esearch on
ability growing. Their initial studies (1982, 1984) focused on specify school Weis, that
is, seamdary or elementary, but their last two syntheses have looked across K-12
populadons in calculating the general effects of groucang fix tegular instruction and
grouping for emichment or !mediation.

Secondary Grouping Research. In a meta-analysis (1982) of 52 commative
Ix quasi-experimental soidiei carried out in seconds:7 schools, 36 of the studies mponed
high achievement gains for grouped classes, 8 of which were statistically significant. Of
the studies analyzed by the ICulila in this synthesis, 33 involved the study of ability
grtmOng in junim high and 19 in senior high. The average Effect Size was +.10, imidying
that, in a typical class, the performance of ability grouped stmknts was raised by one-tenth
of a standard &viral= unit or from the 50th to the 54th percentile of =Movement. When
mausial was specifically tailored to du grouped classes by specific subjects, the averap
Effect Size =toss these studies was +.15. Ability gawping for science and sodal studies
resulted in the lames average Effect Sizes (+.18, +.11, respectively). Studies that focused
on the effects a grouping upon an individml ability level indicated smaller Effect Sizes for
achimment far slow and average learners (+.02, respectively), but in the 14 studies on
grouping for high ability only, the average Effect Size was +33.

In tams of gains in self-esteem, the avemge Effect Size was +.01, implying that the
decision to group or not to group has link effect cni students' self-esteem. For the eight
Maks loging at pins in positive attitudes toward subject matter, the Kuliks were able to
conclude with statistical confidence that grouping had a positive effect on student attitudes
toward the subject(s) in which they were grouped (ESID+.37). A mean Effect Size of +.09,
albeit very small, on attitude toward school favcced gmuped classes across the 11 studies.
Based on these fmdingsolm muliks chew the following conclusions about ability grouping
at the secondary level:

ACHIEVEMENT: ... ability grouping had only trivial effects on the
achievement of average and below averap students. This finding.., does not
support the view of other researchers who claim diat youping has unfavorable
effects on the achievement of low-aptitude students. The effect of grouping is near-
zero on the achievement of average and bekw avaage studentg it is not negative.

ATTITUDES: ... the effects of grouping were clearer on students attitudes
thadon stud-At achievemunt. Students assigned to grouped classes for work in

2 7
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grouping programs have negative effects on slower learners. On the contrary, we
found that homogeneous grouping programs oftm helped so improve the self-
esteem of slow learners, and these reogzams may have also had smaD positive
effects on their achkvement. (p. 4)*

In the Wilts' most wont meta-analysis of between-class groutAng, as reported in
Rambo& if COW Education (1990), the Kuhls located 49 controlled Imildtrack" or
"XYZ" studies of students taught in homogeneous classes competed so students taugiu in
mixed-ability classes. None ci the stades hi this meta-analysis involved separate poplins
or classes for gifted guldens, althowth it may be assumed that children assigod to the high
ability trad in these studio may have included a few gifted students. The mon Effect Size
across these multitrack studies was +.06 ttandard deviation units, equivalent to a gain on a
graft equivalent scale of one-half month. However, when the Kalb analyzed the results
of the 40 oulies which reported separate effects by ability level, that woe diffezential
effects: +.12 for high-ability, +.04 for average alnlity, and zero for low-ability studaus.

The Kulib synthesized the 15 studies among the 49 that dolt with self-otean,
fading that in only 6 of the 15 did grouping appear to produce mare positive self-cmcepts.
The averap overall effect of growing in the 15 studies was to decease self-esteem scow;
by -.06 standard deviations, considered trivial. Again, when the separate self-esteem
chimps wae mated in the 15 studies by ability level, only low-ability students produced
more positive self-concepts when grouped, although the changes were not considered
meaningful: Effect Sizes for high-ability students we= -.14, for average ability students
(-.16), and fix low-ability students (+.16).

In the 1990 analysis, the Kuliks looked once again at changes in attitude toward
subject ma= and attimde toward schooL All six studies on subject manta attitude showed
positive effects, with a mean Effect Size of +27. Aavss the four studies of atdnide
toward school, the mean Effect Size was +.04.

Thus far, each of the Kuhl& maa-analyses focused on tim comparative ability level
differences in 3Cadernic achievement and self-esteem for betweini-class-only a between-
class and within-class grouping when all students at a work level (or levels) way grouped
according to locally developed aimia for placement, termed muldnack or XYZ programs.
These grouping arrangements were not established to provide difkrendated instrmion for
gifted learners. Tin 49 studies =ported evaluative results for which grouping made the
delivery of instructimi easier for teachas to manage with a =rowed continuum of ability.
The Kuliks wale also interested, however, in the effects of grouping programs domed
especially to meet the needs of gifted and talmted stutkmts. Such ptograms included
sepazate classrooms for the gifted and gifted "clusters" within an otherwise traditional
chum=

Of 25 conuolled studies of separate classes for gifted students, 19 =ported higher
achievanent in the homogmeously grouped situation, 11 of which wae statisdcally
significant. The average Effect Size acmss the 25 studio was +31 Anoint way to
imams this effea is that in the typical study of separate classrooms for the gifted,
approximately 63% of the special class gifted students outpaformed the typical gifted
student in tbe mixed-ability class. In actuality, the range of Effea Sizes across the 25
studies was bioad (.27 to +1.25), peat enough to lead the Kuliks to conclude that factors
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regular or traditional classmoms7; (2) the studies incluckd ara Twimarily ftorn the 1950s and
196G; and may not be generalizable to the classrooms of the 1990s (3) the studies are
based on sturdardired achievemau tests, which may not meastue what actually goes on in
prayed situations and may not fully muss the academic pins of higher achieving
students due to low test ceilings and possibkr regression to ilut mean for students who scot
at the estuunes of these tests; and (4) he draws soon occlusions about the medts or lack
of mait about cestain forms of ability grouping based on my few studies, =inclusion not
fotmd to be we:ranted in some cases by subseqamt researchers (Kulik & Kulik, 1990).

S'avin's two best-evidarce syntheses must be mentioned for two mason; (I) they
are frequectly mfrned to by less iesesuch-oziented educational writ= and (2) Slavin
looked mixt closdy than his predecessces at the type of !pooping arrangement in the
studies localed. Hence, descite their lack a applicabiliv to edncatkmal practice for the
gifted and talented, it is important far all educators to know of their omit= and
conclusions. In addition to the mow pamanatt ability grouting, previously called
"tracking," Slavin identified three short-term ability grouped in the
elementary and secondary grades: (I) regrouping for specific subject instrucion, in which
students remain in heterogeneous classes most of the day and are regrouped by
achievement/performance kiwi within grade levels for reading and/or math; (2) Joplin Plan,
in which students are removed saws grab lines for readinip and (3) within-class ability
grouping, whaeby the acorn teacher divides students temporarily into two or more
groups by achievement in a subject area.

Secondary Grouping-Research. Stavin's (1990) bat-evidence synthesis of
research on ability-grouped classes at the secondary level included 29 controlled studies, 17
of which included middle school/judo high student samples (grades 5-8) and 17 of which
included senior high student samples (9-12). In measuiing achievement, 12 of the studies
abmssed achievement across all subjects and 17 studies reported achievement effects for 1-
4 specific subi:as. The reported median Effect Size across the 20 comparative and 9 case
studies was zero. Slavin could find no discernible patterns among the findings that
suggested advantages or disadvantages of grouping by subject, length of time, number of
classes for which grouping rook place, geographic setting, or age level. It is hnportant to
note that none of the studies included in this synthesis were conducted after the enly 1970s
when "tracking" was no liner considered a legally viable practice.

In this synthesis Slavin also reported Effect Sizes differentially by
achievement/ability level. Twenty-one of the 29 studies had presented separate data by
ability level, 15 of which woe quantifiable. The median Effect Size for high achievers was
+.01, for average achievers -.08, and for low achievers, the median Effect Size was -.02.

Slavin also !mated a few secondary studies which dealt with alternative glowing
arrangements, finding that these were no differences in achievement when students an
within-class ability grouped or aoss-grade gimped at the middlerjunior high/senior high
school levels. No studis of regrouping for specific instruction at the secondary level were
included in this synthesis.

Also studied were the ethnographic and curelational studies since the early 1970s,
comparing the achievement of high vack vs. low track stuaents. In general, these studies
have suggested that high achievers learn considerably more per year than do low achievers
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a similar Effect Sim (+.46). The general pant= of effects tended to became isms in the
upper elementary grades. hum case did mie suagiunp gain in adtkvement at the expense
of another.

All eight studies of within-class ability grouping, the fourth grouithig strategy
exanined in the Slavin synthesis, involved the use of teacher-designated math ability
gimps within the classroom. One study also measured the effects of 'within-class grouping
in reading and spellin. The mean Effect Sin for this sttategy was +32, but for five of the
studies which had teponed differential effects by ability, Slavin was able to calculate the
mean Effect Sizes by ability levels as welL All subgroup appeared to pin: high achievers
(ESal+.41), average achievers (ESs+.27), low achievers (ESm+.65). The only one of
these studies that produced aberrant molts was one in which the nun:they of within class
groups was 4, rather than 2-3 (ES as +.07). Slavhi cotrluded that within-class grouping
for mathematics results in significant acadanW pins when the number of groups is limited
to 2-3.

The Kuliks (1990) have mentioned what appear to be several valid =caw with
Slavin's conclusions fro= this within-class ability graying synthesis:

Slavin (1987, 1988) has speculated that grouping has maximum positive effects
cm student achievement when (1) it is done for only one or two subjects; (2)
students remain in mixed-ability classes most of the day; (3) grouping greatly
reduces hestsopneity in a specific skill; (4) group assignnzms ate berm*
reassessed; and (5) teachers vary the level and pace of instruction according to
students needs. We investigatal each of these factors in this meta-analysis, and
we found no direct evidence that any of them were significantly related to grouping
effects. (p. 185)

Research Synthesis by Gamoran and &rends

In their synthesis of all stirvey and ethnographic research that has been conducted
on tracking in secondary schools, Gamaran and Berends (1987) analyzed the conclusions
of these two forms of research separately. From the 10 American data sets used in 16
survey studies, the most consistent effect of tracking apprized to be subseqtamt educational
attainment: Students in acadanic tracks were mom likely to plan to attend and to ennall in
collep. When prior achievement was connolled for, findings about the effects of tzacking
won achievement way mixed. Among the four data sets that dealt with this particular
question, two suggested that high track students had achievement advantages (Kackhoff,
1984 Gamoran, 1987) and two suggested small, insignificant differences in achievement
by track (Project Talent, ETS). Track &Inman sere greatest in mathematics and
science, which was accounted for by differential course taking, but similar mediating
effects wen not found for reading, vocabulary, writing or civics SChieVelnein. Gammen
and &sends concluded that the survey mean* remains ambiguous conceming the
measurement of within-school stratification because it has not paid mention to the
mechanisms through which the effects of tracking °cam Iftely noting that there are
students per track in a school, who have taken A courses and have A test scores and have
college plans, does not help educators to understand what might be inherent instructional

33
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S. Advanced Placement - the pzovision of courses with advanced or
accelerated content, usually at the secondary school level, which Weals the
student an opportunity to take a national standardized test in cederto be given
credit for completkm of college-level courseworig

9. Mentorships the placement of a much= with a subject matter expert or
professimml for the puzpose of advancing a specific Immo or proficiency,
which cannot be provided within tin reguthr edwational sating

10. Credit by Examination - the provision of testing programs whereby the
student, afta successful compktion of a test, will be offend a specified
number of college credits upon =nue to collegg

11. Early Admission to Collar - the practice of pennitting a student to enter
college as a full-time studan without completion ofa high school diploma;
and,

12. Combined Accelerative Options - the provision of two or more forms of
accelerative optkum during the student's K-12 progression.

Of these 12 options, 6 have been implemented to some extent as small group
strategies for accelaadon: Nongrathd Classrom Curriculum
Compression/Compacting, Grade Telescoping, Subject Acceleration,
Advanced Placement, and Early Admission to College. It is these forms that will
be reported in this paper. The reported outcomes for each fomr of acceleration way
categodzed as Academic [including subject achievement, grade equivalence, gra& point
average and attitude toward learning, representing 63% or the outcomes reported),
Socializatkm [including social development, peer interaction, leadership activities,
extracmlicular participation, and social adjustment, representing22% of the reported
outcomes], and Psychological Adjustment [including self-ccofidence, confidence,
emotional development, anotional health, creativity, risk-taking, and independence,
representing 15% of the outcomes].

For the 11 studies on Nongratkd Classroom, ES (Academic) = +.38, ES
(Socialization) = +.02, and ES (Psychological Adjustment) us +.11, suggesting a
significant academic effect of =graded classrooms for gifted students, but only trivial,
positive effects of this maize on their socializstkm and psychological actjustment.
Analysis of the eight Curriculum Compression/Compacting studies produced a
substantial Elko Sin for academic outcomes only: ES = +.45. None of the studies of
this progmnuning option bad adtheued either social or psychological issues. The Grade
Telescoping studies (n43) reported ES (Academic) = +.56, ES (Socializatirm) =
+22, and ES (Psychological Adjustmesti) = -.06, suggesting that academic
achievement, when students aze allowed to complete duce years' junior high cuniculum in
two years or four years' high school curriculum in dime years, is substantiaL A small
impmement in socialization may also occur with this practice, and there is a trivial,
negative effect on self-concept
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or intellectually gifted or tabmted. Them is niz body of evickmce that "the a:much says"
otinzwisel

In this secdon, tin general conclusions of the 13 major research synthesis on ability
pooping, cooperative learning, and acceleration have been Fesentet ltvo figures follow
which visually maimed= the syntheses-mpported °Manes. Appendix A lists the general
conclusions and evaluates the weaknesses of the 13 research syntlames, and Appendix B
matches research synthesis-supported conclusions to the concerns and assumptions
discussed in Sectice
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SECTION FOUR: GUIDELINES FOR SERVING THE NEEDS
OF GIFTED AND TALENTED rTUDENTS

Tin following guidelines are listed, based upon the valid conclusions of the 13
research syntheses evaluated in Section Three. Each guideline will be stated in simple
language, followed by a short discussics of its research-suppeted rationale. In effect, the
guidelines are listed in resmuch-supported primity.

GUIDELINE ONE: Students who are academically or intellectually
gifted and takmted should spend the majority of their school day with
others of shnilar abilities and interests.

Discusskm: As the four munch syntheses of James and Chen-Lin Kulik showed
(1932, 1984, 1985, 1990), there is a masked academic achievement gain across all subject
areas, as swell as a moderate increase in latitude toward tin subjecs in which these students
are gmuped, when the groujing is full-time in differmtiated programs (ES=+33, +27,
respectively). What form this stooping may take is open: both general intellectual ability
groung (e.g., School Within a School, Gifted Magnet School, etc.) and grouping for
special academic ability (Magnet Wax*, etc.) appear to be academically benefichtl. A
concern must be raised that the devdopment of such posterns, if not esmblished with open
communication about the purposes of the program, may be construed as "elitist."
Sensitivity to pablic cancans atm equity and equal access to quality education is critical
to dm develops= of such program options. Also of concern is the diffkulty sua an
option presents in vay small schools or districts without a large enough number of
=darts or resources to support a full-time homogeneously grouped program.

GUIDELINE TWO: Schools that cannot support a full-time gifted
program (whether demographically, economically, or philosophically), the
duster grouping of approxhnately one-third of a class load of students
either intaectually gifted or gitZed in a similar academic domain (or
&mains) will suffice. The classroom "duster" teacher needs to be
sufficiently trained, given preparation time, and willing to devote a
proportionate amount of classroom time to the direct provitdon of learning
experiences for the duster group.

Discussion: As the Kuliks were able to establish in their 1990 synthesis, the mean
Effect Size for within-class grouping of the gifted is +.62, a sizealge academic achievement
gain across all academic areas. This guideline was not listed first in importance due to the
comparatively small number of rrsearch studies to support this practice (n=4). It is
estimated that with a comparative sample of 25 studies, as was found with separate gifted
prngrams, a substantial Effect Size comparaNe to the full-time special program Effect Size
(+33) would be more characteristic. Such an option cannot be only partially implemented:
if the "cluster" teacher is not motivated or trained to work with gifted and talented students,
or if the remainder cf the class is comprised of extremely demanding or difficult students,
or if the "cluster" cturicultnn is not appropriately differentiated, then the academic results
will be lackluster.
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GUIDELINE THREE: In the absena of full-time gifted program
enrollment, gifted and talented students might be offered specific group
instruction emboss grade levels, according to their individual knowledge
acquisition in school subjects, either in conjunction with duster grouping
or in its stead.

Diwussim: Slavin's synthesis, although it did notinchzle gifted and talented
resew* studies specifically, pnxiuced Effect Sizes large enough for thc. 'Joplin Plan" in
reading (ES::+.45, moss 13 studies) to suggest that such outcomes might be expected of
bright students in subjects beyond =din what, placed in cmss-graded situations. The
Milks, however, reported a smaller Effect Size (ES=D+.23, moss 16 studies). Full-tune
"moss-grading" might also be considered Nongmded Oassroom experiences, which for
the gifted hen been fotmd to produce a mean wademic Effect Size of +.38 (Rogers,
1991). Putting these duce sets of findings together makes a good case for thil strength of
this fmnt of educational ptovision for the gifted.

GUIDELINE FOUR: Students who are gifted and talented should be
given experiences involving a variety of appropriate acceleration-based
options, which may be offered to gifted students as a group or on an
individual basis.

Discussion: As the Kuliks pointed out in their meta-analysis that combined seveml
forms of acceleradon, gifaxi accelerates skowed an whievement gain of ES = +.88 over
their gifted nonacceknue commis and a uivial gain (ES = +.05) over their gifted older-aged
controls. Rogers found substantial academic gains for 5 of the 6 farms of acceleration
which may be implemented as small gimp suategies: Nongraded Classrooms (ES I:
+28), Curriculum Compactkm (ES is +.45), Grade Telescoping (ES = +36), Subject
Acceleration (ES = +.49), and Early Admission to College (ES 2: +A4). The sixth option,
Advanced Placement, was close to a substantial academic gain at ES =

GUIDELINE FIVE: Students who are gifted and talented should be
given experiences which involve various forms of enrichment that extend
the regular school curriculum, leading to the more complete development of
concepts, principles, and generalizations. This enrichment could be
provided within the classroom through numerous curriculum delivery
models currently used in the field, or in the form of enrichment pullout
programs.

Discussion: Vaughan's meta-analysis of studies involving enrichment pullout
programs showed substantial &cadmic gains, ranging from +.32 to +.65 in the specific
areas for which experiences were provided in the pullout program. The opportunities
offered in such programs can be effecdvely delivered within the classroom, as well as
through the variety of enrkhment models that have been developed in the past two decades.

GUIDELINE SIX: Mixed-ability Cooperative Learning should be
used sparingly, perhaps only for social skills development programs.

Discussion: Robinson's (1990) exhaustive search of the literature was unable to
uncover any well-designed research to substantiate academic achievement gains for gifted
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lamas when placed in cooperative settings with students remixed ability. Slavin's
concern about the "Robin Hood Efka," the slight rise in achievemem for low-ability
learners must take precedence undl a solid body of research has been established to: (1)
counteract Slavin's concern; and (2) provide evitbnce that homovneous cooperative
gaups produce mom academic effect than heterogeneous coopentive groups or than
hamopneous ability groups using a variety of learning melts (individualistic, small group
competitive. etc.).
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion
Critaia

-Number of Conclusion Drawn
Studies

Weaknesses in Synthesis

GROUPING FOR ENRICIDAEN'T

Kulik & Kulik (1982) 1.
"Effects of Ability 2.
Grouping on Secondary
Scimm Students: A 3.
Meta-Analysis of
Evaluation Findings"

4.

Quandtadve results
Traument/Omtrol
studies only
Initial equivaknce of

Subjects taught to all
compaative groups

52 fariEgidna.31"
1. General beaten of

"tracking* smalt, tive
2. Achievement of ability

students dgnificant when
ability graved

3. Grouped students, all ability
levels, significasul rers re
positive about
studied

self lma= ona
toward

1. Combined between class
and within class studies as
one pnictice

2. Inflated means ES across all
levels by integrating
studks with multi-

track studies
3. NO treatment duradon

control (5-37 + weeks)

Gaznoran & &rends
(1987)
"The Effects of
Stratification in
Secondary Schools:
Synthesis ci Survey and
Etlmographic Research"

50

1. Survey or
etlmograp* studies
only

2. Quandtative or
qualinnive dam
accepts*

25
survey (10
data sets )
444
eihnopaphic

BEICOIld1117.1111d1011 1 . Method of study selection
1. Students in academic (high) not described: not all

tracks mom likely to plan on ble studies may be
and esmil in college

2. In survey research, cone 2.
=oilmen not traddng
accounts for differences in
achievement

t '..1

II IA

Consideration of controlled
studies in addition to survey
and hk studies
would have the
Junes better

51



Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Reseatth Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Number of Conclusions Drawn
Criteria Studies

Weaknesses tn Synthests

Garman & Baends
(1W7)
"The Effects of
Stratifkation in
Secondary Schools:
Synthesis of Survey and
Edmographic Research"
(Continued)

52

3. In survey reseandt, tracking
bas litde ovaall drat on
achkvement or attitudes:
effects not adequately
manned

4.
1.11.

ii
: .tayezelle=hin

instructional quality but with
no meaningful subrantiation
of significant difientaces

53

a
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluatim of 13 Research Syntheses on °Toupin Imes

Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion
Criteria

Number of Conclusions Drawn
Studies

Weaknesses in Synthesis

Slavin (1987) 1.
"Ability Grouping and
Student Achievement in 2.
Elementary Schools: A
Best-Evidence Synthesis"

3.

4.

5.

6.

Treatment/control
studies only
Stuidaidized
achievement results

°nIT
ecpdvalence

comparadves
euablished
Treatment at kat I
SCMCSON

3 tresmient vs. 3
control teachers
(classrooms)
No studies of gifted
or kw achieven;
multi-track studies
only

44
(14
"tracking"
7

II

15 J
8 "within-
class")

adikliZatity_Sloduls
1. No diffennices in

achievement between
tracked and nontracked
students

2. S !1, achievement
ects for cross-grade

in reading
achievement

for within-class
for inath

results on
g for

1. U I -6 attribution:
" "I.' no differences in

achievement to effects of
traddng but attributes
significant effects of
grouping of gifted and
special ed. students to
context in gioup (teacher,
cuniculum materials)

2. Mujority of studies are dated
3. Standardized tests may not

have reflected what was
K.:tally taught

56 57



Appendix A Meta-Evalmtion of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

"rose..

Kulik & Kulik (1985)
"Effects of Inter- lass
AlAlity Grouping on
Achievement and Self-
Esteem"

5S

riP 1171T
Criteria

Iv
111 I

Studies

I. "Traddng" studs 85
only (40

2. Quantitativu results dementary
3. Treaummtkontrd 45

studies only secondary)
4. labia equivaknce of

coma:8Am
estacklished

5. Subjecb "taught" to
all comparative
youPs

677 I ,1:4cit.: 10 :
t I

41 I I ::1

Bilikommayi
Sscandnalultaa

. General benefits of traddng
small, positive in multi-tradc
gags

2. Genael achkvement effects
in honors 6
significam, m tial

3. Small, positive differences
in achievement in =tad

4. rmrfirsnegative effects an
self-esteem of Neter and
average ability and onall,

tive self-coieem effect
low ability in multi-track

studies
5. No differences in self-

esteem for honors programs
6. Small, positive effects on

self-esteem in remedial
pregams

11V,

1. No mimes dwation
control (5-108 Weeks)

2. No size of study conuol

5 9



Appendix A Meta-Evalmtion of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Resauch Syntheras Inc Ivaco/Exclusion Number of Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses in Synthesis
Studies

Kulik & Ku lik (1990) 1. Inter-Class studies
"Abilky Gtouping and only
Gifted Students" 2. Quantitative ranks

3. lleatmentkontrol
studies only

4. Initial equivalence of
comparadves

5. Subjects *taught" to
all canparative
Woups

6 0

49 multi-
track milks
15 within-
class studies
25 gifted

1? :111

;11 1

4 within-
class gifted

V: '21 ;114

;11 111

16 cross-
graded
studies

EmEltmonocil
kamdmindmill
1. Genasl baleful of ability

in muld-tmck
was small, positive

with high achievas having
rognificantly hi
achievement - than
other groups

2. Self-esteem effects in multi-
track studies were small,
negative, with low achievers
having significant, gob
I° live effect

t positive effect on
attitude towani subject in
multi-track studies

4. Small, positive effect on
attitude toward school in
muld-nack studies

5. Moderate, positive effect on
achievement in within-class
multi-tuck undies

1;11ii.l.

4 11

1. No treatment duration
control (9 weeks - 4 years)

2. No size of study weighting
or control

e



Appendix A Meta-Eyeing/cm of 13 Research Symheses on Grming Issues

Research Synthesis -Inclusion/Exclusion Number of Conchisions Drawn
Criteria Studies

Weaknesses in Synthesis

Ku lik & Kul& (1990)
"Ability Grouping and
Ciifted Students"
(Continued)

62

Ecaltaimed
Asambuyinsionts.
6. Moderate, positive effect on

achievement in cans-
muld-track

7. positive achievement
in '" I t t studies

8. No difference in self-
esteem in gifted/honon
studies

9. No difference in attitude
toward subject in

gudies
10. positive effect on

attitude toward school in
I t studies

11. 1,,,, I 4. cluster"
g has vay large,
achievement effects

in gifted studies



Appendix A Mem-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Vaughan (1990) 1.
"Meta-Analysis of Pull-
out Programs in Gifted 2.
Education"

3.

Treaunets/Conuol
studies
Gifted in
comparative
esdmation of dal
eqtdvalence
Students
nutlodty bnen
regular classroom

9 ruilimunined 1. Too few studies included
2. No orplication for outcomes

meastned: Were they
indicative of what muffed
in program?

klenthailsizeig
1. Large, positive achievement

effects for gifmd students in
_`4

2. , critkal
effects fro. pull-out

3. posidve creativity
effects for 1-out programs

4. Small, self-ccncept
effects for pull-out programs

C 5



Appendix A Meta-Evaluatkm of 13 Research Synthesar on Grouping Issues

Research Synthesis IncluskintExclusion
Cdteria

Nrunber of Conclusions Drawn
Studies

Weaknesses in Synthesis

GROUPING FOR COOPERATION

Johnson, Johnson, &
Maruyama (1984)
"Interdependence and
Interpersonal Attracdon

Heterogamous
and
Indiviotals: A
Theoretical Fonrulation
and a Meta-Analysis of
the Research"

1. TreatmentAxenrol
undies included at
least 2 of 3 goal
strucnnes:

2.

coopastive,
competidve,

No exclusion due to
poor methodology or
clualitY

3. North American
studies only

98
(31 ethnic, 26
handimped,
48
honiogeneous
populations)

EQE.E1222111ai
StMedinkideola
1.

SI
pins in
atdtudes

2. Cooperadon
significantly
attitudes towanl

11.1. ; 1 11.1

:41 17!4.4.111

$ 44,11.1

Or. D . 1111

si

studenv,
ad

1. No connul over treatment
duratkm, sample size,

. methodology, or quality
2. Initial equivalence of

compmative not
always shed

3. Equal access to content .

taught/assessed not always
availabie agil =imperative

y locally
measures useddev7It of

, reliability
ty of studies war

Johnson' own work
Individualistic groups not

same opportunity to
but compared on

reactions to interaction

ratings among Immogeneous 5.
students

6.

1/'111\

:, 1'. 1 1
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Research SyntitesE Inclusionilixdusibn
Crkeda

Number of Conclusbans Drawn
Studies

Weaknesses in Synthesis

GROUPING FOR ACCELERATION

Kulik & Kulik (1984) I. Qmaitadve tesuks
"Effects of Accelaated 2. Treatmenticontml
Instrucdon on Students" comparison with

initkil equivalence
established

7

26 EQEMMEilliaL
kamdialtudona
1 . Asxdastes pnxluced

positive
when

to same age DM-

2. No diffetences in
achiever= between
acceksates and older age

# I
SAit,

on
attitude toward school,
toward subject, and

ty; small, positive
ects on vocational plans

4. Trivial, =satin effect on
adjustment; small effect on
participadog moderate
negative dfect on teacher-
rated character judgment

1. Average effects moss
several forms et accelention

2. Did not include studies from
several additional forms of
acceleration

71



Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Growing Issues

Reward) Synthesis Inclusions/Exclunon
Critaia

Number of Conclusions Drawn
&mks

Weaknesses in Synthesis

- (1991)
"A Evidence
Synthesis of the Research
on Tms of Accelerative

for Gifted
ents"

72

1. Quandtative Inuits
2. All quantitative study

designs (rank
ordered)

3. Had to be conducted
with gifted samples

314
Early
Entrance to
Seim! =68
Grade

trng
Nongnded
aasvooms
=20
Curriculum
Compacdng
=9
Grade
Tekscoping
=28
Concurrent
Enrollment
=36
Subject
Acceleration
=21
Advanced
Placement
=22
Mentorships
=13
Credit by
Examinadon
=13

fulEanaliged
SisamdawitzWara
1. All forms of acceleradon

except Advanced Placement,
Common Enrollment,
Con6ined Accelerated

produced larp
ac t effects.
Advanced Placement,
Concurnnt Emollment,
Combined Accelerated
Options -66 (-6 moderate,
positive I) effects

2. Grade produced
large, " SOCialhatiOn
effec4 Grade Telescoping
and Advanced Placement
produced moderate,
socializatke; Early
to School " " '' small

Nongraded
and Concurrent

Eollment

geand
Combined Accelaadve
Opdons prodwed trivial
neptive socializadon effect

1. No focus on individual
responses/effects of
accekradve decisions

2. No studies represent several
socialization or
psychological categories for
some forms of acceleration

3. No focus on collep
accelerative options: K-12
only

73

A



Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Research Synthesis Inclusions/Exclusion Number of Conclusions Drawn
Criteria Studies

-Weaknesses in Synthesis

Rs .1 (1991)
- -Evidence

Synthesis of tite Research
on Types of Accelaative

for Gifted:4

I , I

74

Early
Admission to

=37

Acceleration
Options =15

64,1,11'.11

3. Concummt Emollment and
Mentorships large,
positive
adjustment effects. Small

often for Eady
trance to School, Grade

Sldpping, Nongraded
aassromns, Early
Admission to Coilege,
Combined Acceleration
Options. Pmall negative
effau ft( 1:....ack
Telescoping and Subject
Acceleration

I I I w-t
41,11.0,

75



Appendix B Researoh-Supported Cmclusions Ctrocerning Grouping Issues

Issue

Adievement
benefits for
gifted learners

Conclusion Research Suppat Representative Statements

Substantial
aclikvemem

Research Syntheses:
Kulik & Kulik (1982,
1984, 1935, 1990),
Vaughan (1990)

Achievement losses No diffaence in
for average and achievement
slow learners tracked or not

tracked

'The evidence is clear that high-aptitude and
bale& academically from that

instructional'Zinf°: 'them, g is dos as
fox all students. -tame
programs that are specially

s

1 students
seParate

beramfits are posidve but
ce a broader program

tive aml moderate in size in
for gifted students."

ulik & Kulik, 1990, p. 191)

Research Sritheses:
Slavin (1987, 1990),
Kulik & ICulik (1982,
1984, 1935, 1990),
Gamma & Bawds (1987)

"Ability grouping had only trivial effects on the achievement
of average and below averap students... the effect of

Ong is near-zew on the achbvement 9 average and
average student% it is not

(Kulik &ne neve**,19821 am. 423-426)

Cor.aping inflates
self-esteem of
gifted, decreases
self-esteem of
average, low
students

In nngti-track
grimiPing, self-
esteem of gifted and

deatases
slightly, increases

sly for low
In honors

and memedial
Frolirams, self-esteem
increases slightly

;

Research Synthesec
Kulik & Kulik (1982,
19C4, 1985, 1990),
Vaughan (1990)

76

"... [S]chool programs providing special treatment for
talented students usually produce good results. The talented
students who are in these programs almost invariably gain

asfilma :esihr.fandtheirtheY do 7tubecime, ansm;Z°rg,

talented sromknts may become I 4 y more modest about
their abilities when they ame taught in homogeneous

... This meta-analysis provided little supprit for
common belief that , posmams have nepdve

effects am slower learners. the contrary, we found ...
grouping ...often helped to improve the self-esteem of
slow learners ..." (Kul* & Kulik, 1985, p. 4)

77



Appendix B Researth-Supported Carclusions Concurring Grouping Isms

Iss Concl Research S tative Sum:news

Coopaative
learning benefits
all lamed
achievement

!..111

Substantial
achievemem pin

specifk fonns
of

results kr gifted

Reseamh S
Johnson,
Johnson, Nebo) & Skon
(1981)
Slavin (1990)
Study:
Robinson (1990)

:i 1

"Overall, the efkets of cooperative learning on achievement
dve: 49 of the 68 comparisons were

), may 8 (12%) favored the control pouf)e
a loci reveals that different learning

mahods vary widely in acIdevement effects. "
(Slavin, 1990, p. 18)

"To summuize, the effects of cooperative learning on
talented landaus are diffkult to assess. First they are not
the . 4 . . of interest. Thus, few studies have explicitly
idea .14 - 4 them, described them . in the sample or
analymd outcomes by ckarly defined
subgroups." (Robinson, 1990, p. 19)

'111...it

Cooperative
learning *coves
self-convxpt for all
learners

Inconsistent effects
rePorted

Studies only: (naill)
discussed in Slavin (1990),
Johnson, Johnson, &
Maruyama (1983)

78

"... Mhe evidence =caning cooperative learning and self-
esteem is not completely consistent ... the effects II
cooperative learning on student self-esteem 81e probably
." to the settings in which they wae obtained: it is

to imagine a dramatic change in suth a central pan
of sturktnts' psychological make up from an intervention of
only a few weeks' duration." (Slavin, 1990, p. 44)



Appendix B Research-Supported Qmclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Acre landau
poduces social and
ParlaAngiad
maladjustment for
gifted learners

Most forms of
acceleratker produce
small posidve social
and PsYchological
gain& Same forms
produce substandal
socialhation and

Teachers expect
benefits of
enricinnent for

all !camas

Teachers'
expectadons differ
for different
ability groups;
underesdmate of low
ability competence

hO

Reseateh Synthesei:
(1991),

K & Kulik (1934)

"... [Thlis study has shown that there are minimal social and
emotional effects for the majority of accelerative l't $ "

(Rogers, 1 1 p. 201)

1144,),.-44 II It-

Inconchtsive

Inconsistent reports Research Syntheses:
Gamoran & Berends (1987)

"According to Keddie (1971), teachers supposed that the
everyday ineanings of were not always clear to

Study: Oakes (1985, 1990)
Finley (1984)

students in low gleams, . so they stressed kvic,
common-knowledge information in low-stream classes.
High-stream students rarely asked
meaning& There, teachers . .

.1 about these
the simple ideas were

understood; consequently they presented students with
broader, more complex concepts."

Gamoran & Berends1987, p. 423)

81



Appendiz B Reseamh-Supported Cceclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

issue Conclusion Reseasch Swart Representadve Statemems

Low abilky sturkins
lower own
expectatkns for
performance in low
ability troth

No difference in
achkvement
Slight gain ir
remedial programs

Research Spitheses:
Slavin (1987, 1990),
1Culik & Kulik (1985, 1990)
Gamoran & &sends (1987)
discusses specific study
only

AMM=1.1.11111.

"This meta-analysis provided little supprat for the common
belktf that gtouping programs have . effects on
sbwer karners. On the comrary, we . that

programs often helped to improve
the -esteem of learness and these programs may
have also had mull positive effects on their achievement."

u 1985 2:6)

Self-esteem of low
and avernge ability
students
in tracked classes

Self-este= of low
ability
slight47Crs-esteem
of average decreases
slighdy

Research Syntheses:
Kulik & Kulik (1985,
1990)

"... (Olverall self-esteem findings for honors, XYZ, and
remedial . 2, Ili. shows that the 6 grouping

especially for talented students had a
effect on their self-esteem. 'The 15 XYZ programs

also had a very small overall efkct, lart then was a tendency
for effects to be positive on the bw ability groups in
XYZ ... finally, the 3 studies of remedial programs provided
additional evidence that instruction in homogeneous groups
has positive effects on the self-esteem of slow learners."

(Kul& & Kulik, 1990 p. 191)

I! 11:4

82 .

83



Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Issue

Teachers expect all
drildren to learn
mime amount and
proacarkmic pea
norms
when -As are
ccoperatively
8rouPed

Conclusion Research Suppon Rqxesentative Sunman

Aclikvement
for *achy
learners.
Inconclusive on
achievemaa of

Research S
Johnson,
Johnson, Nelson & Skon
(1981),
Slavin (1990)
The Johnsons claim 9
studies en 14, I issue,,
but only 1

"Whik both the modndonal and the cognitive theakts
Effort the achievanent benefits of cooperative learning,
there is one important pitfall that must be swirled if
(it) is to be instrucdonall effective. If not properly
constructed, coopaatin g methods can allow for the
"five-rickr" effect, in which some , members do all
fr mon ci the work (and learning) , S others go along for
the ride." (Slavin, 1990, p. 16)

"... Me) overall effixts stand as stun evidence for the
supakrity of cooperation in promoting acItkvement and

=Illty." (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, &

"The comparisons mule in the literati= are limited by the
on basic skill ouwomes, the selection of the
claSSICOM rather than provisions mow suited to

talented students as the control, and the implementation of
the individualistic condition comparison as lonely and
punishing. These charactaistics of the research base limit its
applicability to talented students." Sltobinson, 1990, p. 19)

11,1
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusion Concerning Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements

Ompastive Inconsistent
kerning prothm research reports
higher wS-esteem
for all group
members, according
to teacher
expectadons

Studies only (n=11)
discussed in Slavin (1990)
and Johnson, Johnson, L.
Maruyama (1983)

See previous quote an self-esteem (Slavin, 1990, p. 44)

Teachers expect
accelaated children
to have difficuky
in hiera. grade
acadanics

Gifted accelerates Research Syntheses:
at same Kulik & Kulik (1984),

u comparabk Rogers (1991)
older-age classmates

11. I I

"Although reviews of the outcomes of acceleration have been
consistently positive among researchers, perceptions of its

have been markedly negative among practitioners
administrators." (Rogers, 1991, P. 5)

Tawhers expect Gifted accelerates
decrease in self- maintain and eval
esteem of accelerates improve self-

esteem for most
of accelaation
forms

Research Syntheses:
Kulik & Kulik (1984),
Rogers (1991)

"Thar was no evidence of consistent positive or negative
effects from acceleration on popularity, adjustment, or
stalent participation in school activities."

(Kulik & Kulik, 1990, p. 190)

See previous kuote. (Rogers, 1991, p. 201)
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research S esentative Statements

Low-ability tracks
contain dis-
woportionate
numbers of minority
and disadvantaged
students; high-
ability vacks contain
dispropordonate
numbers of white

class
students. taro-
types affect
placement decisions

Membership counts
rue fairly accurate.
Placement counselors
may have "stereo-
tYPes" for
performance that
we

but
placement decisions
ate made on
perfornsuice
data, not
SteteOtypeS.

Studies only:
Oakes (1985, 1990)
Dusek & (190)
Rolinstm & way (1985)
Haller (1985, 1986)

Tracking creates Inconclusive
"in" group and "out"
group Mauch);
social stigma is
=ed on slower

Studies only:
Oakes (1985, 1990) is

discussant of
this.
Sorenson (1985) arggest
long tam friendships
are formed within groups

"Taken together, these results do not suggest that teachers
are illegitimately influenced by pwili race in maldng group

ekaranary sckols, just as they are over-represented in the

correct to say that teachers' dm academically

isP1141saiso

ability) are misted to
race. Finally, it appears to be true that y

t consickrations (such as behavior,
conlithans at home) have similar (though weaker)

relationships with that variable. What nem to be incorrect,
however, is the assertion that any of these relations art a
result of children's race. Rather, this study su that the
association of race with ... poup assignments primarily
an artifact of its association with achkvement."

(Haller, 1985, p. 480)

"In contrast to the estem in which high-track classes arc
held, little value is accorded to low-track courses ... this
evidence does not demonstrate that tmcldng mai
differences in studage attitudes and
corresponding to differences in the " meaning of
of tracks."

(Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 430)

1:11'

S9



I I I 6,1E...1 11 I 1 61 I 114.1 t 111 I

....; I 64 I I.11

.... V I s4 41 tAki / I I VI i III.' I /1 v.C. t 1 1 I . III I I , . It . 14Ij _.41. 14141 II I I :. v.

I/ II .1.1 . II 4-4. I 6 I
V 0, t., II II II.4I I., ` I

1111 .. -,1 6... 0,11IIIII II , 11',.it .41 1. .) w.I I .0.11 1 0 I II 4 I .- I/ IV,

III 4 +111 I II .11 II - .;`,'.1 1 t 1111 t 1 1 I II t6 1,v6 I 1 I
.. I.

1 I 1111......11 1111 1 '4,

. 1 V ' , II 11 It .t 1.1 *Olt - lit Ik1.1 4
v.1 141 1v It I I 1/6111 I '644 6 6 1:I ...4 s to

..._''' .. 0 II' i / V ;It I 11..4 11 IsiAksjs. I 41 4 I II 1 4.III. I . 4,..11 6 II III 1 I1+ 111 1..4 I.

I. 1 41 v` ,I 1 va. I t ,I Iti I v.. k III ' I '4 I " 11 1

..c.l V i 1 II 5_t II 'AV, 662...16;62 t 6.1 I4.4,7,41.01 LA

1 4011111 v1 I I 1 6 4 I ..1 ... It .4,165.0,..1
.-

1 I I # -*.1 WI : 0 I 1,1 !III! Iti, I I II 6, 6 ..1

11.: ..., :

I II I I I 1..11.:'t I ..., -... I I I ...., ....,

.5...I II II: 11q.11)11101.171: ..1 I i 1 0 1 I 6'1 114,1
VI I. .w.. 14 .11111 1 v.... I I .111 14;

111 I t..."

t 6 6,L7j 1_11_6, ,.-I V., il ta_t_,_6±,.64.l II I 6.,..0IIIIkh IS I .6 ....,

5 .. ' -.41 IP, 6 I If, I 1 4111 I .41 I; 11.11 I,* --, 1 ..4

VII 111k It I b 1 11 I /I II I. I. +1i I. 6

6 I I :'0 I .- .1 L.21.1. : VI t

61 0 11....a_iii. .... I I I I . t I) I .A.,',.I I I I ..... ... 1 I I 10 II II I ......illik0...ii11 16 I 4 0 .4

6216.,1i4_,_141' 6,61.111i 4 lit. I . II I 'Il ....... II I 0 I 0 I If It I

' I 11 _.' i 4

II. tIv.111101.. I 1 I II'It.II I 9.1 1 I 6 . I I '. I I 1432;t1, g I I 6 S.

1111' .I I I I v . . ( I 1 i 5 ' .1 I 1 1 1 It I I 0...76 .1
: k . . . 4 _ 1

I1. I 1 ' . I I I I I tstissIli. ..... 1 1 4 ' 4. I t 10 I., 5 I I
I kI ? 15 4 I It lo I to 1.71 I 11.1 .." . It 1 ..II I . II I 4 I 11104 .. It413 I I .... -ot 41 .5



Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Groupkg Issues

Issue

Cooperative
leaning
gifted to
with all levels of
of society

Conclusion Research Support Representative Stamens

Inconclusive

deal
WI,:1

Studies only:
Johnson & Johnson
newsletter (1991)
discusses this. Refers to
9 studies, but only 1 can be
locatvd.
Smith, Johnson & Johnson
(1982)

Teachers interact
differently with
students in
diffenun tracks

No significant
diffeiences in
insuuctional quality
or learning time
can be documented

Research Syntheses:
Gamoran & Berends (1987)
Discussed in studies:
Oakes (1985)
Finley (1984)
Sorenson & Hallinan

"The message sent to bright students is: The " 4. will do
4better only if everyone in it does better. You

contrilate to the group, the most you can ... Perhaps we
these bright achievers to cooperate academkally with
but we further amend they do so in socially

acceptable, unobtrusive ways ... A related disadvantage
is that the emphasis cat talented students as tutors
educames to take a utilitarian view of them. In other
we may come to value them only for their achievenea and
their usefuhutss to others ... While these are roles that fall
within the 1 - goals of cidzensidp and social
respond 1.1 - ,00 .0- - by p*lic education, they are4)

expectations we for all children. Talented children
should be held no more or less accountable than °dugs ..."

(Robinsixt, 1990, till

.4 4

"Anoller 0 le =ph% *ion far weak and consistent
tracking is that ak sash instruction varies between
tracks and levels, the instructional diffesences may
actually be .0 1 when compared a3 the overall simikuity of
instruction ag all levels."

Gamoran & B 1987 425

92
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Apptmdix B Reseatth-Supported Cone ludons Concerning Grouping Issues

Cowl Research S Statements

=1.M.INNI.

"Better" archers Inconcluswe
rewarded with high
neck classes

Stags only:
Discussed in Oakes (1985)

Whole group
instrucnon results
in high instrucdonal
quality of all
learners

No difftrences in
achievement for
whole RA mixed
ability
concern - 'about
"Robin Hood Effect"
- decrease in high
achiever's
performance, slie
mcrease in low
achievers

Resemch Syntheses:
Gunman & Bawds (1987)
Slavin (1987)

sphers have more detailed informatics' on
, II sae moreova, teed= reputed

to be mote skilled and successful are mcne often located in
classes winther these initructional
Mt large -.. . to cause persistent effects on

student achievement an untested questkm."
(Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 431)

I/ Ill I

Il

"Because rapid coverage is likely 'to be of greatest benefit
to hkgh achievers while high mastery is of greatest benefit
to low addevas, resolving the diktnina as
recommended by mastery learning theorists is . to

a 'Robin Hood' effect as a by product ... t is
to note that the coverer vs. mastery dilemma

ts in all_whole-class, group-paced instruction, and the
'Robin Hoge effect may be produced in traditional
instruction." (Slavin, 1987, p. 206)

Groupin bmicyvement Inconsistent
&My
is easier on machete

Research Syntheses:
Gamma & Rereads (1987)
Kulik & Kulik (1990)
Slavin (1987)

"Ability grouping is .. to increase student
achievement primarily reducing the heterogeneity
of the class or instructional group, making it possible for the
teacher to provide hISMIL11011 that is neither tooeasy nor too
hard for most students." (Slavin, 1987, p. 296)



Appendix B Reseamh-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Ism=

Issue

High val.ck groups
have lyzalthy social
relatkaships; low
track groups are
more dishamonious

Conclusion

Inamclusive

Reward Strum._ Representative Statemans

"atildres in kW:qua-claws mme °flat feel excluded from
class activities and find their clisimates -unfriendly.
Problems and nubs kteutipt class more frequattly.
Students in low-ability classes seem apathetic. Being more
likely to fail, they risk much more by trying hard and yin!
the that care." Oake 1

01,11=1111.

Research Synthoes:
Gunman & amends (1987)
Discussed in study:
Oakes (1985)

.11 t 41. I

Accelaates me
social misfits

Small positive gain Research Synthesis:
in socialization are Rogers (1991)
noted for most forms
of accelaation

See previous quote. (Rom 1991, p. 201)

More social Inconclusive
cohesion,
perceptions a peer

pond sitive
:71:or ; whe n
cooperatively
8rouPed

Research Syntheses:
Yes: Johnson, Johnson &
Maruyama (1983)
Not Sure: Slavin (1990)

r r 9S

"Cooperative learning experiences, compared with
competitive and individualistic experiences have been
found to result in stronger beliefs that one is personally
liked, supported, and accepted by other students, that other
students care abco how much one learns, and that other
students want to lwlp one learn."

(Johnson, Johnson, Maruyama, 1983, p. 33)

See previous quote. (Slavin, 1990, p. 44)
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