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Abstract
Homogenous Grouping and its Effectiveness in the Elementary School Setting
Angela Johnson
Department of Education, Carson-Newman University
May 2016
Homogeneous grouping is an educational method utilized to differentiate instruction as a way for
students to obtain academic achievement. The objective for implementing homogeneous
placement is to increase students’ achievement by providing instruction at their present academic
level. Despite the fact it is utilized often in education, there has been conflicting research in
respect to the effect of homogeneous placement and its association with students’ academic
achievement. The primary goal of this research study was to ascertain if there was a statistically
significant difference between elementary student academic achievement in grades three, four,
and five based on the kind of placement in classroom settings. Data were gathered from the
Tennessee Department of Education website and the Pearson Published Reports for the 20142015 school year, as well as from school principals concerning whether or not students were
homogeneously placed. Once the data were gathered, a two-sample z-test was utilized to
determine if there was a significant difference between students who received instruction in a
homogeneous setting and those who did not. The results of this research study indicated that
there was a significant difference in proportions of students in two of the four categories, in
respect to the type of grouping implemented. A significant difference was found in the area of
mathematics. Therefore, two of the four null hypotheses were rejected.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
Homogeneous grouping has been defined as “placing students in classrooms based on
their current academic ability level in a certain subject” (Davidson, 2009). In the United States,
students have been placed into ability groups based on their academic strengths and weaknesses
(Davidson, 2009; Slavin, 1987). In some educational settings, students were placed into
classrooms that were not grouped homogeneously, and educators gave group instruction in
respect to the specific individual need of students. In some instructional settings, students were
placed into homogeneously-grouped classes based on academic ability or academic achievement
(Emery, 2007). Though homogeneous grouping is a common educational practice, there has been
a great deal of research that supports both classrooms that are heterogeneously grouped and those
that are homogeneously grouped (Campbell, 2014; Davies, Hallam & Ireson, 2003). Regardless
of the educational practice implemented, the objective of placing students into instructional
groups in respect to their capability level is to increase the academic success of students
(McCarter, 2014).
With the focus placed on the importance of instructional data, teachers across the country
are utilizing changes in their classrooms to face the growing demands to improve student
academic achievement, as measured by standardized test scores (Sanders, Wright, & Horn,
1997). In 2001, President George W. Bush signed the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act into
legislation. A section of the act emphasized bridging the academic achievement gap in schools
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across the United States based on its current academic achievement scores. The No Child Left
Behind Act, the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, supports the
idea of implementing rigorous standards and establishing objectives that can be measured (Klein,
2015).
In education, homogeneous grouping has produced positive and negative effects on
students academically, socially, and emotionally (Reuman, 1989). Over the past three decades,
the utilization of homogeneous grouping in the United States has been a very controversial topic
(Hornby, Witte, & Mitchell, 2011). While Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer (2009) indicated academic
benefits to placing students in homogeneous classrooms, other research indicated potential for
decreased self-efficacy in those who experienced this type of academic placement
(Reuman,1989). With this in mind, teachers are responsible not only for providing a vigorous
academic experience for their students, but also for establishing successful members of society.
For this reason, teachers must extensively evaluate the influence of their instructional choices.
Statement of Problem
Due to the changes in legislation in the United States, teachers have utilized various
instructional methods to face the demands placed upon them (Hornby et al., 2011). Historically,
academic capabilities and chosen vocations categorize students for homogeneous grouping and
placement into instructional tracks. However, changes in legislation have shifted the motive for
homogeneous placement from classes that will prepare students for future vocations to utilizing
standardized data for placement in classes in which a student will flourish academically (Emery,
2007). With conflicting research studies in respect to the academic benefits of grouping students
based on academic capability (Duflo et al., 2009), educators have also evaluated the social
impact of homogeneous grouping. After further analysis, some researchers have indicated that
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there are negative effects associated with homogeneous placement and student self-efficacy
(Barker Lunn, 1970; Catsambis & Buttaro, 2012; Kintz, 2011).
In education, placing students into classrooms based on academic achievement is a
common response to providing differentiated instruction for students. At the beginning of one’s
school career, students in the United Kingdom are placed into tracks based on standardized
assessment scores (Ireson & Hallam, 2001). In many Asian countries, students are placed into
specific schools based on their performance on standardized assessments as well. In the United
States, there are various methods in respect to ability grouping (Catsambis & Buttaro, 2012;
Fendler & Muzaffar, 2008; Kintz, 2011). Upon entering high school, students often follow either
a vocational or a university track. However, at this time, limited extensive research has been
conducted concerning the influence homogeneous placement has on academic achievement at
the elementary school level (Matthews, Ritchotte, McBee, 2013).
This study was conducted as an evaluation of student academic achievement on the
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) in mathematics and English language
arts for grades three, four, and five for the 2014-2015 school year. It compared students who
received instruction in homogeneously-grouped classrooms to those who received instruction in
a classroom not homogeneously-grouped The objective of this research study was to ascertain if
there was a statistically significant difference among student academic achievement in grades
three, four, and five based on the type of instructional placement.
Significance of the Study
Across the United States, school administrators and teachers are faced with the daunting
task of making important decisions concerning the instructional methods that influence learning.
In mathematics and English language arts, one of the most frequently used methods is placing
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students into classrooms based on their academic capability. To make informed decisions that
indicate research-based methods, it was important to ascertain if there was a significant
difference in the scores of students in the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program
(TCAP), Proficient or Below Proficient categories, within schools that placed students into
classrooms for instruction based on their capability, and those that placed students into
classrooms with students of varying capability. TCAP data produce four proficiency levels and
for the purpose of this study advanced and proficient are combined in the category of proficient
and basic and below basic are combined in the category entitled proficient. This study has
provided an evaluation of the difference in Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program
(TCAP) assessment scores according to the type of placement implemented in schools. The
objective of this study was to provide educators with additional research to inform decision
making.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following research questions:
Research Question 1
Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below Proficient for grades three, four, and
five in mathematics between schools that group students homogeneously and schools that do
not?
Research Question 2
Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below Proficient for grades three, four, and
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five in English language arts between schools that group students homogeneously and schools
that do not?
Limitations/Delimitations


The research data focused on elementary school criterion-referenced assessment
achievement scores found on the Tennessee Department of Education website and the
school district office.



The classification of grade level placement was limited to the administrator’s answers
when contacted in respect to homogeneous grouping at each school.



The elementary schools were categorized based on emails placed to school
administrators, and schools were coded to ensure anonymity.



The research data were restricted to the 2014-2015 school year.



The accuracy of coding the type of homogeneous grouping was based on the
administrators’ understanding of grouping definitions and accurately reporting the
information. The principal’s perception regarding grouping could impact the type of
classroom design at the respective schools.



The research data were limited to eight Title I schools located in a rural county in
East Tennessee.



The research data were limited to scores based on the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program.

Definition of Terms
Ability Grouping. Within this study, the definition of ability grouping was, based on
achievement scores, students are placed into various classes in respect to their current academic
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ability level in a specific subject (also known as homogeneous grouping) (Marzano et. al., 2008,
McCarter, 2014).
Achievement Gap. For this study, the definition of achievement gap was, the lasting variation
in academic attainment among subgroups of students as specified by standardized test scores,
class grades, and other academic data (Marzano et al., 2008; McCarter, 2014).
Achievement Growth. For this study, the definition of achievement growth was, the academic
progress made over a certain period of time. It can be tracked for the individual students,
schools, states, or countries, and a wide variety of variances may be used to determine whether
academic growth has been accomplished (Sanders, Wright, & Horn, 1997).
Achievement Tests. For this study, the definition of achievement tests was the methods that are
applied to anticipate student learning in various subjects. These standardized, multiple-choice
assessments are utilized to determine students' academic achievement in subjects found in most
school districts' curriculum. The test results are used to compare students and schools with others
that are in the same county, across the state, and across the country” (Marzano et al., 2008;
McCarter, 2014, p. 35).
Banding. For this study, the definition of banding was the educational practice of placing
students into classes or groups in respect to one’s academic capability (Wouters, DeFraine,
Colpin, Van Damme, & Verschucren, 2012; McCarter, 2014).
Clustering. For this study, the definition of clustering was the educational practice of placing
students of a particular academic capability in a heterogeneous classroom and providing
differentiation in instruction (Pierce, Cassady, & Adams, 2011).
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Criterion-referenced. Within this study, the definition of criterion-referenced test is based on
specific predetermined educational outcomes. Students’ scores are not compared to one another
but are based on individual performance.
Heterogeneous Grouping. Within this study, the definition of heterogeneous grouping was
educational practice of placing students of various capabilities in the same classroom for
academic instruction (Marzano et al., 2008; McCarter, 2014).
Homogeneous Grouping. Within this study, the definition of homogeneous grouping was the
educational practice of placing students in classes based on their academic capability (Marzano
et al., 2008; McCarter, 2014).
Gifted. For the purpose of this study, the definition of gifted or talented was students who give
evidence of high academic achievement capability in such areas as intellectual, creative, artistic,
or leadership skills (Colangelo & Davis, 1997).
Global Community. For the purpose of this study, the definition of global community was the
people or nations of the world, considered as being closely connected by modern
telecommunications and as being economically, socially, and politically interdependent (Willard,
1996).
Regrouping. For the purpose of this study, the definition of regrouping was, a system whereby
students are separated into various groups or classes according to test scores or relative scholastic
capability (Wouters et al., 2012).
Standardized Intelligence Tests. Within this study, the definition of standardized intelligence
tests was psychological assessments designed to measure a wide variety of mental functions,
such as reasoning, comprehension, and judgment. The main objective of the intelligence tests is
to ascertain an idea of one’s intellectual potential (Sattler, 2001).
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Setting. For the purpose of this study, the definition of setting was educational practice of
placing students between classes based on academic capability for each branch of study. This is
the most adjustable form of within subject grouping, and it is possible for a student to be in
various groups for all subjects (Wouters et al., 2012; McCarter, 2014).
Streaming. For the purpose of this study, the definition of streaming was the educational
practice of placing students within subjects according to one’s capability (Wouters et al., 2012;
McCarter, 2014).
Tracking. For the purpose of this study, the definition of tracking was the method of separating
students for academic instruction based on their capabilities. Students are placed on a particular
track such as college-bound, general, remedial and vocational, and are given a curriculum that
varies according to their perceived abilities and future positions in life. Within the elementary
school setting, the method is called grouping (Marzano et al., 2008; McCarter, 2014).
Organization of the Document
This research study was separated into five chapters. Chapter One provided an
introduction to the study. The first chapter contained the context and background, outline of the
problem, and identified the research question. In addition, the theoretical and conceptual
frameworks for the study were identified, terms were defined, and limitations for the study were
outlined. The significance of the study was also discussed. Chapter Two contained a review of
literature. The review of literature was an analysis related to the topics of homogeneous grouping
and its effects on the academic achievement of students. The research methodology was found
in Chapter Three. The third chapter included descriptions of the population, instruments, and
research procedures used to conduct the study. A description of data analysis procedures was
also included. Chapter Four contained the analysis of data in respect to this research study. In
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Chapter Five, the summary of results, implications and recommendations for practice,
implications for further research, and conclusions were stated.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Literature
The objective of this research study was to ascertain if there was a statistically significant
difference between student academic achievement in grades three, four, and five, according to
the type of placement in instructional settings. This review of literature discussed homogeneous
grouping, the impact of homogeneous grouping on student’s self-esteem, and the effects of
homogeneous grouping on student’s academic performance. In order to provide a framework for
the research study, specific emphasis was placed on the overall effect of homogeneous
placement.
Homogeneous grouping, also known as ability grouping, is the educational method of
placing students into groups in respect to their academic achievement level (Slavin, 1990). In the
United States, educators have used the method of homogeneous grouping in secondary schools
by placing students into vocational or university tracks based on their chosen pursuit and
academic capabilities. As standardized assessments have become more instrumental in the
educational setting, teachers have applied homogeneous grouping as a way to increase the
academic achievement of students. Despite its common utilization, researchers have found
contrasting evidence in respect to the effectiveness of homogeneous grouping. Furthermore,
Hornby, Witte, & Mitchell (2011) indicated that homogeneous placement had a negative impact
on the academic achievement for students in English language arts and had little effect on
students in mathematics in respect to standardized test scores.
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To meet the academic needs of students and increase academic growth, educators have
utilized homogeneous placement as a common practice. As indicated by Chorzempa and Graham
(2006), homogeneous grouping was the educational method of placing students into groups in
regard to their academic achievement level. However, research studies have indicated the kind of
homogeneous grouping makes a difference in student development all through the school year
(Reuman, 1989). Even though homogeneous grouping has been a common educational practice
in the United States, researchers have indicated that homogeneous grouping is a societal injustice
and lowers the self-efficacy of students as well as their academic achievement (Fram, MillerCribbs, & Van Horn, 2007).
Educators have increasingly maintained and applied stratification practices such as
homogeneous grouping, streaming, and setting in order to raise levels of academic achievement
(Trigg-Smith, 2011). According to the research study of Trigg-Smith (2011), the researcher
noted how educational policies have contributed to the decisions of educators in respect to ability
grouping. The researcher opined existing theories of intelligence and ability grouping have
reinforced the methodology, the plausible frameworks for the exploration of equality in ability
grouping, and the importance of the impact that teachers have on students.
Research has been conducted to determine if social inequality occurs when the practice of
homogeneous grouping is implemented. According to existing research, data has verified that
homogeneous grouping benefits advanced students more than other groups (Hornby, Witte, &
Mitchell, 2011). In agreement with Hornby, Witte and Mitchell (2011), Preckel and Brull (2008)
indicated that homogenous grouping benefits advanced students more than other groups;
however, the researchers pointed out that homogeneous grouping should be conducted full-time
for there to be a significant difference in academic gains. Based on a study by Catsambis,
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Mulkey, Buttaro, and Steelman (2011), the researchers found that boys and girls were equally
placed into average groups in kindergarten; however, boys were not represented as often in
higher achieving groups, and girls were not represented as often in lower achieving groups.
Kulik’s (1992) meta-analysis focused on the amount of growth found in homogeneous
grouping. Kulik indicated the following affected the amount of student academic achievement
that occurred: classes should be conformed to the same instructional guidelines. The researcher
noted that the guidelines should be conformed to the instructional curriculum in respect to the
academic capability of students and should be conformed to the curriculum for the special needs
and academically talented students. Therefore, when classifying students, Kulik (1992)
concluded that the amount of adjustments made to the instructional curriculum has affected the
academic attainment. The highly debated topic of homogeneous grouping has brought forth a
substantial amount of research that both supports and discredits homogeneously-grouped classes.
The technique for homogeneous grouping has been frequently promoted in training as an
approach to differentiated instruction. In spite of its prominent use, there are educational
practices that take into account society and shifting vocabulary that encompass this educational
topic. In the United Kingdom, ability grouping has been referred to as streaming or tracking,
which is a form of between-class homogeneous grouping based on general academic ability.
Banding is similar to streaming; however, it is more flexible and students are regrouped based on
the particular subject area. Regrouping, also known as setting as an educational practice, is the
least restrictive, and students are grouped based on their academic ability in each respective
content area (Ireson & Hallam, 1999, Wouters et al., 2012).
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Historical Context
Homogeneous grouping and its various adaptations are among the predominant
educational practices of public schools in the United States. From a historical perspective,
homogeneous grouping has been a common practice in the United States for over a hundred
years (Rubin, 2008). During the Progressive period from 1890-1920, placing students into
groups in public schools became a popular practice in educational systems throughout the
country. During this time, local school boards often persuaded schools to place students into
either a management track or vocational track (Emery, 2007). With the growth of immigrants to
the United States in need of learning English, educators were prompted to place students into
ability groups according to their chosen career paths.
In order to meet the needs of the industrialization era, schools across the United States
were intent on classifying students in a more ordered fashion (Emery, 2007; McCarter, 2014).
The standardized intelligence test was created to effectively classify students. Throughout the
history of the American educational system, there have been changes toward a national
curriculum and assessment. Homogeneous grouping became popular in the United States when
ability grouped classrooms were often practiced in the 1990’s. In recent years, placing students
according to their academic ability has been utilized as a response to the increase in school
accountability and to meet the competitive global community (Ireson & Hallam, 1999).
Despite its early popularity, the educational practice of tracking students ended in the
United States in the late 1960’s. Currently in European and Asian school systems, students are
assigned to university or vocational tracks that indicate coursework through high school
(Loveless, 1998). In many countries in Europe and Asia, based on assessment scores, students
are selected into educational institutions with various post-secondary destinations (Smithers &
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Robinson, 2013). In the early part of the 19th century, examination-based selections into high
schools were a common educational practice in the United States. However, the comprehensive
high school, with all students of a community attending the same school and then divided into
tracks, has been the most commonly practiced method in education today.
The educational practices of homogeneous grouping and tracking attempted to match
students with instruction focused on students’ current academic achievement (Loveless, 2013).
Despite the similarities, the methods vary in many ways. Often implemented on the high school
level, tracked students were assigned to various classrooms and received instruction by different
educators. However, in the United States, some high schools do not implement tracking.
Loveless (2013) noted that some high schools across the country have implemented
heterogeneous classrooms instead hoping to obtain academic success.
In the educational setting, there have been various motivating factors for categorizing
students according to their academic capability. School principals have often encouraged their
teachers to customize instruction as a way to improve the academic achievement of students
(Hornby, Witte, & Mitchell, 2011). As noted by Forgasz (2010), another motivating factor for
applying homogeneous grouping has been to help educators instruct a class of students at the
same academic level.
Lou, Spence, Poulsen, Chambers, and Apollonia (1996) reported that homogeneous
placement has been beneficial in respect to increasing the academic achievement of students.
However, the researchers indicated that, for homogeneous placement to have a positive impact,
the integration of instructional resources has been of the utmost importance. As noted by Lou, et
al. (1996), the practice of homogeneous grouping has been commonly utilized in the field of
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education as a method to differentiate instruction. Despite its popular use, there are variations
based on culture and vocabulary that are related to this educational topic.
Positive Academic Effect of Homogeneous Grouping
When considering the positive effects of homogeneous grouping in education,
Chorzempa & Graham (2006) noted the most widely supported purpose for implementing this
form of placement was to provide academic instruction for all students that was affective and
met the individual need of the student. A study conducted by Chorzempa and Graham (2006)
involving 225 educators revealed 66% reported utilizing homogeneous placement. In addition,
69% of that 66% utilized this practice to satisfy the instructional needs of students. Thus, the
findings of this study indicated that elementary educators believed homogeneous grouping aided
students by meeting instructional needs.
Research studies have indicated that instructional setting tends to increase the academic
achievement of higher ability students and often has a detrimental effect on lower ability
learners, (Boaler, William, & Brown, 2001). In a study conducted by Ireson, Hallam, and Hurley
(2001), 45 mixed secondary comprehensive schools in England were studied. The researchers
found that schools set by ability encouraged a greater number of students to take science at a
higher academic level, with 36% of students going on to take a science A-level compared to 25%
at non-set schools. However, 17% of students from set schools were disaffected with science,
stating that they never wanted to take a science class again after age 16, compared with 14% in
schools with mixed-ability classes.
Despite research studies that established the efficacy of homogeneous grouping, schools
have applied classification practices such as banding and setting in order to raise levels of
academic achievement. While studies investigated several variations of grouping methodologies,
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there continues to be an aperture in research due to the fact there have been few attempts by
researchers to elucidate ways that educators can consider equality and influence practices within
schools concerning grouping procedures. Trigg-Smith (2011) considered how educational
policies have contributed to the decisions of educators with regard to homogeneous grouping,
and how educators have considered existing theories of intelligence. Additionally, researcher
discussed how student academic capability has reinforced the grouping practices and plausible
frameworks for the exploration of equity within the grouping.
Negative Academic Effect of Homogeneous Grouping
In respect to the negative academic effect of homogeneous placement, Slavin (1990)
conducted a meta-analysis of 29 international studies. In this study, the researcher collected data
that reflected the placement of students into heterogeneous or homogeneous classrooms
according to their academic capabilities, as well as student assessment scores concerning
standardized test scores. Once the data were converged, Slavin found no correlation between
academic achievement and ability placement. Based on their type of academic grouping, Kulik
and Kulik (1987) indicated that, while higher achieving students benefited from homogeneous
placement, lower performing students did not have a significant amount of improvement. While
Kulik noted there was a positive effect on higher performing students, there was not a
statistically significant effect in respect to the lower academically performing students as a result
of homogeneous placement.
Slavin (1990) conducted one of the most comprehensive reviews of research of
homogeneous grouping in elementary (1987) and secondary (1990) schools. Slavin argued that
homogeneous grouping has no effects on productivity or inequality. As a result of homogeneous
grouping, some of the studies indicated positive results while others indicated negative results.
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Therefore, Slavin concluded that homogeneous grouping had no effect and the positive effects
appeared in many studies resulted from random or systematic errors of measurement (Slavin,
1990).
In agreement with Slavin, Tieso (2003) considered homogeneous placement to be an
unacceptable approach for the grouping of students. In Tieso’s study, the overall impact of
homogeneous placement was analyzed in respect to different academic populations. For
example, students that were identified in this study were gifted, racially diverse, exceptional, and
economically disadvantaged. Research studies have indicated that the utilization of
homogeneously grouped classes have a negative impact upon minority students, lower socioeconomic students, and students with lower academic capabilities (Tieso, 2003). Furthermore,
homogeneous grouping could potentially deny students their right to an equal educational
opportunity.
In the 1970’s and the 1980’s, several studies were published that criticized homogeneous
grouping. Ethnicity and socio-economic classification of students figured prominently in the
discussion (Loveless, 2013). According to Rist (1970), the researcher opined that the
categorization of students by academic capability have divided students by various
characteristics that are correlated statistically within areas of ability, ethnicity, and class. Critics
of homogeneous grouping argued that the educational practice often separated students into
socio-economic status-related groups with negative outcomes.
As one of the critics of homogeneous grouping, Rist followed a group of kindergarten
students through the first years of school. Rist (1970) research study indicated that the placement
of the English language art groups did not often change. He noted that the academic placement
of students reflected the students’ socioeconomic status. Rist (1970) opined that educators tend to
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develop various expectations for groups of low and high performing students, even if those
groups were given innocuous sounding names to mask their academic status.
As noted by opponents of homogeneous grouping, Collins and Gann (2013) contended
that the educational practice led the lower socio-economic and minority students to low tracks
where one experienced a poorer quality of academic instruction. As noted by Collins and Gan
(2013), a list of the negative aspects of homogeneous grouping has been given:


Students have a tendency to be grouped in high, middle, and low ability classes.



Students placed in lower achieving classes can have a negative impact on one’s selfefficacy.



Often times, the students from higher socio-economic status are placed in the higher
achieving classes and the students from the lower socio-economic status are placed in
the lower achieving classes.

Homogeneous Grouping in Regard to High Achievers
Research has shown both advantages and disadvantages concerning grouping by
capability in education. However, Catsambis and Buttaro (2012) concluded there are some
benefits to homogenous classrooms grouped by ability for higher academically achieving
students. Concerning kindergarten academic placement, Catsambis and Buttaro’s research
indicated that, when placed into small groups for reading, students in higher achieving groups
had a positive attitude concerning reading. However, students placed in lower achieving groups
had a negative attitude concerning reading. Catsambis and Buttaro analyzed the psycho-social
impact that homogeneous-grouped classes had on students. The researchers indicated that the
higher academically achieving groups had a more positive outlook on education, which
correlated to their academic performance. However, the lower achieving groups had a lower
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academic performance due to their negative outlook on their academics. In a similar study,
Hornby, Witte, & Mitchell, 2011 found that high school students performed in like fashion. As a
whole, with the exception of gifted and talented students, those grouped by ability did not
perform significantly higher. With these studies in mind, it appears that homogeneous grouping
increases the success of high academic achievers. However, it has a negative impact on lower
academically achieving students.
Research studies have indicated that higher academically achieving students in
kindergarten through grade 12 have an increased level of learning when placed in homogeneous
groups (Totten & Bosco 2008). However, in the low to middle level groups, students showed
higher levels of academic productivity when they were instructed in heterogeneous ability
groups. Burris, Heubert, and Levin (2006) indicated contradictory results to Totten and Bosco
(2008). In this study, the researchers revealed that higher academic achieving students were not
affected when assimilated with students whose academic capability were lower.
Homogeneous Grouping in Mathematics and English Language Arts
To evaluate if there was a significant difference in student academic achievement scores
when homogeneous grouping was implemented in elementary education, a compelling amount of
research has been conducted in the subject areas of mathematics and English language arts. Even
though grouping students based on English language arts ability has been historically accepted in
education, Lleras and Rangel (2009) indicated that it was detrimental to academically struggling
students. However, students who received instruction in a homogeneous-grouped mathematics
classroom showed growth (Soloman, 2007). According to research, it was clear that there were
differences between the impact of homogeneous grouping in mathematics and English language
arts.
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Slavin (1986) reviewed seven studies of elementary schools that homogeneously-grouped
mathematic and English language art classes. According to Slavin (1986), the research studies in
the best-evidence synthesis indicated that students improved more academically in regrouped
classes than in heterogeneous classes, while two studies noted detrimental results. Despite this
finding, in one of the studies in which students in regrouped classes did not perform better than
those in heterogeneous classes (Davis & Tracy, 1963), there was no attempt made to give
different and varied instructional materials to the regrouped classes. In Slavin (1992) and Kulik’s
(1992) analysis, the researchers noted use of the same instructional materials for all placement
levels also occurred in various other studies.
Even though educators have the most significant influence on student learning, there has
been a small amount of research on how instructional methods are distributed within abilitygrouped classes in mathematics and English language arts (Donaldson, LeChasseur, & Mayer,
2016). The researchers examined whether teaching methodologies varied significantly among
grouped levels in these core subjects. Using multilevel modeling, the researchers noted that
educators of lower ability grouped classes gave less emotional and instructional support to
students in their classes than did teachers of higher academically achieving classrooms.
Mathematics classes reported to have higher quality instructional support for content
understanding, analysis, and problem solving than English language art classes. The researchers
developed case studies that illustrated how little and significant differences in instructional
quality are often correlated with substantially diverging experiences for students in higher and
lower ability grouped classes (Donaldson, LeChasseur, & Mayer, 2016).
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Academic Effect in Mathematics
With the ample amount of studies conducted concerning the academic effect in
mathematics, researchers have found that homogeneous grouping in this subject area has
indicated more advanced achievement in school (Pierce, Cassady, & Adams 2011; Soloman,
2007). In situations when students were clustered, Pierce, Cassady, & Adams (2011) noted that
students who participated in an academically challenging class performed significantly higher on
assessments in mathematics. During this study, the researchers found that when grouping for
mathematic instruction was implemented, the gifted and non-gifted students thrived
academically in the classroom. Therefore, Pierce, Cassady, & Adams (2011) stated that the
academically gifted students were taught by differentiated instruction with students who
performed at a similar capability ability level.
In contrast to the findings of Piere, Cassady, & Adams (2011), Venkatakrishnan and
William (2013) reported that grouping students based on academic capability in mathematics did
not have a significant impact in respect to the high performing students. According to
Venkatakrishnan and William (2013), the researchers indicated that higher academically
achieving students were not advantaged significantly when homogeneously grouped. However,
students progressed significantly when heterogeneously placed in mathematics. This study
indicated that, when placed in mixed-ability groups, lower academically achieving students
obtained the most advantage while setbacks in respect to the higher academically achieving
students were minimal.
In a study conducted by Burris, Heubert, and Levin (2006), the researchers indicated
contradictory results. In their study, the researchers revealed that high academically performing
students were not affected when placed in classes with students whose ability was below theirs.
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A longitudinal research approach was conducted which evaluated scores in standardized
mathematics achievement tests in six consecutive years. The research discussed the idea that
homogeneous grouping was the reason for consistently low academic achievement in public
schools. The researchers considered the impact on mathematics achievement when high
academically performing students were placed with students in the lower ability levels.
According to Burris, Heubert, and Levin (2006), the researchers concluded that higher
academically achieving students were not adversely affected by the homogeneous placement.
In contrast to Burris, Heubert, and Levin (2006), Preckel, Gotz, and Frenzel (2010) noted
the effects of ability grouping in respect to mathematically gifted students on academic selfefficacy and boredom were pronounced. The researchers determined that students reported low
math academic self-efficacy at an early period of the academic year. Therefore, interventions
should be implemented to counterbalance this negative effect. Despite the effect on the higher
academically gifted students, there is no evidence that gifted students are bored in advanced
placement mathematic classes. The students gave varying reasons for the experience of boredom
in class. This supports the notion that gifted classes should be provided appropriate levels of
challenging tasks throughout the school year (Preckel, Gotz, & Frenzel, 2010).
In respect to homogeneous placement, one of the most noted concerns in mathematics has
been the lower academically achieving groups may receive a lower quality of education overall
than their higher-achieving classmates (Vogl & Preckel, 2014). With more time focused on
discipline issues, the lower academically achieving students tend to receive less instructional
time in contrast to the higher-achieving peers. As noted by Csikszentmihalyi & Wong (2014),
educators of lower homogeneously-grouped classes are often found to be less qualified and less
experienced than their peers who provide instruction to the highest achieving groups. The
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researchers have indicated that teaching lower academically achieving students may be viewed
as less desirable. Therefore, the teaching positions are assigned to less experienced educators.
Additionally, teaching higher-academically achieving classes such as Trigonometry or Advanced
Placement English language arts often requires additional training (Vogl & Preckel, 2014).
Academic Effect in English Language Arts
In the elementary school setting, teachers have utilized homogeneous placement as a way
to increase student success in reading. Despite the fact that homogeneous grouping has often
shown academic success for students in reading, Tach and Farkas (2006) utilized data in their
research to estimate the impact of homogeneous grouping in relation to the kindergarten and first
grade reading levels. The researchers indicated that prior performance on reading assessments
were the most significant predictor of placement. The researchers attributed the differences in the
effect in regard to socio-economics, gender, or race when homogeneous placement was first
implemented. The study indicated that in kindergarten and first grade classes when homogeneous
placement was introduced, a higher placement positively impacted the reading performance of
students (Tach and Farkas, 2006).
In comparison to Tach and Farkas (2006), Hong, Corter, Hong, and Pelletier (2012)
considered the effect that homogeneous placement in English language arts had upon
kindergarten students. To ascertain how much time was spent in each group, several thousand
students were observed in this research study. In contrast to Lleras and Rangel (2009), Hong et
al. (2012) indicated that homogeneous placement has a positive effect on learning for low to
average students when enough time was spent with various instructional methods.
Even though homogeneous placement was thought to attribute to the lack of equality in
education, it has shown signs of benefitting students who speak English as a second language.
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For minority students who may not regularly speak English at home, the instruction received in
small reading ability groups may be advantageous (Robinson, 2008). According to this study,
homogeneous placement in English language arts during kindergarten was often associated with
tremendous benefits for language-minority Hispanic students when compared to others.
However, if this form of placement for Hispanic students was not continued in first grade, the
positive impact did not last during the summer or following year.
In 1990, principals indicated that 60% of students were homogeneously grouped in
English language art classes (Loveless, 2013). However, the statistic declined to a low of 32% by
1998. In 2003, schools reported that 43% of students were grouped homogeneously in English
language arts. The academic classes of history and science have less data than mathematics and
English language arts. Science and history registered their highest statistical numbers in 1990
and then indicated diminished homogeneous grouping after that. Of the four academic subjects,
the least amount of homogeneous grouping occurred between 1994 and 1998 (Loveless, 2013).
In California and Massachusetts, the statewide results were consistent with the national
pattern of previous studies. In those two states, decline of homogeneous grouping was the most
reported in the early to mid-1990’s (Loveless, 2009). However, variations among the core
academic subjects emerged. English language arts, science, and history heterogeneously grouped
classed the most often, but educators continued to homogeneously group in mathematics. In a
2009 survey of schools in Massachusetts with eighth grade classes, 15.6% of schools offered
heterogeneously-grouped mathematic classes; 49.2% offered classes with two ability levels; and
35.2% offered a variation of three levels. In other subject areas, homogeneous grouping had
nearly vanished. In English language arts, 72.7% offered only heterogeneously-grouped classes,
89.8% in history, and 86.7% in science (Loveless, 2009).
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Effect of Homogeneous-Grouping on Student Self-Esteem and Inequality
Relating to homogeneous placement, one concern has been the effects upon the selfesteem of students and the sense of inequality that can be associated with it. Research studies
have suggested that the homogeneous placement of students in high school may not only be
prejudicial, but also detrimental to the overall well-being of students. When homogeneous
placement was utilized, higher academically achieving students often reported positive feelings
of self-esteem, while the lower achieving students often indicated negative feelings of selfesteem (Byrne, 1988). A research study that followed sophomores to their senior year indicated
that their self-efficacy remained intact for higher and middle performing students, but selfesteem dropped for the lower placed groups (Vanfossen, Jones & Spade, 1987). In mixed
placement classes of English language arts and history, high school students experienced an
increase of self-efficacy.
Concerning the emotional development of students, Gallagher (2011) found that many
educators do not have adequate training in this area. When working with academically gifted
students, teachers expressed concerns regarding elitism, as well as the need for effective
socialization. In this study, Gallagher opined that educators think that homogeneous placement
was a positive educational methodology; however, there was a need for heterogeneously-grouped
settings that might strengthen the societal development of students, and provide a more
egalitarian environment.
Powell (2008) studied whether the grouping of students in respect to English language
arts capability would impact the self-efficacy of third, fourth, and fifth grade students who have
below average, satisfactory, and above average reading skills. Independent t -tests indicated
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significant differences in self-concept levels. Among the third graders, only the average learners
significantly improved in the self-concept scores since they obtained higher scores during posttest. In regard to the 4th grade students, statistical differences existed in the self-efficacy of
below average learners. Fifth grade students did not show any change in self-efficacy despite the
placement (Powell, 2008).
Effect of Homogeneous-Grouping on Student Self-Esteem
Research studies have indicated that homogeneous grouping has a direct effect on student
self-esteem when students received customized academic instruction (Byrne, 1988). In respect to
classes that performed at a more challenging level of academics, research has shown that selfefficacy scores are higher, especially in mathematics (Reuman, 1989). Despite this research, one
of the main concerns of homogeneous grouping was the negative effect that was associated with
a student’s self-esteem. Ireson, Hallam, and Plewis (2001) conducted a study relating to the selfesteem of students concerning the connection to their homogeneous grouping. This research
studied over 3,000 students, and assessed the data based on the type of homogeneous grouping:
no homogeneous grouping, limited, streaming, academic level, gender, and scores concerning
one’s self-esteem. According to this research study, the data indicated that students exposed to
homogeneous grouping have higher self-concepts (Ireson, Hallam, and Plewis, 2001) When the
overall effect of homogeneous grouping was considered, Shield (2010) indicated that students of
all levels of academic capability demonstrated more self-efficacy when placed in heterogeneous
classes. Despite this finding, Lou et al. (1996) found that homogeneous and heterogeneous
placement had a divergent effect on the academic growth of students. When the two groups were
compared, it was disclosed that the students placed in homogeneous classes accomplished more
academically than the heterogeneously placed students. In contrast, Emily, Robert, and Michael
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(2003) indicated that neither homogeneous nor heterogeneous placed classes are better in relating
to improving the academic achievement of students.
Concerning groups performing at a higher level of academic achievement, research has
shown that self-concept scores are higher, especially in mathematics (Reuman, 1989). Despite
this research, one of the concerns of homogeneous grouping was the negative effect that was
associated with a student’s self-esteem. Ireson, Hallam, and Plewis (2001) conducted a study
relating to the self-esteem of students concerning the connection to their homogeneous grouping.
This research studied over 3,000 students, and assessing the data based on the type of
homogeneous grouping: no homogeneous grouping, limited, streaming, academic level, gender,
and scores concerning one’s self-esteem. According to this research study, the data indicated that
students exposed to homogeneous grouping have higher self-concept (Ireson, Hallam, and
Plewis, 2001).
In another research study concerning high academic achievers, Vialle, Heaven, and
Ciarrochi (2015) noted in this research study that many educators consider the correlation
between student’s self-efficacy and academic achievement as a confirmed fact. To disprove this
commonly accepted belief, the researchers investigated the connection between self-efficacy and
academic attainment in 65 higher academically achieving secondary students, and a sample was
drawn from a longitudinal study of over 900 students. The researchers determined that there
were no differences in measured self-efficacy between the gifted and non-gifted students.
In comparison Ireson, Hallam, and Plewis (2001), Kususanto (2010) also conducted a
study regarding self-esteem and the effect of homogeneous grouping. In this research study
conducted in Malaysia, 302 students from four public high schools completed a survey on the
topic of self-esteem. This study revealed a noteworthy difference in teacher perception and self-
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esteem while also showing academically higher achieving students scored considerably higher
than academically lower achieving students. Students in lower academically achieving classes
indicated that their instructors were domineering; however, higher academically achieving
students indicated that their teachers were encouraging. In conclusion, Kususanto indicated in
this research study that there was a positive relationship between the teacher’s conception of
students and the student’s self-esteem. For this reason, teachers might have different impacts on
the students when considering their academic achievement level. Therefore, it might
inadvertently affect the self-efficacy of students.
Effect of Homogeneous-Grouping on Social Inequality
When discussing the impact of homogeneous grouping and the effect on social
inequality, Kintz (2011) opined that classifying students into groups concerning one’s academic
achievement was not a normal societal procedure. Researchers have concurred that categorizing
students into homogeneous groups tended to escalate societal injustice. Fendler and Muzaffar
(2008) composed an article in which the researchers considered the history of the bell curve. In
educational settings when a true bell curve was utilized to calculate assessments scores or the
classifying of students, there will often be a component of insufficiency. In respect to the history
of education, the bell curve assured that many students are “average” while the other students are
either advanced or failing. Fendler and Muzaffar (2008) indicated that the objective of education
is to help students achieve academically. For this reason, when students are classified based on
their academic ability level, there was one of two formulations: social alteration or social
competition.
Ireson and Hallam (2001) indicated that there was a significant impact on social
comparison that students experience in relating to homogeneous grouping. The review of
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literature has indicated there are both negative effects of homogeneous-grouping, and no
correlation at all between self-esteem scoring and students’ views of their capabilities and selfconfidence in mathematics and science (Ireson & Hallam, 2001). However, this research study
indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between negative self-esteem scores
and homogeneous-grouping in the subject area of English language arts (Chorzempa and
Graham, 2006)
In agreement with Ireson and Hallam (2001), Kintz (2011) also determined a disparity
existed between students in high and low homogeneous groups. Kintz revealed students from
higher socio-economic backgrounds tended to be in higher academic ability groups. His study
also suggested when students were tracked at an early age they may be placed into a less
rigorous educational path. The study concluded homogeneous-grouping negatively impacts
lower academically grouped students for a variety of reasons including less rigorous instruction
being implemented and friendships formed with less motivated students.
According to Flashman (2012), the academic achievement of students was often impacted
by acquaintanceships. In Flashman’s research, a school system was studied with two diverse
settings, one school system was rural, and the other was located in an urban area. The process for
evaluating the school systems was identical. Despite the diversity of the locations, Flashman’s
study indicated that higher academically performing students were friends with other high
achievers. The lower placed students were friends with other lower performing students.
However, in the rural school setting, academic achievement level did not have a significant
impact on the friendships. Flashman indicated this might be due to the smaller numbers of
students. In conclusion, Flashman (2012) opined that acquaintances are often formed by students
with similar backgrounds, which could have an impact on one’s future success.
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Despite the fact that homogeneous placement allows educators to meet the academic
needs of a large group of students in an instructional setting, research has shown that there are
drawbacks to this type of grouping. Ireson and Hallam (2001) conducted a study comparing selfconcept scores of students in homogeneously-grouped schools and heterogeneously-grouped
schools. These researchers found that students who have experienced the instructional setting not
grouped by ability have a higher self-concept with regard to school.
In comparison to Ireson and Hallam (2001), Neihart (2007) collected research that
focused on the socio-affective impact that homogeneous grouping has on academically gifted
students. Neihart’s research revealed that, while gifted students benefited from homogeneous
grouping, some students benefited even more from interacting and socializing with peers of
different abilities. Neihart’s study further concluded that students prematurely accelerated to an
inappropriate level might not benefit emotionally from social interaction the same as those who
are academically gifted or those who perform at a lower academic ability. Because Neihart’s
study indicated some gifted students often function better in a heterogeneous setting, his study
concluded an individual assessment must determine if a gifted student functions better socially,
emotionally, and academically in a homogenous setting.
Standardized Assessment and Learning
When analyzing academic assessments and its impact on student learning, many
components must be taken into consideration. During the course of a student’s academic career,
students will participate in many forms of assessment. Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, and Perry (2002)
indicated that one’s emotions have an impact on students’ academic achievement, learning, and
motivation. Likewise, Pekrun et al. (2002) discovered that students reported having both positive
and negative emotions toward school and their overall academic experience. The most
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commonly reported academic emotion was anxiety. Due to the high levels of anxiety that have
been reported, it should be important to analyze student learning and discover the most
appropriate method of assessment for individuals (Pekrun et al., 2002).
Since the Progressive period (1890-1920), standardized assessment or high-stakes testing
has been used in education in the United States. During this period, the United States focused on
industry and tracking students in order to meet the needs of the current economy. During its
origin, the standardized intelligence tests were created by educators to place students into tracks
according to their career outlook (Emery, 2007). Through the years, standardized testing has
developed into high-stakes testing, which was influenced by corporate-inspired educational
reform (Emery, 2007).
For over a century, standardized testing for assessing student’s aptitudes and academic
achievement has continued to have an increasingly prominent role in shaping the American
educational system (Nichols & Berliner, 2007). In the United States, the well-known tests used
throughout the elementary and secondary grades are the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS),
TerraNova, Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT), and the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT).
In addition, many secondary students have prepared for college entrance by taking the SAT
exam administered by the College Board or the ACT exam administered by the American
College Testing Program. If one is applying for entrance to graduate school, one is often required
to take other exams, usually the Graduate Record Examination (GRE) and/or the graduate tests
for law (LSAT), business (GMAT), or medicine (MCAT) (Nichols & Berliner, 2007).
Over the past thirty years, there has been an initiative to standardize education as well as
assessments, in order to maintain high academic standards in the United States. During the
1980s, President Ronald Reagan implemented three goals of reform to address the perceived
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lackluster performance of the United States educational system. The first goal focused on
increasing graduation requirements, standardizing the curriculum, and increasing testing and
certification requirements for educators. Focusing on the level of education on a local level, the
second goal proposed an increase in professionalism and empowerment of teachers, while the
third and final goal concentrated on students and their learning (Bohrnstedt, 2013). During this
time, Emory (2007) contended top CEOs of the country agreed to focus on education reform
through high-stakes testing because there was an increased involvement of the Federal
government to standardize curriculum and assessment.
During his administration, President Clinton initiated education reform through Goals
2000, which focused on accountability for the academic achievement of students, high-stakes
testing, and state content standards. As a result of President George W. Bush’s No Child Left
Behind Act, teacher accountability, student assessment, and a push for increased rigorous
standards were further accentuated. Unfortunately, this reform coincided with a period of
widening of the achievement gap where higher achieving students were making greater academic
strides, but struggling students were less successful. Recently, President Obama’s administration
has focused on student growth achievement rather than measuring student academic
achievement. In addition, since 2008 student achievement measurement has been linked to
legislation in many states that links teacher evaluation with student growth. (McGuinn, 2011).
Measuring Student Learning
When discussing homogeneous placement and its academic impact, Sackett, Borneman,
and Connelly (2008) found there are some standardized assessments that accurately measured
student learning. However, in Finland, it is theorized that measuring student learning does not
have to be assessed through high-stakes testing (Sahlberg, 2007). The students in this
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Scandinavian country do not take any standardized assessments until they finish upper-secondary
school. In Finland, for the most part, primary school students are not tested. Primary school is
utilized for sustaining natural curiosity. Teachers are allowed freedom in curriculum planning
(McCarter, 2014; Sahlberg, 2007). Through this freedom, educators are allowed to focus their
attention on providing students with basic knowledge in the first 6 years and move into reasoning
and problem solving in the later years of study. Within the Finnish educational school system,
educators have adopted the following principles that outline their beliefs regarding education:


The majority of teachers in Finland have a master’s degree or higher.



The schools in Finland have a “culture of trust” between students, parents, teachers, and
administrators.



The leadership in Finland is supportive of students and teachers.
Even though Finland does not focus on standardized assessments, the country has

increased student academic accountability through other international assessments, such as The
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), and the Programme for International
Student Assessment (PISA) (McCarter, 2014; Sahlberg, 2007). While Finland has not
implemented standardized assessments within its curriculum, it has seen increased student
success based on these two assessments and an increase in students who complete tertiary
education (Sahlberg, 2007)
In agreement with Sahlberg (2007), Popham (2011) indicated that outcomes differ as to
the precision of standardized assessments, in relation to student learning. Popham noted that
there are few standardized assessments that do an adequate job in translating student learning in
relation to test scores. Even though standardized assessments do not always indicate accurate
reflections of student learning, Popham indicated that teachers must be assessment literate.
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Popham suggested an evaluation method that produces a more accurate reflection of learning
should replace a standardized assessment to monitor school and academic growth success, as
well as accountability for funding (McCarter, 2014).
In education there are many concerns in regard to the results of standardized assessments
and how effectively it measures student learning. Sackett, Borneman, and Connelly (2008) found
that there are common beliefs regarding assessments. While these beliefs are widely accepted,
there has been research that contradicted these findings relating to each of the following
statements: (Sackett, Borneman, and Connelly, 2008; McCarter, 2014):


Standardized assessments are often poor predictors of student academic achievement.



Standardized assessments often measure short-term learning.



Standardized assessments are often used for predictive value.



Standardized assessments often reflect socio-economic status rather than developed
capabilities of students.



Standardized assessments are often biased against minority groups.

In contrast to the study conducted by Popham (2011), after analyzing data from previous
studies, Sackett et al. concluded that, if tests are constructed correctly, they could accurately
portray student learning. Sackett, Borneman, and Connelly (2008) found the following results:


High-stakes tests are generally valid regarding the correlation between student ability
and test results.



The validity of the standardized test is not a result of the socio-economic status of
students.



If the teachers coach their students, it is not an indicating factor of performance on the
results of the test.

35


High-stakes tests are not biased against minority students.



If teachers try to motivate their students prior to the test, it does not always have a
positive impact on their performance.

According to this study, Sackett et al. (2008) indicated that there was a positive
correlation between student ability and standardized test scores; however, they cautioned that not
all standardized tests are capable of providing an accurate measure of student learning. The
researchers stated that some tests that claim to be valid could be used inappropriately, which
causes them to lose their validity.
Limitations of Standardized Assessments
In respect to the limitations of standardized assessments, Lee (2008) indicated that the
high-stakes testing policy implemented by the government had zero effect on the academic
achievement gap. The researcher noted there was still a large racial academic achievement gap
that continues to grow. Lee (2008) concluded that the evidence indicating that high-stakes testing
is reliable is limited. He indicated that further study needs to be conducted in order to determine
the extent to which high-stakes testing policies impacted student achievement.
In comparison to Lee (2008), Popham (2007) discussed the implications of an insensitive
standardized assessment against an instructionally sensitive test. Instructionally insensitive tests,
such as standardized assessments, do not allow for interpretation of scores as it pertains to either
strong or weak instruction. When an assessment was considered sensitive, Popham (2007) stated
that it could be used to measure quality instruction. However, Popham found that current highstakes tests do not meet the criteria to be considered sensitive. Therefore, they are considered
insensitive and a poor measure of teacher instruction and student learning.
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The implications of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) were studied by Guisbond and Neill
(2004). This study indicated two main assumptions relative to this legislation. The assumption
that boosting of test scores being a primary goal for schools assumes education can have a onesize-fits-all approach. Differentiating instruction to meet the needs of the students and
consideration of social goals of schools would not be considered with this approach (Guisbond &
Neill, 2004). Furthermore, poor teaching resulted in low student performance that can be
rectified by sanctions. Even though schools do not receive Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) any
longer, the following statement holds true regarding Annual Measureable Objectives (AMOs).
"The AYP requirement, a completely arbitrary mathematical function grounded in no defensible
knowledge or theory of school improvement, could, and probably will, result in penalizing and
closing schools that are actually experts in school improvement" (Elmore, 2003, p. 199).
Furthermore, Guisbond and Neill (2004) indicated the federal, state, and local
governments should work together to offer a rich curriculum learning opportunity to all students.
Additionally, educators should use a variety of assessments to evaluate student learning rather
than a single standardized assessment. The accountability of learning should not be placed on the
teachers only. Additionally, the researchers noted that the entire school system, parents, students
and members of the community should accept their role in the learning process.
In agreement with Lee (2008) and Popham (2007), Guisbond and Neill (2004) indicated
that student learning should be evaluated during the school year through formal and informal
evaluations and standardized assessments should be reduced or completely eliminated.
Furthermore, the researchers stated that if these principles were enacted into the legislative
methods in education, students would have the opportunity to learn and not be limited based on
the scores they earned on one standardized assessment.
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Summary
In summary the research literature in respect to homogeneous placement has been
conflicting. Over the years homogeneous grouping has been a controversial educational practice
(Ansalone & Biafora, 2004; Rubin, 2008). Due to the fact that it, “has been the subject of more
research studies, well over 500, than almost any other educational practice has been a
controversial topic" (George & Alexander, 2003, p. 414). The proponents of homogeneous
grouping have maintained that it specifically focuses instruction on the needs of groups of
students. However, opponents of homogeneous grouping have maintained that the expected
advantages are often not materialized. According to Snider and Schumitsch (2006),
homogeneous grouping has promoted a negative stigma and destroyed academic motivation,
especially among the lower ability students.
Homogeneous grouping in the academic setting has been the subject of debate for several
years (Hopkins, 2008). The topic has been controversial due to the fear that it will hinder the
advancement of students with lower academic capability since there will be an emphasis on basic
knowledge instead of advanced learning. On the other hand proponents have insisted that
grouping by academic capability has the potential of improving student achievement by
increasing the levels of motivation. The only certain conclusion is that further research on ability
grouping will benefit students, educators, and school administrators.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methods and Procedures
The objective of this study was to ascertain if there was a statistically significant
difference between school-wide student academic achievement in grades three, four, and five,
based on the type of grouping in classroom settings. This chapter focused on the methodology
that was used in this non-experimental, quantitative study to evaluate if there was a statistically
significant difference in the scores of students in proficiency categories on the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) in mathematics and English language arts,
between homogenously-grouped classrooms and classrooms that were not homogeneously
grouped. This study focused on the academic achievement proficiency scores on the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP), as indicated by the Tennessee Department of
Education website and the Pearson published reports for schools in a rural county in East
Tennessee. The results were limited to grades three, four, and five in the subject areas of
mathematics and English language arts for the 2014-2015 school year. Comparisons were made
in the subject areas of mathematics and English language arts, as well in grades three, four, and
five.
Research Questions
The research study was guided by the following research questions.
Research Question 1
Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in each of the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below Proficient for grades three, four, and
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five in mathematics between schools that group students homogeneously and schools that do
not?
Research Question 2
Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in each of the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below Proficient for grades three, four, and
five in English language arts between schools that group students homogeneously and schools
that do not?
This chapter described the population and sample, and provided a description of the
instruments used for this study. Research procedures were also outlined. Finally, data analysis
methods were identified as a means to answer the research questions.
Instrumentation
The elementary school data were obtained from the Tennessee Department of Education
website as well as the Pearson published reports. The state of Tennessee reports student scores
by the following: Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Below Basic. As noted by to the Tennessee
Department of Education website, the percentage of scores required to be "proficient" are
between 30% to 60%. However, for this research study, the achievement levels were identified
as Proficient and Below Proficient. For the purposes of this study, Basic and Below Basic were
combined and referred to as below proficient. In addition, Proficient and Advanced were
combined and referred to Proficient. McMillan and Schumacher (2011) noted that standardized
assessments are reliable, and the results are objective. The Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) was described by the Tennessee Department of Education as the
following: it is a multiple choice assessment that evaluates student skills in reading, language
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (TDOE, 2014). However, for this research study,
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the achievement levels were identified as Proficient and Below Proficient. McMillan and
Schumacher (2011) noted that standardized assessments are reliable, and the results are
objective. The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) was described by the
Tennessee Department of Education as the following: it is a multiple choice assessment that
evaluates student skills in reading, language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies
(TDOE, 2014).
Research Participants and Setting for the Study
Population. In order to control for cultural, economic, and societal variations, the population for
this research study was identified as public elementary schools in a rural county in East
Tennessee. Within this research study, eight public elementary schools participated. Stratified
sampling was applied because not all elementary schools fall into the classification of either
homogeneously-grouped or non-homogeneously grouped classroom settings. The sample size
was based on the number of schools that implemented this type of placement for mathematics
and English language arts.
Setting. The setting was defined as public elementary schools located in a rural county in upper
East Tennessee. The total student enrollment in grades three, four, and five in this rural county is
1,654. Of this total number of students, 1,650 students were included as part of this study. The
discrepancy in the number of students enrolled and took the test was assumed by the researcher
to be due to absence or parental request to not take the assessment.
Data Collection Procedures
The research data were collected from the Tennessee Department of Education School
Report Cards website as well as the Pearson Published Reports. To assure reliability and validity
within the research study, criterion-referenced assessment scores were utilized. According to
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McMillan and Schumacher (2010), standardized assessments provide scoring consistency.
Appendix A includes a copy of the researcher’s request to conduct the study in the selected
school system. A letter of consent was given by the director of schools for the participating
system. Appendix B provides a sample of the director’s letter. When collecting the research data,
concerning the classification of homogeneous grouping implemented, the researcher contacted
the administrator at each elementary school to assure that there was clear communication.
Appendix C provides a copy of the initial email to participants. To code the schools as either
homogeneously-grouped or heterogeneously-grouped classrooms, the researcher contacted each
principal by school email. A copy of the questions for participants is found in Appendix D. In the
email to the school administrator, the researcher defined both of these classifications. The school
administrator was asked to code the grade levels for three, four, and five and for the subject areas
of mathematics and English language arts as either homogeneously-grouped classrooms or
classrooms heterogeneously-grouped for the 2014-2015 school year. The data collected for this
research study were placed into a two-sample z-test and steps were followed as outlined by
Green and Salkind (2011). Once the elementary schools were anonymously coded, the researcher
assessed the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program data located on the Tennessee
Department of Education website as well as the Pearson Published Reports.
Validity, Reliability, and Bias
In an attempt to avoid bias within the research study, the researcher took every precaution
to assure that the study was reliable and valid. When devising the research study, four types of
design validity were addressed: construct validity, external validity, internal validity, and
statistical conclusion validity (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). To avoid coding mistakes, it was
imperative to ensure that correct data were collected concerning information from school
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administrators. During the data analysis, committee members were conferred with in order to
ensure that the correct tests were run and that the data were read accurately. Once the data were
analyzed, the research data were cross-checked in order to ensure that it was entered correctly,
which produced a coefficient of agreement (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). In order to avoid
bias, the researcher asked for a review from committee members.
Human Safety
In order to assure human safety as part of this research study, the Institutional Review
Board evaluated the application before the research was conducted. The Institutional Review
Board determined that this was not a research concerning human subjects. Therefore, the safety
of human subjects was ensured.
Ethical Issues
When considering the ethical issues of this research study, transparency was imperative
(McCarter, 2014; McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). In order to provide all information,
procedures and research data were reported in Chapters Four and Five. Due to the fact that the
research data gathered for this study was considered public information, privacy and
confidentiality issues were not a concern. Furthermore, taking action to avoid researcher bias
was essential in the conduction of this research study.
Data Analysis Procedures
The data were entered into a spreadsheet (McCarter, 2014; McMillan & Schumacher,
2010). Two-sample z-tests were run in order to determine the connection between school
academic achievement scores and the type of homogeneous placement. To determine if there was
a statistical connection in scores between homogeneous grouping and heterogeneous grouping
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among grades three, four, and five, in both mathematics and English language arts, two-sample
z-tests were run.
Summary
The objective of this research study was to ascertain if there is a statistically significant
difference between elementary school student academic achievement scores in grades three, four,
and five based on the identified placement: homogeneously-grouped or heterogeneouslygrouped. The school-wide Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) standardized
assessment data were collected from the Tennessee State Department of Education website for
the 2014-2015 school year for grades three, four, and five, in mathematics and English language
arts. The elementary school administrators from a rural county in East Tennessee were contacted
by the researcher to ascertain if students were grouped homogeneously for mathematics and
English language arts, or if they were placed in heterogeneous classrooms for instruction. Twosample z-tests were conducted to determine the significance between academic achievement and
the type of grouping in grades three, four, and five in mathematics and English language arts.
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CHAPTER 4
Analysis of Data
The objective of this research study was to ascertain if there was a statistically significant
difference between student academic achievement scores in grades three, four, and five
according to the type of placement in instructional settings, homogeneously grouped or
heterogeneously grouped. The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP)
assessments were divided by the subject areas of mathematics and English language arts. The
scores of students were assessed in respect to the proficiency levels of proficient and below
proficient. To determine if there was a statistically significant difference between schools that
group students homogeneously and schools that do not, a two-sample z-test was conducted. The
data were collected from elementary schools from a rural county in East Tennessee. The
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) scores were analyzed for grades three,
four, and five in the subject areas of English language arts and mathematics from the 2014-2015
school year. The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment (TCAP) data were retrieved from the
Tennessee Department of Education website as well as the Pearson published reports. For this
chapter, the data were analyzed in regards to two research questions and four null hypotheses.
Analysis of Research Questions
Research Question 1. Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in the
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: proficient and below proficient
for grades three, four, and five in mathematics between schools that group students
homogeneously and schools that do not?
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Ho1: There is no significant difference in the proportion of students in respect to the Tennessee
Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) in the proficient level for grades three, four, and
five in mathematics between schools that homogeneously group and schools that
heterogeneously group students by academic capability.
To determine if the mean proportion in mathematics for grades three, four, and five,
among groups of students who scored in the proficient category on the 2014-2015 Tennessee
Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) varied among those who received instruction in a
homogeneously grouped environment and those who received instruction in a heterogeneously
grouped environment, a two-sample z-test was conducted. The total number of students that were
included in this research study was 1,650. The students who scored in the proficient category
varied significantly among those who received instruction in a homogeneously grouped setting in
comparison to those who received instruction in a heterogeneously grouped setting. The
proportion of students who scored in the category was the test variable and the grouping variable
was the type of grouping: homogeneously grouped or heterogeneously grouped. The z-test
showed a z score of 2.2, which falls to the positive side within the range of -1.96 to 1.96. There
was a significant effect for those students who were homogeneously grouped, z(2.2) and
P=.0276. For this reason, the first null hypothesis was rejected. The proportion of students who
scored in the proficient category in homogeneously grouped classrooms (M = 31.25, SD = 17.32)
was not comparable to those who were in a heterogeneously grouped classroom (M = 17.80, SD
= 11.57).
The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) are standards-based,
criterion-referenced tests. Students are measured by how well they have mastered grade-specific
skills, instead of being compared to the performance of other test takers. The Tennessee
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Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) tests report students’ performance in the subject
areas of English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. For accountability
purposes, the state of Tennessee has defined four academic achievement levels. The academic
achievement levels are Below Proficient, Proficient, Above Proficient, and Advanced. However,
for this research study, the achievement levels were identified as Proficient and Below
Proficient. The student’s performance on the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program in
mathematics and English language arts determines one’s achievement level in these areas. Figure
4.1 indicates the proportion of students who scored in the proficient level in mathematics for
grades three, four, and five.

Figure 1. The proportion of students scoring in the proficient level in mathematics for grades
three, four, and five on the Tennessee Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) for grades
three, four, and five indicated that 65.79% scored proficient in regard to the homogeneously
grouped students and 57.61% scored in regard to the heterogeneously grouped students.

Ho2: There is no significant difference in the proportion of students in the Tennessee
Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) in the below proficient level for grades three,
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four, and five in mathematics between schools that homogeneously group and schools that
heterogeneously group students by academic capability.
To determine if the mean proportion in mathematics, for grades three, four, and five
among students who scored in the below proficient category varied among those who received
instruction in a homogeneously grouped environment and those students who received
instruction in a heterogeneously grouped environment, a two-sample z-test test was conducted.
The students who scored in the below proficient category varied significantly among those who
received instruction in a homogeneously grouped academic setting in comparison to those who
received instruction in a heterogeneously grouped setting. The proportion of students who scored
in the category was the test variable, and the grouping variable was the type of grouping:
homogeneously grouped or non-homogeneously grouped. The z-test showed a z score of -2.2
which falls to the negative side within the range of -1.96 to 1.96. There was a significant effect
for those students who were homogeneously grouped, z (-2.2) and p = .0276. For this reason, the
second null hypothesis was rejected. The proportion of students who scored in the below
proficient category in homogeneously grouped classrooms (M = 16.25, SD = 9.26) was not
comparable to those who were in a heterogeneously grouped classroom (M = 13.10, SD = 8.84).
In Figure 4.2, the proportion of students who scored in the below proficient level in
mathematics for grades three, four, and five are noted. The data indicated that 34.21% of
students scored proficient in respect to the homogeneously grouped students and 42.39% scored
in respect to the heterogeneously grouped students on the Tennessee Comprehensive
Achievement Program for the 2014-2105 school year. The state of Tennessee reports student
scores by the following: Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Below Basic. However, for this
research study, the achievement levels were identified as Proficient and Below Proficient. The
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Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) was described by the Tennessee
Department of Education as the following: it is a multiple choice assessment that evaluates
student skills in reading, language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (TDOE, 2014).
Figure 4.2 indicates the proportion of students who scored in the below proficient level in
mathematics for grades three, four, and five.

Figure 2. The proportion of students scoring in the below proficient level in mathematics on the
Tennessee Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) for grades three, four, and five
indicated that 34.21% scored proficient in regards to the homogeneously grouped students and
42.39% scored in regards to the heterogeneously grouped students.

Research Question 2. Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in each
of the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below
Proficient for grades three, four, and five in English language arts between schools that group
students homogeneously and schools that do not?
Ho3: There is no significant difference in the proportion of students in the Tennessee
Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) in the proficient level for grades three, four, and
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five in English language arts between schools that homogeneously group and schools that
heterogeneously group students by academic capability.
To determine if the mean proportion in English language arts for grades three, four, and
five among students who scored in the proficient category varied among those who received
instruction in a homogeneously grouped environment and those students who received
instruction in a heterogeneously grouped environment, a two-sample z-test was conducted. The
students who scored in the proficient category varied among those who received instruction in a
homogeneously grouped academic setting and those who received instruction in a
heterogeneously grouped setting. The proportion of students who scored in the category was the
test variable, and the grouping variable was the type of grouping: homogeneously grouped or
heterogeneously grouped. The z-test showed a z score of 1.81, which falls to the positive side
within the range of -1.96 to 1.96. There was not a significant effect for those students who were
homogeneously grouped, z (1.81) = and p = .0701. For this reason, the third null hypothesis
failed to be rejected. The proportion of students who scored in the proficient category in
homogeneously grouped classrooms (M = 23.88, SD = 12.08) was comparable to those who
were in a heterogeneously grouped classroom (M = 11.92, SD = 9.27).
In Figure 4.3, the proportion of students who scored in the proficient level in English
language arts for grades three, four, and five are noted. The data indicated that 34.21% of
students scored proficient in respect to the homogeneously grouped students and 42.39% scored
in respect to the heterogeneously grouped students on the Tennessee Comprehensive
Achievement Program for the 2014-2105 school year. The state of Tennessee reports student
scores by the following: Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Below Basic. However, for this
research study, the achievement levels were identified as Proficient and Below Proficient. The
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Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) was described by the Tennessee
Department of Education as the following: it is a multiple choice assessment that evaluates
student skills in reading, language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (TDOE, 2014).
Figure 4.3 indicates the proportion of students who scored in the proficient level in English
language arts for grades three, four, and five.

Figure 3. The proportion of students scoring in the proficient level in English language arts on
the Tennessee Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) for grades three, four, and five
indicated that 50.13% scored proficient in regards to the homogeneously grouped students, and
43.33% scored proficient in regards to the heterogeneously grouped students.

Ho4: There is no significant difference in the proportion of students in the Tennessee
Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) in the below proficient level for grades three,
four, and five in English language arts between schools that homogeneously group and schools
that heterogeneously group students by academic capability.
To determine if the mean proportion in English language arts for grades three, four, and
five among students who scored in the below proficient category varied among those who
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received instruction in a homogeneously grouped environment and those students who received
instruction in a heterogeneously grouped, a two-sample z-test was conducted. The students who
scored in the below proficient category did not vary significantly among those who received
instruction in a homogeneously grouped academic setting in comparison to those who received
instruction in a heterogeneously grouped setting. The proportion of students who scored in the
category was the test variable, and the grouping variable was the type of grouping:
homogeneously grouped or heterogeneously grouped. The z-test showed a z score of -1.81,
which fell to the negative side within the range of -1.96 to 1.96. There was not a significant
effect for those students who were homogeneously grouped, z (-1.81) and p =.0701. For this
reason, the fourth null hypothesis failed to be rejected. The proportion of students who scored in
the below proficient category in homogeneously grouped classrooms (M = 23.75, SD = 12.71)
was comparable to those who were in a heterogeneously grouped classroom (M = 15.58, SD =
11.91).
In Figure 4.4, the proportion of students who scored in the proficient level in English
language arts for grades three, four, and five are noted. The data indicated that 34.21% of
students scored proficient in respect to the homogeneously grouped students and 42.39% scored
in respect to the heterogeneously grouped students on the Tennessee Comprehensive
Achievement Program for the 2014-2105 school year. The state of Tennessee reports student
scores by the following: Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Below Basic. However, for this
research study, the achievement levels were identified as Proficient and Below Proficient. The
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) was described by the Tennessee
Department of Education as the following: it is a multiple choice assessment that evaluates
student skills in reading, language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (TDOE, 2014).

52
Figure 4.4 indicates the proportion of students who scored in the below proficient level in
English language arts for grades three, four, and five.

Figure 4. The proportion of students scoring in the below proficient level in English language
arts on the Tennessee Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) indicated that 49.87%
scored proficient in regards to the homogeneously grouped students and 56.67% scored below
proficient in regards to the heterogeneously grouped students.

Summary
In chapter four, the 2014-2015 Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP)
scores for elementary school students in the research county were reported for grades three, four,
and five in the achievement levels of Proficient and Below Proficient. The elementary school
principals were emailed, and the data were sorted in regards to the type of grouping
implemented: homogeneously grouped or heterogeneously grouped. In the research county, there
are eleven schools with grades three, four, and five. Of the eight schools that participated in this
research study, three homogeneously grouped by academic capability, and five heterogeneously
grouped.
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In this research study, there were two research questions and four null hypotheses. The
research data were obtained from the Tennessee Department of Education state report card
website, Pearson published reports, and individual school administrators. A sequence of twosample z-test was conducted to ascertain if there was a significant difference among the group of
student scores, in regards to the reporting categories and the type of grouping. The results of this
research study indicated that there was a significant difference in proportions of students in two
of the four categories, in respect to the type of grouping implemented. Therefore, two of the four
null hypotheses were rejected. The null hypotheses that were rejected were Ho1 and Ho2.
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CHAPTER 5
Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations
In the United States, placing students into ability groups based on their academic
strengths and weaknesses has been a common practice (Davidson, 2009; Slavin, 1987).
Homogeneous grouping and its modifications have been among the primary educational
practices of public school systems in the United States. In the field of education, homogeneous
grouping has been practiced in the United States for over a hundred years (Rubin, 2008). In this
study, the research indicated both detrimental and positive results in respect to homogeneous
grouping in education.
Summary of Results
The objective of this research study was to ascertain if there was a statistically significant
difference between student academic achievement scores in grades three, four, and five
according to the type of placement in instructional settings, homogeneously grouped or
heterogeneously grouped. The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) scores
of students concerning the proficiency levels, Proficient and Below Proficient categories, were
grouped by grade level and subject area: mathematics and English language arts. To determine if
there was a statistically significant difference between schools that group students
homogeneously and schools that were heterogeneously grouped, a two-sample z-test was
conducted. The data were collected from elementary schools from a rural county in East
Tennessee. The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) scores were analyzed
for grades three, four, and five in the subject areas of mathematics and English language arts
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from the 2014-2015 school year. The Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment (TCAP) data were
retrieved from the Tennessee Department of Education website and the Pearson published
reports. The data were analyzed in regard to two research questions and four null hypotheses.
Research Question 1
Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in each of the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below Proficient for grades three, four, and
five in mathematics between schools that group students homogeneously and schools that do
not?
A two-sample z-test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference in
the score of students in the proficiency levels for grades three, four, and five in mathematics
between elementary schools that homogeneously group and those that do not. The test results
indicated there was a significant difference between students who received instruction in
homogeneously grouped classrooms and those that did not.
Research Question 2
Is there a significant difference in the scores of students in each of the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP) levels: Proficient and Below Proficient for grades three, four, and
five in English language arts between schools that group students homogeneously and schools
that do not?
A two-sample z-test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference in
the score of students in each of the proficiency levels for grades three, four, and five in English
language arts between elementary schools that homogeneously group and those that do not. The
test results indicated there was not a significant difference between students who received
instruction in homogeneously grouped classrooms and those that did not.
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Implications for Practice
In respect to the literature on the topic of homogenous grouping, the research indicated
varied results as to the impact on students’ academic achievement (Reuman, 1989). In general,
research on the topic revealed that higher achievers often had academic gains when placed in
homogeneously grouped classes. However, the middle to low achieving students did not
demonstrate academic gains (Plunkett & Kronborg, 2011). Research has indicated that
homogenous grouping does not have a profound impact on the self-efficacy of elementary
students and one’s conception of learning. Despite this information, researchers have noted that
middle and high school students often have lower self-efficacy scores, as well as a negative
perception of school (Hong et al, 2012; Ireson et al., 2001). Due to the varying research results in
regard to homogeneous placement and its overall academic effect, further research on this topic
is required.
The results of this study indicated a significant difference among students who received
instruction in homogeneously grouped classrooms and those who received instruction in
heterogeneously group classrooms in the subject area of mathematics in regard to the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) scores within the proficiency level in grades three,
four, and five. However, the results of this study indicated no significant difference among
students who received instruction in homogeneously grouped classrooms and those who received
instruction in heterogeneously grouped classrooms in the subject area of English language arts.
In this research study, two of the four null hypotheses were rejected.
Due to the misinterpretation of the definition of homogeneous grouping, Betts (2011)
indicated that several disparities have occurred in respect to this research topic in the past. In
comparison to the findings of Slavin (1990), in his meta-analysis of literature in regard to
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homogeneous grouping, the findings of this research results were similar. When combining the
research results of his study, Slavin determined there was not a connection between
homogeneous grouping and the academic achievement of students in most subject areas.
Reuman (1989) and Wouters et al. (2012) noted that students do not score higher when
homogeneously grouped. Even though some research has revealed positive academic benefits in
respect to homogeneous grouping (Duflo et al., 2009), several research studies have noted areas
such as class size, gifted programs, and schools identified as Title I as having a positive or
negative impact. Some studies have indicated that students who performed above grade level
showed an academic improvement when placed in gifted classes. Despite this fact, several gifted
classes are only required for a small part of the day and students spend other parts of the day in
heterogeneous grouped settings (Castambis & Buttaro, 2012). In order to allow students a chance
to work with others with various capabilities, the utilization of heterogeneous grouped classes
has become more popular in education.
The results of this research study were reported according to the type of ability grouping
utilized, as well as the Tennessee Comprehensive Achievement Program (TCAP) scores. In
contrast to the United States, the country of Finland does not rely on standardized testing to track
the academic development of their students. Finland has focused its educational tenets on the
following (Sahlberg, 2007):


The majority of teachers in Finland have a master’s degree or higher.



The schools in Finland have a “culture of trust” between students, parents,
teachers, and administrators.



The leadership in Finland is supportive of students and teachers.
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The tenets have led the educational system of Finland to not use standardized tests. The
educators in Finland have been given more flexibility when creating lesson plans and curriculum.
The added flexibility enables the educators more time to allow students to focus on reasoning
and problem solving skills. Despite the fact that standardized testing has provided reliable data, it
has not always indicated everything that the student has learned (Sackett et al., 2008).
As noted by Forgasz (2010), homogeneous grouping is implemented to help educators
teach a class of students at a comparable instructional level. Hornby, Witte, & Mitchell, 2011
opined that some of the reasons that homogeneous grouping has been utilized in the educational
setting were to meet the demands of standardized testing, meet the specific academic needs of
students, and reduce the boredom of advanced students. While the above reasons are targeting
the academic needs of students, research has indicated that, more often than not, grouping
students into classrooms based on ability has not shown a significant difference, versus those
who are in a heterogeneously grouped classroom.
Recommendations for Practice
Based on the findings of this study, the researcher provided the following
recommendations for educational practice:


When making instructional decisions, school administrators should consider the
academic and societal effect on students. It is imperative that the whole child be
considered, rather than just his or her academic growth.



Teachers and administrators should meet to discuss the implications of grouping
students by ability and how that would affect their students, based on the
individual school demographics.
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When making instructional decisions, school administrators should consider the
societal effect that homogeneous grouping will have on students before applying
the practice. The social and academic benefits, as well as risks, must be taken into
consideration when making instructional decisions.



Due to the considerable effect that educators have on the academic achievement
of students, educators should be a part of the decision-making process in respect
to homogeneous grouping. If teachers agree in regard to instructional strategies,
they will have a larger impact on student learning. Therefore, teachers have the
ability to have a large impact on student learning and must be a part of the
instructional strategies that are implemented.

Implications for Further Research
The results of this study have persuaded the researcher to make the following
recommendations for further research in respect to student academic achievement and the type of
grouping applied in the classroom:


The research should be expanded by studying a larger number of schools in
various parts of the United States to ascertain if the results are comparable to this
study.



The research should focus on student gains in academic performance for the four
proficiency levels concerning the kind of grouping selected for instruction.



Further research should focus on the variation of student grades and student
academic achievement test scores between students who were homogeneously
grouped and those who were not.
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Additional research should focus on various educational methodologies to
determine the societal effects that homogenous grouping has on the self-efficacy
of students and its impact on one’s academic achievement.



The research should focus on the comparison of the academic achievement of
students, homogeneous grouping, and the overall effectiveness of the educator.



Qualitative research methodologies may be utilized to determine the perception of
educators in regard to homogeneous grouping and how it affects the teaching
strategies of educators.



Research should be conducted in respect to homogeneous grouping and the
overall academic achievement of students who are enrolled in Title I schools
across the United States.



Additional research should be undertaken to investigate the difference in student
growth and achievement, between students participating in a specific intervention
or gifted program, and students who receive intervention and acceleration within a
self-contained classroom.



Research should be conducted to determine how the student’s learning and human
development are impacted instead of the student’s academic achievement.



Research should be conducted in respect to homogeneous grouping and the overall
academic achievement of students who are not enrolled in Title I schools across the
United States.

Conclusion
As schools make instructional decisions, it is necessary that administrators take into
consideration the various research results in regard to the homogeneous grouping of students by
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their academic capabilities, as well as the societal impact (Ireson & Hallam, 2001). In respect to
this research study, the results have aligned with many other research studies which have
indicated that there is not a significant difference in the standardized test scores of students who
have been homogeneously grouped. This research study collected data from elementary schools
from a rural county in East Tennessee. The elementary school administrators were asked to
identify the type of grouping that was implemented in their schools for the 2014-2015 school
year: homogeneously grouped or heterogeneously grouped. According to this research study,
there was a statistically significant difference in grades three, four, and five in mathematics in the
levels of below proficient and proficient between schools that utilized homogeneously grouped
classrooms and those that were heterogeneously grouped by academic capability but not in
English language arts. The results of this study were consistent with many others in finding that
there were no significant differences among achievement scores based on placing students in an
ability grouped setting or in a classroom that does not group by ability (Reuman, 1989; Wouters
et al., 2012).
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Appendix A
Request to Conduct Research Study
Hello Mr. X,
I am currently working on my doctorate at Carson Newman. I am writing the
dissertation concerning ability grouping in elementary schools with a focus on
3rd,4th, and 5th grades. For the research study, I plan to compare Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) scores from the 2014-2015 school year of
ability grouped classes to non-ability grouped classes.
May I have your permission to contact the elementary school principals of
X County as part of my research, please? I plan to send the principals questions
concerning whether their 3rd,4th, and 5th grade classes are ability grouped
or not. When I begin to compile the data, I will go to the Tennessee Department of
Education website to compare test scores.
I appreciate your time and attention concerning this matter. I look forward to
hearing from you soon.

Thanks so much!
Angela Johnson, Ed.S.
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Appendix B
Approval Response from the Director of Schools in X County
Angela,
Yes, I will approve for you to send a questionnaire to the elementary principals regarding
your research. A principal's participation shall be voluntary. Best of luck with your study
and completion of your degree. Thanks.
Mr. X
Director of Schools
X County Schools
200 N. Depot St.
Rogersville, TN 37857
423-272-7629 ext. 2023
Fax – 423-272-2207
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Appendix C
Initial Email to Participants
Hello everyone! How are you?
I am currently working on my doctorate at Carson Newman University. I am
focusing my research on ability or homogeneous grouping in elementary schools with an
emphasis on 3rd,4th, and 5th grades. For the research study, I plan to compare Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) assessment scores from the 2014-2015
school year of ability grouped classes to non-ability grouped classes. When I compile the
data, I will go to the Tennessee Department of Education website to compare test scores.
Would you please take the time to answer the optional six questions at the end of this email?
Thanks so much!
Angela Johnson
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Appendix D
Questions for Participants
1.Do the 3rd grade class or classes of your school group by ability in math?
Yes

No

Not Applicable

2.Do the 3rd grade class or classes of your school group by ability in reading?
Yes

No

Not Applicable

3.Do the 4th grade class or classes of your school group by ability in math?
Yes

No

Not Applicable

4.Do the 4th grade class or classes of your school group by ability in reading?
Yes

No

Not Applicable

5.Do the 5th grade class or classes of your school group by ability in math?
Yes

No

Not Applicable

6.Do the 5th grade class or classes of your school group by ability in reading?
Yes

No

Not Applicable

