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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Grouping is such a common procedure in the schools 

today that there appears to be almost the belief that there 

must be groups of some variety or learning cannot possibly 

be taking place. The most common criteria used for group- 

p 
ing are years in school or life age according to Robinson. 

These criteria, originally developed to replace the one- 

room-ungraded school with homogeneous classrooms, have pro¬ 

duced the now rigid grade level structure recognized as one 

of the poorest assignment systems because it so completely 

ignores individual differences. 

Between 1920 and 1930 schools were influenced to try 

ability grouping plans to provide for individual differences. 

Those who tried ability grouping systems discontinued them 

in 1930 because ability grouping was thought to be foster¬ 

ing attitudes too undemocratic for the ’’average man” philo¬ 

sophy of the depression. 

1Dawson, Mildred A., and Bamman, Henry A., Funda¬ 
mentals of Reading Instruction, Longmans, Green, and Co., 
New York, 1959* p. 251. 

2Robinson, Helen M., ” Introduction” in Reading 
Instruction in Various Patterns of Grouping, University of 
Chicago Press, Chicago, 1959, p. 2. 
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The almost frantic re-evaluation of education follow¬ 

ing the first Sputnik brought repeated suggestions to group 

the academically talented. Again, ability grouping plans 

sprouted throughout the nation without either looking at the 

evidence on the value of ability grouping gathered in the 

past or planning evaluation of present ability grouping* 

This paper was undertaken in an attempt to explore 

one aspect of the value of contemporary ability grouping. 

The Problem 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate 

whether or not a form of ability grouping known as perform¬ 

ance grouping had an effect on the students' achievement 

test scores that would not be obtained in a heterogeneous 

classroom. 

The major hypothesis held was that added gains would 

be shown on the standardized achievement test scores by the 

students in a school using performance grouping that would 

not be shown by students in a school using heterogeneous 

grouping. 
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The Procedures 

The procedures used in this study were: (1) a review 

of the literature to ascertain what others had discovered 

about the value of ability grouping and (2) a comparison of 

achievement test results over a three year period of a group 

from a school using performance grouping and a group from 

a school using heterogeneous grouping. 

Limitations 

There were three limitations of this study: (1) only 

students that had attended the schools for three years were 

used, (2) selection of students depended upon the availabil¬ 

ity of achievement test scores, intelligence quotient, and 

background information for each child, and (3) dependence 

upon school records. 

Definitions 

Two terms used in this study are often misinterpreted. 

For the reader’s convenience ability as used in this paper is 

defined as the power to perform or to be able to perform. 

Performance is defined and used as the exhibition of this 

power or skill. 

The general term ability grouping was used in the 
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literature as synonymous with the more specific term per¬ 

formance grouping. 

The first step in this study was to review the lit¬ 

erature to ascertain what others had discovered about the 

value of ability grouping. The results of this review are 

presented in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Schools have had to group pupils whenever more than 

one nteacherfulu of children enrolled. In order to divide 

children between two teachers some sort of classifying basis 

has to be set up and common sense appears to indicate that 

1 
the basis should be similarity. 

Educators originally chose age as the first basis of 

grouping and produced the grade system of today. Statistical 

studies have established that age is one measure that guar- 

2 
antees similarity among children. 

However, the grade level system has not solved the 

complete problem of reducing classroom range according to 

The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development: 

Eventually educators realized that the graded 
system had achieved neither homogeneity in the class¬ 
room nor a well-articulated learning for children. 
Teaching efforts which were directed toward achieve¬ 
ment of uniformity of standards suppressed individual 
differences.. Slower learners were retained; acceler¬ 
ated learners were not advanced rapidly enough.3 

■^Wilhelms, Fred T., " Let's Look Grouping Straight in 
the Eye," Instructor, September, 1959* p. 6. 

^Ibid., p. 6. 

^Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop¬ 
ment, A Look at Continuity in the School Program, 1958 Year¬ 
book, National Education Assoc., Washington, D.C., 1958, 
p. 354. 
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The present search for more adequate grouping prac¬ 

tices has been pushed by teachers caught in the web of striv¬ 

ing for quality education for all children within the larger 

classrooms of today, according to Bahner.'1' School-wide 

grouping plans are being tried in an attempt to cope with 

individual differences, not to eliminate them as some critics 

2 
of grouping appear to believe. In addition, most findings 

indicated that teachers seem to react more favorably to 

teaching groups in which heterogeneity has been somewhat re¬ 

duced.”^ 

One of the first attempts to reduce the range in¬ 

volved retention. Wilhelms has pointed out the failure of 

the retention attempt: 

Around 1900 it was common for 20 to 35 per cent 
of the youngsters in a room to be repeaters. Studies 
have proved that holding back the less able does not 
reduce the differences within a room., It does not 
even reduce the academic differences. 

In addition to actual retention the emotional impact 

1Bahner, John M., " Grouping within a School,11 Child¬ 
hood Education. April, I960, p. 

p 
Ketcham, Warren A., and Laffitte, Rondeau G., Jr., 

“How Well Are They Learning?n Educational Leadership. March, 
1959, P. 350. 

■^Goodlad,John I., "Classroom Organization" in Ency¬ 
clopedia of Educational Research. MacMillan Co., New York, 
1960, p. 223. 

^Wilhelms, op. clt.. p. 6. 
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of the rigid grade structure was listed hy students as one 

of the major factors they felt operated against continuous 

learning in the A.S.C.D. study ^ in 19 states. The students 

felt fear of non-promotion because of failure to master 

certain materials detrimental to learning. 

Longitudinal studies of growth also had an impact on 

revising organization policies to break down the barriers 

between grade levels according to A.S.C.D. in 19582 

It would seem important and necessary that the 
problem of breaking down grade barriers be attacked 
through grouping, curriculum planning, and promotion 
practices. To be effective means of fostering artic¬ 
ulation, these efforts cannot be carried on in isola¬ 
tion.^ 

Another factor forcing schools into grouping plans 

is the differences within and between grade levels under the 

rigid grade system as pointed out by Clymer: 

We have unfairly exaggerated the difference be¬ 
tween one grade level and another and have minimized 
the differences of pupils within any grade level. The 
difference between the average reading score of the 
top quarter and bottom quarter of an intermediate 
class is two to four times as great as the difference 
between the average score of two successive grades. 

■^Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop¬ 
ment, p£. cit., p. 129. 

^Ibid., p. 206. 

^Clymer, Theodore, ’’Criteria for Grouping for Reading 
Instruction" in Reading Instruction in Various Patterns of 
Grouping, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1959, p.~?4. 
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The magnitude of the present search for grouping 

solutions that will allow the teacher to handle individual 

differences better is shown by the fact that 43.6 per cent 

of the total projects in process in I960 under the Office of 

Education's Cooperative Research Program were related to 

special education procedures with five of these on school¬ 

wide organization.-1' 

Shane reported the four major types of grouping be¬ 

ing used in elementary schools as ability, social maturity, 

chronological age, and composite grouping: 

11 per cent were using ability grouping, 18 
per cent were grouping by social maturity, 32 per cent 
were grouping by chronological age only, and 39 per 
cent were using a composite of all three plans usually 
including intelligence, achievement, social adjustment, 
and chronological age with social adjustment of major 
consideration. 

Ability grouping has continued to be practiced in 

schools either by itself or in combination with other var¬ 

ieties of organization. 

^Carriker, William R., and Asher, William, "Research 
Related to Pupils with Special Abilities," School Life. 
February, i960, p. 21. 

^Shane, Harold G-., " Grouping Practices Seem to Fav¬ 
or Composite Plan," Nation^ Schools, May, 1952, p. 72. 
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Ability Grouping 

Perhaps the most controversial issue of school-wide 

classroom organization is whether or not students of like 

ability should be grouped together for instructional pur¬ 

poses. The debate has been accompanied by some experimenta¬ 

tion and research seeking to promote and appraise a given 

viewpoint. Ability grouping would appear to be a considera¬ 

tion in determining both vertical and horizontal classroom 

organization for even with a general school-wide pattern 

established the teacher would be confronted with problems of 

individual differences within the classroom and the issue of 

whether or not to group on some ability criterion. 

Shane1 claimed ability grouping was one of the 

first schemes used as a means of decreasing Individual dif¬ 

ferences in intelligence within a group of children of simi¬ 

lar chronological ages. 

Although the terms homogeneous grouping and ability 

grouping frequently are used interchangeably, homogeneous 

has appeared to be the broader term. Ability grouping as 

practiced is only one of several devices for bringing stu¬ 

dents together on criteria of likeness or homogeneity. In 

1Ibld.. p. 72. 
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ability grouping an attempt is made to divide the students 

into classes or within a given class according to their 

ability to achieve. Sometimes the criterion was general 

ability as revealed by an Intelligence or readiness test. In 

other places ability was merely inferred from past general or 

specific accomplishments. Many criteria, singly or in com¬ 

bination, have been used from time to time as bases for es¬ 

tablishing classroom organization. 

A special system of ability grouping reported by 

Loomis**- divides classes into slow-avers.ge and fast-average 

groups. About 75 per cent of each group is made up of the 

average pupils with the remaining 25 per cent composed of 

slow learners in the slow-average classes or of fast learn¬ 

ers in the fast-average classes. 

When the schools begin naming groups of children as 

fast or slow it appears that the criterion or criteria for 

such assignment is so important that some special attention 

should be directed toward the validity and reliability of 

the measure used. 

Criteria used for ability grouping. The criterion or 

the criteria used to make the assignment has been the crucial 

point in all ability grouping. Clymer has stated the follow¬ 

ing questions were of significance because of the criterion’s 

-^-Loomis, M. J., ’’Grouping in the Elementary School,” 
National Education Association Journal, September,1959, p. 17. 
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labelling potential: 

1) Is the criterion of major importance in edu¬ 
cational progress? 

2) Can the criterion be accurately measured? 
3) Is the criterion stable and constant enough 

to be useful? 
4) Do the groups formed on the basis of the 

criterion learn more effectively?^* 

The two factors most frequently used as the criteria 

for placement in a particular group are the intelligence 

quotient and achievement as judged by standardized test 

2 
scores, alone or in combination with teacher judgement. 

Placement is most easily determined for the extremes, the 
3 

fast and slow learners. 

Carriker and Asher^ claimed that as the intelligence 

test has been refined, items only moderately correlated with 

success were removed so that the test has now been made too 

narrow for use as a criterion in ability grouping. 

The use of the intelligence quotient has also been 

attacked under studies showing the change possible by en¬ 

vironmental changes^ and under the longitudinal records of 

1Clymer, op. cit., p. 43. 
p 
Loomis, 0£. ait., p. 17. 

3Ibid., p. 17. 

Max L., and Glbby, Robert Gynn, The Mentally 
Retarded Child, Allyn and Bacon, Inc., Boston, 1958» p. 27. 

^Carriker and Asher, p£. cit., p. 23. 



12 

individual children’s progress in school according to Ketcham 

and Laffitte : 

There was not the close relationship which 
might be expected between the age at which a particu¬ 
lar child achieved 84 months of mental age or read¬ 
ing age and his rank in the group at age 12. 

From such studies the criteria of intelligence 

quotient and achievement test scores in making assignment to 

groups appears unsound both on the grounds of not being 

accurately measured and being too unstable to be really use¬ 

ful. In practices carried out by the schools, however, the 

use of these two criteria continues as the basis of assign¬ 

ment to groups. Two problems accompany the use of these 

criteria. One revolves around the amount of reduction of 

student differences achieved by the criteria and the other 

centered around the social acceptability of the grouping so 

achieved. 

Reduction of student variability by criteria. Argu¬ 

ments for and against ability grouping tend to hinge on the 

issue of reduction of student variability within the class¬ 

room by use of the criteria. 

p 
Shane^ claimed that there are no clearly delineated 

■^Ketcham and Laff itte, op. cit., p. 341. 

2Shane, Harold G., “ We Can Find Better Ways of 
Grouping Children,” Childhood Education. April, I960, p. 351. 
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ability groups into which children in a given grade can be 

divided. When the broad range of human characteristics is 

considered no form of ability grouping seemed able to reduce 

the range to a significant degree in all characteristics. 

With sixty independent measurements the chance that any in¬ 

dividual will be in the median 50 per cent in all is about 

one in one quintlllion according to Williams.**' No technique 

of interclass grouping, Clymer2 concluded, can produce a 

classroom of students who can be treated alike. 

Authorities generally agree that ability grouping 

can be crltized most cogently on the grounds that even though 

the children are grouped to be similar in one measured abil¬ 

ity they still exhibit a wide range of individual differ¬ 

ences in other abilities.^ Even on the particular trait used 

as the measure for grouping, the range of individual differ¬ 

ences is not cut as much as might be expected. Wilhelms^ 

reported that in actual practice the range of difference in 

the measured trait is usually cut only about one-fifth. 

^Williams, Roger J., "individuality and Education," 
Educational Leadership. December, 1957> p. 144. 

2Clymer, o£. cit., p. 47. 

■^Russell, David H., " Inter-Class Grouping for Read¬ 
ing Instruction in the Intermediate Grades," Journal of 
Educational Research, February, 1946, p. 70. 

4 
Wilhelms, OP. cit., p. 6. 
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Authorities also agree that some children succeed in 

catching up in the measured ability, while others do not 

succeed in keeping up.**- 

Some of the more recent studies such as the Hoover 

study2 have held that the range of student variability is 

not a significant contributor to academic progress but cur- 
•3 

riculum differentiation is the important variable. Jones-7 

also found that the flexible program appeared more important 

than the mechanical grouping aspect. 

Perhaps an even larger problem than the amount by 

which the criterion selected for grouping assignments re¬ 

duced individual differences is the matter of the social and 

emotional Implications involved in such grouping. 

Social and emotional implications in using criteria. 

Conducting and interpreting research on the effects of abil¬ 

ity grouping appeared to be complicated by the social 

and emotional implications in using the criteria. The issue 

centers about whether or not such grouping has tendencies 

to be undemocratic and to accentuate social stratification. 

^Ketcham and Laffltte, OJD. cit., p. 341. 

^Hoover, Kenneth, "An Experiment in Grouping Within 
the Classroom," California Journal of Secondary Education, 
October, 1955,-p. 331. 

Clones, Daisy. " Experiment in Adaptation to In¬ 
dividual Differences," Journal of Educational Psychology, 
May, 1948, p. 2?2. 
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Loomis has stated that the emotional problem involved 

in ability grouping affects both children and teachers: 

The two admitted difficulties in ability group¬ 
ing are: (a) children feel the stigma of assignment 
to a slow group and parents resent it on their be¬ 
half; (b) many teachers are reluctant to accept 
assignment to a slow group and have had no specific 
preparation for dealing skillfully with children who 
have special learning problems.1 

Q 
Luchins and Luchins in exploring children’s atti¬ 

tudes toward being sectioned in terms of ability have felt 

their interviews clearly showed that the children classed as 

dull felt ,,stigmatizedn and that the brights were 11 snobbish.” 

A study made by Mann^ 0f fifth graders who had spent 

most of their school years under ability grouping revealed 

negative attitudes in over half of the low group and superior 

attitudes in two-thirds of the fast moving group when answer¬ 

ing questions as to why they were placed in a particular 

teacher’s room. Mann^ pointed to the practice of giving a 

teacher a high group after a year spent teaching the low 

1Loomis, op. clt.t p. 18. 
p 
Luchins, Abraham S., and Luchins, Edith H., ” Child¬ 

ren’s Attitudes toward Homogeneous Grouping," PedaRoplcal 
Seminar, March, 1948, p. 9. 

^Mann, Maxine, ” What Does Ability Grouping Do to 
the Self Concept?” Childhood Education, April, I960, p. 359* 

4lbia.. p. 359. 
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group as proof of administrative recognition of negative 

attitudes toward grouping. 

In a study of British schools with a long history of 

assigning elementary students to one of three streams on the 

basis of achievement, Rudd^ found more aggressive behavior 

in the streamed groups, probably indicating more personal 

tensions for this group, than in a non-streamed group. 

However, some studies have not shown that ability 

grouping causes negative emotional attitudes according to 

Loomis: 

Research done on the acceptance and rejection 
patterns of elementary school children in the Colfax 
School, Pittsburgh, indicates that acceptance and 
rejection were more marked within an ability group 
than between ability groups. In Dade County, Florida, 
where gifted children are grouped for special classes 
during part of the day, an evaluation of the plan 
indicated that peer ratings were not affected.^ 

O'Shea has also pointed out that the most important 

factor pulling the membership of a group together appears 

to be mental age: 

In early years, an age when one is certain that 
the child is not standing around asking himself which 
is the appropriate child to play with, the most 

^-Rudd, W.G.A., 11 The Psychological Effects of Stream¬ 
ing by Attainment," British Journal of Educational Psycho¬ 
logy, February, 1958, p. 60. 

2Loomis, 0£. cit., p. 18. 



17 

powerful factor pulling the membership of the group 
together appears to be similarity in mental age. 
There is a lack of awareness of own chronological 
age children having less mental age as judged by 
negative and positive reactions on a sociometric 
scale.1 

It appeared that the social and emotional impact of 

ability grouping has not yet been fully ascertained. Another 

area in which the effects of ability grouping have not been 

completely clarified is academic achievement. 

Academic Achievement Effects 

During the ,,thirtiesn there was a great deal of re¬ 

search on the problem of the effects of ability grouping on 

academic achievement but studies since that time have not 

added precision to the conclusions or clarification of the 

problem. 

Rudd concluded in his study on the British schools 

that the streamed group did not achieve more than the non- 

streamed group. Clymer^ has stated emphatically n research 

fails to demonstrate any dramatic superiority of one method 

•^■O'Shea, Harriet E., “ Friendship and the Intellectual 
ly Gifted Child,11 Exceptional Children. February, I960, p. 333 

2Rudd, op. cit., p. 60. 

^Clymer, op. cit., p. 45. 
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of grouping over another in terms of pupil academic growth.” 

Wilhelms has stated that grouping by itself will not 

increase academic achievement: 

The expected gains in subject-matter learning 
did not occur. By and large, learning remained about 
the same as it would have been in the unsectioned 
groups. This does not prove that grouping might not 
produce better results if accompanied by adaptations 
to fit content and instruction to each group. That 
remains to be seen. But it does show beyond any 
doubt that grouping b£ itself yields no particular 
advantage in the learning of subject matter.1 2 

However, some studies have questioned these state¬ 

ments. For example, DeVault and Phillips^ found group 

competition situations tended to enhance the performance of 

pupils with low achievement and to adversely affect the per¬ 

formance of pupils of high achievement. The trend in recent 

research appears to be pointing to the fact that the real 

determiner of academic achievement is not the grouping 

structure itself but rather the teacher's freedom to adjust 

the curriculum once school-wide grouping is accomplished. 

Both the very oldest studies and the most recent ones have 

pointed to a 1922 statement on ability grouping made by 

1Wilhelms, 0£. cit., p. 6. 

2DeVault, M. Vere, and Phillips, Beeman H., “Curric¬ 
ulum Research: Intraclass Grouping Practices in Elementary 
Classroom," Educational Leadership, March, 1959, p. 385. 
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Irwin and Marks’1’ that " ability grouping forces the teacher 

to do something constructive about the problems of the child" 

and the need for "the use of larger patterns than grade 

levels in learning." 

Even within the so-called heterogeneous classroom 

the most ardent supporters of non-dlfferentiated grouping 

have recommended, and often demanded, ability grouping with¬ 

in the room itself for a special subject based on the child's 

needs as judged by performance. 

2 
Mitchell reporting on the ability grouping used in 

Tampa's Twin Lakes Elementary School claimed grouping is a 

powerful device producing easier teaching and better learn¬ 

ing as shown by the fact that the fast fifth grade students' 

median advanced from 6.6 to 8.3 in one year. He did not 

describe the achievement gain of the slow class. Apparently 

the grouping system was not able to overcome sufficiently 

the emotional problems characteristic of the underachiever^ 

to make academic achievement gains worthy of reporting, pro¬ 

vided the belief is held that underachievement is more 

^■Irwin, Elizabeth A., and Marks, Louis A., Fitting 
the School to the Child; an Experiment in Public Education, 
MacMillan Co., New York, 1922, pp. 314-315. 

p 
Mitchell, Omar C., " Groping with Grouping," Ameri- 

School Board Journal, April, 1959, p. 222. 

^Gowan, John C., " Dynamics of the Underachievement 
of Gifted Students" in Educating the Gifted, Henry Holt and 
Co., New York, 1959, P- 395. 
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closely related to the emotional life of the child than to 

the type of Instruction received.^ 

Some of the differences between research findings on 

ability groups* academic gains and the feelings of admini¬ 

strators and teachers using ability grouping appear to lie 

in the unique characteristics of research on ability group¬ 

ing. 

Characteristics of Research 

It was apparent that there are limitations wherein 

the conditions controlled for experimentation are inimical 

to the underlying philosophy of ability grouping. Any 

potential advantages of ability grouping are likely to be 

nullified when the research involves ability groups and non- 

differentiated groups required to deal with the same curric¬ 

ulum, the same topics, and the same books at the same rate 

of speed. When ability groups, supported by appropriate 

curricular and instructional adaptations, are shown to be 

superior to non-differentiated groups for which similar 

adaptations have not been made the question of assigning 

cause for the academic gain is clouded. 

Studies made comparing flexible programs with formal 

^Gallagher, James J., The Gifted Child in the Ele¬ 
mentary School, National Education Association, Washington, 
D.C., 1959, p. 30. 
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programs have found more academic gains for the group with 

the flexible program regardless of the type of grouping used. 

Jones-** concluded children in the flexible program group made 

more academic gains than those in the formal program. Holmes 

and Harvey^ in a study comparing permanent and flexible 

arithmetic groups stated an effective teacher sensitive to 

children's individuality is a more influential factor than 

the grouping scheme used. The study made by Hoover^ suggest¬ 

ed also that curricular differentiation was a more signifi¬ 

cant contributor to academic progress than was the basis for 

establishing classroom groups. 

In spite of the evidence showing better articulation 

can be secured by a combination of grouping, curriculum ad¬ 

justment, and promotion policies21' ability grouping has been 

continued without adding curriculum adjustments or promotion 

policy changes. For example, in the Department of Education's 

projects on classroom organization reported by Carriker and 

Asher^ was the four year study in process in Utah by Borg 

^Jones, o£. cit., p. 272. 

2Holmes, Darrell and Harvey, Lois, An Evaluation 
of Two Methods of Grouping." Educational Research Bulletin. 
November, 1956, p. 222. 

^Hoover, o£. cit., p. 331 
A 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop- 

ment, OJD. cit.. p. 206. 

^Carriker and Asher, o£. cit.. p. 21. 



22 

comparing the effect that ability grouping as opposed to 

random grouping had on academic achievement, attitudes of 

pupils, study methods, behavior problems, amount of truancy, 

number of social isolates, and number of underachievers. 

The second step in this study was to compare the 

achievement test results of a group from a school using per¬ 

formance grouping and a group from a school using hetero¬ 

geneous grouping* The results of this comparison are pre¬ 

sented in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER III 

COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES IN 

A SCHOOL USING PERFORMANCE GROUPING AND 

A SCHOOL USING HETEROGENEOUS GROUPING 

The school system in Casper, Wyoming, in which this 

study was made, involves a combination of both structure 

and freedom for its elementary schools. The structure de¬ 

lineates school organization by grades; curriculum outlines 

in all subjects based on six-week periods in terms of pages 

in the prescribed texts; promotion, reporting, and retention 

policies based on grade standards but with no second failures 

within either the primary or intermediate blocks; inter¬ 

grade related-reading-levels program; and an intra-grade 

athletics and audio-visual program. Within the parts of 

this structure, the various schools within the system have 

been allowed freedom to set up their own individual arrange¬ 

ments. 

The experimental school used in the study chose to 

make assignments to rooms within a grade on the basis of 

performance as demonstrated by the battery median score on 

the Stanford Achievement Test, while the control school used 

a non-differentiated or heterogeneous room assignment system 

of grouping. The only difference between the two schools 
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was the grouping in and of itself. 

The comparison of the two schools in relation to the 

effects of the different grouping plans involved (1) an 

analysis of the selected samples from the schools and (2) an 

analysis of the achievement test scores of the students in 

the samples. 

Analysis of Schools' Samples 

The descriptions of the two schools involved in this 

study are followed by the procedures used in the selection 

of the students for the samples. The samples so selected 

were analyzed in relation to intelligence, the fathers' edu¬ 

cations, and the fathers' occupations. 

Description of experimental school. The experimental 

school sample was selected in December, I960, from the 316 

students in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades at Pineview 

School. This was an elementary plant with an enrollment of 

875 students in the kindergarten and six grades. It covered 

an area of home-owners having lived in the district from 

four to twelve years. The homes were valued at approximately 

$13,000 to $35,000. There were no areas of rental property. 

The school building had been constructed seven years 

earlier. Accordingly it was classified as new enough to be 
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modern but old enough to have built up the equipment needed 

for audio-visual, athletics, music, science, and other pro¬ 

grams . 

Description of control school. The control school 

sample was selected at the same time from the fourth, fifth, 

and sixth grades at Westwood School, an elementary plant with 

an enrollment of 56? students in the kindergarten and six 

grades. This school covered a similar district of home- 

owners and had no areas of rental property. The homes were 

of higher value, however, since valuation was between 

$13,000 and $50,000. The school building was constructed at 

the same time as the experimental plant and so was classified 

as new enough to be modern but old enough to have built up 

the needed equipment. 

Selection of students for the samples. Selection of 

students used in the samples from the two schools involved 

three items: (1) time in school, (2) classification data, 

and (3) achievement test results. 

All children not in the experimental school during 

the previous two school years, 1959-1960 and 1958-1959, 

were eliminated so that only those students in their third 

year of performance grouping would be used in the study. 

Similarly, any children not in the control school during the 

previous two school years were eliminated. 
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Any student whose records did not include information 

on intelligence quotient, the father's education, and the 

father’s occupation was dropped from the samples. 

As the basic hypothesis of the study involved achieve¬ 

ment test scores, whenever the records were incomplete for 

the achievement tests given in the fall of the school years 

1953-1959, 1959-60, and 1960-61, that child was also dropped 

from the samples. 

The total number of students selected for the sample 

by this process was 168 students in the experimental school 

and 114 students in the control school as shown by the data 

in Table 1. 

TABLE 1. NUMBER OF STUDENTS CLASSIFIED BY SEX AND GRADE IN 
SAMPLES FROM EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL SCHOOLS 

Number of students 

Grade Male Female Total school 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Fourth 32 21 35 19 67 40 

Fifth 25 20 27 21 52 41 

Sixth 25 18 24 15 49 33 

Total 82 55 86 59 168 114 
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The samples selected represented 53*2 per cent of the 

experimental school intermediate grades and 56.4 per cent of 

the control school students in the same grades. There was a 

larger total number of females, except in the sixth grade of 

the'control school, than males in both samples. 

Within the experimental school's sample were 44 stu¬ 

dents from the slow group, 65 from the average group, and 

59 from the high group as shown by the figures in Table 2. 

TABLE 2. NUMBER OF STUDENTS CLASSIFIED BY SEX AND GRADE IN 
PERFORMANCE GROUPS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE 

Number of students 

Grade Male Female Total group 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High 

Fourth 7 15 10 9 17 9 16 32 19 

Fifth 11 7 . 7 4 8 15 15 15 22 

Sixth 7 9 9 6 9 9 13 18 18 

Total 25 31 26 19 34 33 44 65 59 

The experimental school's sample had a larger number 

of males than females in all grades in the slow group. 

This larger number of males in the slow group was offset by 
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a larger number of females In the high group selected for 

the sample. 

The distribution of students by Intelligence quotients 

In the samples. Most educators agree that intelligence as 

measured by either group or individual tests is a factor in 

determining academic success. Accordingly, one of the areas 

of classification used in the study was intelligence. The 

tests used as data included: The Detroit Beginning First 

Grade Intelligence Test Revised, The California Test of 

Mental Maturity Short Form, and the Revised Stanford- Binet 

Scale. Whenever possible the individual intelligence test 

was preferred. Y/here this was not available for a child the 

California Group Test was the next choice. 

A larger percentage of the students in the control 

school, 69•7 per cent, than in the experimental school, 63.0 

per cent, had intelligence quotients in the ‘’average” range. 

The ratio of students with I.Q.*s “above average”, 120 and 

up, was greater in the experimental school than in the con¬ 

trol school. These two trends were consistent throughout the 

distribution of the samples regardless of the classification 

as shown by the data in Table 3* In the experimental school 

sample 33.1 per cent of the students had ” above average” 

intelligence while only 25.9 per cent of the control school 

students were so classified. 
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TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CON¬ 
TROL SCHOOL SAMPLES BY INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 

Intelli- 
gence 
quotient 
between 

Per cent of 

Males Females Total school 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

70-79 1.3 1.8 0.6 0.9 
80-89 3.8 1.7 2.3 5.4 3.1 3.5 
90-99 8.7 21.7 12.9 14.6 10.8 18.5 

100-109 26.2 30.1 17.4 16.4 21.8 23.2 
110-119 25.0 16.4 36.0 40.0 30.6 28.0 
120-129 26.2 21.7 19.7 16.4 22.8 19.0 
130-139 7.5 8.4 8.1 5.4 7.8 6.9 
140-149 1.3 3.6 2.5 

The small percentage of students in each school, less 

than one per cent, with intelligence quotients below 80 re¬ 

flects the policy of removing retarded children from the 

regular schools and placing them in special education classes. 

One of the often assumed attributes of ability group¬ 

ing in any form appears to be the fact that children with 

less intelligence can proceed through school without the 

feeling of failure, while children with more intelligence 

can be allowed to progress at a faster pace. After three 

years of assignment to classrooms by a performance criterion 
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no one below 100 I.Q. was in the high group in the experi¬ 

mental school^ sample as shown by the data in Table 4. 

TABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS IN 
EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE BY INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 

Intelli- 
Per cent of 

gence 
quotient 
between 

Males Females Total group 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow, Ave. High 

70-79 
80-89 
90-99 

100-109 
110-119 
120-129 
130-139 
140-149 

4.2 
10.4 
25.0 
41.7 
10.4 
8.3 

9.7 
25.8 
25.8 
29.1 
6.4 

ii.i 
34.3 
39.8 
14.8 

10.5 
36.8 
10.5 
36.8 
5.4 

11.8 
23.5 
47.1 
8.8 
5.9 
2.9 

15.7 
21.6 
40.7 
15.7 
6.3 

2.3 
11.4 
29.5 
27.2 
22.7 
6.9 

10.6 
24.7 
36.9 
18.5 
6.2 
3.1 

13.4 
28.4 
39.9 
15.0 
3.3 

Over 80 per cent of the children in the slow group in 

the experimental school^ sample had I.Q.*s of less than 110. 

Only 35.5 per cent of the average group and 11.0 per cent of 

the high group scored below 110 on an intelligence test. The 

fact that students above 130 I.Q. did not appear in the slow 

group might indicate that there is a limit to underachieve¬ 

ment. From the data it appeared that the filtering process 

of performance grouping over three years had produced groups 
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that were essentially the same as those that would be obtain¬ 

ed by using as the criterion for classroom assignment in¬ 

telligence, or predicted potential to perform* 

The distribution of the students by the fathers1 edu¬ 

cations. The assumption was made in this study that there 

was a relationship between a child*s success in school and 

the education of his father. Accordingly, one of the classi¬ 

fication categories revolved about the factor of the fathers’ 

educations. In both the experimental and control schools, 

as shown by the data in Table 5* it was evident that over 

50 per cent of the fathers involved in the samples had com¬ 

pleted high school. 

TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CON¬ 
TROL SCHOOL SAMPLES BY THE FATHERS* EDUCATIONS 

Per cent of 

Education 
of father Males Females Total school 
in school 
years 

Experi- Con- Experi- Con- Experi- Con- 
mental trol mental trol mental trol 

1-7 1.3 1.8 0.6 0.9 
8 2.6 11.7 3.5 10.9 3.6 11.5 
9-11 2.6 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 
12 46.0 47.0 44.3 43.7 43.9 45.4 
13-15 11.3 10.0 12.8 7.3 12.0 8.8 
16 33.6 23.4 33.6 30.9 33.3 27.3 
Above 16 2.6 1.8 

— 

2.3 3.6 3.0 2.6 
  



32 

More of the fathers in the experimental school's 

sample, 33*3 per cent, had graduated from college than in 

the control school, 27.3 per cent, A larger percentage of 

the fathers in the control school than in the experimental 

school had failed to complete high school. 

Within the experimental school’s sample some stratifi 

cation by the fathers' educations was indicated by the data 

shown in Table 6. Fewer fathers of children in the high 

group, 3*3 per cent, had not completed high school than in 

the average group, 12,7 per cent, or in the slow group, 13.6 

per cent. 

TABLE 6. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS 
IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE BY THE FATHERS' EDUCATIONS 

Per cent of 
Education 
of father 
in school 
years 

Males Females Total group 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High 

1-7 
8 

4.2 
4.2 3.1 3.7 5.3 2.9 2.6 

2.3 
4.5 3.1 3.3 

9-11 
12 

12.5 
58.3 35.5 38.4 52.6 

8.8 
44.2 39.6 

6.8 
56.9 

4.6 
40.0 39.2 

13-15 8.3 9.7 15.8 10.5 11.8 15.6 9.1 10.8 15.0 
16 12.5 45.2 38.4 31.6 29.4 39.6 20.4 36.9 39.2 
Above 16 6.5 3.7 2.9 2.6 4.6 3.3 
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No child whose father had had more than 16 years of 

education was in the slow group. A smaller percentage of the 

fathers of the slow group children, 29.5 per cent, had re¬ 

ceived education after high school graduation than in the 

average group with 51.3 per cent or in the high group with 

57.5 per cent. 

The distribution of the students by the fathers * oc¬ 

cupations in the samples. One of the assumptions used to 

justify public free education appears to be the mixing of 

the population^ occupational strata and the promotion there¬ 

by of social mobility. The occupation of the father in the 

household is often used as the determinate factor in describ¬ 

ing the existing social stratification. Accordingly, the 

factor of the fathers’ occupations was selected for classi¬ 

fication in this study. Using the Bureau of Labor's 1950 

census report of occupations as presented by Greenleaf,*1* the 

occupations of the fathers of the students in the experi¬ 

mental and control school samples were classified. 

*1 
*LGreenleaf, Walter James, Occupations and Careers, 

McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., New York, 1955, pp. 570-578. 
( Occupations classified as: ,l group I- professional, semi- 
professional, and managerial occupations; group II- clerical 
and sales occupations; group III- service occupations; group 
IV- agricultural, fishery, forestry, and kindred occupa¬ 
tions; group V- skilled occupations; group VI- semi-skilled 
occupations; group VII- unskilled occupations.” Taken from 
Appendix D.) 
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More of the fathers of the control school were en¬ 

gaged in occupations classified as semi-skilled than those 

in the experimental school according to the data as shown in 

Table 7. 

TABLE ?• DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CON¬ 
TROL SCHOOL SAMPLES BY THE FATHERS1 OCCUPATIONS 

Per cent of 

Bureau of 
Labor 
group 
category 

Males Females Total school 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

; Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

I 41.3 23.8 31.4 40.1 36.4 31.5 
II 26.0 10.2 24.5 12.7 25.0 11.5 
III 2.5 5.1 4.6 3.6 3.6 4.4 
IV 1.7 2.3 1.2 0.9 
V 13.8 15.3 17.4 12.7 15.4 14.1 
VI 15.3 38.8 19.8 30.9 17.8 35.0 
VII 1.3 5.1 0.6 2.6 

Almost one-third of each school's sample was classi¬ 

fied in professional, semi-professional, and managerial oc¬ 

cupations. 

The experimental school by using performance shown by 

the child on an achievement test for placement seemed to be 

using a criterion that would increase social mobility. 
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After three years it appeared that social stratifica¬ 

tion was encouraged by performance grouping and social mo¬ 

bility would be decreased since the data, as shown in Table 

8, indicated trends of definite occupational strata develop¬ 

ing. 

TABLE 8. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS 
IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE BY THE FATHERS' OCCUPATIONS 

Per cent of 

Bureau of 
Labor Males Females Total group 
group 
category 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow . Ave. High 

I 20.7 54.8 45.8 21.0 29.4 39.4 20.4 41.5 42.5 
II 31.4 19.4 27.1 31.6 14.7 30.3 31.9 16.9 28.9 
III 3.2 3.8 5.4 8.8 2.3 6.2 1.7 
IV 5.9 3.1 
V 12.3 9.7 19.5 21.0 20.6 12.0 15.9 15.4 15.2 
VI 31.4 12.9 3.8 21.0 20.6 18.3 27.2 16.9 11.7 
VII 4.2 2.3 

No child whose father was classified as unskilled 

appeared in the average or high groups of the experimental 

school after three years of performance grouping. A larger 

percentage, 42.5 per cent, of the professional, semi-pro¬ 

fessional, and managerial occupations' children were in the 
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high group than in the other two groups, with the high group 

having over twice as many fathers so classified as those in 

the slow group. More children whose fathers were engaged in 

semi-skilled occupations appeared in the slow group than in 

the other two groups of the school. 

Having examined the samples from the experimental and 

control schools under the three aspects of the classification- 

intelligence, the fathers’ educations, and the fathers’ oc¬ 

cupations- the next step was to examine the effects of per¬ 

formance grouping as Judged by achievement test results in 

comparison with the control school test scores. 

Analysis of Achievement Test Scores of Students in 
Experimental and Control School Samples 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate 

whether the performance grouping organization in the experi¬ 

mental school had an effect on students' achievement test 

scores that would not be obtained in a similar school with¬ 

out such grouping. Three measures were used in this study for 

the comparison of the achievement test scores of the samples 

from the two schools: (1) the gain on the battery median 

score, (2) the gain in the Individual subject areas scores, 

and (3) the gain in the limits of the range. Before any 

discussion of the comparison of these three measures, however, 
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some understanding of the achievement test batteries appear¬ 

ed essential in relation to (1) administration and contents 

and (2) the method used to compute gain from the scores on 

the test batteries. 

Administration and content of achievement test bat¬ 

teries. The Stanford Achievement Test batteries used by 

both schools were given in September of the school years of 

1960-1961, 1959-1960, and 1958-1959. The classroom teacher 

administered and scored the achievement tests as a diagnostic 

instrument of the respective year^ work. The teachers 

were not aware that the test scores so obtained would be 

used in any other way. 

The children at third and fourth grade levels were 

given the elementary battery consisting of six tests cover¬ 

ing paragraph meaning, word meaning, spelling, language, 

arithmetic reasoning, and arithmetic computation. The first 

two tests were combined into an average reading score and 

the last two into an average arithmetic score. Different 

forms of the same level were used in different years so the 

children at fourth grade did not take the same test they 

had had the previous year. 

The children of the fifth and sixth grades were 

given the intermediate battery adding to the six tests of 

the earlier level- social studies, science, and study skills. 
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Different forms of the same level were used in different years 

so the children at sixth 6^a^e not take the same test 

they had had the previous year. 

Method used to compute Rain from the scores on the 

test batteries. Each student*s achievement test battery as 

used by the two schools yielded five separate scores used 

in this study: (1) a reading score, (2) a spelling score, 

(3) a language score, (4) an arithmetic score, and (5) a 

battery median score representing the mid-point of the in¬ 

dividual subject areas of the battery. 

The yearly achievement test score gains or losses of 

each child were computed on each of the five separate scores 

by averaging the difference between the score received on 

the first achievement test of the three year period covered 

by this study, the 1958-1939 test, and the score received on 

the last achievement test, the 1960-1961 test. This average 

yearly gain or loss was used in the comparison between the 

two schools in order to reduce as much as possible all factors 

other than grouping that might influence the score. 

The major hypothesis of this study was that greater 

gains would be shown on the achievement test scores by the 

total sample in the experimental school than would be shown 

by the control school. The first measure used to test this 

hypothesis concerned the battery median scores. 
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Battery median scores. The "battery median score was 

chosen as one of the measures of evaluation since it seemed 

to be less influenced by extremes. The average yearly loss 

or gain of each child during the three year period of this 

study on the battery median score was computed in calendar 

months. Percentages of the classifications- male, female, 

and total school- making a certain loss or gain were figured. 

For analysis the data were divided into three categories- 

gains of less than 10 months, gains of 10 to 19 months, and 

gains of 20 or more months. 

The percentage of students showing less than a 10 

month gain varied between 28 and 30 per cent in both the 

experimental and control schools, as shown by the data in 

Table 9. The control school had a slightly smaller percent¬ 

age of students in this category than the experimental 

school regardless of type of classification. The difference 

between the two schools was so small that it was considered 

unimportant. 

The percentage of students gaining 10 to 19 months 

varied between 64 per cent and 69 per cent in the two schools. 

The experimental school had a larger percentage of students 

in this category than the control school except in the class¬ 

ification of females. In the classification of total school 

the experimental school had 2.4 per cent more students mak¬ 

ing a gain of 10 to 19 months. 
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TABLE 9. ACHIEVEMENT TEST BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE LOSSES OR 
GAINS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

Average 
Per cent of 

yearly 
loss or Males Females Total school 
gain in 
months 

1 ' 11 ' 1 : * 

Experi- Con- Experi- Con- Experi- Con- 
mental trol mental trol mental trol 

Loss: 

6 1.3 0.6 
5 
4 
3 
2 1.8 0.9 
1 

Gain: 

0 1.7 0.9 
1 1.7 1.2 0.6 0.9 
2 3.5 1.8 
3 1.3 1.2 1.2 
4 2.5 1.2 1.8 

5 2.5 3.3 2.3 1.8 2.4 2.6 
6 1.3 3.3 1.2 1.8 1.2 2.6 
7 1.3 8.4 3.5 9.1 2.4 8.8 
8 11.2 3.3 3.5 7.3 7.2 5.2 
9 7.8 7.1 12.7 7.3 10.0 7.0 

Total: 29.2 28.8 30.3 29.1 29.2 28.9 

Gain; 

10 11.2 10.8 9.3 14.6 10.2 12.1 
11 3.8 6.7 8.1 16.3 6.0 11.5 
12 5.0 5.0 8.1 9.1 6.6 7.0 
13 10.0 10.8 9.3 7.3 9.6 • 8.8 
14 10.0 10.8 4.6 7.3 7.2 8.8 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

Average 
Per cent of 

yearly 
loss or Males Females Total School 
gain in 
months 

Experi- Con- Experi- Con- Experi- Con- 
mental trol mental trol mental trol 

15 7.8 5.0 IX.6 5.5 10.2 5.2 
16 7.8 3.3 4.6 1.8 - 6.6 2.6 
17 5.0 7.1 7.0 1.8 6.0 4.4 
18 3.8 1.7 3.5 , 3.6 3.6 2.6 
19 1.3 1.7 1.2 1.8 1.2 1.8 

Total: 65.7 62.9 67.3 69.1 67.2 64.8 

Gain: 

20 2.5 3.3 1.2 1.8 1.8 
21 1.3 1.2 1.2 0.9 
22 1.8 0.9 
23 
24 1.3 3.3 0.6 1.8 

25 1.7 0.9 
26 

Total: 5.1 8.3 
i 

2.4 1.8 3*6 6.3 

Students gaining more than 20 months on the battery 

median varied from 1.8 per cent of the control school fe¬ 

males to 8.3 per cent of the control school males. The 
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percentage of the experimental school total making a gain of 

more than 20 months was 3*6 per cent, while 6.3 per cent of 

the total control school made such a gain. This difference 

might be considered important since it favored the control 

school. The experimental school was presumedly organized 

to bring about greater gains in achievement and had a 

larger proportion of students with I.Q.*s above 120 than 

the control school. 

When the percentage of students in each of the two 

school samples was computed for students making a gain of 

10 or more months in the battery median score, the experi¬ 

mental school had 70.8 per cent of its students in this 

category. The control school had 71*1 per cent. The differ¬ 

ence appeared so small as to be unimportant except to in¬ 

dicate that grouping as practiced at the experimental school 

had no discernible effect on its students1 achievement as 

measured by the percentage of pupils making a gain of 10 or 

more months on battery median score. 

Within the experimental school sample more children 

in the slow group than in the average or high groups made 

gains of less than 10 months as shown by the data in Table 

10. More of the children in the high group made gains of 

more than ten months than children in the other two groups 

of the experimental school sample. 
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TABLE 10. ACHIEVEMENT TEST BATTERX MEDIAN SCORE LOSSES OR 
GAINS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE 

Average 
Per cent of 

yearly 
loss or 1 Males Females Total group 
gain in i 
months 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. i High Slow Ave. High 

Loss: 

6 3.6 1.5 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

Gain: 

0 
1 5.3 2.3 
2 10.5 3.1 4.5 1.7 
3 3.7 3.1 3.3 
4 6.5 2.9 4.6 

5 4.2 3.2 10.5 6.8 1.5 
6 3.7 5.3 2.3 1.7 
7 4.2 5.3 2.9 3.1 4.5 1.5 1.7 
8 30.0 3.7 15.8 25.0 1.7 
9 

! 
8.3 12.8 3.7 20.9 20.8 13.5 16.9 1.7 

Total: 46.7 25.7 14.8 73.6 23.7 9.3 58.9 26.0 11.8 
------ - -- 

Gain: 
i 

10 | 15.7 6.5 12.1 5.3 15.7 6.1 11.4 10.9 9.1 
11 i 8.3 | 3.7 15.8 2.9 9.4 11.4 1.5 6.7 
12 8.3 3.2 3.7 5.3 2.9 14.7 6.8 3.1 10.0 
13 ! 4.2 19.4 3.7 15.7 9.4 2.3 16.9 6.7 
14 | 4.2 i 9.7| 15.8 5.9 6.1 2.3 7.7110.0 
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TABLE 10 (Continued) 

Per cent of 
Average 
yearly 
loss or 
gain in 
months 

Males Females Total group 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High 

15 4.2 6.5 19.3 15.7 14.7 2.3 10.9 16.7 
16 4.2 12.8 3.7 2.9 9.4 2.3 7.7 6.7 
17 4.2 6.5 3.7 2.9 14.7 2.3 4.6 10.0 
18 12.1 8.8 4.6 5.7 
19 3.7 3.1 3.3 

Total: 53.3 64.6 81.5 26.4 73.4 87.6 41.1 67.9 84.9 

Gain: 

20 6.5 2.9 4.6 
21 3.7 3.1 3.3 
22 
23 
24 3.2 1.5 

25 
26 

Total: 0.0 9.7 
 , 

3.7 0.0 2.9 
i  

3.1 0.0 6.1 3.3 

From the data it was evident that some children in 

the high group made gains of less than 10 months, 11.8 per 

cent, it was also evident that some children in the slow 

group made gains of more than 10 months, 53.3 per cent. 
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Within the average group were the students showing 

the largest Individual losses. The average group also had 

the largest percentage, 6.1 per cent, making a gain of 20 or 

more months. 

Over 53 per cent of the male students in the slow 

group made gains of 10 to 19 months, but only 26.4 per cent 

of the females in the same group made such a gain. In the 

average and high groups a larger percentage of girls than 

boys made gains of more than 10 months. 

Three measures of central tendency of the data on the 

battery median score gains in each school were computed: 

(1) the mean, or average gain made by the students in the 

school; (2) the median, or mid-point of the distribution of 

individual student*s gains within the school*s sample; and 

(3) the mode, or most frequent amount of gain made by the 

students in the school*s sample. 

Only in the males classification on the average gain, 

or mean, did the control school’s gain (12.3 months) exceed 

the experimental school's gain (12.1 months) as shown by the 

data in Table 12. The total experimental school's average 

gain, or mean, (11.9 months) was one-tenth of a month great¬ 

er than the control school's ( 11.8 months). However, as 

one-tenth of a month represents only two days per year, or 

a gain of 18 days in the six years of elementary school, such 
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a gain seemed rather insignificant. 

TABLE 11. MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY OF BATTERY MEDIAN 
SCORE GAINS OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

Months of gain per year made by 

Measure 
of 
central 

Males Females Total school 

tendency 
Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Experi¬ 
mental 

Con¬ 
trol 

Mean 12.1 12.3 11.7 11.2 11.9 11.8 

Median 13.0 12.0 11.0 11.0 12.0 11.0 

Mode none none 15.0 13.0 15.0 10.0 

The difference in the mid-point, or median, between 

the experimental school and the control school of one month 

represented an important period in the elementary school 

career of a child since one month gain per year would equal 

over one-half of a year during the six years of elementary 

school. This difference favored the experimental school. 

The mode, or the most frequent amount of gain made by 

the students in the schools sample, represented the great¬ 

est difference between the experimental and control schools. 

The experimental school's gain of five months more than the 
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control school appeared to he a value of 30 months in an 

elementary school child's career, hut would he important only 

if the other measures showed the same difference between the 

experimental and control schools. 

It was evident, as shown by the data in Table 12, 

that the slow group in the experimental school did not make 

as much gain as the control school regardless of whether 

considered as mean, median, or mode, hoys, girls, or total 

group. 

TABLE 12. MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY OF BATTERY MEDIAN 
SCORE GAINS OF PERFORMANCE GROUPS IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL 

' SAMPLE 

Months of gain per year made by 

Measure 
of 
central 

Males Females Total group 

tendency 
Slow Ave. High ' Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High 

Mean 10.2 12.5 13.5 7.5 12.4 15.3 9.1 12.5 13.4 

Median 10.0 13.0 14.0 8.0 13.0 14.0 9.0 13.0 14.0 

Mode 8.0 13.0 15.0 9.0 9.0 none 8.0 none 15.0 

Only in one other place besides the slow group, did 

the experimental school's groups fall below the control 
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school and that was in the mode for the females of the 

average group. In all other categories the gain of the ex¬ 

perimental school was from two-tenths of a month to five 

months more than that of the control school. 

In order to evaluate the gains made by the two schools, 

some consideration of battery median score gains in relation 

to the various classifications of intelligence and socio¬ 

economic background of the children, as shown by the fathers1 

educations and occupations, seemed valuable. 

The gains made by the children in each classification 

were averaged yielding an average of the battery median gain 

of the children within that classification. No average was 

computed in a classification when less than three students 

fell within the category. Frequently an item too small to 

be used under the male or female classifications was large 

enough when combined males and females were used for school 

total sample. 

In the distribution of the battery median score gains 

in relation to the intelligence quotients there were great¬ 

er gains made by the control school males than by the experi¬ 

mental school males in the I.Q. ranges of 100-109, 120-129, 

and 130-139. This was reversed in the females with the 

larger gains being made by the experimental school females 

in the I.Q. brackets of 100-109, 120-129, and 130-139, as 



49 

shown by the data in Table 13. 

TABLE 13. DISTRIBUTION OF BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE GAINS IN RE¬ 
LATION TO INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CON¬ 
TROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

Months of gain per year made by 

Intelli- 
gence Males Females Total school 
quotient 
between 

Expert- Con- Expert- Con- Expert- Con- 
mental trol mental trol mental trol 

70-79 
80-89 9.0 11.7 6.7 10.7 
90-99 11.7 10.3 9.7 10.5 10.6 13.3 

100-109 12.5 13.5 12.0 8.9 12.3 12.0 
110-119 12.8 n.6 11.4 12.7 11.9 12.4 
120-129 13.2 14.0 14.7 10.9 13.9 12.7 
130-139 7.2 11.2 10.9 10.3 9.2 10.9 
140-149 11.3 11.8 

In both schools the greatest gain was not made by 

the students in the 130 and above I.Q. ranges, but rather 

by the students in the 120-129 bracket. This appeared to be 

due to one of two possibilities. The explanation might be 

that the achievement test at the lower and upper ends of the 

scale was not sufficiently discriminating to allow for ac¬ 

curate measurement of the differences in yearly achievement 

of extremely capable students. The other explanation 
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appeared to that the two schools involved in the study were 

not sufficiently challenging the high I.Q. child. 

The classification by intelligence quotients of the 

battery median score gains for the groups in the experiment¬ 

al school brought out the expected result that in general 

less gain was made by the slow group than by either of the 

other two groups, as shown by the data in Table 14. 

TABLE 14. DISTRIBUTION OF BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE GAINS IN RE¬ 
LATION TO INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS IN 
EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE 

Intelli- 
Months of gain per year made by 

gence 
quotient 
between 

Males Females Total group 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High 

70-79 
80-89 
90-99 

100-109 
110-119 
120-129 
130-139 
140-149 

9.0 
10.0 
10.3 
8.3 

15.0 
13.6 
13.8 
10.0 

16.7 
13.5 
14.1 
9.5 

7.8 

8.3 

13.0 
12.6 
12.1 
15.0 

12.6 
12.1 
15.2 
12.4 

5.5 
8.8 
9.9 
8.3 

12.7 

13.9 
13.1 
12.8 
11.3 
8.5 

14.1 
12.8 
14.7 
11.1 

Yftien less than three students fell within a category- 

no average gain was computed for that classification. 
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The greatest gain, 16.7 months per year, was made by 

ae males in the high group with intelligence quotients in 

ae 100-109 bracket. In the average and high groups the 

ata showed an inverse relationship between gain and I.Q., 

hile in the slow group the relationship was positive with 

ore gain for a higher I.Q. bracket. 

The socio-economic background of the students as 

udged by the fathers* educations in relation to the battery 

edian score gains reached an effective limit at different 

rackets of the fathers* educations in the two schools as 

an be seen from the data in Table 15. As in the other 

ables, no average gain was computed for a bracket when less 

■han three students fell within a category. 

In the experimental school the amount of gain in¬ 

creased with increases in the father’s schooling up through 

completion of high school, 12 years of schooling, and then 

)egan to drop gradually. In the control school the gain 

climbed until the father’s schooling reached 16 years, grad- 

lation from college, before there was a decline. The ex- 

>lanatlon of this variance seemed to be related somewhat to 

.he number of fathers within each school having a certain 

lumber of years of schooling. Over 50 per cent of the 

'athers in each school had finished high school, but a larger 

>ercentage of the fathers in the experimental school had 
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completed college. Within the control school where college 

graduation was the exception the father*s years of schooling 

above high school appeared to influence the gain more than 

in the experimental school where college graduation was the 

norm. 

TABLE 15. DISTRIBUTION OF BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE GAINS IN RE¬ 
LATION TO THE FATHERS* EDUCATIONS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CON¬ 
TROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

Months of gain per year made by 
Education 
of father 
in number Males Females Total school 
of school 
years 

Experi- Con- Experi- Con- Experi- 
1 
Con- 

mental trol mental trol mental trol 

1-7 
8 11.3 10.1 7.7 12.5 9.5 11.2 
9-11 11.7 13.0 12.3 10.3 
12 12.5 11.9 12.5 10.5 12.5 11.3 
13-15 11.6 , 12.8 11.8 10.0 11.7 11.7 
16 11.9 14.7 11.1 11.8 11.5 13.0 
above 16 14.0 1 

i 
» 

11.4 12.3 

The least gain, 7.7 months per year, was made by the 

females of the experimental school whose fathers had com¬ 

pleted only eighth grade. The next smallest gain, 10.0 

months per year, was made by the females in the control 

school whose fathers had completed high school but had not 
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finished college. 

A pattern of decreasing gains with increased years of 

schooling for the student*s father was also evident to some 

extent within the groups at the experimental school as shown 

by the data in Table 16. Table 16 also has no mean listed 

for categories in which less than three students could be 

classified. 

TABLE 16. DISTRIBUTION OF BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE GAINS IN RE¬ 
LATION TO THE FATHERS' EDUCATIONS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS 
IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE 

Education 
of father 
in number 

Months of gain per year made by 

Males Females Total group 

of school 
years 

Slow Ave. High Slow Ave. High Slow ! Ave. High 

1-7 
8 
9-11 
12 
13-15 
16 

11.7 
10.6 

9.7 

13.4 
12.0 
10.8 

14.1 
13.0 
14.0 

above 16 

7.6 

8.3 

13.0 

13.5 
11.7! 
11.3 

15.2 
13.4 
12.2 

11.6 
9.4 
8.0 
8.8 

13.0 
13.4 

11.9 
11.1 
14.7 

14.8 
13.2 
12.1 

In the average group males a decreasing amount of gain 

with increased years of schooling for the father was evident. 

This same pattern was noted in the slow group males, in the 
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high group females, and in the total high group. One ex¬ 

planation for this pattern might be in the impact of tele¬ 

vision providing experiences that were not available to all 

children formerly. Through television the child1s exper¬ 

iences are broadened so that the effect of the father^ 

schooling is diluted. 

The greatest gain, 15.2 months per year, was made by 

the females in the high group whose fathers had had only 12 

years of schooling. 

In general this 12 years of education for the fathers 

appeared to be the place at which the distributions began 

to show less gain. 

Another socio-economic factor assumed to influence 

children^ performance in school was the father*s occupation. 

However, the data in Table 17 did not show any trend that 

could be used to connect gain on the battery median score 

with the fathers* occupations. 

The largest gain, 15.1 months per year, was made by 

the females in the experimental school whose fathers were 

classified as semi-skilled, category VI. The smallest gain, 

9.7 months per year, was made by males in the control school 

whose fathers were engaged in service occupations, category 

Even considering that about one-third of the fathers 

III 
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in each school were classified under category I- professional, 

semi-professional, and managerial occupations and that the 

control school had a larger percentage of fathers in category 

VI- semi-skilled- than the experimental school, it still was 

impossible to see any pattern connecting the fathers* oc¬ 

cupations and the gains made by the children on the battery 

median score. 

TABLE 17. DISTRIBUTION OF BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE GAINS IN RE¬ 
LATION TO THE FATHERS* OCCUPATIONS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CON¬ 
TROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

Bureau of 
Months of gain per year made by 

Labor 
group Males Females Total school 
category* 1 

Experi- 

. 

Con- Experi- Con- Experi- Con- 
mental trol mental trol mental trol 

I 12.1 14.1 11.1 10.5 11.7 12.1 
II 11.2 11.5 11.7 12.6 11.5 12.1 
III 9.7 13.3 12.7 10.2 
IV 
V 12.4 10.9 12.0 10.4 12.2 10.7 
VI 13.7 12.6 15.1 11.7 14.3 12.2 
VII 10.3 10.3 

^See page 33 for category explanation 

There seemed to be no connection between the parent's 

occupation and the achievement test gains when judged by the 
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data, as shown in Table 18, on the groups in the experimental 

school sample. 

TABLE 18, DISTRIBUTION OF BATTERY MEDIAN SCORE GAINS IN RE¬ 
LATION TO THE FATHERS* OCCUPATIONS IN PERFORMANCE GROUPS 
IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE 

Months of gain per year made by 
Bureau of 
Labor 
group 
category 

Males Females Total group 

Slow Ave. High , Slow Ave. High Slow Ave.' High 

I 9.0 11.3 14.6 6.5 12.0 11.8 7.9 11.6 13.1 
II 
III 
IV 

9.7 13.2 11.1 9.5 9.4 
12.7 

14.2 9.6 11.5 
13.3 

12.3 

V 9.3 11.3 14.8 7.7 12.6 15.3 8.4 12.2 15.0 
VI 
VII 

12.0 16.3 6.3 14.0 14.0 10.3 15.0 14.1 

•ft 

See page 33 for category explanation 

The greatest gain, 16.3 months per year, was made by 

the males in the average group whose fathers were engaged in 

semi-skilled occupations- category VI. The next largest 

gain, 14.0 months per year, was made by females in the high 

group whose fathers were engaged in skilled occupations- 

category V. The smallest gain, 6.3 months per year, was 

made by females in the slow group whose fathers were engaged 
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in semi-skilled occupations - category VI. In other words, 

the two largest gains and the smallest gain were made by 

children whose fathers were engaged in the same two occupa¬ 

tional categories. 

In addition to gains on the battery median score, data 

were gathered on the gain made in the individual subject 

areas of the achievement test batteries as the second measure 

to be used in the comparison of the achievement in the experi' 

mental and control schools. 

Individual subject areas scores. The second measure, 

individual subject areas scores, involved the four subjects 

covered by the test battery: (1) reading, (2) spelling, (3) 

language, and (4) arithmetic. 

The experimental school produced greater gains in 

the subjects of reading, language, and arithmetic than the 

control school regardless of classification as shown by the 

data in Table 19. In reading the experimental school had 

1.5 months per year more gain than the control school, while 

in language and arithmetic the differences were 1.0 month 

and 1.3 months respectively. These gains appeared important 

since one month gain per year would be equal to over a half 

of a year during the six years of elementary school. 

The largest difference between the experimental and 

control schools was found in the males classification in 

the subject of reading with 2.8 months. 
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The control school produced a greater gain, 0.8 of 

month per year, than the experimental school in spelling, 

owever, both schools showed less than ten months gain per 

ear in this subject. It appeared that either the spelling 

urriculum needed attention or the words used in the achieve- 

ent test battery were unusually difficult. 

The expectation that the greatest gain in every sub¬ 

set area would be made by the high group of the experimen- 

al school was not fulfilled, as shown by the data in Table 

0. In the language area both the average group with a 

ain of 15.6 months per year and the slow group with a gain 

f 12.9 months per year exceeded the high group's gain of 

2.0 months. It appeared that the reason might have been the 

act that the children in the high group had reached the 

pper extreme of the achievement test early and were not 

ble to show the gain due to the test's limitations. Another 

xplanation could be that the grade level curriculum as 

rescribed by the school system limited the amount that could 

e taught at each grade level and the faster students were 

ot allowed to advance in spite of their capacity to do so. 

The pattern shown by the data in the subjects of 

•eading, spelling and arithmetic substantiates the expected 

,rend of greater gains for the high group over the other 

■wo groups in the experimental school. 
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In reading, spelling, and arithmetic the slow group 

in the experimental school made less gain than the control 

school. The average group showed more gains consistently 

than the control school except in spelling. Only in the 

language area did the high group exhibit less gain than the 

control school, but it also showed less gain in this area 

than the other groups of the experimental school. 

By averaging the gains made in the individual subjects 

by the students in the two school samples, a mean of the 

gain on the individual achievement tests within the battery 

was computed for each school. This method yielded a slightly 

different picture of the gains made by the two schools than 

that obtained using the battery median score gains. When 

using the mean of the battery median score gains the dif¬ 

ference between the two schools appeared to be 0.1 of a 

month favoring the experimental school. By using the mean 

of the subject gains to obtain an actual mean gain on the 

achievement test scores the experimental school made a gain 

of 0.8 of a month more than the control school. This dif¬ 

ference favoring the experimental school might be considered 

important in the light of six years of elementary school 

since it would equal 4.8 months or one-half of a school year. 

It was noted that the difference of 1.1 months favoring 

the experimental school was greater in the males than in the 
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females where it was only 0.3 of a month. 

TABLE 21. AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST BATTERY GAIN OF EXPERI¬ 
MENTAL AND CONTROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

School 
Months of gain per year made by 

Males Females Total school 

Experimental 12.1 11.7 12.0 

Control 11.0 11.4 11.2 

Only the slow group of the experimental school, as 

shown by the data in Table 22, did not exceed the average 

gain of the control school on the achievement test battery. 

TABLE 22. AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST BATTERY GAIN OF PER¬ 
FORMANCE GROUPS IN EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL SAMPLE 

Months of gain per year made by 
Group 

Males Females Total group 

Slow 10.1 8.3 9.4 

Average 12.6 11.5 12.1 

High 13.5 14.1 13.8 
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The gain made by the average group in the experi¬ 

mental school was greater than the control school^ gain 

in all classifications and ranged from 0.1 of a month to 

1.6 months. The high group, as expected, made gains con¬ 

sistently larger than the control school's gains. 

In addition to battery median scores and individual 

subject areas scores, data were also gathered regarding the 

changes in the range, the highest and lowest scores, within 

each school's sample on each of the achievement test battery 

scores as the third measure used in the comparison of the 

two schools. 

Range of battery scores. The gain in the limits of 

the range of the battery scores was chosen as the third 

measure of the evaluation in order that the study would 

contain data regarding the most extreme gains made on the 

achievement test by the two schools' students. The gain in 

the upper limit of the range of each of the five scores 

used in the study was computed by averaging the difference 

between the highest score made in the first achievement test 

of the study and the highest score in the last achievement 

test within each grade of each school. These grade gains 

were then averaged to compute the gain in the upper limits 

of the range for that school. A similar procedure for 

computing the gain in the lower limits of each of the five 
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scores yielded by the achievement test battery was followed. 

From the data shown in Table 23, the experimental 

school was able to produce considerably greater gain on the 

upper limits of the range in all subjects except spelling 

than the control school produced. 

TABLE 23. AVERAGE YEARLY GAINS IN LIMITS OF RANGE OF ACHIEVE¬ 
MENT TEST INDIVIDUAL SUBJECT AREAS SCORES AND BATTERY 
MEDIAN SCORE IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL SCHOOL SAMPLES 

Individual 
Months of gain per year by 

subject 
areas scores 
and 

Experimental Control 

battery 
median score Upper 

limits 
Lower 
limits 

Upper 
limits 

Lower 
limits 

Reading 8.5 5.8 5.7 8.5 

Spelling 9.2 4.3 13.0 5.3 

Language 9.3 5.0 8.8 5.7 

Arithmetic 18.3 6.8 7.0 6.7 

Battery 
median 

1 
16.5 8.3 10.2 9.5 

It is also to be noted that the control school pro¬ 

duced greater gains on the lower limits of the range in all 

subjects than the experimental school. This would seem to 
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agree with some studies that have shown that students with 

academic difficulties actually benefit more from uncontrolled 

competition situations than do students advancing at a more 

rapid pace. 

From the three measures- battery median scores, in¬ 

dividual subject areas scores, and range of battery scores- 

used to gain a picture of the difference in achievement test 

results between the experimental and the control schools, it 

was apparent that each of the measures yielded some evidence 

supporting the hypothesis that greater achievement gains 

would be made by the experimental school than by the control 

school. It was also evident that each of the measures 

yielded some evidence showing that the control school had 

made greater gains than the experimental school in some 

areas. 

A summary of the study and the findings is presented 

in the next chapter 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The major purpose of this study was to ascertain 

whether or not performance grouping, a form of ability group 

ing, had an effect on students1 achievement test scores that 

would not be obtained in a heterogeneous classroom. 

The achievement test scores of a group of students 

in a school using performance grouping were compared with 

the scores made by a group of students in a school using 

heterogeneous grouping. 

The school designated as the experimental school was 

located in Casper, Wyoming and had assigned students to 

classrooms within a grade level for three years on the basis 

of achievement test battery median score. The grouping 

system consisted of three levels within each grade- slow, 

average, and high. The control school in the same school 

system had a similar socio-economic district and used non- 

differentiated assignment to classrooms within a grade 

level. Both schools used inter-grade and intra-grade group¬ 

ings cutting across classroom lines. 

Only fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students having 

been in the two schools for three years and having complete 

records on achievement tests, intelligence quotient, and the 

fathers education and occupation were selected for the 
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samples used in making the comparison between the two schools. 

In the experimental school 168 students were selected for the 

sample used in the study, while 114 students in the control 

school were used. Within the experimental school's sample 

were 44 students in the slow group, 65 in the average group, 

and 59 in the high group. 

Each student's achievement test battery as used by the 

two schools yielded five separate scores used in this study: 

(1) a reading score, (2) a spelling score, (5) a language 

score, (4) an arithmetic score, and (5) a battery median 

score representing the mid-point of the individual subject 

areas of the battery. 

The yearly achievement test score gains of each child 

were computed by averaging the difference between the scores 

received on the first achievement test of the three year 

period covered by this study and the scores received on the 

last achievement test. 

The achievement test score gains were evaluated on 

the basis of average yearly gain in months during the three 

year period of the study on three measures: (1) the gain on 

the battery median score, (2) the gain in the individual 

subject areas scores, and (3) the gain in the limits of the 

range, the highest and lowest scores within the school, of 

the battery median scores and the individual subject areas 
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scores. 

Summary 

The summary of findings is treated in relation to 

two divisions: (1) results that support the hypothesis of 

the study that the students of the experimental school would 

show greater gains on the achievement tests than the control 

school students and (2) results that refute the hypothesis 

of the study. 

Results that support the hypothesis. The first 

division of the summary of findings was concerned with the 

results that support the hypothesis of the study that the 

students of the experimental school would show greater gains 

on the achievement tests than the control students. The 

following results in the average gain per year on the battery 

median score support the hypothesis: 

1. Two and four-tenths per cent (2.4$) more students 

in the experimental school than in the control school made 

gains of 10-19 months. 

2. The average of all pupils* gain was one-tenth of 

a month greater than that of the control school. 

3. The mid-point of all pupils* gains in the experi¬ 

mental school was one month larger than that of the control 
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school. 

The following results in the average gain per year in 

the individual subject areas scores support the hypothesis: 

1. In each of the subjects of reading, arithmetic, 

and language the average of all pupils' gains in the experi¬ 

mental school was one month or more larger than the control 

school. 

2. The mean of all pupils' gains in achievement test 

scores was eight-tenths of a month more for the experimental 

school than for the control school. 

The following results in the average gain per year in 

the limits of the range, the highest and lowest scores within 

the school, support the hypothesis: 

1. The experimental school produced a gain of six 

and three-tenths months greater gain in the upper limit of 

the range of scores on battery median score than did the 

control school. 

2. The experimental school produced a gain of eleven 

and three-tenths months more than the control school in the 

upper limit of the subject area of arithmetic. 

3. The experimental school produced a gain of two 

and eight-tenths months more than the control school in the 

upper limit of the subject area of reading. 

4. The experimental school produced a gain of 
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five-tenths of a month more than the control school in the 

upper limit of the subject area of language. 

Results that refute the hypothesis. The second 

division of the summary of findings was concerned with the 

results that refute the hypothesis of the study that the 

students of the experimental school would show greater gains 

on the achievement tests than the control school students: 

The following results on the average gain per year 

on the battery median score refute the hypothesis: 

1. Two and seven-tenths per cent (2.7^) more students 

in the control school than in the experimental school made 

gains of more than 20 months. 

2. One and seven-tenths per cent (1,7%) less stu¬ 

dents in the control school than in the experimental school 

made gains of less than 10 months. 

The following result in the average gain per year 

in the individual subject areas scores refutes the hypothesis 

1. The control school produced eight-tenths of a 

month more gain in the area of spelling than the experimental 

school. 

The following results in the gain per year in the 

limits of the range, the highest and lowest scores within the 

school, refute the hypothesis: 

1. The control school produced a gain of two and 
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seven-tenths months more than the experimental school in the 

lower limit of the range in reading. 

2. The control school produced a gain of one month 

more than the experimental school in the lower limit of the 

range in spelling. 

3. The control school produced a gain of one and 

two-tenths months more than the experimental school in the 

lower limit of the range in the battery median score. 

There were some results that neither supported nor 

refuted the hypothesis. The average gain in spelling in 

both schools was less than ten months per year. The greatest 

gain on the battery median score was made by students with 

intelligence quotients falling between 120 and 129 rather 

than by students with intelligence quotients of 130 or more. 

There appeared to be a pattern of student gains in achieve¬ 

ment test scores influenced by the number of years of the 

father’s schooling that reached a peak at the twelfth year 

in the experimental school and at the sixteenth year in the 

control school. There was no pattern of relationship between 

student gain on the battery median score and the occupation 

of the father. 
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Conclusions 

From the findings of this study only one major con¬ 

clusion has been drawn: 

1. Performance grouping did not produce gains on 

achievement tests significantly larger than those produced 

in heterogeneous grouping. 
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