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1.
What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  Who were the subjects?
Strategy/Model Name/Title:
 Comparison of heterogeneous vs. homogeneous grouping

Research Question(s): 

1. How do heterogeneous and homogeneous small groups differ in mathematics achievement?

2.  What influence does group composition have on student interactions in heterogeneous and homogeneous small groups?

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

177 6th grade students, approx. 10% of total school enrollment on free or reduced lunch

suburban elementary school in Maryland

2.
Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention. (Provide a clear description, including information about the factors listed below, as available from the article.)


Students were assigned to one of three homerooms.  The research was conducted for two consecutive academic years.  The first year students were grouped heterogeneously by ability.  The second year students were grouped homogeneously. 

Description
•  Key characteristics and/or strategies:


 Mathematics achievement was compared between students who were grouped heterogeneously and homogeneously. 

•  Mathematics topics/areas addressed:


number concepts, whole numbers, mixed numbers and fractions, decimals, measurement, data, and problem solving. 

•  Grade level:


sixth-grade

•  Subgroups of students addressed:


low achieving, middle achieving, high achieving students 

•  Technology required:


none

•  Implementation considerations (e.g., Cost? Extensive staff development? etc.):


no staff development required

•  Other relevant descriptive information:

3.
Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

Causal Comparative study – observational 

Length of intervention – 2 years

4. What was measured, what instruments were used to collect data, and what measures (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?

The Maryland Functional Mathematics Test was used to measure students’ achievement in mathematics by grouping, race, gender, and ability. 


Analysis of covariance was used to detect differences.

Significant differences between heterogeneous and homogeneous groups. (p<.05)



Significant differences between ability groups. (p<.05)

Low achieving and middle-achieving students made significantly higher scores in the heterogeneous group than in the homogeneous grouping.




High achieving students’ scores were not significantly different.



Significant differences comparing race and gender.

African American girls scored significantly lower than White boys and girls but not significantly different than African American boys.



Significant differences comparing gender and ability.

Boys and girls were fairly consistent within each ability group, but there were significant differences between ability groups.

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. This description should provide the reader with a self-contained summary of the study and the results. It includes a brief summary of the information above, in addition to a summary of the results. Thus, this description includes brief summary information about: (a) overall goal/focus research question, (b) subjects, (c) design, (d) instruments, (e) results, (f) limitations/issues/strengths/other results (optional, as relevant and appropriate)

Sixth-grade students were grouped heterogeneously and homogeneously to determine how groups differ in mathematics achievement and what influence group composition has on student interactions in heterogeneous and homogeneous small groups.  The Maryland Functional Mathematics Test was used to compare differences in student achievement.  Low achieving and middle achieving students scored significantly better in heterogeneous grouping than homogeneous.  High-achieving students’ scores were not significantly different.  Follow-up interviews indicate that group cohesiveness may impact achievement more than ability grouping.  

6.
Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  

No:

Yes:
X
If yes, briefly describe:

Did implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the fidelity of the implementation?

No:             
Yes:          X 
 If yes, briefly describe.


Fidelity would be a concern since the researcher was the teacher for both cohort groups.  

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  
No:

Yes:  X

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?
No:              X  
Yes:             
 If yes, briefly describe.
Not studied:

8.
Replication:  

Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  

No:
X
Yes:

Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:           X 
Yes:              
If yes, briefly describe.
9.
Numerical Rating of Quality of Research (scale: 1-5): 3

10.  Brief 1-3 sentence summary of the study: 


(This is a very brief description that will follow the title of the study.)


Sixth-grade students were studied to determine if their mathematics achievement would be different based on classroom grouping – heterogeneous vs. homogeneous.  Scores were significantly different.  Heterogeneous grouping was beneficial to low-achieving and middle-achieving students with there being no adverse affects for high-achieving students.  Follow-up qualitative data indicated that group cohesiveness was an important mitigating variable. 
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