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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study is to determine, in the light
of available dats, which of two methods of grouping students
for instructionsl purposes is best suited to the needs of
the Hobbs Elementery Schools, Hobbs, New Mexico.,

Limitation
This study is limited to a comparative study of achieve-
ment of the fifth-grade classes of the North Hobbs Elementary
Sehool for the years 1943 and 1944, Eb attempt will be made
to prove the alleged benefits to be derived from either
method of grouping.

Sources of Data
The data used in this study consisted of both documen-
tary and primary. The documentary data were obtained from
pubtlished literature including books and periodicals. The
primary data were collected from intelligence tests and
achievement tests adminigtered as a ﬁ%rt of the regular
school program, from personal interviews with studente and

parents, and from questionnaires accomplished by teachers.



Location of School

Hobbs, a progressive town of about twelve thousand
people, iam located in the southeastern part of New Mexico.
For many years, Lea County, in which Hobbe is located, was
referred to as "Little Texas™ by the regidents of other
parts of the state. This name was applied because the topog-
raphy of the land is a continuation of the level sandy
expanse of West Texas. However, since the discovery of oil
in the county, it has become known as the "0il Capital of
New Mexico." Most major oil companies and oilfield supply
houses maintain offices in the county and the majority of
them have their headquarters in Hobhe, Because of the type
of employment offered in Hobbs and vicinity, the town has
many transient workers and due to th;a fact, the public

schools have many difficult problems to solve.

The North Hobbs School

The public schools of Hobbs employ'seventy-one teachers
and enroll approximately two thousand students each year.
The schools for the past four years have had such a large
enroliment that the classroom teachers have been overburdened.

The North Hobbs Elementary 3chool is the largest of the
two elementary schools in Hobdbs. It is housed in a modern
brick building but due to the crowded conditions, all
available space, including the cafeteria, kitchen, and musie
room, has been converted into regular clagsrooms. In :

addition, three rooms of first-year pupils are attending

clagses in the First Baptist Church.



Procedure

The fifth grade of the North Hobbs Elementary School
was chosen for this study. This grade was selected because
intelligence teasts are given to that grade each yesar.

Prior to 1945. pupils in grades two through six werse
sectioned according to ths total grade equivalent made on
standardized gchievement tests over the previous year's work.
This grade equivalent was determined by administering the
 Metropolitan ichievement Test. Since 1943, students in the
intermediate grades have been placed in sections heterogense-
ously, thut is, without reference to adility, intelligence,
or scholarship records. The fifth grade of 1942-1943 and
the fifth grade of 1943-1944 were included in this study:
the former being the last class to be grouped according to
achievement records and the latter the first to be grouped
heterogeneously.

The Detroit Alpha Intelligence Test waes given to both
groups to determine their nutive sbility. This test was
adminigtered and scored by the principal of the school and
the results became & part of the permanent records of the
school. These tests were given apon sfter the openring of
school in 1942 and 1943,

In May, 1943, end May, 1944, the classes were given
the Metropolitan ichievement Test, Revised and Partial
Edition. The tests were administered by the principal of

the school and scored by the teachers working as a8 group as



directed by the manusl of directions accompanying the tests.
The scoring was checked by the principal and no re-checking
was deeméd necessary a8 the errors found were insignificant.
The test pxevi&ed grade equivalents for reading comprehension,
vocabulary, arithmetic fundumentals, arithmetic problems,
“nglish, and spelling.

Thirty-two pairs of boys and twenty-nine pairs of girls
in the two groups were equal on three counta:ﬁggﬁ. 88X, and
intelligence quotients. (The boys were ten, eleven, twelve,
égémfﬁif%ééﬁ“?ﬁarﬁ of age ané fell within the I.Qd. range
86-1286, The girls were ten, eleven, twelve, and thirteen
years of‘age and fell within the I.4. range 93-13l. The
boys in each group were divided intc the I.Q. ranges 86-99,
100-111, and 113-125 and a comparison in achievement standing
of each I... range of the two groups was made., 4 comparigon
of ten-year-olds, eleven-year-olds, and twelve~ and thirteen-
year-olds was 8lso mades The same comparisons in aschievement
ptanding were made for the girls. The I.Q. ranges for the

girls were 93-99, 100~110, snd 112131,

Related Studies
Sears says:

The grouping of children in schools is a means not
an end, The end is degirable learning through instruc-
tion. For the school, learning is & broad term referring
to the entire child who leurns as & going enterprise in
a physical and gocisl world. Vhatever the aschool does,
it must seek Yo improve and not destroy the unity oi the
physical , mental, aesthetic, and goeial elementa in the
learnsr. Inetruction seeks balance and harmony among



parts as egsentliale in the separate development of the
parte. The theory that these several parts of the
learner may be developed as if each were independent of
the other, has given place to the theory that any learn-
ing is completed only when it is fully integrated with
all other learning and established not merely as
knowledge posaessed, or as a skill or an attitude, but
as an element in s unified personality. It is with
reference to this baekfraand that any study of chilad
grouping muet proceed.

A vast amount of material deasling with the grouping of
children for instructional purposes is to be found in educa-

tional literature. Many studies have been made involving

the experimental technique. Austin H. Turney has made a
comprehensive survey of the published literature concerning
homogeneous grouping fer the periocd 1899-1929.% Baged upen
the literature reviewed Turney concluded that:

l. Hogt of the studies purporting to evaluate
abllity grouping have proved nothing regarding ability
grouping but have only added evidence bearing upon the
nature and extent of individual differences.

2. Most of the exnperimental attacks upon the value
of ability grouping have failed to evaluate the chief
claim for it, i.e., the poseidility of adapting content,
method, or time.

3. There is some reason to believe that avflity
grouping can beat be exploited by using measures of
mental ability as the major basis for sectioning.

4. The experimental litersature indicates that more
often than not pupils do better in homogeneous groups
than in heterogenesous groups.

‘ 5. There is fairly strong indication that when
efforts are made to adapt means and materials of
instruction to the needs of different levels of abdility,
better achievement occurs in homogeneous than in hetgro-
geneous groups. :

ljesss B. Searg, "Some Agpects ©of the Problem of Homo-

geneoua Grouping," Educational Administration and Supervision,
XXII {Octobver, 19267, 499. el

2pustin H. Turney, "The Status of Ability Grouping,”
Educstional Administration and Supervision, XVII (Jenuary-
February, 1931), Bl~48, 110-127. _




6. In the experimental situation where there is no
special effort made tc adapt content or method the
average and lower groups appear to benefit more often
than the higher groups.

7. There is some evidence, nct conclugive, that
ability grouping promotes motivation of pupils to in-
creased effort.

8., There is not adequate information drawn as to
vhether the majority of teschers really find it easier
to teach homogeneous groups.

9. There is no acceptable evidence as to the effect
upon the mental hygiene of the ¢hild.

10« There is some evidence that homogeneous grouping
reduces failures dbut it is not conclusive.

1l. There is not direct evidence that elimination ie
reduced as a result of homogeneous grouping, per ge.

12, The true evaluation of ability grouping must be
deferred until adequate experirental attacks hgve
succeeded in messuring its uslleged sdvuniages.”

Purdom,¢ in 192&, began a study of the value of homoe
geneous grouping made on the hasis of intelligence tests.
tiis study, completed in 1926, waa(ﬁ;mited to a comparison éf
achievement in two subjects, algebra and English. The studen ts
in each of the five schools included in the inveatigation were
given the Terman Group Intelligence Test. _The puplils were
then divided into two equivelent groups on the basis of the
intelligence tents, and designuted Group I, the experimentsal,
and Group II, the control. Group I wag divided inte two
sections in the smaller schools., The higher fifty per cent
of Group I was called bright and the lower fifty per cent was
called dull. Group II was divided into sections with approx-
imately the same number in each and equivalent in intelli-

gence ss measured by the Terman test. Thus each section of

31bid., pp. 122-123,

47, Luther Purdom, The Value of Homogeneous Grouping.




Group II contained toth dbright and dull students. 1In the
next larger schools, grouping was done in the same manner
except there were three sections of each group formed instead
of two. The term mediocre was applied to the middle section.
Each group, therefore, contained bright, mediocre, and dull
pupils, In the largest schools each group was divided into
five sections on the basis of the 1nte111génce tests, the
twenty per cent making the lowest score in one section, and
8o on up to the twenty per cent making the highest score,
Group II was divided inte five sections, each eontaining
pupils with all gradgs of intelligence.

>, dn.order to measure results and make comparisons, four
stan&ardizad tests were given the English students at the
beginning of the study. Since it was the first time for the
pupile to study algebra, no tests were given in that subject.
At the beginning of the study there were 700 pupils particie
pating but meny of them were not included in the analyais
for various reasons.

M¥jThe pupile, grouped in pairs for easy comparison, were
approximately equal om four counts: sex, intelligence, age,
and teacher. Each student of the experimental group was
compared with a student of the control group in achievement
measured by standardized tests in both English and algebra
and in semester grades as given by the teacher.

In each of the schools with one exception, one teacher

taught bo th the control and experimental sections in her



subject, Two teachers handled the work in the school having
five sectiona in the group. One taught two control and

three experimental gections; the other three contrel and two
experimental sectiona. The problem ¢f the investigation was
carefully explained to all the teachers. No special instruec-
tions were given teachers except that each was told to teach
the students all that she could of her subject and to feel
perfectly free in using her own judgment,

%wPuraom'a findlnga were analyzed in the light of certain
claime adhered to by the advocates of homogeneous grouping.
He listed the following claims as advanced by this group:

1. It makes possible more rapid progress of bright
pupilg.
2, It offers an opportunity to adapt tesching
methods to the different levels of intelligence.
3+ 1t creates more rivalry and c¢auges the pupils to
put forth better efforts.
4. It makes teaching much easier.
5. It eliminates many prodblems of discipline.
6. It reduces the numdber of failures,
7. It discourages the dull pupils less.
8. It makes possible an enriched curriculum.B
"It is well to note that many of the advantages ascribded
to ability grouping are dependent upon the teacher."® The
teacher who can and is willing to put forth the necessary
effort to do good teaching will bring about many of the
alleged advantages of homogeneous grouping regardless of the
type of grouping in her room.

The major conclugions reached by Purdom follow:

5ivid., p. 36.
G'Tumey. Q__Bn ﬁit.. P 24.



1, Pupils in homogeneous sections do not gein more
than pupils in heterogeneous sections when the results
are meagured by standardized tests.

2. Pupils In homogeneous sections make lower semes-
ter grades in English but higher in algebra.

3. Pupile in homogensous sections deo not cover more
courge meterial,

4., The semester grades do not show that punils in
homogeneous sections put forth greater effort.

5. The guins made on the gtandardized tests and the
semester grades do not show that the pupils of any degree
of intelligence were favored by homogeneous grouping.

6. Homogeneous grouping on_ the basis of intelligence
teate does not reduce failures.

Purdom's gtudy, one of the best to date and gquite com-
prehensive, dces not settle the problem of grouping.

. During 19$31-1933, Hart1118 made a study of homogeneous
gréﬁﬁiﬁg”in the New York ElénéntéryJSchoals. The experiment
wag confined to the fifth and sixth grades. Participsating
schools were agked to enroll ss many grades of 54, 5B, and
6A sections as was possidble, each grade to consist of three
clagses. In December of 1931 all grades were given the New
3tanford Achievement Test, Porm V, and the children were
divided homogenecusly and heterogeneously on the basis of
their educational ages s determined by the test. Those
grouped homogeneougsly during the term February, 1932, te
June, 1332, were given a differentiated course of study and
those grouped heterogeneously were given an undifferentiated

course of study. In June, 1933,both groups were given the

7Purdom, op. cit., p. 92.

Bpun , \rou
Rufus M. Hartill, Homogeneous Grouping as & Policy in
the Elementary Schools in New Yorx City.
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New Stanford schievement Test, Form ¥W. In September, 1938,
the students were regrouped; the heterogeneous groups formed
new heterogenﬁgnggiggpa and the homogeneoug groups were
again grouped hompggggggsly. Teachers were advanced one
grade so that the same teacher would instruct the same chil-
dren under both groupiﬁg plang. In Decemder, 1932, the groups
were given the New Stanford Achievement Test, Form V.

For various reasons it was necessary to eliminate many
students who began the experiment, Aifter these eliminations
there were two groups of students remaining., In each group
there were 687 children which were designated Section A and
3ection B, Seotion A consisted of pupils who were grouped
homogeneously the first term and heterogeneously the second
term., With Section B the situation waa reversed. Students
were clagsified "1," "2," and "3" within the sections.

17 students were called bright, "2" students were called
dull, and "3" were called average. A comparison of achieve-
ment in reading and English wue made of ihe two pections.
From this experiment Hartill found that:
’ 1. Bright children made significantly larger gains
when grouped heterogeneouply than when grouped homoge-
neously. .
2. Dull children made significantly larger gains
when grouped homogeneously.

5§ Average children did equally well in either
group.

An interesting and unigque study is that of Keliher'slo

9Ivid., p. 36.

1041ice V. Keliher, 4 Criticsl Study of Homogeneous
Grouping. .
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in which basic aspumptions of the proponents of homogeneous
grouping were attacked., Her technique included the setting
up of the assumed position, listing statements supporting
the apsumed position, and critically analyzing the agsumed
poaition, From the evidence presented, she concluded that
"homogeneous grouping is not in accord with progressive
theory nor with recent facts brought to light by biology,
peychology, physiology, and mentsl hygiene,"ll and therefore,
"homogeneous grouping is not desirable in our elementary
schools. 12

A 4. G. Preidenstineld conducted s study of 1,163 stu-
dents grouped heterogeneously and 1,162 students grouped
homogeneously. This study was limited fo grades two through
nine, The studenta were paired for easy comparison and were
equivalent on two counts, grade and 1nte111§enca. Results
showed that differentiationﬁzgto group;mgiz not materially
irprove educational achievement.l4

Foster,1® from his study of grouping in the elementary

schools in Texas, found the trend to de away from homogeneous

121vid., p. 162.

I ———

111vid., p. 1l64.

124, g. Breidenastine, "The Zducational ichievement of
Pupils in Differentiated and Undifferentiated Groups,"
Journal of Experimental Education, V (September, 1936),

- E. -

141p14., p. 123.

15,., w. rogter, "Homogeneous Grouping in Elementary
Schools," The Texas Qutlook, XYXVIII (February, 1944), 47-48.
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grouping. Of interest are the criteria he listed for group-
ing pupils: -

1. 'eacher's estimate of puprilte achievement,

2. Standardized achievement teste.

3. Intelligence tests.

4. Chronclogical age.

5. 3cholarship record, 16

Eurr,17 however, contradicts Foster when he says:

. . .8 plan for homogeneous grouping that includes

measures of intelligence, of achievement, of phyeical

status, of social maturity, and chronological age. . %

will yield groups that are praetically heterogeneous.18
He also says, "Individual pupils sre not themselves homoge-
neous in physicsl or mental traiis nor in achievement in
school subjects."?

Burr found that great overlapping in achievement ex-
isted in other subjects when pupils were grouped homogene-
ougly in one subject and that overlapping existed in other
phases of the subject when pupils were grouped homogeneously
in one phase of the subject such as arithmetic meaning.20

Prom the survey of reaults of homogeneous grouping, it
is evident that there ls not enough conclugive evidence to
warrant broad generalizations. '"The first general impression

one gains from these studies is that., . .they raise more

161pid., p. 48.

17arvin Y. Burr, A Study of Homogeneous Grouping in
Terms of Imdividusal ?érfaiioas and the Teaching Problem.

181bid., p. 49. 191bid., p. 56
201pid., p. 42.
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issueg than they settle."®l Comell 1ists the following as
reagons for such conflicting results as are to be found in
literature bearing on the study at hand.

l. We can evalugte such results as c¢an be meagured
only in the l1ight of the conditione and purposes of the
particular study. These vary so greatly that results
are obviously not comparable,

2. Many of the alleged desiradle or undesiradble
results are either not susceptidble of measurement or
are so difficult to measure that an experimental attack
hag not been made upon them.

3. In the practical exigencies of administration
and teaching it is virtually impossidble to maintain a
situation in which all factors except the experimental
one are under control for a gufficient length of time
to determine the complete or permanent effects of the
experimental factor.

4, If the most important effects of grouping are
changes in habits of thinking, work habits, and social
attitudes, then we have nol yet even begun to measure
regults objectively.

6. In many instances the tests in use to measure
changes in achievement over periods of one semester or
a year are inadequate for such purposes because the
probable error of a score ip frequently greater than
the normal difference in scores for the interval.

6. There seem to have been, even from the earliest
attempta at a better clasaification of pupils, two
conflieting ideas regarding the objectives of democratic
education.%2

2lHarold 3, Yyndham, Ability Grouping, (Melbourne:
Melbourne University, Educatlional Research Series, No. 31,
1934), gquoted in, Cornell, "Effects of Ability Grouping
Determinable from Published Studies," The Grouping of Pupils,
Thirty-Fifth Yearbook of the National Society gcr the Study
of Education, Part I, p. 290.

22Etnel L. Cornell, "Effects of Ability Grouping
Determinable from Published Studies,” The Grouping of Pupils,
Thirty-Fifth Yearbook of the National Scciety ger the Study
of Education, Part I, pp. 290-292.



CHAPTER II
SUBJECTIVE OPINION CONCERNING GROUPING

0f the sixty-one students included in this study who
attended school under both grouping arrangements, forty-one
are still in attendsnce in the Hobbs achools. These forty-one
students were contacted in personal interviews and were asked
guestions reiative to grouping. Tabulations were made on
responses to the questions (1) What 414 the number after the
5 mean when you were in the fifth grade? (2) Was your véry
beat friend in your room when you were in the fifth grade?
and (3) ¥hich way did you prefer to be grouped, the way you
were grouped in the fifth grade or the way that you were
grouped in the sixth grade?

To the first question, nineteen pupils answered that
they did not know what the section number meant; two students
answered that the number was used in order to tell the sec-
tions apart; and twenty studenta gave answers which indicated
that they knew the basgis for sectioning. These answers in-
cluded the following statements:

It meant the smartest group.

It was the average group.

It was the room with the smartest students.

It was the best group.

14
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It meant the next to the highest room.

It meant how smart we were,

It meant the best students were in my room, 51,

It meant the group with the highest average grade.

It meant the highest section.

It meant the Ybest pupils.

As noted from these responses, these students, with two
exceptions, were from the highest sections. 4lso signifi-
cant is the fact that of the nineteen replies of "I do not
know," fifteen of them came from students of the two lowest
gections which may indicate that students of the upper sec-
tions were aware of the basis for grouping while those stu-
dents in the lower sections did not know the dasis for
grouping.

To the second question there were twenty-one affirma-
tive replies and twenty negative replies. This response,
by no means conclusive, may indicate that achievement in
school subjects does not necessarily affect the socisl 1life
outside the aschool,

To the third guestion, there were iwelve studente whose
angwers showed & preference for the grouping method used in
the fifth grade, and twenty-seven, & preference for the sixth-
grade plan. Two had no e¢hoice. Significant again, is thé
fact the majority of the pupils preferring the fifth-grade
grouping plan were students who were in the upper sections

of the fifth grade.
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In interviews with elighteen parents of children included
in this study, thirteen were of the opinion thut c¢hildren did‘
better in achool when grouped for instructional purposes;
thirteen believed that students &id not show inferior and
superior attitudes when grouped; fifteen replied that children
seemed hapny enouzh when grouped; nine believed that children
vho do well in one subject are likely to do well in all sub-
jecta; and fifteen said that children should be grouped in
the elementary school for instrue tionsal purposes.

0f the thirty-two elementary teachers returning gues-
tionnsires on the sudject &t hand, twenty-one had had exper-
ience teaching both homogeneously and heterogeneocusly groﬁpaﬁ
etudents. Twenty-four believed that intelligence quotients
were s poor basis for c¢lassification and twentiy-three replied
that achievement tests scores were a poor dbasis for grouping.
Twenty~-four teachers 4id not believe that pupils grouped
according to intelligence were als® likely to be grouped as
to temperament, personal traits, and physical development,
but that homogeneoua grouping did tend to bring adbout superior
achievement groups. WNineteen individuals bYelieved that bet-
ter attitudep did not come adbout through hoemogeneous group-
ing while twenty-seven were of the opinion that & child's
knowledge of his c¢lassification definitely influences his
social attitudes sand behavior. Eighteen of the teachers
replied that teachers of homogeneous groups did not learn

more about their pupils and eighteen were of the opinion
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that homogeneous grauping‘maﬁe for better provisions for
individuel differences. Seventeen teachers believed that
homegeneocus grouping tends to reduce failures and geventeen
were of the opinion that teuchers preferred to instruct
homogeneous groups. BEilghteen tsachers believed that group~
ing for instructional purposes should not be practiced inm

the elementary school.



CHAPTER III
GROUPING AS RELATED TO ACHIEVEMENT

In this chapter, the data which have been arranged in
tabular form will be examined to determine what trends and
tendencies, if any, make themselves evident. Students that
were grouped according to schievement test records will te
referred to as Group A and students that were grouped hetero-
geneously will be referred to as Group R.

Table I shows the achievement standing of Group A boys

TABLE 1

ACHIEVEVENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP 4 BOYS, AGE 10-11, WITH
CINTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 113-125

. Reading | Arithmetie
PaPil Ko. jAgel 1.4, Comp,] Yoc. | Fund. |Prob, Eng.{ Spell.| Total
1o o« o » 2|20 }126 | 7.4 |7.8 ) 7.3 | 7.2 {7.5 ]| 6.4 | 7.3
e o o 4 +}10 1122 7.1 1 7.0 7.1 BT (763 6.2 6.2
Je o o o «110 1118 | 7.8 [ 7.8 | 78 | 9.6 {74 | 6.7 7.9
4e o« o o« {10 {116 7.4 (7.8 5.9 6.3 [6.8 6.5 6.6
Be o o o 2§10 1114 | 7.4 |70 | 7.4 | B85 [6.7 ] 4.9 6.9
Be o o o o311 1113 § 5.3 5.0 ] 6.1 | 5.7 (646 | 5.5 5.8
Te o o o 110 {113 | 7.1 |5.9 | 6.1 | 6.9 8.0} 5.8 | 6.6

who fell within the 1.Q. range of 113-125. Noticeable is
the fact that these boys, with one exception, were ten years

of age, and ranked above the standard norm of 6.0 in totsl

18
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achievement. The eleven-year-old student achieved the nomm
in only two subjects, arithmetic fundamentals snd “nglish.
This student, who was one year behind his sge group, mske
the lowest total achievement score of the group. Only one
student fell below the norm in reading comprehension, two
in vocabulary, one in arithmetic fundamentals, one in arith-
metic protlems, none in English, and four in spelling. The
group ranked 6.7 in averagevhctal achievement whiah‘la wall
above the norm, The higheast sverage was made in arithmetie
problems and the lowest in svelling.

Table 2 ghows the aschievement standing of Group T bhoye

TABLE B

ACHIEVEM:NT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B BOYS, AGE 10-11, WITH
INYELLIGENCE JUOTIENTS 113-125

Reading arithmetid

Pupil Hﬂ. .&ge" I .‘:}o Gm‘ V’oe - E’!und - th’ . Eng. SPell » Tﬂ'ﬁal
1. . . . J10}125 8.5} 8.3 6.1 6.9 }2.0] 7.1 7.2
e o o s o 10 122 él? 6-0 5.2 5.4 5!7 ] 4‘5 5:8
3Q 5 ] . L 10 118 ?00 615 6-6 700 7'8 506 6.7
4. + « . o 101116 6.9 7.4 6.0 Ded | 5T 6.7 6.4
5. + « » 4101114 .21 7.2} 6.8 T4 | 6.5 6.1 6.9
6. « . . 411 1113 5.3] 6.8 6.0 6.9 | 645 4.6 6.0
Te o o « « 10113 5.3 5f2 6.8 Ted | 746 4.7 6.2

:“’Werag’e 10 1117 Ba.7 6.7 6.2 6.8 7.1 5.6 6.4

within the I.0. range of 113-125., Two students fell below
the norm in resding comprehension, one in vocabulary, one in

asrithmetic fundamentals, two in ari thmetic prodlems, one in
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English, and four in gpelling. The group as a whole ranked
above the norm in all subjects except spelling. The eleven-
year-0ld Yoy made an average of 6.0, exceeding by two months
the lowest score of 5,8, The highest total average was made
in English and the loweast in spelling.

A comparison of Tables 1 and 2 shows that Group A
exceeded Group B in total achievement by three months and
did better in all sudjects except English. The average
dshi@vemant in Znglish was 7.1 for hoth groups. Significant
is the fact that both groups fell below the norm in spelling,
Group A by two months and Group B by four months.

Tabtle 3 shows the achievement of sixteen Group A boys
within the I.4. range of 100-111l. (Generally, these boys
with lower intelligence gquotients stood lower in achievement
than did the boys within the I.Q. range of 113-126. ©Six
boys fell below the norm in reading comprehension, gix in
vocabulafy. twelve in ari thmetiec fundamentals, thirteen in
arithmetic yrohlems, five in Fngligh, and twelve in spelling.
Seven of the sixteen hoys fell telow the expected norm in
total achieverent. The group was below the norm in reading
compreheneion, arithmetic fundamentals, arithmetic¢ problems,
and spelling. The highest average was made in English and
the lowest in spelling. The total sverage for the group
was 5.8, two monthe below the norm.

The achievement standing of the Group B boys in the
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TABLE 3

ACHIRVENMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP A BNYS, AGE 10-11, WITH
INTELLIGENCE JUOTIENTS 100-111

Reading ﬁrithmetie*g
Pupil Wo. | sAgell.s : ng. {Spell. (Total
up € N bamg. Voe. jFund. {Prot, i
1. ¢ ¢ o111 J111 6.2 16,3 6.3 644 5.3 6.5
2. « « «f 11 {110 Tel [7.9 5.1 4o 4.8 6.8
3. « + + 111 {109 6.0 {8.1 5.0 6.0 4.4 6.0
4. « + + {10 {108 {4.8 [5.0 5.7 5.7 4,5 5.3
5., « « » 111 J108 Bed 6.3 5.5 5.8 5.9 6.1
5- . - » 10 10? 715 603 5.8 505 3-6 6.3
7« o« o « {10 {107 7.1 (7.3 6.0 7.0 6.3 6.8
BQ' - ¥ » 10 106 5‘2 4.06 50? 505 403 5.5
9 + « » {10 1108 6.7 (6.4 4.9 8.7 6.7 6.1
10, « » ] 11 J104 } 7.0 6.9 5,3 5.7 4.7 6.1
1. . . . 110G (103 6.2 }6.9 B.0 4.6 4.7 5.7
128, « « {10 102 {4.2 {5.7 5.4 5.0 5.3 5.0
13. » . . 111 {102 J4.8 }|35.2 6.0 5.6 5.1 53
4., + . .11 202 6.6 (7.8 7.3 | B.4d 6.6 7.4
15. ., . < {11 {101 14.3 (5.6 | 4.0 4.0 4.9 4.6
16. » « <} 11 J10G0 4,8 5.0 5.4 8.0 3e7 4.9
Average | 10 1108 (5.9 }6.3 | 5.5 5.5 5.8 6.8

1.4« range 100-111 ig shown in Tadble 4, These studeats show
a decided drop in achievement when compared with the boys

of the {.uU. range of 113-126 as shown in Table 2. ZEight
students ranked below the norm in reading comprehengion, four
in vocabulary, seven in arithmetiec fundamentals, six in
arithmetic problems, three in English, and twelve in spelling.
Seven of the sixteen students fell below the norm in total
achievement. The group was below the norm in only two sube

jects, arithmetic fundementals and spelling, and ranked 6.1
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TABLE 4

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B BOYS, AGE 10-11, ¥ITH
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 100-111 .

. Reading | Arithmetic
Pupil No, | Age I.G. > Enge. Spellg Total
Comp.} Vo¢.] Fund. Prod,
1o o o o7 12 1111 | B.O} 7.3} 4.6] 6.0 |6.4] 4.4 6.1
2o ¢« v o 11 J110 | 5.4 | 6.3] 5.5] 5.4 |5.9}] 4.4 5.5
3- *« = » 11 109 5.9 6.8 6.7 8.0 7.0 506 607
4. o + o} 10 {108 | 7.0]6.7] 6.5] 6.0 {7.5] 5.9 646
Be o o o} 11 1108 7.518.B) 6.5}] 6.2 18.8] 6.2 7.0
Be o o of 10 {107 | 5.0 5642] 5.8 6.0 |6.6] 5.6 5.7
Te o o ¢] 10 J107 ] BoO [ 7eB | 6.4] 7.2 [|7.6 7.8 7.4
Be o o of 10 1106 | 641 6.5 ] 5.2! 6.2 [6.3) 5.6 6.0
Fa o o o} 10 J1I06 | B.6§6.0f 6.0 6.3 [6.2] 4.5 5.8
100 ¢ ¢ o] 11 §104 | 6.3} 6461 6.3] 604 [6.5] 4.0 6.0
11 o o o 10 103 ] 5.016.,0} 4.3] 4.6 16.6] 7.5 5.7
12, « ¢« o] 201102 | 5.2|5.6] 6.9 5.0 |6.B}{ 5.5 5.7
13. » ¢ o § 11 1102} 6.0§{5.56}] 5.0f 5.0 |5.1 ] 5.8 5.4
14 o o o 11 J102 | 6.0} 6.1] 6.3] 5.8 {6.4}1 5.1 6.0
16, « « 111 {101 5.6 1 5.9 6.9] 6,9 |6.8] 6.0 G.4
16 « o o111 J100 | B4 | 6.6] 6.1 { B.8 {B5.5] 5.7 549
Averggej 10 108 | 6.1 | 6.4 5.8 6.0 }6.5 | 5.6 6.1

in total achievement., The highest total average was made in
Engl ish and the loweast in spelling.

4 comparison of Tables 3 and 4 shows that the boys in
Group B exceeded in total average achievement the boys in
Group 4 by three months, and did better inm all subjects
except English. Both groups made the highest average in
English and the loweat in spelling.

Table b shows the achievement standing of the (roup a
boys within the I..l. range 86-99. Only one of the nine

etudents in this group achieved the norm in reading
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TABLE 5

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, 4AKD
SPELLING OF GRCUP A BOYS, AGE 10-13, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS B86-99

Reading | Arithmetic

Pupil No. | AgejIl.u. Comp.| Voo, Fund.| Prob. Eng.|Spell, |Total
1o o o« 11199 | 6.217.1 4 5.1 | 5.2 {7.3 | 5.4 | 6.1
2e o o o of 11 | 99 | B.2 |5.6 ] 5.5 ]| 5.4 16,0 | 4.6 | 5.4
Be v o o J11 § 98 | 5.0 |5.7 | 4.8} 4.3 |6.2 | B.1 5.2
4. « . o J11 98 | 5.5 14,7 .21 4.3 |5.3 ] 4.2 | 4.9
5. ¢ « « o412 | 96 | 5.2 {5.0 | 4.6 | 5.0 |56.2 | 3.8 | 4.8
6Q L 2 [ ] L ] L d 12 93 5‘8 5.5 4'4 4-.3 6.2 3.5 4.9
Te o« o o« 20§91 | 4.2 {41 | 5.1 | 3.7 §3.56 | 3.4 | 4.0
Be o o o of13 | 90 | 5.0 [4.9 | 6.1 | 5.7 6.3 | 4.5 5.4
9 « « « of12 | 86 | 4.9 |5.2 | 4.2 ] 4.4 }4.9 | 4.0 | 4.6

Average |11 | 94 | 6.1 {5.3 | 5.0 | 4.7 5.6 | 4.2 | 5.0

comprehenasion, one in vocabulary, one in arithmetic fundameé:u
tale, none in arithmetic problems, five in English, and none
in spelling. Eight of the hine pupils fell below the norm

in total achievement. The highest average was made in English
and the lowest in spellihg. The group was one full year

below the norm in total schievement, ¥ith one exception,

the boye in this group consisted of eleven, twelve; and
thirteen-year-old pupils.

Table 6 shows the achievement standing of the Group B
boys within the I.Q. range 86-99. Lower achievement ratings
appear in this group as was the case in the group A boys of
the same intelligence quotient range. One student achieved
the norm in reading comprehension, one in vocabulary, one

in arithmetiec fundamentals, two in arithmetic¢ prcblems, three
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TABLE 6

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GRCUP B BOYS, AGE 10-13, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUCTISNTS 86~-99

: Reading | Arithmetic
Pupil No. {Age{I.Q. " Eng. {Spell, |Total
Comp,. |Voo,. | Fund, {Prob,
1. « « « L1111 99 4.9 |5.2 | 5.3 | 5.7 6.8 | 5.0 5.2
20 - * L » 11 99 501 5.3 6.0 6.0 6&0 5'0 5’6
3. o o « o}ll 98 16.0 |]4.9 | 5.0 | 4.8 |56.8 | 4.0 4.9
40 L * [ 3 ] 11 98 4.8 504 4‘6 4.7 4.6 502 407
Ba o o o JJ12 | 96 5.0 (5.2 | BB | 6.3 [Bu2 | 4.7 5.4
6 o o 4 #}12 } 93 5.1 (4.8 | 5.6 | 5.4 6.0 | 4.7 5.3
Te o o o 10 1 91 [5.4 |5.8 1 4.3 | 4.3 {5.2 | 4.9 5.0
8. L ] L] * » 13 90 6.? 6'0 5.2 5.4 5.7 4.5 5.8
Je o s o |12 | B6 | 4.3 4.9 | 4.8 | 4.9 }4.7 | 3.9 4.6
1
Avsrag@ 11 94 5.1 5.2 6.1 502 504 4.6 5;1

in Fnglish, and none in spelling. No student achieved the
norm in total average achievement. The highest average score
was made in English and the lowest in spelling.

4 comparison of Tables 6 amd 6 reveals that no great
differences in achievement standing exisied between the Yoys
of Group A and the boys of Group B in the I.Q. range of
86-99. The greatest difference existed in arithmetic prob-
lems in which Group B exceeded Group 4 by five months and
in spelling in which Group B exceeded Group A by four months.
The total aversge achievement standing of Group 4 was 5,0
and of Group B, H.l.

4 comparison in achievement etanding of the three I.Q.
levels of Group 4 boys &8s shown in Table 7 indicates that

intelligence is a definite fsctor influencing achievement.
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TABLE 7

COMPARISON 0F ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READIRG,
ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND SPELLING OF THE
THREE I.¢. LEIVELS OF GROUP A BOYS

Reading Aritimetic
I.Q. nge Eng. | Spell. | Total
3. Rang Comp.} Voec. | Fund. | Probd. € P } .
113-125 7.0 6.9 6.8 7.2 7.1 5.8 6.7
100-111 5.9 6.3 5.5 5.5 6.6 5.2 5.8
36-99 5.1 5.5 5-0 407 5.6 4-2 5‘0

The students in the I.Q. range 113-125 4id much better than
the students in the I.Q. range 100-111 who in turn did better
than the students in the I.Q. range 86-99.

Table 8 gshows the comparison in achievement of the

three I.4. levels of Group B boyas. The students in the I.Q.

TABLE 8

COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENT STARDING IN READIRG,
ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND 3PELLING CF THE
THREE I.Q. LEVELS CF GROUP B RBOYS

Reading Arithmetic
I.Q. Renge ) Eng.} 3pell.} Total
Compl. Voc. Fund.l Proh.
115-125 607 6;7 6.2 6.6 ?.1 506 6-4
106‘111 6.1 6-4 Etev 600 615 5.6 601
86”99 5:1 5-8 5.1 5.2 5.4 4.6 5:1

range 113-125 4id better than the students in the I.Q. range
100-111 who in turn did better than the students in the I.d.

range 86-99, These findings, paralleling the facts shown in
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Tadble 7, are further indications that studentis achleve in
school subjects in proportion to their intelligence quotients.
Pourteen of the thirty-two ys of each group were ten-
year olds. The achievement standing of the ten-year-olds of
Group A 1a shown in Tadble 9, This age group included stu-
dents in all three I.4e ranges; six in the 113-125 range,

TABLE 9

ACHIBVIM“NT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP A BOYS, TEN YEARS OLD,
WITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 91-128

‘ Reading | Arithmetic -

Pupil No, I.Q. Comp.] Voc.] Fund.| Prob. Eng.{ Spell.}Total
1. ¢ & 1286 Ted [ T8} 7.3 ] 7.2 (7.5} 6.4 7.3
2e o & 128 7.1 {7.0 7.1 6.7 7.3 6.2 6.2
3. - L) - 118 7.8 "OB ?c& 906 7.4 6‘7 7.9
4., « .+ 11 7.4 ] 7.8] 5.9 6.3 |6.8 ] 8.5 6.6
Ss ¢ o 114 7.4 1 7.0 7.4 ] B.5 6.7 1 4.9 6.9
Ge o o & 113 7.1 { 5.9 6.1 6.9 8.0 5.8 6.6
Te o o & 108 4.8 | 5,0 5.7 5.7 [5+9 ] 4.5 5.3
Be o o o 107 7e3 6.3 5.8 5.8 6.9 6.6 6.3
Je o o » 107 7.1 7.3 6.0 7.0 7.3 6.3 6.8

10, » & & 106 5.214.6] 5.7} 5.5 6.2 4.8 6.3

110 . & = 1086 6.7 6.4 4.9 5.? 6.3 6.7 6-1

12- L B 105 652 6.9 ' 5-0 44& 6.8 407 51?

13, « + &» 102 4.2 15.7} 5.4 ) 5.0 (5.85] 5.3 5.0

14, + « « 91 4.3 14.1 5.1 37 D5 Sed 4.0

Average | 109 6.4 ] 6.4 6.0 6.2 }6.5] 5.5 6.2

seven in the 100-11l1 range, and one in the B86-99 range.
Four boys made below the norm in reading comprehension, five
in vocabulary, eight in arithmetic fundamentals, seven in

arithmetic problema, three in English, and eight in spelling.



27

rive boys made below 6.0 in total achievement. The group,
in average schievement, fell below the norm in one subject,
spelling. The highest average was made in English and the
lowest in spelling. OStudents within the ten~year-old age of
the upper I.i. levels did better than students of the lower
1.2+ level,

Table 10 shows the achievement standing of the beys of
the same age level of Group B. 3Six boys fell below the norm
in reading comprshension, f¢ur in vocabulary, six in arith-
metic fundamentals, five in arithmetic prodblems, two in

English, and nine in spelling. The group as a whole averaged

TABLE 10

ACHIEVEMENT 3TANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GRCUP B EOYS, TEN YEARS 0LD,
WITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 91-125

Reading Arithmetic
Pupil No. I ' ng.}] Spell.|Total
Compe.{ Voc. Fund.{ Prob.
1. « . & 125 B.0 } 8.3 6.1 6.9 9.0 7.0 76
2e o o e 123 647 }6.0 5.2 1 5.4 6.7 | 4.5 5.8
3| - o ] 118 7.0 6.3 5.6 7.0 7.8 5‘6 6-?
de o« o o 11é 6.9 {74 | 6.0 5.4 5.7 6.7 64
Be o o o 114 7.2 17.2 6.8 T4 6.5 6.1 6.9
6o o « » 113 5.3 |5.2 6.8 T4 7.6 § 4.7 6.2
Te « o o 108 7.0 }6.7 6.5 6.0 75 5.9 6.6
Be o o o 107 5.0 {6.2 | 5.8 6.0 6.6 5.6 5.7
Oa o o » 107 8.0 {7.5 6.4 Te2 746 7.8 7.4
10 & o & 106 6.1 16,3 ] B.2 6.2 643 5.6 6.0
11. " & o 105 506 6.0 6Q0 6-3 602 4:5 5;8
12, o o o 103 5.0 16.0 4.3 1 4.6 6.5 7.8 5.7
13, o o . 102 5.2 |B.6 5.9 5.0 | 8.8 5.5 5.7
14 o + « 91 5.4 5.8 4.3 ] 4.3 | 5.2 | 4.9 5.0
Average | 109 6.3 6.4 | b.8 | 6.0 6.8 | 5.8 6.2
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two months below the norm in two subjects, arithmetic funda-
mentals and spelling. The total achievement atanding of

the group averaged 6.2. The highest average wes made in
English and the lowest in arithmetic fundamentals and spell-
ing. 4s in Group A, the students with the higher intelli-
gence quotients usually di1d better than the students with
lower intelligence guotients.

A comparison of Tables 9 and 10 shows that the total
average achievement standing of the two groups was the same.
The greatest difference in averages is found in Engligh and
spelling. Group B surpassed Group A by three months in these
subjects. These facte indicete, in general, that boye who
have made normael progrees through school and who possess
average or better intelligence, are likely to do equally aa
well in schocl subjects under either grouping plan,

The achievement standing of the eleven-year-old boys of
Group A is shown in Table ll. These students were one year
retarded in school and fell within the middle and lower I.W.
levels. Half of the fourteen boys fell velow the norm in
reading comprehension, vocabulary, and total average achievement.
Ten fell below the norm in arithmetic fundamentals, twelve
in arithmetic problems, four in English, and thirteen in
spelling. The total average achievement of the group was
three monthe below the norm of 6.0. The group ranked above
the norm in only two sutjects, vecabulary and English. The

highest average was made in English and the lowest in
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ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHVETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING CF GROUP A BOYS, ELEVEN YEARS CLD,
WITH INTELLIGENCE (UOTIENTS 98-113

Reading Arithmetic
Pupil No. I.Q. ¢ : Eng.{Spell. iTotal

Comp.| Voc.{Fund,{Prob,
1. s & » llg 5.3 5-0 6.1 5.7 6.6 5q5 5.8
Be ¢« o 111 6.2 | 6.3 6.5 6.4 8.6 5.3 6.5
Be o ¢ s 110 7.1 j7.9 .1 4.3 8,0 4.8 6.2
L 109 6.0 8.0 5.0 5.0 7.2 4.4 6.0
S¢ v 4 o 108 L 643 [ 643 5.5 5.8 7.2 5.9 6.1
6o o o o 104 7.0 16.9 B.3 5.7 6.9 | 4.7 6.1
Te o o @ 102 4.8 {6.2 6.0 5.8 4.9 5.1 5.3
8. I T 102 6.6 7-5 705 8.4 VOB 6‘6 "04
Qe o o o 101 - 4.3 {5.6 4.0 1 4.0 5.0 4.9 4,6
100 « & & 100 4.8 5.0 5.4 b.0 5.2 3.7 4,9
11, » « &« 99 5.2 } 7.1 Ha.l 5.2 7.3 5.4 6.1
120 5 o« 99 5.2 [ 5.5 5.5 5.4 6.0 4.6 5.4
13 o« = « 98 5.0 }|8.7 4.8 | 4.3 6.2 5.1 b.2
14: - - » 98 505 4¢7 ] 5-2 4Q5 5;5 4-2 4.9
Average {103 B.7 6.8 | 5.4 | 5.3 [ 6.6 | 5.0 Bo7

spelling. The students with the higher intelligence quo-
tients generally did better than the students with the lower
intelligence quotients. 7The eleven-year-old boys made lower
averagas than the ten-yesar-olds in all sutjeects except
English. The average in this subject was the same for bdboth
groups.

The achievement standing of the eleven~year-old boys
of Croup B is shown in Table 12, Nine boys fell btelow the
noxrm in reading comprehension, six in vocabulary, six in
ari thmetic fundamentals, seven in arithmetic problems, five

in English, and twelve in spelling. The total aversgse
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TABLE 12

ACHIEVEKMENT S5TANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, BNGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B BOYS, ZLEVEN YEARS OLD,
WITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 984113

Reading | Arithmetic
. NO s e Eng.{3pell.iTo
Pupil No I Comp.{Vos.; Fund, {Prob., ng.{spell.Total
le o . . | 113 5.3 {6,561 6.0 | 6.9 6.5 4.6 | 6.0
2e o o 111 L B.0 (7.3 ] 4.8 § 6.0 | 6.4 1.4 6.1
3. s 2 @ 110 5.4 6.$ 5&5 5.4 509 "ioé 505
4e o o 109 5.9 16.8 | 6.7 8.0 7.0 | Beb 6.7
5¢ o o+ & 108 7.5 8.8 6.5 642 6.8 6.2 7.0
Be o o & 104 6.3 {6.6 6.3 6.4 6.5 4,0 6.0
Ta o o 102 6.0 {b.5 5.0 5.0 5.1 5.8 | bB.4
80 « & 102 6‘0 6.1 Guz 508 6,4 501 600
e s » o 101 5.6 [bH.Y 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.0 6.4
10, + « 100 B.d (6.6 6.1 5.8 5.9 8.7 | Ba.9
1le o o & 99 4.9 (6.2 5.3 } 5.7 5.2 | 5.0 5.2
120 4 4 o 99 5«1 {B.3 | 6.0 6.0 (6.0 | 5,0 | 6.6
13, &+ o+ & 98 5.0 (4.9 | 5.0 } 4.8 6.8 | 4.0 4.9
4. . . . 98 . 4.8 5.4 4.6 4.7 4.6 5.2 4.7
Ave!'age 103 5.8 B2 5.7 5.9 6.0 5.0 6.7

achievement of the group was 5.7, the same as the eleven=
year-0ld boys of Group A. The group averaged above the nerm
in two subjects, vocabulery and Tnglish. The highesat average
wag made in Zngliseh and the lowest in spelling. The students
with the higher intelligence quotientg generally did better
than the students with the lower intelligence quotients.

A compariecn of Tableg 11 and 12 shows the total average
achievement of the two groups of elaven~year-old boys to be
the game. Group F outranked Group A in arithmetic prohlems

by 8ix months and Group A outranked Group B in English by
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five months. The evidence presented indicates that boya
‘retarded one year are likely to do as well under one group-
ing plan as the other.

Table 13 shows the achievement standing of the twelve-

and thirteen-year-old Yoys of Group A. Only three scores

TABLE 13

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, ARD
SPELLING OF GROUP A BOYS, TWELVE AND THIRTEEN YEARS
0LD, WITH INTELLIGENCE QUCTIENTS B86-96

Reading | arithmetic

Pupil No. | I.Q.jAge Eng.{Spell. [Total

Comp. |Voe,. jFund. }Prob.

1- « & 8 » 96 12 5.2 500 4o6 5:0 5-2 308 4.8
2e o o o of 93 j12 Bs2 5.5 4.4 4.3 (6.2 3.8 4,9
3. s & & » 86 12 4«9 5.2 4.2 &04 4-9 4;0 406
4, . + « o 90 {13 | 5.0 (4.9 6.1 5.7 (6.3 4.5 5.4

Aver&ge 91 12 5.0 (5.1 4.9 4.9 5.6 3.9 4.9

were made abofe the norm, one in arithmetic fundamentals and
two in English. The highest average was made in English and
the lowest in spelling. The total average achievement for
the group was 4.9, one and one~tenth years below the norm.
Pupil number 4, the only thirteen-year-old boy in the group,
ranked higher in all subjects except comprehension and
vocabulary.

In Table 14 the achievement standing of the twelve- and
thirteen-year-old boys of Group B is shown. One student

averaged the norm or betier in reading comprehension, one
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TABLE 14

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B BOYS, TWELVE AND THIRTEEN YEARS
0LD, VITH INTELLIGENCE QUCTIENTS 86-96

Reading Arithmetié

Pupil No. [ 1.4 Age Eng.{ Spell.|Total

comp; Yoo.| Fund.]| Prob.
1. o o ¢ of 96112 5.0 1 5.2 5.8 6.3 156.2 4.7 5.4
Be o o+ o 93112 8.1 {4.8 5.6 5.4 | 6.0 4.7 5.3
3. ¢« o« .« of B& |12 4.3 4.9 4.8 4.9 1 4.7 3.9 4.6
4, . . . o 90113 6.7 { 6.0 5.2 8.4 [ 6.7 4.5 5.8
t’iver&ge 91 l2 b.215.2 5.5 8.5 5&6 4.4 5.2

in vocabulary, one in arithmetic problema, and two in English.
The higheast average was made in English and the lowest in
spelling. The average for the group was 5.2, eight months
below the norm., As was noted in the other mge groups, the
atudents twelve and thirteen years old with the higher
intelligence quotients usually do better in total achievement
than the students with the lower intelligence quotients.

A comparigon of Tables 13 and 14 reveals that the
Group B boys d4id better than the Group A boys in sll subjects
except English. Both groups averaged 5.6 in this subject.
Group B outranked Group 4 in total average achievement by
three months, an indication that older ys may do dbetter in
sghool subjects when they are grouped hetercgeneously.

In Table 156 the achievement standing of Group A girls
who fell within the I.Q. range 112-131 1s‘shawn. The group
exceeded the norw in all gubjleeta but two, arithmetic funda-

mentale and spelling. The highest average wapm made in
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TABLE 15

ACHIEVEMENT STANDIWG IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP A GIRLS, AGE 10-12, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 1124131

Reading { Arithmetic
Pupil Fo, | Age}I.G. Eng. Spell,| Total
Comp.] Voa.} rund.} Prod.
1. « « «110 {131 Te7 §7e1 } 6.9 7.2 16.4 7.2 Ta.d
2. « « o} 10 j125 B0 4B 4.9 § 4.0 (5.4 3.8 4.7
3. « « 2110 j124 61 {58 | 6.1 6.3 (7.9 1 5.9 6.3
4., « . .} 10 {122 7.1 6.6 | 6.7 7.9 8.4 6.9 7.3
5. « « « {10 {120 7.1 {7.6 6.8 7.9 (9.0 6.1 T4
6. « « o} 10 }119 7.1 {7.1 6.9 | 6.9 [6.7T ] 5.9 6.7
Te + o« o 10 {118 8.1 8.0 6.8 7«2 (7.8 6.4 7.4
8. « « o {10 {115 6.2 |54 | B.5 5.4 (6.8 6.0 6.0
Je o« o « 10 {115 6.6 (6.6 6.2 6.4 (7.8 1 6.3 6.7
10, « « « 110 {114 {5.7 |5.4 B.5 1 6.0 6.7 3.9 5.6
11, . . . 110 {113 6.2 [7.0 | 5.4 5.8 7.4 6.7 6.4
18 « « . 110 112 (5.8 (5.6 | 4.7 | 4.2 5.4 3.5 4,9
13. « « + {11 §112 7.1 [6.8 | 5.3 5.7 b 5.3 6.1
4. . . «}12 {1123 5.3 {B.2 | 5.6 | 5.4 6.3 | 5.0 H.5
Average {10 118 (64,5 (6.3 | 5.9 | 6.1 k.l 6.6 6.2

English and the lowest in spelling. Four girls fell below
the norm in reading comprehension, six in vocabulary, seven
in arithmetic fundamentals, siz in arithmetic problems, two

" in English, and six in spelling. Four of the fourteen girls
ranked below the norm in total average achievement. Stue
dents with the higher intelligence quotients made the highest
scores in 8ll subjects. Compared with the boys of Group A
within the highest 1.3, range, the girls ranked lower in all
gsubjects and were five months below the boys in total aver-
age achievement.

In Table 16 the achievement standing of the same I.4.



34

TABLE 16

ACHISVEMENT CTANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B GIRLS, AGE 10-12, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUCTIENTS 112131

Reading } Arithmetic
Pupil No. | Agell.Q. Eng.} Spell.| Total
Comp.| Voc.| Fund.{ Prob.
1. . . .}110 {131 7.3 17.5 6.5 6.3 {B.6 7.1 7.2
2- « 5 @ 10 125 4.8 5.5 5.5 500 5.7 500 5.5
3. » o « 10 (124 7.5 [ 6.7 8.1 7 B.7 (7.8 5.8 6.4
4. . . . }10 (122 8.0 7.6 ] 6.0 6.9 8.9 6.8 7.4
6. ¢« « » 110 §120 7.3 7.1 6.0 6.7 [7.6 6.5 6.9
6. « « o {10 }]119 6.0 | 6.5 5.7 b.8 }5.8 6.0 6.1
Te o « o« §10 }118 7.3 7.4 6.5 6.7 1B.0 5.9 7.0
8. » o+ o {10 1118 6.7 5.9 8.0 6.0 {6.6 2.9 5.7
9s o« » « {10 1115 7.0 } 6.3 6.6 7.0 {7.8 5.6 6.7
10. « « « }10 }114 8.3 {5.6 6,3 B.7 17.5 5.9 6.0
11. . . . 110 1113 7.7}17.8 6.2 6.7 1746 6.4 7.1
12, . + « }10 1112 | 5.9 | 5.6 6.1 6.0 (6.7 6.6 6.2
130 « & & | 11 112 étg 665 5.? 507 607 503 6;1
14. . . + {12 j112 6.6 17.1 5.1 5.0 |7.3 5.8 6.1
Average { 10 {118 6.7 | 6.6 5.8 6.0 7.2 5.9 6.4

range for the Group B girls is shown. Three atudenta fell
below the norm in reading eomprehensien. four in vocabulary,
8ix in arithmetic fundsmentals, six in arithmetic probvlems,
two in English, and eight in spelling. Only two girls ranked
below the norm in total achievement. The highest score was
méda in English and the lowest in arithmetic fundamentals.
The fifty per cent of the girls whose I.Q.'s were 118-131
generally did better in all sudbjeets than did the fifty per
cent whoge I.('s were 112-116. The Yoys of Group B in the
highest I.Q. range outranked the girls of Group B in vocab-
ulary, arithmetic problems, and arithmetic fundamentals.



The girls 3id better in English and spelling and both groups
were equal in reading comprehension.

A comparison of Tables 15 and 16 shows that the average
total achievement of the two upper intelligence gquotient
ranges were very close together. Group B exceeded Group A
by only two months. The greatest differences were in spelling
and vocabulary with Group B outranking Group 4 by three
months in sach of‘theae sﬁbjects.

In Table 17 the achievement standing of Group A girls
within the I.Q. range 100-110 is shown. Three girls attained

thre norm or bYetter in reading comprehension, three in

TABLE 17

ACHIFVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AWD
SPELLING OF CGROUP A GIRLS, AGE 10-12, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 100-110

Reading | Arithmetiec
Pupil No. {Agejl.q. Eng.| Spell.|Total

iComp.} Voc.| fund.; Prob.
1. « « o {11 J110 | 5.3 ]5.8 | 5.2 | 4.9 [6.7} 4.2 | 5.4
2¢ « o« o 111 1109 5.0 |5.2 5.4 4.9 16.1 5.1 5.2
Be o« o o 111 1109 | 5.5 |5.7T | 6.8 | 7.5 [7T.0 | 5.3 6.3
4. . « » |10 }108 6.5 (6.5 4,9 5.8 }6.5 5.4 5.9
5., « « o {11 }108 7.1 16.3 6.2 6.0 6.6 5.8 6.3
6. « » » §10 1107 6.5 [ 6.1 6.4 6.2 8.2 6.2 6.6
T7e « « « {11 {105 5.6 | 5.1 4.8 4.2 (b.9 4.1 4.9
B ¢« « o §12 §104 5.5 |5.6 5.9 6.2 16.6 4.7 5.8
9. . « « {10 {103 5.1 {5.9 6.2 4.4 (6.5 5.6 5.4
10. « « » {11 }100 5.2 6.6 5.2 5.2 (0.4 5.5 5.5
Average 10 {1056 5.7 b7 5.6 6.5 j6.6 5.1 5.7

vocabulary, three in arithmetic fundamentals, four in

arithmetic problems, nine in English, and one in spelling.
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The highest average was made in English and the lowest in
spelling. The average for the group was H5.7. Only three
gtudents ranked above the norm in total achievement. Com-
pared with the bovs of Group a4 in the middle I... range
there is very little difference in total average achievement.
The boys outranked the girls by only one month.

Table 18 ghows the achievement of Group P girls within
the I.0. range 100-110. PFour girls fell below the norm in

TARLE 18

ACHIEVEMENT STAVDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B GIRLS, AGE 10-12, WITH
INTELLIGENCE JUOTIENTS 1.00-110

Reading | Arithmetic
Pupil No. |l dgell Q. : Enge.lSpell. Total
P & ¢ Comp.} Voc.} Fund.| Prob. i e
le « « «}11 }110 7.1 6.7 6.8 4,3 (7.2 7ed 6.4
2- . & o 11 109 5-4 5$3 1 5-5 500 ?'3 6.0 509
3. « « « } 11 {109 TeR 7.8 6.8 7.4 (6.5 6.1 6.9
4. . « « 110 }108 7.1 }6.6 6.0 6.4 7.9 7.1 6.9
Be ¢ o » 11 108 5.0 Gel 6.3 558 64 5.1 6.0
6o « « « {10 107 6.8 (6.6 5.8 5.6 (6.9 6.6 6.3
Te o « » {11 1105 5.1 {5.5 5.7 5.4 ol 6.7 5.8
Be « « « {12 1104 6.2 16,2 5.0 4.8 6.8 4,6 5,6
9. « » » |10 {103 5.4 {H.8 5.7 5.2 1.3 5.0 5.7
10. « . « }11 3100 5.0 ;5.7 B.5 5.7 o7 4.7 5.6
Average 10 {1056 5.7‘ 6.0 B.Y 5.5 j&og 5.9 6.1

reading comprehension, three in voeabulary, seven in arithe
metiec fundamentals, eight in arithmetic problems, none in
Eﬁglish. and four in apelling. The highest average was made
in %nglish and the lowest in arithmetic problems. Half of

the glrls ranked 6.0 or hetter. The group achieved the morm
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in two subjects, vocabulary snd English. The total aver:ge
achievement stending for the group was 6.1 which equalled that
of the Wwys of Group B in the middle I.(. range. GStudents
whose I.(.'s were 107-110 did better generally than did

those students whoge I.0.'s were 100-105.

A comparigon of Tables 17 and 18 ghevws that the Group B
girleg surpasced Group A girls in total achievement by four
montha., Group B did better in vocabulary, arithmetic funda-
mentale, English, and spelling. The average achievement in
reading comprehension and arithmetic problems was the same
for both groups. The greatest difference in averages was
in spelling in which Group B exceeded Group A by elght
months.

Table 19 ghows the achievement standing of the lowest
1.3« level of the Group A girls. Only three gcores were

made above the norm, one in vooabulary and two In English,

TARLE 19

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ®NGLISH, AND
SPEZLLING OF GROUP A GIRLS, AGH 11-13, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS Y3-99

Reading | Arithmetic

Pupil Ne. jigejl.Q. Eng.}Spell.;Total
P & jComp.| Voe.] Fund. |Prob. "8

1o o o o« 12 99 5.3 1 6.1 4.4 4.0 (4.3 5.9 5.0

2. * 2 w & 11 i 98 5.0 '5«4 4.9 4ﬁ4 601 406 4.?

Be « » o o111 27 5.6 14.7 4.7 4,2 15.0 4.0 4.7

4( ] L ] & - 12 95 5.1 5.4 5.0 4'4 5‘6 5’5 4‘8

o o o « +}13 93 4.9 (4.7 5.8 4.4 6.3 4.2 5.0
Average i1l 96 | 5.2 [542 | 4.9 | 4.3 (5.4 | 4.5 4.9
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No gtudent achleved the norm in total average achievement.
The higheat average wag in Inglish and the lowest in arith-
metic problems, %When the group is compared with the corre-
gponding I.0. level of torys in Group 4, little difference is
found in totallaveraga achievement, The girls did better in
reading comprehenslon and spelling snd the twys did betster
in vocebulary, arithmetic problems and asrithmetic fundamen=
tals, and ©nglish., The boys did better in total average
achievement by one month.

Pable 20 shows the achievement standing of Group B
girls within the lowest I.0l. range., One girl attained the
norm in reading comprehension, one in voecabulary, twe in
arithmetic fundamentals, two in ari thmetic problems, four in
English, and two in spelling. One girl made 6.2 in total
average achievement. The higheat average was made in Znglish

and the lowest in reading comprehension. Compared with the

TABLE 20

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMEYTIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B GIRLS, AGE 11-13, WITH
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 93-99

Heading Arithmetic
Pt!pil Noa Agﬁ TG Eﬂgf SPElla Total

Comp. ] Voc.} Fund.{Prob.
1o o o o «§12 ] 99 | 6.1 (6.3 | 5.0 | Eub (6.8 | B.5 5.9
2. o o o oj11 98 4.9 (5.6 .1 4.6 15.8 6.2 5.4
Be a o o o111 91 5.3 15,6 { 6.1 | 6.4 {7.6 ! 6,1 6.2
de o o« o {12 | 96 5.9 (D4 662 | 6.0 (6.9 | 4.8 5.9
Ba o« « « «}13 | 93 | 5.5 [5.4 5.0 | 5.0 }6.9 | 5.3 5.5
Averags |11 96 | 543 (5.6 | Bed | 5.4 6.8 | 5.6 5.8
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Yoye of the lower I.Q. range of Group B, the girls d4id
much dbetter in all subjects and surpassed the boys in total
average achlevement by seven monthg.

A comparison of Tables 19 and 20 shows that the girls
of Group T within the intellligence quotient renge 93-99
418 better in 811 audiscets than did the Group A girla.
Group R exceeded Group A in total average achievement by
nine months.

i eomparison in achievement standing of the three I.u.
ranges within sach group shows that the girls in the wupper
T.4s range 4id better than the girls in the middle I.d.
range who in turn did betterjthan the girls in the lower
I.9. range.

The achlevement standing of the fiftecen ten-year-old
girls of Group 4 is shown in Tadble 21, PFour girls made
balow the norm in reading comprehension, six in vocabulary,
gix in arithmetic fundamentals, six in arithmetiec problems,
two in English, and seven in spelling. PFive girls failed to
reach the norm in tctal.avarage achievement. The highest -
score was made in English and the lowestvin spelling., The
total aversge achievement ior the group was 6.3 as compared
with 6.2 of ten-year-o0ld boye in Group 4. Girls with the
higher I.G.'s generally did beiter than the girls with the
lower I.Q.'8.

4 comperison in achievement standing of the three I.u.

ranges within each group shows that the girls in the upper
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TABLE 21

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP A GIRLS, TEN YEARS OLD,
WITH INTELLIGINCE qUOTIENTS 103-131

Reading Arithmetioc
- Pupil Ho. I.Q, " ' ~tEng. Spoll. Total

Comp.] Yoc.|{Pund,.}Prob.
le o o 131 77§ 7.1 6.9 7.2 8.4 7.8 74
2¢ o o« 128 5.014.8 { 4.9 ] 4.0 (5.4 3.8 4.7
3e o s s 124 6.1 | 5.8 | 6.1 6.3 7.9 5.9 6.3
4. ¢ o 122 Tl § 6.6 | 647 7.9 B.4 6.9 7.3
Be o o o 120 7.1 17.6 1 6.8 § 7.9 2.0 6.1 7.4
6. a e o 119 7.1 7.1 6.9 6.9 ’6.? 5.9 607
7' - » . 118 8‘1 800 6.8 ?.2 708 6!& L ?.4
Ba o o o 1156 6.2 5.4 | BB | b4 6.8} 6.0 6.0
Fe o o » 116 6.6 } 6.6 6.2 6.4 7.8 6.3 6.7
10. « » & 114 .7 | 5.4 5eb 6.0 6.7 3.9 5.6
11. . . « } 113 6.2 1 7.0 5.4 5.8 744 6.7 6.4
12, « o 112 5.815,6 | 4.7 { 4.2 }5.4 3.5 4.9
13, ¢« o » 108 6.5 ]6.0 | 4.9 ] 5.8 6.5 B.4 | B.9
14. . . & 107 6.8 | 6.1 6.4 6.2 8,8 | 6.2 6.6
18, « +» & 103 5.1 5.9 503 4.4 6.5 5-5 5.4
Average 116 6.4 6.3 | 5.9 6.1 JTe2 | 8.7 6.3

I.0. level did better than the girls in the middle I.Q. level
who in turn did better than the girls in the lower I.Q. level.
Table 22 shows the achievement standing of the ten-year-
0ld girls of Group B. Of these fifteen students, four made
below the norm in reading comprehension, five in vocabulary,
gix in arithmetic fundamentals, six in arithmetic prodlems,
two in English, and six in spelling. Three girls failed to
reach the norm in total average achievement. The highest
average wag made in English and the lowest in arithmetic
fundamentals., The total average achievement for the group

wag 6.4 as compared with 6.2 of ten-year-old boys in Group B.
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TARLE 22

ACHIEVEVENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPEILING OF GROUP B GIRLS, TEN YEARS CLD,

FITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 103-131

Resding Arithmetic

upil . slie  Eng.| Spell.|Total
P‘ P No 1.2 COmpn Voc. i und.iProb, Bng pel

ls v o« &« {131 743 [ T8 | 6.5 ] 6.3 | 8.6 ] 7.1 T2
B« o o « | 125 4.8 [5.6 | 5.6 | 5.0 [ 8.7 5.0 5.3
Be 4 o 124 Teb ] 6.7 5ol | Bu7 | 7.2 | B.B 6.4
4. « + & 122 B.0 7.6 1 6.0 ] 6.9 8.9 1 6.8 T4
5- 2 & = 120 ?05 ?Ql 600 60? 706 615 5.9
6. . ‘o » 119 &00 5-5 507 5'8 ] 5.8 6-0 6.1
Te » » «» § 118 TaB | Ted § 65 | 607 | BeO } B9 7.0
Bs o o o 116 647 {649 | B0 | 6.0 | 6.6 | 2.9 8.7
De o o o 118 7.0 }]6.,3 6.6 7.0 7.8 1 5.6 647
10 o o o 114 DeB 546 | 6.3 1 B5.7 (7.5 1 5.9 6.0
11. .+ « § 113 TeT |78 | 6.2 | 6.7 76 | 6.4 7.1
12. « « o« {112 5¢9 |56 | 6l | 6,0 | 6.7 | 6.6 6.2
13. . .« » 108 Tel 1 6.6 | 6.0} 6.4 7.9} 7Tel 6.¢
14, » <« & 107 648 {646 | B.B | BB | 6.9 | 6.6 6.3
16, ¢« . & 103 5ed {5.8 1 B.7T | B2 ] 7.3 ] 5.0 5.7

Average | 116 6.6 | 645 | 5.9 | 6.1 73 | 6.0 6.4

A comparison of Tables 21 and 22 ghows that the average

achievement in aritimetic fundamentals and arithmetic prob-

lemg was the same for both groups.

Group B exceeded Group A

in average achievement in comprehension, vocalilary, English,

and apelling.

year-old girls of normal or better intelligence are not

favored by either of the two methods of grouping.

0ld girls in Group A.

resading comprehension, seven in vocabulary, seven in

This comparison shows, in general, that ten-

Table 23 showa the achievement of the nine eleven~year-

Seven girls made below the norm in
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TABLE 253

ACHIEVEMENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, ARD
SPELLING OF GROUP A GIRLS, ELEVEN YEARS OLD,
WITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 97-112

Reading } Arithmetiec

Pupil No. I.Gs T Eng.|Spell.|Total

o * Comp. |Voe.} Pund . [Prob. & .Dp °
1. « » « &« jl12 7.1 (6.8 | B«3 | 5.7 645 | 5.3 6.1
2. « o « « }110 5.3 [5.8 ] 5.2 | 4.9 6.7 | 4.2 5.4
Be 2 o o » {109 5.0 5.2 | B.4 | 4.9 } 6.1 5.l 5.2
40 * » * - 109 5.§ 5'7 6.8 7'5 7,0 5.5 6.5
Be o « o« o }108 Tl {6843 | 6.2 | 6.0 6.6 { 5.8 6.3
50 - L - L 106 5'6 501 4-& 4.‘2 5’9 4.1 4‘9
7« = « « « |100 5.2 {6.6 5.2 | 5.2 [6.4 | Db 5.5
Be o ¢« & » 98 5.0 5.4 | 4.9 [ 4.4 |5.1 | 4.8 5.1
D¢ v o o o 97 Beb 4.7 } 4.7 | 4.2 |5.0 | 4.0 4.7

Average {105 Ba7 546 | 5.4 | 5.2 (6.2 | 4.9 6.5

arithmetic fundamentals, seven in arithmetic problems, and
two in English. All nine girls made bBelow the norm in spell-
ing. Three of the girlas surpasssed the norm in aversge total
achievement., The highest average wag made in English and

the lowest in aspelling. The total average achievement of

the group was 5.5 as compared with 5.7 of the eleven-year-
0ld boys of Group A.

The achievement standing of the eleven-year-o0ld girle
in Group B is shown in Table 24. Five girls made below the
norm in reasding comprehension, four in wvocabulsry, six in
arithmetic fundamentals, seven in arithmetic problems, one
in English, and three in spelling. The highest score was
made in English and the lowesat in arithmetic problems.
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TABLE 24

ACHIEVEVENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHNMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B GIRL3, ELEVEN YEARS OLD,
¥ITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 97-112

Reading Arithmetic
Pupil Ho. Q. o= . Eng.} Spell. Total
Comp. Vot Fund.} Prodb.
1, « - « «} 112 6.9 | 63 5,7 5.7 647 5.3 6.1
2. ¢+ » o1 110 Tel ] 6,7 B.8B ] 4.3 72 7«3 6.4
Se » o « of 109 Bad 1648 ] 5.3 5.0 T3 6.0 5.9
4. » + . <} 108 7«21 72 6.8 7.4 6.5 6.1 6.9
B. «» ¢« « o} 108 6.0 { 6.1 6.3} 5.8 6.4 5.1 6.0
6. » « « o 108 6.1 | 5.5 5e7 5.4 6.1 Go7 6.8
7' «a = = » 100 5¢O ! 5'? ‘ 5‘5 5.7 6.? 407 5‘5
8- L] . » » 98 4.9 506 5-1 4»6 5!8 6!3 5.4
Qe o o o o 97 5.3 156.6 6.1 6ok 716 6.1 6.2
Averﬁ-sa v 108 5.8 6.1 6.8 5.8 6.7 5.9 6.0

Five of the nine girls made above the norm in total average
achievement, and the group as é whole reached the norm.

The girle surpassed the eleven~year-old boys of Group B by
three months in total average achievement,

A comparison of Tebles 23 and 24 shows that the elevene
year~-cld girls in Group B d4id better than the eleven-year-
old giris in Group 4 in all subjects and surpaesed them in
average total achievement by five monthes.

Table 25 shows the achievement gtanding of the twelve-~
and thirteen~year-old girls in Group A. Only one girl
achieved the norm in vocabulary, one in arithmetiec problems,
and three in English. The highest average was made in English
and the lowest in spelling. The twelve- and thirteen~yesre

old girle in Group 4 did better in all subjects except
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TABLE 2b

ACHIEVEWENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHMETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP A GIRLS, TWELVE AND THIRTEEN YEARS
OLD, WITH INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 93-112

Resding Arlthmetid

Pupil No. Telio Age

~—t Bng.] Spell.; Total
Comp.] Voc.| Fund.| Prob.
1 » « » 11121412 1 5.3 }5.21 5.6 ! 5.4 16.3] 5.0 5.5
2e « o » | 104 {12 | 5.5 [ 5.6] 5.9 | 6.3 {6.6 | 5.0 5.5
. U 99 |12 | 5.3 { 6.1} 4.4 | 4.0 4.3} 5,9 5.0
de o s » 95 {12 | 5.1 {5.4 ) B.01 4.4 6.6 ] 3.5 4,8
Be o o & 95 112 { 4,9 14.7| 6.6 4.4 16.3 | 4.2 5.0
sversge{ 100 {12 | 6.2 16.4 | 5.3 ] 4.9 15.8} 4.6 5.2

arithmetic problems than the same age boys in Group A. This
fact maykbe accounted for by the nine points difference in
average I.J.'s8. The thirteen-year-old boy did bhetter by
four months than the thirteen.year-old girl,

Table 26 shows the achlevement stending of the itwelve~
and thirteen-year-old girls in Group B. Three girls achieved
the norm in reading comprehension, three in vocabulary, one
in arithmetic fundamentals, one in arithmetic problems, five
in Engligh, and none in spelling., One girl achieved the
norm in total aversge achievement., The twelve~ and thirteen-
year-old girls in Group B 4id much better than the twelve-
and thirteen~year-0ld boys in CGroup # in all subjects except
arithmetic fundamentals and arithmetic problems, The highest
average was made in TBnglish and the loweed in spelling,

erithmetic fundamentals, and erithmetic prodblaoms.



TARLE 2

ACHIEVEVENT STANDING IN READING, ARITHVETIC, ENGLISH, AND
SPELLING OF GROUP B GIRLS, TWELVE AND THIRTEEN YEARS
OLD, WITH INTILLIGHFNCE QUOTIZNTS 93-112

' Reading | Arithmetic
Pupil No.| I.Q.} Age Eng.] Spell. Total

Compe} Voc.{ Fund.j Prodb.
le ¢ & 112 {12 6.6 {7.1 h.1 B.0 {7.3 | 5.8 6.1
Be o o & 104 112 1643 (6.2 ] B.0] 4.8 [6.8 ] 4.6 5.6
Be o« « 99 12 | 6.1 16.3 | B.0 | 5.4 }6.8B | 5.5 5.9
L 95 112 | 5.9 5.4 6.2 6.0 }16.9 4.8 5.9
Be o o & 93 113 | 5.5 (5.4 | 5.0 5.0 6.9 Bed 5.6
Average | 100 {12 6.0 J6.0 | 542 | H.2 6.9 | 5.2 5.8

A comparison of Tables 25 and 26 shows that the older
girls of Group B d4id mueh hetter than the older girls of
Group A in 2ll gubjlects except arithmetic fundamenials.
Group B girls surpassed Group A girle in total average
achlevement by six months, & further indication that older

students do better when grouped heterogeneously.

Summary
The following statementis, concerning the students
included in this study, summarize the findings discugsed
in this chapter:
1. Girls of higher intelligence did better when grouped
heterogeneously.
2. Boys of higher intelligence 4id better when grouped

homogeneously.
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3. Girls of normal intelligence did better when grouped
heterogeneously.
4. Boys of normal intelligence did better when grouped
heterogeneously.
B. Girls of lower intelligence did better when grouped
heterogeneoualy.
6. Boya of lower intelligence 4id equally well in both
groups.
7. Ten- and eleéven-year-old boys did equally well in
both groups.
8. Ten~ and eleven~year-old girls 4id better when
grouped heterogeneously. \
9. Twelve- and thirteen-year~old boys and girls did
better when grouped heterogeneously.
10. Students with the highest intelligence quotients
in the group generally made the highept average scores in
the group.
11. In both groups, the highest average scores were

made in English and the lowest in spelling.



CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

In 1ight of the data presgented, the following conclu-
sions, although not infallible, seem to be Jusgtified:

1. Students of the same age, sex, and intelligence
guotients, grouped according to achievement test records,
do nmot atand higher in achievement than students grouped
heterogeneougly when the results are meagured by standard-~
ized testis. | ‘

2. Students in the intermediate grades of the Hobbs
schools make higher scores in English than in any other
subject. ~

3. Students in the intermediate gradea of the Hobbs
schools make lower scores in spelling than in any other
subject.

4. The practice of segregating students in so~called
homogeneous sections for instructional purposes does not
earry with it a guarantee of superior achievement.

5. Parents of the Hobbs Elementary School pupils are
not informed ag to the effects that the grouping of students
has upon the achievement of the pupils.

6. Hobbs Elementary School teachers are of the opinion

47
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that students in the intermediate grades should not be
grouped for instructional purposes and believe that intelli-
gence and achlevement tests are & poor dbasis for segregation

when it is done to bring about improvement in instruction.

Recommendations

After an analysis of the findings of this study and
in keeping with the above conclusione, the following recom-
mendations are made: |

1., The grouping of students on the basis of past
achievement test records should not be practiced in the
intermediate grades of the Hobba Munieipal Schools.

2. Inasmuch as there is some evidence to be found
favoring grouping, further experimental studies should be
made in an effort to determine whether or not the Hobds
schools would be benefitted dy any plan which has to do with
the grouping of pupila for instructional purposes.

3. In order that the school and home be brought closer
together, parents should be kept fnformed of educational
practices carried on in the school &and their effect upon the
¢hild, home, and community.

4., Recaugse of the poor achievement in spelling found in
the Hobbs schools, an effort should be made to determine
the factors influencing spelling achievement within the
achool and coyrective measures taken ito bring about im-

provement.
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