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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Homogeneous grouping or the grouping of pupils according to 

ability levels has been in use for some time in the schools of the 

nation,**’ This has been especially true in secondary schools. It is 

felt that when a teacher works with children of approximately the 

same level of intelligence, aptitude, and ability, and teaches at a 

level understandable to this group, that a greater amount of learning 

will take place than would take place in a class grouped heterogeneous- 

_ 2 
iy* It is understandable that many administrators and boards of educ¬ 

ation have adopted homogeneous grouping in order that their schools 

might be more efficient and produce a better product as far as educated 

youngsters are concerned. 

Homogeneous grouping has become quite prevalent on the second¬ 

ary level, which includes the junior high school in most cases. The use 

of homogeneous grouping on the elementary level, specifically in grades 

one through six, has apparently not reached the proportion that it has 

on the secondary level. The reasons for this probably lie in the belief 

or assumption that homogeneous grouping would be difficult to facilitate 

at that particular level and, because of the age level, would probably 

be less effective. At this level, it is also felt that a home atmos— 

■^Heilman, Arthur W,, Principles and Practices of Teaching Read¬ 
ing, Charles E, Merrill Books, Inc,, Columbus, Ohio, 1961, pp, 127-130, 

^Otto, Henry J,, Elementary School Organization and Administration 

Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc,, New York, 1954> P* 151* 
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phere, or mother-child relationship, is more conducive to learning 

and that grouping hasn't been conducive to learning at the elementary 

level. 

Problem 

The problem in this investigation was to determine the extent 

to which homogeneous grouping has been used in the elementary schools 

of Wyoming and to discover if it has been of value and helpful to teach-- 

ers and administrators in providing an education for elementary pupils. 

The problem resolved into answering four main questions. They were as 

follows:: 

1, To what extent has grouping been used on the elementary 

level in the schools of Wyoming? 

2, What have been the results of the use of grouping? 

3# How effective have the grouping programs been? 

4» What have been the attitudes and opinions of people work¬ 
ing with and administering grouping toward the program? 

Procedures 

To accomplish the desired goals of this investigation the 

following procedures were used: 

1, A review of literature was made to determine what had been 
done with homogeneous grouping beyond the boundaries of 

Wyoming, 

2, Questionnaires were distributed to teachers and administra¬ 
tors in elementary schools in Wyoming to determine the extent 

of the use of grouping and their opinions on grouping, 

3* Interviews were conducted with teachers and administrators in 
elementary schools in northwestern Wyoming who had had exper¬ 
ience with grouping to substantiate the responses to the 

questionnaires. 
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Definition of Terms 

The term homogeneous grouping” refers to intra-class grouping 

or the grouping of pupils according to their ability and intelligence 

in respect to their class, grade, or section, rather than to in-class 

grouping which is under the supervision of one teacher* Homogeneous 

grouping necessarily involves two or more teachers, each instructing a 

group of pupils of different ability levels and performance in separate 

self-contained classrooms* 

Homogeneous grouping has not involved departmentalization, except 

in cases where grouping is confined to a particular area, such as read¬ 

ing, mathematics, art, music and other related subjects* This is dis¬ 

cussed further in Chapter 4* 

Limitations 

The literature reviewed was in the Montana State College Library 

and the professional literature at the Lovell Public Schools in Wyoming*. 

The investigation was concerned with the public elementary schools 

of Wyoming in grades 1-6* 

The questionnaires were sent to teachers and administrators of 

the public elementary schools of Wyoming* The interviews were held 

with teachers and administrators of the Lovell Schools and six schools 

in the surrounding area* Some interviews were conducted with members 

of the Montana State College faculty and graduate students on the 

Montana State College campus. The interviews were conducted to sub¬ 

stantiate the responses to the questionnaires* 

The review of literature was made to determine the extent of the 
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use of homogeneous grouping throughout the nation. This review is dis¬ 

cussed in Chapter 2, 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature was divided into three parts. The 

first part dealt with the history of homogeneous grouping delving 

briefly into the period before homogeneous grouping became popular 

and carrying through to the more recent developments in grouping. 

Some continuity was maintained to show the fluctuations in the usage 

of homogeneous grouping and the various methods of implementation,- 

The second portion was devoted to the problems of homogeneous 

grouping and how those problems were handled. Some attention was 

given to a comparison of the opinions and findings of writers who 

had worked with homogeneous grouping. 

The final portion dealt with the conclusions of the writers 

and was a summary of the general attitudes toward homogeneous group¬ 

ing. 

History 

Homogeneous grouping is not a new innovation in American educ¬ 

ation, The history of grouping has been a story of fluctuation from 

popularity and wide usage to criticism as an ineffectual teaching 

method which did not produce the desired results. 

Homogeneous grouping first appeared in 1920,^ Before that time 

•^■Wilhelms, Fred T,, nLet!s Look Grouping Straight in the Eye.n 

Instructor, Vol. 69, No. 1, 1961, p. 17, 
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grouping had been largely on an in-class basis. Some homogeniety was 

attained because of the great number of retentions but this was coin¬ 

cidental and not the result of any organized grouping plan. 

Because of the large number of retentions and retardation, school 

authorities felt that something should be done to halt this massive re¬ 

tardation. It was discovered that retention rarely helped the individual 

pupil to attain greater achievement and consequently new methods of deal¬ 

ing with the problem were sought. 

Out of this need many plans came into being. Probably the most 

notable was the ’’Ungraded elementary school”, which is a system wherein 

grade levels are ignored. Achievement levels are established and each 

pupil, advances to the next level when he is ready to do the work of that 

level. Much of the criticism of the graded schools centered around the 

limitations of each grade. Slow learners were pulled and stretched to 

fit the grade and fast learners were compressed and contracted to fit the 

grade.^ The great movement to the ungraded system came in the late 

1940’s and early 1950’s. 

The Dalton and Winnetka Plans came into being shortly after 

World War I and were built around a contract method and a project or 

problem method. The contract method involved a contract between pupil 

and teacher in which a pupil contracted to do certain work. They were 

graded or evaluated when the contract was completed. The project meth¬ 

od was built around a special project or problem. All activities were 

o 
Goodlad, John I. and Anderson , Robert H., The Nongraded Elemen¬ 

tary School. Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., New York, 1959, p. 1. 
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directed toward this project* Both plans involved considerable group 

3 
activity with much attention on individual help to the pupils* 

With the passage of time and the opportunity for evaluation it 

was felt by some that the ungraded system of group study did not prod¬ 

uce desired results* Furthermore, the critics said that individual 

differences were not appreciably met, nor did grouping improve the 

mastery of subject matter. Although some small gain was evidenced by 

the slow groups, the fast groups showed no sharp rise.^" 

Such criticism has led to experimentation with different methods 

of grouping. Following the sharp advance of homogeneous grouping prac¬ 

tices during the 1930‘s and 1940‘s came a movement away from homogeneous 

grouping and toward small groups in heterogeneous classes. 

This type of grouping was based on social situations and “cliques” 

wherein children had the opportunity to live together and exchange ideas. 

The groups were flexible with children moving from group to group accord¬ 

ing to their interests and the subject matter. This, it was felt, pro¬ 

vided for individual differences and recognized the maturity level of 

each child. 

The major argument presented by the proponents of small groups 

against homogeneous grouping was that the term “homogeneous,“ as applied 

to individuals, was a myth. They contended that no two individuals are 

^Brubacher, John S., A History of the Problems of Education, Mc¬ 

Graw-Hill Book Co., Inc., New York, 1947, p. 247.. 

^Wilhelms, Fred T., “Grouping:: Research Offers Leads," Education 

Leadership, Vol. IB, No. 7, 1961, pp. 410-413* 



8 

alike, nor progress at the same pace, and consequently the children can¬ 

not be tossed into a large homogeneous group and be treated alike.^ 

Another argument presented against homogeneous grouping concerned 

the idea of a child*s self-concept. According to some critics of homo¬ 

geneous grouping, the individual child cannot see himself as he really 

is when dealt with in a group situation. Rather he has tended to class¬ 

ify himself as dumb or smart and had no realization of his real abilities 

and this in turn caused him to lose interest and enthusiasm. In other 

words, the critics said that homogeneous grouping has tended to decrease 

motivation.^1 

There developed a trend toward small groups with increased indiv¬ 

idual attention, especially for the gifted students and the slow learn¬ 

ers. This method required smaller classes and more movement from group 

7 
to group within each class. 

The advocates of homogeneous grouping contended that the critics 

g 
were jumping to conclusions and were taking a biased approach. They 

pointed out that research has shown that homogeneous grouping has helped, 

^Hock, Louise E., '’Classroom Grouping for Effective Learning”, 

Education Leadership. Vol. 18, No. 7, p. 420. 

^Mann, Maxine, ”What Does Ability Grouping Do to the Self- 

Concept”, Childhood Education. Vol. 36, No.. 8, pp. 357-360. 

^Harrison, Raymond H., and Gowin, Lawrence E., The Elementary 

Teacher in Action. Wadsworth Publishing Co., San Francisco, Cal., 

1959, p. 56. 
g 
Provus, Malcolm., ”Ability Grouping in Arithmetic”, Elementary 

School Journal. Vol. 60, No. 7, p. 391. 
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especially in the field of mathematics. Children in schools using homo¬ 

geneous grouping had become more familiar with arithmetic fundamentals 

Q 
and had acquired more arithmetic concepts. The key, according to the 

defense, was the teacher and the quality of his teaching. They said 

that the critics were too prone to emphasize technicalities,^® 

Problems in Homogeneous Grouping 

The story of homogeneous grouping has not followed a smooth well- 

paved route. From its beginning various school systems have gone from 

one extreme to another in attempting to work out an effective method of 

grouping. Even after homogeneous grouping had been established in a 

school system many problems appeared. Probably one of the more diffi— 

cult problems was the matter of selection, or how to determine the place¬ 

ment of children into the appropriate group* In order to have homogen- 

iety many factors influencing the child had to be considered. These 

factors had to do with the background of the child and his family and 

11 
social circumstances. According to Reavis and others, the following 

are criteria for helping in group selection and placement;: 

1, Pedagogical history of the child 

2,. Family history, taking into consideration the ethnic and 

socio-economic background of the family 

9Ibid., p. 391. 

10
 Ibid., p. 391. 

Reavis, William C.; Pierce, Paul R..; Stullken, Eduard H..; and 

Smith, Bertrand, L,5 Administering the Elementary School, Prentice-Hall, 
Inc*, New York, 1953, p# 352, 
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3* Health history of the child 

4. Personal history of the child 

5* Mental capacity, as determined by IQ and achievement tests 

6* Social development of the child 

7# Education age, or the age at which a child can learn effec¬ 
tively in any given subject; It has been established that 

this may vary for a given child, that a child may excel in 

one area and have difficulty in other areas-^ 

8* Special abilities and handicaps 

Another difficulty accompanying homogeneous grouping has been the 

problem of grades and i marking. This problem has not necessarily been 

unique with homogeneous grouping. In fact, marking has undoubtedly posed 

a problem to most teachers. Harrison and Gowin suggested that grades 

might be dispensed with and replaced by a parent-teacher conference or 

13 
written report to the parent by the teacher. 

A problem experienced by many administrators who employed homogen¬ 

eous grouping was teacher indifference. Provus stated that many grouping 

programs have failed because the teaching staff had not supported the 

program.^ He further said that when the faculty was convinced of the 

value of homogeneous grouping the chances of success were much greater, 

and the program resulted in higher achievement and greater benefits for 

the children. 

12Doll, Ronald C., •’Grouping Can Be a Rewarding Experience", Prof¬ 

essional Growth Guide for Teachers, Arthur C. Croft Publications, New 

London, Conn., Sept., 1961. 

•^Harrison and Gowin, op. cit., p 180. 

^Provus, 0£. cit., p. 391. 
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Shane contended that homogeneous grouping did not increase in¬ 

dividual attention but rather tended to eliminate i,t, because child¬ 

ren have such a wide scope of differences and abilities that no group-- 

ing program can adequately meet with and deal with these differences.^ 

There were those who contended that homogeneous grouping is just 

an attempt to departmentalize at a time when children are not ready for 
/ 

it.They said that children need the security of a self-contained 

classroom to a greater extent than they receive in a homogeneous group¬ 

ing situation, especially when grouping is used only in a small number 

of subject areas.. 

The quantity and types of problems arising from the use of homo¬ 

geneous grouping were numerous. The following advice of Heyl seemed 

quite applicable to most grouping situations. 

1. Know your children;; Analyze them and learn their study habits. 

2. Use .the techniques that work best for you. 

3. Understand that no method is perfect. 

4* Give your grouping program a chance; Don't give up and 
turn back at the slightest provocation* ' 

^Shane, Harold G., uWe Can Find Better Ways of Grouping Children”, 

Childhood Education, Vol.. 36, No. 8, pp. 350-351*. 

1A 
Brubacher, 0£. cit., p. 247.• 

^Heyl, Helen Hay, MGrouping Children for Instruction”, The 

National Elementary School Principal, Vol. 33, No. 4* pp» 6-9. 
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Summary 

The preponderance of written material on the subject of homogen¬ 

eous grouping was critical of grouping homogeneously on the basis that 

no real progress has been made with grouping and that achievement has 

not been noticeably increased. According to Heyl, these arguments were 

valid as far as they went but they evaded the basic issue.^ The basic 

issue in any classroom is the quality of teaching. Teaching of superior 

quality will achieve desirable results in most classroom situations 

19 
whether grouping be employed or not. 

The extent to which homogeneous grouping has been used in Wyo¬ 

ming Elementary Schools is discussed in Chapter 3# 

18Ibid.. p. 9. 

19Ibld.. p. 9 
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CHAPTER III 

HOMOGENEOUS GROUPING PRACTICES IN WYOMING ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

In order to determine the extent to which homogeneous grouping 

was practiced in the elementary schools of Wyoming, questionnaires were 

sent to elementary teachers throughout the state and to administrators 

of elementary schools* The questionnaires consisted of two forms; the 

first for teachers and administrators of Wyoming elementary schools 

asking for their opinions of homogeneous grouping, the second for teach¬ 

ers and administrators who had had experience with homogeneous grouping 

asking for their opinions of homogeneous grouping* All were asked to 

comment on the questions. 

An important factor in most Wyoming elementary schools, as far 

as grouping was concerned, was enrollment. Many of the answering 

teachers and administrators indicated that the enrollment in their schools 

was so low as to make homogeneous grouping impractical and unnecessary* 

The opinion of most teachers and administrators was that a grade should 

have at least three sections for effective homogeneous grouping. A class 

size of 25 to 30 pupils has been considered as the most appropriate;^ 

Thus each grade should have 75 or more pupils to make homogeneous group¬ 

ing workable. 

In view of this limitation only 25 Wyoming elementary schools 

^■Reavis, William C..; Pierce, Paul R.; Stullken, Edward H.; and 
Smith, Bertrand L., Administering the Elementary School, Prentice-Hall, 

Inc., New York, 1953, p* 338. 
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were large enough to have homogeneous grouping^ of which six actually 

used homogeneous grouping in some form. 

Questionnaires were sent to 115 teachers and responses were receiv¬ 

ed from 76. Thirty-four responses were received from administrators to 

the 59 questionnaires distributed. Of the teachers and administrators 

responding to the questionnaires only 12 had had any experience with 

homogeneous grouping. Nine of this number were teachers and three were 

administrators. 

Grouping Practices , 

The study revealed that three main types of grouping were used 

throughout the country. Following is a description of these types- 

Ungraded schools. Under the ungraded system, grade lines are ig¬ 

nored and achievement levels are substituted. Pupils move from one level 

to the next when they are ready to do the work of the next level. No 

schools of this type were reported to be in use in Wyoming. This was 

3 
substantiated by a survey conducted by Goodlad and Anderson.*: 

In-class grouping.. In-class grouping is grouping within the class 

or classroom on achievement levels by the teacher. In-class grouping 

may be used along with homogeneous grouping but is more often found in 

heterogeneous classes. Most teachers of Wyoming elementary schools re¬ 

ported using this type of grouping. 

^Wyoming, State Department of Education, State of Wyoming Educa¬ 

tion Directory. Cheyenne, Wyo., 1961-1962. 

^Goodlad, John I. and Anderson, Robert H., The Nongraded Elemen¬ 

tary School. Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., New York, 1959? p* App. 226. 
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Homogeneous grouping. Grouping of children according to abil¬ 

ity and achievement is known as homogeneous grouping. This type of 

grouping is used in ungraded schools, and is also employed in other 

types of schools. The pupils may still be identified as to grade, but 

may be working on higher or lower achievement levels. The levels may 

also be grouped within each grade. The pupils may move from one level 

to another but cannot move to a level in the next grade. Other than 

in-class grouping this was the type of grouping used in Wyoming elemen¬ 

tary schools. 

Opinions of Wyoming Teachers and Administrators 

Opinions of teachers and administrators of Wyoming elementary 

schools on homogeneous grouping were assessed by questionnaire. The 

responses were from teachers and administrators who may or may not have 

had experience with homogeneous grouping. The questions were general 

and the answers were based strictly on opinion. 

Stigma in grouping. The administrators were evenly divided on 

the problem of stigma attachment to the groups in a homogeneous group¬ 

ing situation. The teachers felt that the slow group would be victims 

of stigma by a narrow response of 38 to 35, This was such a close mar¬ 

gin that the difference of opinion probably was not significant statisti¬ 

cally, The fact that the response was not pointed in either direction 

might indicate that the problem of stigma, especially with a slow group, 

was a matter of concern and certainly not a factor to be disregarded. 

Parental approval. Closely associated with the problem of stigma 

or labeling because of membership in a particular group was the problem 



■ ■ • ,, ■ 16 , 

of parental approval or disapproval of homogeneous grouping# Here 

again the response was close, but a majority of teachers felt that 

parents did approve of grouping#- The administrators felt (19 to 15) 

that parents approved while teachers indicated (itl to 31) that they 

felt parents would approve by a wider margin# The indications on 

this question were significant in that the responses reflected a reg¬ 

ional preference# Those in more heavily populated regions and in 

larger schools were more confident of parental approval and less wor¬ 

ried about the attachment of labels on members of slow groups# 

Willingness to teach a slow or below average group# The teach¬ 

ers and administrators responded with an overwhelming yes to this ques¬ 

tion# The responded (62 to 5), although one teacher commented that she 

felt unprepared and lacked the patience to deal with slow learners, and 

several others commented that they felt they could not adequately chal¬ 

lenge a group of fast learners# One administrator indicated that he felt 

teachers should be reassigned to groups of different ability levels per¬ 

iodically in order that they not become stereotyped in their methods and 

also to avoid ary possibility of the teacher being identified with one 

particular group# 

Discipline# The matter of discipline was of no great concern to 

administrators, who responded (20 to 12) that discipline would not be a 

problem in homogeneous grouping# The teachers were slightly more con¬ 

cerned with the problem, reporting (i;2 to 28) that it might be a prob¬ 

lem# Overall, no great concern was indicated although teachers were more 

skeptical than administrators# Comments were limited although one admin¬ 

istrator suggested that the slow groups be kept to a minimum size in 
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order to minimize arQr possible discipline* 

Social problems* , Social problems of the pupils that might re¬ 

sult from the use of homogeneous grouping loomed much larger in the 

minds of teachers and administrators as a problem than did most other 

problems* A large majority felt that social problems would be a sig¬ 

nificant factor in homogeneous grouping* The teachers indicated (57 

to 18) that it would be a problem and administrators felt (21 to 13) 

that it would be a matter of concern* Among the comments were statements 

to the effect that: “Social groups among the pupils would be broken up”, 

“Pupils would not always be able to associate with individuals of their 

choice” * “Lack of leadership in the slower groups would tend to retard 

the entire group”, “Attitudes in the home would tend to place undue pres¬ 

sure on the child”, “Children in the slower groups would lack opportuni¬ 

ties to imitate class leaders”, “Class leadership would be concentrated 

in one group”* These.and other comments indicated that the social prob¬ 

lem would be one of the more serious problems, if not the area of great¬ 

est concern in homogeneous grouping* No indication was given that this 

problem deterred any schools from adopting homogeneous grouping* 

School activities* An almost overwhelming opinion that homogen¬ 

eous grouping would not interfere with school activities was expressed* 

The teachers indicated this by a response of 72 to 3* The administrators 

response was 30 to 2 that homogeneous grouping would not interfere with 

school activities* It could be assumed from this evidence that there 

would be no need for changes in the activity schedules to accommodate 

homogeneous grouping* One teacher commented that she felt that homogen¬ 

eous grouping would decrease the participation of the slower learners in 
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school activities. 

Flexibility. Teachers and administrators felt quite strongly 

that children should be able to move from group to group. The teacher 

response was 66 to 8, and administrators responded 27 to 6, One teach¬ 

er commented that to move one child would be favoritism and would not be 

fair to the others. Most of the comments on this matter by teachers and 

administrators indicated that freedom of movement from group to group 

was essential to a grouping program. One comment was added as a question: 

"When is a child to be moved,, and who will make the decision?" This 

might indicate that caution and care should be exercised in order to 

guarantee movement' at the proper time. 

Study habits. The opinions were very closely divided on whether 

homogeneous grouping would help build independent study habits. The 

teachers felt that benefits could be realized by the narrow margin of 

38 to 36. The administrators responded similarly by a margin of 17 to 

16. Because of the closeness of the margin in this area it would be 

questionable, in the opinion of teachers and administrators, if indepen¬ 

dent study habits would be affected by homogeneous grouping. One 

administrator commented that it might be detrimental to the study habits 

of the slower learners. 

Competition. Teachers and administrators concluded by a narrow 

margin that homogeneous grouping tends to reduce competition among pupils. 

The teachers indicated (35 to 32) that competition would be reduced. The 

administrators concurred by a margin of 18 to 14* Some teachers and ad¬ 

ministrators commented that competition might be increased in a group of 

fast learners but not in a slow group. One administrator made the comment 
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that he felt that competition in the slow group might have an ad¬ 

verse effect on the progress of the group and the only beneficial 

type of competition in this area would be the pupil*s competition with 

himself. The critical comments were few and the general opinions were 

evenly divided. 

Homogeneous grouping and its use. The broad question of homo¬ 

geneous grouping was favored narrowly by the administrators and opposed 

narrowly by the teachers. The administrators indicated (17 to 14) that 

they felt it was a satisfactory device, with teachers responding (35 to 

32) that they felt it was not satisfactory. Such a narrow difference 

of opinion between teachers and administrators might indicate that the 

educators of Wyoming are not ready generally to accept homogeneous group¬ 

ing in their schools. A factor to take into consideration in this mat¬ 

ter is that a preponderance of the negative responses came from teach¬ 

ers and administrators in small schools and with schools whose enroll¬ 

ment was too small for homogeneous grouping. 

Opinions of Educators Having Experience 

With Homogeneous Grouping 

Teachers and administrators with experience in homogeneous group¬ 

ing were asked questions pertaining to the programs with which they were 

associated. Their responses to the questions are presented here. 

Organization of the program. One of the more difficult problems 

in homogeneous grouping is the original organization of the program. In 

7 out of 12 cases of homogeneous grouping the program was suggested and 

put into action by administrators. In the other cases the programs were 

devised and originated by committees of teachers and administrators. One 
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school reported that its program had been worked out by a committee of 

teachers sponsored by the local education association in cooperation with 

the administration*^ In the majority of cases the impetus came from the 

administration with the cooperation of the staff. This would substantiate 

the response that administrators were generally less opposed to homogen¬ 

eous grouping than teachers. 

Pupil Assignment.' On the matter of pupil assignment 8 out of 12 

responses indicated that teacher-opinion or judgment was the most im¬ 

portant factor in determining the level at which a pupil would be assigned. 

Other means of determination were intelligence tests, achievement tests 

and past records of the pupil. One administrator indicated that in the 

future his school system was going to rely more heavily on teacher 

judgment in assigning pupils, as this method had proven to be more sat¬ 

isfactory and required less re-assignment of pupils. 

Teaching preference ♦ Eight out of 12 teachers and administrators 

indicated that they preferred to teach the average group. of pupils rather 

than the high or lower level groups. One teacher comnented that the low¬ 

er level often had a considerable spread of ability and intelligence and 

required almost as much individual attention as a normal heterogeneous 

group. Several teachers said that they felt unqualified to work with the 

accelerated group. 

Length of time homogeneous grouping in use. Ten out of 12 of 

those teachers and administrators who had had experience with homogen- 

h Xxjvell Elementary School, Lovell, Wyoming, 1961, 1962 ♦ 
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eous grouping said that the plan with which they had been associated 

with had been in use Tor more than four years. One program had been 

in use for two years and one was in the process of being organized. 

Of the others, one had been in use for more than four years but was 

still considered to be an experimental program and no definite decis¬ 

ion had been made as to whether or not to retain the program. There 

were no indications that the programs in operation were to be dis¬ 

continued. 

Size of groups. Ten out of 12 teachers and administrators in¬ 

dicated that they preferred to work with groups of not more than 25 

pupils. Some schools had groups of Lfi pupils, thus it might be assumed 

that the number 25 is not an arbitrary figure and that the size of the 

groups was determined by the size of the class or grade and varied 

from school to school. Several persons indicated that the slow groups 

should be smaller to allow more time for individual attention. The 

fast groups were often larger as it was felt that this level required 

less individual attention and would have fewer discipline problems. 

Parental approval. The teachers and administrators who had had 

experience with homogeneous grouping felt that parents generally approved 

of this type ^ of ^grouping. Six out of 12 indicated that they felt parents 

approved while 2 indicated that they load experienced parental disapproval. 

Tiro reported that parents were usually indifferent to the program; No 

indication was given that the parents who disapproved had children in 

the slow groups. 

Subject matter area. The majority of the teachers and adminis¬ 

trators who had had experience with homogeneous grouping had worked 
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with reading only* All of those responding said they had had ex¬ 

perience with homogeneous grouping in reading and four indicated that 

they had had experience with homogeneous grouping in mathematics 

also. There was no indication that any of the teachers or administrators 

had had experience with grouping in other subject areas* The experience 

of the teachers and administrators with homogeneous grouping was not all 

in the elementary schools of VJyoming* Some of the teachers indicated 

that their experience with homogeneous grouping had been in other 

schools and several had had experience with grouping in other states. 

Homogeneous grouping and its use. To the question asking for 

their opinion of homogeneous grouping, those teachers and administrators 

with experience with grouping indicated that they approved by a re¬ 

sponse of 7 out of 12* This response was opposed to that of the overall 

group of teachers and administrators of whom most had not had experience 

with homogeneous grouping* 

Interviews 

Interviews were conducted with teachers and administrators in 

northwestern Wyoming and with the faculty members of Montana State 

College and graduate students in education at Montana State College, 

and were held to substantiate or verify the findings or results of 

the questionnaires* Most of the interviews were conducted with in¬ 

dividuals who had had some experience with homogeneous grouping* 

The interviews generally indicated approval of homogeneous 

grouping in some form. Some of this opinion was based on experience 

with grouping and some was based strictly on personal opinion. The 
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more critical comments came £rom teachers, rather than from adminis¬ 

trators* 

One administrator had been conducting an experiment with three 

types of grouping and had just finished a testing program to determine 

the effectiveness of these experiments*^ The three types of grouping 

used were: The Visiting-Reader Plan, or Joplin Plan, A Modified Visit¬ 

ing-Reader Plan and in-class grouping* The system in which this ad¬ 

ministrator worked had three elementary schools, and a different plan 

was used in each school* Tests were given previous to putting the plans 

into action to determine the median IQ and achievement of the children 

in all the schools* A difference of *U was discovered among the schools 

and it was felt that this was not a significant difference and that the 

children were evenly distributed among the schools as far as intelligence 

and achievement were concerned* 

The Visiting-Reader Plan provided for the scheduling of all read¬ 

ing classes at the same hour during which the pupils left their home 

rooms and moved to a reading class or similar reading ability* This 

plan ignored grade lines* Pupils from different grades might be found 

in each reading level* 

The Modified Visiting-Reader Plan was similar to the Visiting- 

Reader Plan except that grade lines were not crossed* The reading 

classes w'ere scheduled at the same hour and pupils would leave their 

home rooms to attend reading classes* The groups would be composed of 

^Cody Elementary Schools, A Three Year Study of Three Reading 
Grouping Plans of the Cody Intermediate Grades, Cody, looming, I960* 
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children of similar reading levels, but the children in all of the 

groups were from the same grade level* 

No specified grouping plan was used in the other school but 

teachers grouped the children in their room according to the ability 

of each child* This meant that in the third school each teacher taught 

pupils of different reading levels in the same classroom* 

After one year of experience with the various plans an impartial 

testing program was carried out to determine which plan or plans were 

the more effective* The testing showed that the school using the 

Visiting-Reader Plan gained 2*ii in achievement compared to 2.1 for the 

school using the Modified Visiting -Reader Plan and 1*8 for the school 

using no reading plan other than in-class grouping# These differences 

are not significant but combined with the discovery that the upper 2f> 

per cent of the pupils in each group made the greatest gains* The 

upper 25 per cent of the pupils in the Visiting-Reader Plan gained 

2*7* These findings were contrary to other experiments which indicated 

that such grouping was of help to slower pupils and showed no gains 

for the fast learners* 

Other facts arising from the grouping plans in this particular 

system were: 

1* Under the Visiting-Reader Plan few pupils were found to be 
capable of performing well with forced acceleration* 

2* High ability readers who were advanced to levels of several 
grades beyond their own were found lacking in vocabulary, 
maturity and skills, in spite of their high reading level* 

* When accelerated pupils of one grade were placed with average 
pupils of the next grade the accelerated pupils were able to 
proceed more rapidly than the average pupils of the higher 
grade level* 

3 
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It was concluded that the Modified Visiting-Reader Plan was the 

more satisfactory because of the previously-mentioned factors* Also 

the teachers preferred the Modified Visiting-Reader Plan* This plan 

presented fewer problems in scheduling and in making pupil assignments* 

The plan was found to work more effectively in a situation where three 

sections of each grade were grouped* In other words, a grade with three 

sections worked best under the Modified Visiting-Reader Plan. In sit¬ 

uations where there were fewer or more than three sections the Visiting- 

Reader Plan was the more satisfactory* 

The results of the interview were enlightening but it should 

be remembered that these plans had been in effect for only two years and 

conclusive evidence. would require a greater period of time for an an¬ 

alysis of results* This was the only school system surveyed that used 

the plans* The interview also pointed out that each system that had had 

experience with grouping found it necessary to make adjustments in their 

plans and that they could not copy plans and use them without making 

some changes* 

Summary 

The interviews did not completely substantiate the questionnaires* 

Whereas the interviews indicated approval of homogeneous grouping by a 

small majority, the questionnaires showed disapproval by a similarly 

small majority. 

Areas where there was similarity of opinion between interviews 

and questionnaires were: 

1* Both agreed that there would not be a harmful stigma attached 
to members of slow groups* 
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2. Both agreed that parents generally approved of homogeneous 
grouping* 

3* Both indicated that teachers would be willing to teach the 
slow groups* 

It* Both agreed that discipline would not be a serious problem* 

5* Both agreed that homogeneous grouping would not interfere with 
school activities* 

6* Both agreed that pupils should be able to move from group to 
group* 

7* Both agreed that homogeneous grouping would help in the build¬ 
ing of independent study habits. 

Areas in which the interviews did not bear out the questionnaires 

or substantiate them were: 

1* Social Problems - The interviews indicated that social adjust¬ 
ment was not a problem, while, those answering the question¬ 
naires indicated that this would be an area of great concern. 

2* Competition - Those answering the questionnaires indicated that 
competition would be reduced, while this did not appear as a 
problem to those interviewed* 

Those respondees with experience homogeneous grouping felt that it 

was a satisfactory device for teaching, while those who had not had any 

experience with grouping were hesitant and not ready to endorse it* Those 

interviewed showed considerable enthusiasm about homogeneous grouping. 

As a whole, homogeneously grouping is not used extensively in the looming 

elementary schools and teachers and administrators are not moving rapidly 

toward it, although some acceptance was identified. 

Most doming elementary schools lack sufficient enrollment to use 

homogeneous grouping* Also, homogeneous grouping as used in doming had 

been used in the teaching of reading almost exclusively. 

A summary of the investigation is presented in Chapter 1*, and 



conclusions are drawn based on these finding 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY * CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of the 

use of homogeneous grouping in the elementary schools of VJyoming and 

to assess the,opinions of the teachers and administrators of I-fyoming1 s 

elementary schools toward this type of grouping* 

In order to determine the extent of the use of homogeneous 

grouping in the Wyoming elementary schools, questionnaires were sent 

to teachers and administrators throughout the state and interviews 

were conducted to substantiate the responses from the questionnaires* 

The interviews were confined to teachers and administrators in north¬ 

western Wyoming and to faculty members and graduate students at Mont¬ 

ana State College* A review of literature was also made at Montana 

State College library and the Lovell Public Schools to determine the 

extent of the use of homogeneous grouping throughout the nation and to 

determine the opinions of educators concerning homogeneous grouping* 

This study was conducted during the school year of 1961 and 

1962* ’ , , , 

Summary 

The findings of this study covered the use of homogeneous grouping 

in Wyoming and the nation as to the results of the use of homogeneous 

grouping, and the opinions of educators toward grouping, on the elemen¬ 

tary level are presented here: 

Use of homogeneous grouping* Homogeneous grouping has been 

used extensively throughout the nation, but since the middle of the 
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1950*s there has been a trend away from homogeneous grouping toward 

small groups in heterogeneous classes* This has been due to the re¬ 

sults of testing which indicated that homogeneous grouping did not ach¬ 

ieve the desired results and that better results might be achieved 

through the use of small groups which would offer greater opportunities 

for individual attention* 

Homogeneous grouping was used in six elementary schools in the 

state of looming* All but two of these programs had been in effect for 

more than four years, and two were in an experimental stage * No schools 

indicated that they were planning to use homogeneous grouping, and the 

schools with programs in use had no plans for discontinuing the use of 

homogeneous grouping* Reading was the only subject involved in group¬ 

ing. 

The conclusion of the writer is that homogeneous grouping is not in¬ 

creasing in usage throughout the nation and the state of Wyoming* The 

trend, rather is toward heterogeneous classes using in-class grouping* 

Results of homogeneous grouping* The only statistical results 

of homogeneous grouping available on a nationwide scale were in the area 

of mathematics* The results indicated that pupils gained in developing 

arithmetic skills and concepts and in learning fundamentals as a result 
n 

of homogeneous grouping* No results were available for testing pro¬ 

grams in reading* 

Statistical results were available from one doming elementary 

^Provus, Malcolm M*, “Ability Grouping in Arithmetic”, Elementary 
School Journal, Vol* 60, No*.7* I960* 
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2 
school* This school used the Visiting-Reader Plan and Modified Visit¬ 

ing-Reader Plan for grouping for reading only* Results of these types 

of grouping after one year indicated that the fast groups benefited to a 

greater extent than slower groups* The testing results from this school 

indicated that the fast groups gained 2*7 in achievement under the Visit¬ 

ing-Reader Plan while the slow groups gained only 1.8 in achievement* 

This would indicate that the fast learners benefit more from homogeneous 

grouping than the slow learners and that they gained at a more rapid rate 

than those pupils not working in a homogeneous grouping plan. 

Opinions on homogeneous grouping* Only two of more than 20 auth¬ 

orities who discussed homogeneous grouping indicated approval of homogen¬ 

eous grouping as a teaching device. These two defended the use of homo¬ 

geneous grouping in mathematics and in. the ungraded elementary school* 

Those who disapproved based their arguments on several factors* 

The important factor was the lack of evidence of any greater achievement 

by the use of homogeneous grouping. Other problems that were created by 

homogeneous grouping in the opinion of the authors were 5 Disturbing the 

social life of the child. Destroying the child’s self-concept. And lack 

of competition which decreased motivation and desire on the part of the 

pupil* 

The opinions of the authorities were definitely opposed to homo¬ 

geneous grouping and indicated a trend away from this type of grouping as 

a teaching device* 

^Cody Elementary Schools, A Three Year Study of Three Reading 

Grouping. Plans .of the Cody Intermediate Grades, . Cody, Wyoming, i960* 
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The study disclosed that the teachers and administrators as a 

whole did not approve of homogeneous grouping. The administrators fa¬ 

vored this type of grouping but the teachers did not* 

Conclusion 

On the basis of those findings^ it might be concluded that homo¬ 

geneous grouping in 'Wyoming elementary schools is not gaining in popu¬ 

larity* These findings correlate with those on a nationwide scale and 

might indicate that the use of homogeneous grouping is decreasing and 

that fewer people feel that it is ah effective teaching device* 

Recommendations 

In view of the evidence presented, it would seem advisable that 

schools that anticipate using homogeneous grouping should study very 

carefully the advantages and disadvantages of this type of grouping 

bearing in mind that homogeneous grouping is decreasing in popularity 

and general, usage . 

Those schools planning to use homogeneous grouping of some type 

should take into consideration that homogeneous grouping has had some 

beneficial results when used in mathematics programs and that the 

Modified Visiting-Reader Plan has proven helpful in some elementary 

schools* 
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