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Introduction

Increesed  evdllments, finendd  condraints and  year-round  schooling  programs  have
recently led many school didrids to increese the number of combindion classes® in ther
dementay schools. The excdaing use of this forma, where one teecher smultaneoudy teaches
sudents from two adjacent grade leveds for the entire day, hes led many paents teechers and
adminigrators to quedtion this practices Some educators, for example, assat that combination
dasses ae jud as effective as Snglegrade dasses.  Other educaiors argue tha combination
dases crede difficult teeching drcumdances and lower dudent achievement. Still others say
combingtion dases can be managed in treadiiond schools but that multi-track, year-round
schools presant problems due to condraints in drategicdly asigning teachers and sudents to
these dasses

Unfortunatdy, reserch on combinaion dassess has not been extensve  Quas-
experimenta sudies comparing cognitive and afective outcomes in combinaion dasses to those
in sanglegrade dases have generdly found no differences, however, as severd scholars have
noted, these inquiries are difficult to interpret because of methodologicd problems such as
nonrandom assgnment of teechers and sudents, novdty and Hawthorne effects, and the gpparent
common prectice of assgning higher achievers and independent dudents to combination dasses
(Mason, Bums, Colwell, & Armesto, in progress; Miller, 1989; Veenman, Lem, &
Winkdmolen, 1985). Since dudies that document teechers and principds craft knowledge®
about combination dasses or thet link spedific teaching drategies to Sudent outcomes are Ao
lacking, practitioners have little sound research evidence upon which to base ther practicd

decidons  Knowledge about the effects of combination dasses and how dudents are assgned,
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grouped, and taught in this forma would therefore provide educators important guidance The
fdlowing dudy, pat of a lager dudy amed a invesigaing whether combingtion dasess are
& dfective as danglegrade dasses (Mason & Wilson, 1991), was initiated by educators to
determine whether organizationd and teaching drategies could be identified to improve student

outcomes in these dases

Background of the Study

Combination dases have been in exigence in the U.S dnce dudents of dl ages were
under the tutdlage of a single teacher in the oneroom school house.  Although graded schools
were formed when the indudrid revolution led to a large increese in sudents and there were
dill over 200,000 oneroom schools in 1918, by 1980 only about 1,000 oneroom schools
remaned (Muse Smith, & Baker, 1987). Multigrade dassooms with two or more grades,
however, have continued to be commonplace. For example, Rule (1983) found that 17 % of the
sudents in a southwestern suburban digtrict were enrdlled in combingtion dasses Miller (1989)
and Bums Mason, and DeMiranda  (1993) found that they were frequently used in rurd and
suburben  didricts  respectively.  Furthemore, scholars have shown them to be even more
widegreed in the Nethelands England, and Finland (HMI, 1978; Rieila, 1978; Veenman,
Voeten, & Lem, 1987).

While combination dasses ae commonplace in many dementary sthools, ther frequency
is likdy to grow as more didricts adopt year-round schooling. Year-round schools, which
typicdly indude multi-track organization, leed to an increese in the number of combination

dasss due to more freguent imbaances in the numbers of dudents avalade to foom gradeleved
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dassooms within a track. Indeed, some year-round schools indude a lage mgority of
combingtion dasses

Research, however, provides few ingghts for practitioners faced with decisons about
combination dases Expeimentd invedigaions comparing combinaion dasses to dnglegrade
dases ae srioudy flaved, case dudies destribing combinaion dasses ae nonexigent,
obsavationd ressarch documenting how combingtion dasses differ from dnglegrade dasses is
saty, and inteview and quedionnaire surveys examining teechers and principas  views about
combingtion cdases provide few ddals

Although the 18 qued-experimentd sudies reported in the literature have generdly found
no differences between combingion and dnglegrade dasss, thee findings ae highly
quesionadble. As Mason & d. (in progress) point out, not a sngle dudy induded random
assgnment of sudents few researchers have reported data demondraing presudy equivdence
of schools, teechers or dudents and it is likdy that severd dudies induded systemdic Student
differences favoring combinaion dasses due to the common practice of assgning independent
and higher achieving dudents to these dasses (A0 see Mille’'s [1989] review and Veenman et
al., 1985).

Some indght into teaching process differences between combination dasses and sngle-
grade dasses has been gained, however, from two recent obsarvaiond dudies Veenman and
his colleegues (1985), for example found tha Students worked individudly longer in multigrade
dasss than in Ingle-grade dasses and that Sngle-grade teechers assged individuds in language
ats dmog three times more then thar counterparts did in multigrade dasses. They dso found
no differences in time-onttask between the two formas. In a ssoond dudy, Veenman & 4d.
(1987) found no ggnificant differences in how much time multigrade and dnglegrade dasses
CERC@UCR -3- June 1993
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spent in the content aress or in the ingdructiond behavior of thar teechers  Time-ontask in this
sudy, however, was mare varied and dgnificantly lower in multigrade dasses then in Sngle
grade dases, and these findings did not vary by aility leve.

Sevad inteview and quesionnare dudies have documented educators  views about
combination dasses, though the reporting of these results lack depth and specifics aout research
methods (Brown &Martin, 1989; Prait & Treacy, 1986; Veenman et d, 1985, 1987). Veenman
and his colleagues (1985, 1987) found that teachers characterized multigrade teeching as
extrendy dfficult (nesding more planing and more efot on dassoom manegemen), less
sidying, ad in nead of indvidudized maerids Although teechers sad sudents in
combination dasses increased thar sodd interaction, engaged in more per tutoring, and learned
to concentrate and work independently, they aso reported that sudents recaved inaufficdent ord
ingruction, less individudized atention, and more interruptions

Pratt and Treacy (1986), in thar dudy of 35 teechers and princpals from metropolitan
and rurd aess in Audrdia, presented results that were nearly identical to those of veenman.
Smilaly, Browvn and Matin's (1989) survey of dementay educators experienced a both
multigrade and Sngle-grade teaching found 79 % prefaring to teach sngle-grade dasses and only
one educator (3%) prefering multigrade desses  These adthors reported that “dmogt dl
respondents dated that increased preparation time was required for multigrade dasses, and there
was less time in dass for discusang topics compared to a angle dass’ (p. 13). Although two
teechers explaned why multigrade dasses were better than snglegrade dasses, 74% <sad
ggnificantly more planing and effort were required in multigrade dasses and no respondent

reported less work.

CERC @ UCR -4- June 1993
Mason, Burns, & Armesto Combination Classes



Given the widesoreed use of combinaion dases, it is surprisng thet such a death of
research exids Sound experimentd research is needed to invedigate quedions rdaed to thar
affect on qudent outcomes. Case study and observationd research are needed to examine how
curriculum, indruction, and other important dimendons differ in combingtion dasses And, in-
Oepth interviews and quesionnaires should more carefully document teechers  draegies for

deding with combination dasss

Questions of the Study

This sudy explored how combinaion dass teachars goproach such tasks as grouping
dudents, devdoping curriculum, and ddiveing indruction. Futhemore, we explored how
dudents and teechers are assgned to combination dasses and how teechers fed about teaching
these dasses Thee quedions were initited by adminigrators and teechers interested in
whether combination dasses were as effective as anglegrade dasses and whether drategic
goproaches exiged for asdgning teechers and dudents ddivering curriculum, and indructing
two grades

For exanple dter a child is evdled into a grade daied for a combination dass, a
variety of goproaches may be used for the assignment of both sudents and teechers Students
may be assgned by random sdection, ability, behavior, or soedd nesds (eg., bilingud, gifted).
Teachers might be assgned on the beds of such citeria as expeience, expetise, teecher
preference, or didrict policy (eg., rotation). Practitioners were do interested in how teechers
organized their dasses dfter they recdved dudents Tha is they wondered how teechers

drategicely dedt with two curricula  Since our review of the literature provided little evidence

CERC @ UCR -5- June 1993
Mason, Bums, & Armesto Combination Classes



about these and other combination dass questions, we decided to begin developing an empirica
base about this increeangly widespread format.
Spadificaly, we focussd on answering the following three quesions
L How ae combindion dasses initidly orgenized? What drategies ae usad to
assign dudents and teachers to combination dasses?
2. How do teachers teach combination classes? Once dudents have been assgned,
how do teachas drategicdly group students and ddiver curriculum?
3. How do teechers fed about teaching combination dasses? How many teechers
prefer these dlasses? What concerns or poditive comments do they express? And
what do teachers see as thar advantages and disadvantages?

Method

Sample

Thirty-five combination dass teeches were randomly sdected from a pool of 60
voluntears supplied by the supeintendents of three suburban didricts in southern Cdifornia
The teachers taught in 16 schodls within the three culturdly diverse digricts (9 from didrict A,
10 from didrict B, and 16 from didrict C). Of the 35 teachers, 30 were femde, 30 taught in
multi-track year-round schools and 5 taught in traditiond schools The sample induded 3
grades |-2 teachers, 8 grades 2-3 teachers, 9 grades 3-4 teachers, 6 grades 4-5 teachers, and 9
grades 5-6 teachers. The sample ranged from 2 weeks to 34 years in teeching experience, from
2 weeks to 12 years in teeching a thar current grade, and from 2 weeks to 16 years of

experience teaching combination dasses
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The 35 teechers were phoned to schedule an inteview and dl but two agreed to
paticipae thee two teechas were replaced from the pool through random sdection. Six
novice primary teechers, 6 novice intermediate teechers, 7 experienced primary teachers and
16 expeienced intermediate teachers comprised the find sample

Procedure

The third author conducted the interviews during eech teacher’s planning period or ater
school. A sthedule of 30 quedtions was used (e Appendix 1). The interview schedule,
deveoped collaboretivdy by the authors and a committee of educators from the paticipaing
didricts, was piloted with two teachers and revised based on their suggestions

Interviews were begun by reviewing the purposes of the gudy and nating that we hed no
preconcaived biases for or agang combinaion dasses We explained that our main purpose was
to undedand how teechers meke combinaion dasses work, that regponses would reman
confidentid, and that our intent was to focus on oveadl findings raher then paticular
comments. The interviews, which were audiotgped, varied from 30minutes to one hour. To
avoid interview bias, focusad probes were avoided with three exceptions (1) highly ambiguous
or tangentid answvers (2) a quesion pertaining to the essantid dements of a good mahematics
progran, and (3) a quedion petaning to the advantages and disadvanteges of combination
classes

Tgpes weae transibed and initidly reviewed to identify response frequendes. Each
interview response was then categorized usng key words or phrases tha summarized the essence

of the reyponses A seoond andyds was then conducted to review categories and, in severd
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caxs to mege smilar categories An illudraion of how response caegories and frequencies
were esdablished may be found in Appendix 2.

Because mog interview quesions were openended and many teachers provided more
than one codable response to a question, the total number of responses often exceeded the totd
number of teechers In dl cases, data were checked to make sure no teacher was providing an
inordinate number of responses to a paticular question. Moreover, no teecher response was
counted more than once for a particular response category, and consequently, response category
frequendes reflect number of teaches and can be intepreted as such. However, it is not

legiimate to combine frequencies across categories

Results
Realts of the dudy ae presented in three sections (1) organizing for combinaion

dases (2) teaching combination dasses, and (3) teachars fedings about combination dasses

Organizing for Combination Classes

Student assignment. Table 1 reports teachers responses to two questions about Sudent
assgnment to combination dasses what drategies principds use to assgn students and what
drategies prindpas should use Considaing firg the drategies teachers sad principds use, 25
of the 35 teechars 71% of the sample regponded that little flexibility exiged in assgning
Sudents to combingtion dases because of over or under enrdllment & certan grade leves
imbalanced  tracks, or smdl schools. These teachers remarked, “there is no organization to it,”

that assgnment operaes on a “fird-come, fird-sarved” bags according to a paticular track, and
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that it merdy “depends on how many sudents there a€’ in a grade. As one teacher described
dudent assgnment, “it's just by the numbers’:
When we had a traditional schedule, | think the policy in this district was that the
children who showed they could work well independently were the ones who were

assigned to combination classes. Now that we 't year-round and each grade has
maybe one or one-and-a-half classes, it 's not who can work independently, it's

just the numbers. You end up with a lot of kids who don't work well together,

and you just have to deal with it.

Given that 30 of the 35 teachers in this sample taught in year-round schoals this finding
is not surprigng. Of the 25 teachers who reported little flexibility, 24 were from year-round
schools  This fmding is supported by a recent interview sudy of prindpals where it was found
that dasses in year-round multi-track schools are not formed purposvely because of the few
sudents avaldble a eech grade levd within a track (Bums & d., 1993).

Beddes this “de facto” assgnment, teachers dso mentioned a number of other draegies
princpas use to place dudents the mgority focusng on dudent ability, independence, and
cdassoom behavior. The rddivedy lage number of comments coded for this quedion reflect
the fact tha prindpas often use multiple drategies Imultaneoudy (eg., one dass is detemined
by the number of dudents a two grade levds while ancther results from the formation of a
bilingud or gifted program).

Tuming to teachers views on what drategies prindpas should use to form combination
casses, 29 of the 35 teachers mentioned that a least one of three Sudent characteridics-ability,
independence, or behavior--should be the bads for forming combination dasses (daa not
shown). Sixty-three percent mentioned student ability, 40% mentioned independence, and 11%
mentioned behavior. Clearly, a laige mgority of teachers indicated that combination dasses

should be formed in such a way as to create favorable dassoom sudent compositions
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| think you have to have kids that are independent workers that would be able to
do something while you're working with the other grade level.

... what we generally tried to do was to put students who were low fifth grade in

with probably your upper fourth grade so that they were a more homogeneous

grouping even though they were two grade levels.

Teacher assignment. Table 2 summarizes the drategies that teachers sad principas use
for assigning teechas to combinaion dasses  Thirty-two teechers (91%) indicated thet
assignment was often fortuitous, based on who hgppened to be on a track a a paticular grade
levdl when a combination dass was needed (21 responses) or on rotation among teechers from
year to year (11 responses). Mos of these teechers comments indicated thet, in comparison
to traditiond cdendar stings year-round scthools with multiple tracks severdy  limited
maneweing of teecher assgnment:

| think you just get assigned. You don’'t have a whole lot of choice. It depends
on what track you 're on and where they need you.

At this school [a year-round school] we're just told that that’s what we’re going

to be teaching. There isn't any choice because there are so many combinations.

It just wouldn ‘t be possible to give people choices. Although if somebody wanted

to do it and was eager, | think they would have the opportunity to have a

combination.  When we were a traditional school, it was a rotated responsibility,

but we just can’t do that now. We have very few straight grades any more.

Eighteen teachers (51%) indicated that combination dass assgnment was often linked to
sniarity.  Nine of these 18 sad ther less experienced pears (“low man on the totem pol€’) were
more likdy to be assgned, while 9 others sad experienced teachers were usudly assgned due
to didrict policy or principa preference (eg., 7 teachers from one didrict sad firs-year
teachers were not dlowed to teach combination dasses due to didrict policy). Fndly, 5 and
3 teachas regpectivdy, sad that volunteers and specid progran dasses (eg., hilingud or

gifted) often determined who taught combination dasses
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Teaching Combination Classes

Grouping approach. The 35 teachers reported usng three broad grouping gpproaches
to organize sudents for indruction in combinaion dases two groups for dl subjects (4
teachers), whole-class for dl subjects (7 teachers), and a mixed gpproach whereby teachers used
two groups for some subjects and a whole-class gpproach for others (24 teachers). These three
agoproaches are illugtrated bdow.

Two-Group Approach: | have them by grade level. They are very high first

graders and very low second graders, though. There are two distinct classes

everyday in everything.

Whole-dass Approach: Right now | use whole language, . . .everything through

a basic theme. Then we branch out from there. | have a theme for the year and
nine different topics. Everything we do is related to that topic.

Mixed Approach: I've used a lot of grouping strategies, especially when | had

a 1-2 combination because of the big difference in abilities. First graders weren 't

even reading yet. There 's a big difference in those grades, and so | taught each

grade level separately from each other in my language arts and in my math. In

social studies and science | grouped them together by formulating my own units

of study, and | tried to make sure that I was meeting all their needs as effectively

as possible through large-group instruction.

Table 3 presants the number of teachers reporting each type of grouping aoproach by
teaching experience and grade levd. Because of the rddivdy smdl number of teachers usng
a two-group and whole-dlass gpproach, these data are difficult to interpret. It gppears, however,
that the two-group goproach was used more frequently by less experienced teechers (4 of the 12
novice teachers or 33 %) than experienced teechers (3 of the 23 experienced teachers or 13 %).
All four teechers usng whole-dass gpoproaches exdusvdy were expearienced teechers who taught

a the intermediate levd. The mixed goproach was just as likdy to be used by novice as
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experienced teechers, but this gpproach gopeared to be favored more by primary (11 of 13 or
85 %) than by intermediate teachers (13 of 23 or 59 %).

Since mixed-approach teachers used both two-group and whole-class grouping
arangements we were intereted in how grouping goproach varied by subject mater.
Unfortunately, teachers were not asked about specific subject metters outsde of mathematics
Many teechers however, volunteered such information during the interviews, and we were ade
to ascatan grouping arangements from teachers comments for the mgority of the 24 mixed-
gpproach teechers for reading/languege arts, methematics, science, and socid sudies. We found
79 % of these teachers (15 of the 19 who commented) used two groups for reeding/language arts
and 77% (17 of 22) used two groups for mathematics. In contredt, we found that 88% of the
mixed teachers who commented (14 of 16) used a whole-dass approach for socid studies (88 %),
while 93 % (13 of 14) used a whole-class gpproach for science.

Curruculum  drategies.  Teachers were asked what curriculum drategies were efective
for teeching combinaion dasses Thear regponses are presented in Table 4, categorized into
three broad categories and rank ordered according to number of comments The three broad
caegories ae dudet organizetion (organizing dudents for the ddivery of indruction),
curriculum gpproach (planning for or use of paticular curricllum methods or priorities), and
indructiond  ddivary (implementing the curriculum through indructiond  drategies). To provide
a flavor of teachas remaks about teeching combination dasses we have intertiondly Ieft the
regponses disaggregaied  within - categories.

Teechas comments mogt frequently focused on Sudent organization (46 comments),
with the mgority rdding to udng two-group or wholedass draegies Less frequently
mentioned were curriculum and ingructiond ddivery draegies (31 and 17 comments
CERC @UCR -12- June 1993
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respectively). It gopears that teachers have more concern about or atach more sgnificance to
grouping dudents for combination dasses than curriculum gpproaches and indruction concerns

We d0 examined the 93 curriculum drategy comments by grouping goproaches (daa
not shown). Of the 7 teachers who used a two-group goproach, 5 said they ddivered curriculum
to dudents via gradelevd grouping, providing direct indruction to one grade while the other
completed independent seatwork.  Two teachers who used two groups, however, sad they
ignored grade levds grouping sudents indeed by <kills or ability after diagnodic teding.
Wholedass teechas emphaszed usng whole language or themdic curricllum goproaches in
thar teaching. These teechers sad they tried to “find common threeds’ in ther textbooks
“corrdlate didrict objectives’ from each grade levd, or teach basc concepts to both grades and
then go “mdepth” with thar upper-grade sudents. Mixed teachers tended to divide ther
comments between whole-dlass drategies (eg., eech gradelevd group works on the same thing
even if they're in two different books, themdic goproaches, integraied curriculum) and two-
group draegies (eg., providing direct indruction to one group and rotating to the other,

desgning separae lesson plans, usng an ade with the second group).

Teachers  Fedings about Combination Classes

Teachars were asked two separdte quedtions about their attitudes toward combination
dasses, ad as it turned out, they gave somewhat different responses to the two questions
Responsss to the first quedion, “Do you prefer to teach combinaion dasses?” were coded Yes,
No, or Indifferent/It Depends Responses to the sscond question, “What is your generd feding
about combination dasses?’ were coded as Pogtive, Negative, or Indifferent/It Depends. Tables

5 and 6 present results for the two questions by experience and grade levd.
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Congdering preferences, 27 of the 35 teechers (77%) dated that they preferred not to
teach combination dlasses, and ancther 3 teachers (9 %) were indifferent or said, “It depends”
Only 5 teachers (14%) expressad a preference for combination dasses, four of whom were
expeienced. Of the 5 teachers who expressed a preference for combination classes, 3 were
teachers who used a mixed gpproach and 2 were two-group teachers (data not shown). None
of the whole-dass teechers expressed a preference for combination dasses, though each was
experienced and had taught combinations on severd occasons previoudy. No differences in
preference were found between novice and experienced teechers and between primary and
intermediate  teachers.

The mgority of teechers condgently spoke of the extra work combingtion cdasses
required, dating that combination dasses were “twice the work and planing, ' “dsressful, " and
problematic because of the nead to ded with two curricula  Comments such as “it's very hard,”
“its ovewhdming," “I don't think we should teech two different curricullums ' and “you're
busy evay minute¢’ were commonplace

Sill, 5 teachers did sy they prefared combination dasses  Our andyss of thar
interviews found that 4 taught in favorable Stugtions that likey contributed to their preferences
For example one teacher taught a primary gpedd educaion dass with only five sudents and
the asssance of an ade, while another taught a grades 5-6 “GATE dude” dass with 14 gifted
dudents. Three of these teachers d0 dealy expressad that they had condderable “leaway” in
desgning an integrated curricullum, a freedom tha many teachas sad was dedrable but
problemdic due to adminidretive pressure to cover two textbooks or curricula

It is dear from the “preference’ quedion thet only a few teachars those with favorable
teeching stuaions preferred to teech combination dases the large mgority of teechers in this

CERC @ UCR -14 - June 1993

Mason, Burns, & Armeso Combination Classes



sample did not prefer such dasses  Even among teechers who prefared not to teech such
dasses, however, there was some recognition that contextud variables may meke such dassess
more pdadde We draw this conduson from the reaults of the “generd feding” question (see
Table 6), the second attitudind question we asked teachers

Turning to the “generd feding” quedion, 18 teachers (51%) expressad negdive fedings
toward combination classes, 12 teachers (34%) were indifferent or sad, “it depends” and 5
teachers (14%) expressad postive fedings Regponses to this quedtion indicated that severd
teachers were more willing or ade to amply dte thar preferences for Snglegrade dassess than
they were to soeek agang or aticulate thar spedific fedings about combination dasses and that
sved teachas qudified ther dfitude about combination dases Thexe later teschers
remarked that combination dasses can have postive feaures if the drcumdances are right, and
this theme was more dealy and regulaly aticulaed when we asked teachers about the
advantages and disadvantages of combination dasses

Of dl the interview quedions we coded the mogt responses when teechers were asked
about the advantages and disadvantages of combination dassss  Some 161 responses were
coded, 65 advantages and 96 disadvantages. Table 7 presants these reaults, by grouping
goproach, dong with our organization of teachers regponses into four broad categories
curiculum,  indruction,  soddization/manegement, and  adminidration.  While no  apparent
differences can be ascataned between grouping gpproaches, frequency differences were found
between the four caegories as wdl as between advantages and disadvanteges.

Advantage comments focused primarily on the curriculum bendfits for dudents. Teechers
mog frequently mentioned thet lower-grade sudents bendfitted from being “expossed’ to the
advanced curriculum presented to higher-grade students (14 comments) or that upper-grade
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Sudents benefitted from the “reinforcement” ganed through reviews provided during indruction
with lower-grade sudents (11 comments).

Exposure and Renforcement: . . .lower-grade  students can learn upper grade
material and upper-grade students get review.

Bendiits rdaed to indruction, soddization/manegemet, and adminidration were infrequently
mentioned, athough 10 teechers sad pear tutoring could be advantageoudy used and 5 sad
sodd kills were developed.

Peer Tutoring: They learn well from each other. They can work with each other.
I have a lot of group learning. small groups, one-on-one, and small groupings
of five that work together.

Sodd Skills:  The advantages are that they do learn well from each other.
... they 're learning some social skills that they need to learn. Particularly for the
grade level that’s lower, they’re being introduced to a lot more than they would
in their single grade, so they can achieve at their own level.

Teechers disadvantage comments dso mod frequently focused on curriculum;  however,
dmog as many teechers pointed out disadvantages rdated to indruction. Diminished time for
curriculum planning (e.g., devdoping two curicula two lesson plans) and indruction
(presenting concepts and explanations, working with individuas) were mentioned by 25 and 23
teachers, respectivey.

Time for Cumculum Haming  You really are writing two sets of lesson plans
and really are doing two preparations for every subject you teach. Even though
you can teach to grade level objectives, eventually you have to key in on two
different grade levels. | think that's a disadvantage.

Time for Indruction: | guess it would be the fact that | have to stop at a certain
point with one grade level in order to get the other grade level some of the
concepts they need to cover, then go back to the grade level | started with if they
don’t understand. | have to divide my time more significantly, and | don’t know
if that's best or not.

Time for Individud Hdp: . . . they lose out on personal attention they should be
getting. They lose out on a lot of activities that they could be doing, but you
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can't do them when you have two grades. .. .it's very hard to do both things at

the same time, o you end up not doing a lot of things you could be doing because

you ‘re limited in time.

Eleven teachers sad that combination dassess led to a “waered down” curriculum thet
“under exposad” dudents to curriculum content because it was dmply impossble to cover two
curicula in the amount of time normdly devoted to one curriculum in a snglegrade dass

Exposure  The disadvantages are often times we are presenting a watered down

curriculum jugt because of the time eement; we don't have the time to spend

presenting the material to the kids that we would ifit was a draight grade.
Ovedl, curriculum exposure (both to the benefit and detriment of Students), and concerns about
time for planning and indruction dominated teacher's comments about the advantages and

dissdvantages of combination dasses

Discussion

The purpose of this dudy was to destribe teachers views on combination dasses
Thirty-five combination teachers from 16 sthools in three suburban didricts were randomly
sdetted and interviewed about their teeching experiences in combination dases  Interviews
were audiotgped and transcribed, and responses to questions were caegorized. Data were
organized according to three sAts of research questions (1) How are students and teachers
asdgned to combination dasses?  (2) How do teachers organize students for and teach
combination dasses? and (3) How do teechers fed about teaching combination dasses?

Two genad findings emerged. Hrd, teachas generdly had negaive fedings about
teaching combination dasses. Second, teechers generdly  gpproached combination dasses with

a mixed grouping drategy, where the dass was divided into sgparate groups for some subjects
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and the dass was taught as a single group for other subjects  Each of these findings is discussed
bdow, dong with our andyds of what each finding means

Teachers' Feelings About Combination Classes

The teachas in this sudy generdly had negative fedings about combingtion dasses
They thought dtudents should be assgned to combindion dasses on the bass of dudent
charatteridics  (ability, independence, behavior), theréby cresting more favorable dass
compositions, but they indicated that purposve sudent assgnment was not possble due to year-
round, multi-track scheduling condraints Teechers ds0 sad prindpas have little flexibility in
assgning teechers to combination dasses and, when flexibility does exid, that seniority most
frequently determines teecher assgnment. Thus teechers in this sample were typicdly given
dassoom assgnments not of thar own choodng, with dassoom compogtions crested
serendipitoudy raher then purposvely. These assgnments resulited in extremdy  heterogeneous
dases gpaning two grade levds the frequent need for two lesson plans divided time for
ingruction and individud assdance, and, consegquently, extra efort and time expenditures by
teechers. It is undergandable, then, that the large mgority of these teachers preferred not to
teech combination dasses and tha they viewed them in negdive terms

It is quite possble thet the largdy negdive view of combinaion dass teaching is
dtributable, & leest in pat, to the limitations year-round cdendars place on the formaion of
cdasses Thirty of the 35 teechers in the sample taught in year-round schools where principds
and teechers usudly have little flexibility for pladng different types of udents in dassooms
Presumably, traditiond cdendar schools generdly provide more opportunities for homogeneous

assgnment and plecement of independent sudents into combination dasses thus cregting more
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favoradble dassoom compogtions. Our andyss of the five traditiond cdendar teechers views,
however, did not support this presumption. These teachers views were jus as negative as those
who taught in year-round schools. Furthemore, ther views pardlded identicdly those found
in Brown and Martin's (1989) study where teachers were drawn totdly from treditiond cdendar
schools.  Sill, it is difficult to draw firm condudons due to the smal number of treditiond
cdendar teachers

While the mgority of teechers in this sample expressad negetive views about combination
dases a few teachers sooke podtivdy, and five even preferred these dasses  The five who
preferred combination dasses were experienced teachars with rdativey favorable contexts in
which to work (eg, smdl dass 9ze ades independent dudents, high achievers curriculum
devdopment  flexibility). We infer from this tha combindion dasses can be made more
pdaable if purposve sudent assgnment can be managed (eg., assgning independent Sudents
redudng the ability range and numbers of behaviord problem students).

Although extra work is dearly involved in managing two curriculums, it is dso possble
tha purposvdy-formed combinaion dasses may have more favorable dassoom compostions
than typicd heterogeneous dngle-grade dasses. Despite the curriculum and indruction demands,
the assgnment of homogeneous groups and desrable Sudents to combination dasses may in fact
provide teechers with conditions comparable to those of singlegrade dasses As one of the five
teachers with a pogtive view on combingtion dasses put it:

... when you have a regular class, you still have children who are far apart in their

abilities. | don't think I've ever had a class where everybody is doing grade level work.

You always have a combination class even though it’s all the same grade.

We think it is importat to redize, however, tha mgor trade-offs may be involved in
such purposve assgnment drategies Since individud sudents may be thought of as potentid
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resources contributing to paticula dass didributions, the placement of severd independent
Sudents into combination dasses may ease the burden that teachers face in thee dasses a the
expense of snglegrade dassss As awy teecher would likdy veify, the assgnmet of large
numbers of dependent dudents, gpecid needs dudents, or behavior-problem dudents to sngle-
grade dasses, as a result of purposvdy managing combination dasses can catanly create
mgor teeching and leaning problems  Concavably, dudent achievement, sdf-concept, and
socid effects could in some cases be devedating (not to mention the effect on the teacher).
Interestingly, few teechers in this sudy mentioned such trade-offs We suspect the reason for
this is that few multi-track, year-round schools are able to conggtently capitdize on this drategy.
It is ds0 plaudble tha such trade-offs would be more frequently mentioned by snglegrade
teachers impacted by the purposve assignment of students to combinaion dasses.

These purpodve assgnment drategies used by many principals and teachers to organize
combindion dases when auch flexiblity exiss dealy meit futher invesigation. The
literature on homogeneous grouping in Snglegrade dassss may have implications for this
prectice in combination dases Javin  (1989), for example agues that research has failed to
find any cordaion beween dass homogendty and sudet achievement. Furthermore, some
researchers assat indructiona pmctices become lax and sudent outcomes suffer when dasses
become too homogeneous (eg., Goldberg, Passow, & Justman, 1966; Good & Stipek, 1983).
As Good and Stipek (1983) point out, teechers with homogeneous dasses may make unwarranted
assumptions about sudent underganding, check underdanding less frequently, and provide less

feedback and fewer correctives than teachers who indruct larger, more diverse dasses.
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Teachers  Approaches to Combination Classes

Our second finding was that a large mgority of teechers ussd a mixed goproach for
teaching combinaion dasses usng two groups for some subjects and a whole-dass format for
others.  The mixed goproach gopears to be a result of complex dilemmas surrounding the
advantages and disadvantages of two-group and wholedass teaching. Two-group  teeching
dlows a teecher to cover both curriculums but generdly divides eech group's indructiond time
in hdf, and it requires congderable mentd and physcd energy from the teecher. Whole-dass
teaching afords teachers more ingructiond time and is less draining on the teacher, but it may
not alow any practical way to address two curriculums, especialy if they are highly
differentiated. This press toward covering two curricullums was the foremos concan expressed
by teachers and dso tharr primary source of discontent due to the amount of work involved and
the indructiond disadvantages

There gppear to be a leat two explanaions why the mgority of teachers used the mixed
goproach. The fird explanation is that teachers sk to adopt whole-dass gpproaches in some
ubjects merdy to “cope’ with the excessive work demands of two-group teeching. A second
explanaion is basad on “effectiveness’ whereby teachers lean to devdop and presat a Sngle
curriculum that meds the nesds of dudents from two grade leves

Although the coping explangtion for a mixed gpproach was not explictly mentioned by
teachas thee ae svead lines of indiret evidence supporting this explanation. Frd, while
a large mgority of teachers expressed the need for and use of two-group goproaches in reading
and mathematics due to the importance of covering two curriculums, these expressons were not
as goparent in thar discussons of sodd dudies and science. This may reflect that teechers have
a oconoegption of reading/languege ats and mahemdics that fundamentaly diffes from that of
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socd dudies and sdence Because sodd dudies and sdence have higoricdly been viewed
more topicdly and with less emphads on ills the press toward usng two curriculums is likdy
not as great, and teechers may have found it eeder to ded with dudents a two grede leves
trough a snge auricum.  This could change, however, if stence and socid dudies
curricllums  become better defined and teechers are forced to ded with esch curriculum
spaady. In daes whee grade levd assessment of sdence or sodd dudies hold teachers
accounteble for spedified curriculums, we would anticipate a decrease in the use of whole-dass
teaching gpproaches by combination dass teachers.

The second line of evidence comes from the fact that novice teachers more frequently
used a two-group gpproach than experienced teachers. This may suggest that over time teechers
adgpt to the demands of two-group teaching by usng whole-dass goproaches when posshle
Smilaly, if efectiveness was the bads for usng wholedass goproaches, one might expect the
four whole-dass teachers in this qudy to gpesk more postively about ther combination dasses
This was not the case, however. Not one of the four whole-dass teechers prefarred to teach
combingtion dases even though dl wee valgans with ssvad years experience with thee
clases

The second explandtion for the mgority of teachers usng a mixed goproach is that
teachers think whole-dass goproaches are more effective. This explanation is supported by the
fact tha a number of teachers agued for the wholelanguage or themdic teaching drategies
widdy dissaminaed among dementary teachers (cf. Hoffman, 1989). It is undear from the
data, however, whether combinaion teechers are usng wholelanguage or themaic draegies

with the entire dass or whether they do 0 with each grade levd usng a two-group goproach.
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Each explanation accounts for our finding tha a mgority of teechers used a mixed
goproach for teaching combination dasses and it is quite posshle that both explanaions ae
correct, but for different subgroups of teachers. Although the coping explandion is congent
with recent research on how teechers goproach sodd dudies and mathematics indruction

(Stodolsky, 1988), future research on this issue would be indructive

Future Research

Sevard ressarchers have noted the need for research on combination dasses (Miller,
1989; Rule, 1983; Veenman et d., 1987). This dudy indicaes tha an examinaion of
combingtion dass teaching methods (two group and whole dass) and ther interactions with
dudent assgnment prectices (eg., heterogenous and homogeneous), types of dudents and
subject métters would be indructive.  Since many teachers expressad concamns regarding the
effective presentation ofcurriculum and management of sudents in combinaion dasses, it would
d be infoomdive to dudy combindion teeches who ae highly dfective (i.e, Sudents
parents, principds, and peers recognize thar expatise and dudent engagement and outcomes
ae rddivdy high).

Observationd research is needed to daify if various gpproaches to teaching combinaion
dasses (eg, whoedass and two-group formats) differ sgnificantly from teaching sngle-grade
classes.  Smilaly, educators would be wdl saved by expeimentd research tha caefully
documents whether dudentt outcomes (achievement, attitudes, independent  behavior)  differ
between combination and dnglegrade dases with amilar dudents Such research, unlike that
which exigs presatly, should carefully control for student, teecher, and schod effects as wl

& cauriculum differences and the Hanthorne effect.
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Ressarch on whether a lack of drategic sudent and teecher assgnment in year-round,
multi-track schools leads to ddeerious effects is dso needed. It gopears tha year-round, multi-
track sthools may condran or totaly obstruct the draegic placement of students, supposadly
an important mechaniam for baandng dasses and organizing gopropriate leaning environments
Linking catan dudents and teechers, credting bdance in ehnicity , gender, and ability; and
avoiding dasses tha have inordinate numbers of gpedid education or behavior-problem sudents
gopears to be important. However, a lage mgority of teachers report that year-round, multi-
track schools severdy limit such procedures. Prdiminary work on a related interview study of
principas hes indicated that principas dso report scheduling condraints in year-round schools
with multi-tracks (Bums et d., 1993). The vdidity of these concarns and ther effects however,
reman to be confirmed. Findly, interviews with prindpas paents and dudents are needed;
underdanding ther viewpoints would be important.

Resarch on these and other quedions aout combination dasses would provide
practitioners and scholas with important  information to guide dedson meking and theory
devedopment. Although the presant exploratory sudy provides some initid indghts into a few
guesions about combingtion dases it has dso uncovered severd issues that warrant further
invedigation.  Given the subdantid number of combinaion dassss in the United States and
dsawhere, and the expanson of year-round schoodling in some dates, such research is dearly
needed.
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Footnotes

‘The authors wish to thank the three superintendents in the partidpating didtricts for assisting
in this gudy. We ds0 express our gopreciaion to an ad hoc committee of teachers and principds
from the three didricts ther hdp in thinking through important issues devdoping quesions and
ploting the inteview sthedule was invdudble We dso thank the Universty of Cdifornia
Rivarsde Graduae School and the Minority Student Research Intenship Program for providing
vauable resource support. Findly, Douglas Mitchdl, Janet Simson, and Jane Zykowski mede
vauable suggedions on an ealier draft of this report.

In this report a combindion dass is defined as a dass comprised of dudents from two
adjacent grade levels and taught predominantly dl day by a sngle teecher. Combination dlasses,
as defined here, are a subsat of multigrade dasses, a dructure that infers two or more grade levels

Craft knowledge has been described as spedific, contextudized information about teeching
that is possessed by practitioners (eg., see Leinhardt, 1990). According to Leinhardt (1990, p. 18),
researchers, teecher educators, and those responsble for certifying and licendng teachers have
recently recognized the need to “access, codify, ad trangmit the citicd issues of the oaft
knowledge with theory and empirica resserch to design a complete, valid assessment of teachers”
While craft knowledge indudes in-depth and context specific knowledge about teeching, it often
contains idiosyncratic, superditious, and erronecus opinions. That i while many agpects of ot
knowledge ae likdy to be “trug’ in catan contexts other gStuations would find them to be

inaccurate.
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Appendix 1

Combination Teachers’ Interview Schedule

Directory Questions

1. How long have you been teaching?

2. How many years have you taught at your current grade level?

3. What combination grade levels do you presently teach (.. .have you most recently taught?)
4, How much experience have you had with combination classes?

5. How many college courses have you had in teaching mathematics?

6. How much training have you had since becoming a teacher? (Have you had any special staff development
workshops or inservice seminars in the teaching of mathematics?)

7. Do you prefer to teach combination classes?
8. Do you teach in a year-round or traditional school?

9. How often do aides or parent volunteers or high school tutors or other helpers assist you during mathematics?

Organizational Questions

10. School wide, what strategies do principals use to organize combination classes? (That is, how do principals
generally assign students? How do they determine who goes into combination classes?)

11. School wide, what strategies do you consider important when organizing combination classes? Research that probes
for more specific or different information about curriculum, instruction, and classroom management or about
political and philosophical issues that were not pursued in this study might be enlightening as well.

12. School wide, how are teachers assigned to teach combination classes?

13. After students have been assigned to your combination class, what, if any, grouping strategies do you generally use
for instruction?

14. Do you group any differently for mathematics in your combination class as compared to other subjects?

Curriculum and Instruction Questions

15. What specific curriculum strategies do you generally use that you feel are effective in teaching your combination
classes? (That is, how do you present your different curricula?)

16. Do these curriculum strategies differ from teaching mathematics in combination classes? If so, how?

17. Do these curriculum strategies differ from teaching mathematics in single-grade classes? If so, how?
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Appendix 1 (Continued)

18. What specific management strategies do you use that you feel are effective in teaching your combination classes in
mathematics? (That is, do you have certain management tricks that make for a smooth classroom operation?)

19. Do these strategies differ from teaching single-grade classes mathematics: If so, how?

20. What specific instructional strategies do you use that you feel are effective in teaching your combination classes in
mathematics? (That is, do you have ways of presenting concepts, skills, or content that make for effective

instruction?)
21. Do these strategies differ from teaching single-grade classes mathematics? If so, how?

22. What do you see as the essential components of a good mathematics program? PROBE

23. What do you do when students need additional help or they are ready to move on?

Affective Questions

24. What is your general feeling about combination classes?

25. What are the advantages and disadvantages of combination classes? PROBE
26. How many parents express concerns to you about combination classes?

21. How do you handle parent concerns about combination classes?

28. What kinds of concerns, if any, do students express about combination classes?
29. And, how do you handle these student concerns?

30. Anything else that you want to add about teaching combination classes?
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Appendix 2

Hlustration of Interview Analysis Procedure

Question: School wide, what strategies do principals use to organize combination classes. That is, how do principals
generally assign students? How do they determine who goes into combination classes?

(ability)
[high achievers-lower]

[low achievers-upper]

(numbers)

(tracks-numbers)
(not same teacher)

(numbers)

(ability)

(ability)
lhigh achiever-lower]
[low achiever-upper]

(tea. recommendation)

CERC @ UCR
Mason, Burns, & Armesto

Teacher 1: Last year we started out with single grades and half way through the year,
because of crowding, one entire track became combination classes and he picked the
track that was most crowded and (he picked) the students room according to abilities. In
other words, they moved smart students up to the grade level above and kept the lower
studentsin the other class. | had to move the 12 high students on up to the 3-4 combo and
kept my lower students, and then | was given 10 higher second graders.

Teacher 2: | don’'t think there is any organization to it. | think it is looked at in that “these
are our numbers, and these are the students we' re going to placein theclass.  They don’t try
to keep track of the students. There’'s nothing done; it’s just “we have this many left over
and this many left over, let’'s stick them together.”

Teacher 3: Well, it depends. Uh, different principals do it for different reasons. Here at
this school, they just put in combinations because of year-round (schooling). They

just put combinations together because they didn’t want a child to have the same

teacher again. So, like, they had to have ‘em because of year-round. So any child that the
teacher next door had last year, she won't have this year, so they’d be put in the combination
class, a different class, just, that’s how they do it, they just threw together the kids that, uh,
needed a different teacher at that grade.

Teacher 4: | have a principal here who tries not to make combination classes, and | think
when they are made it’s just paper work, its not done by any kind of (systematic method?),
and actually it's been the experience of my children too, in their schools, is that it's just a
matter of it's easier to have more slots to stick kidsin and that’s the only criteriathat’s used

if they have too many second graders and not enough first graders so they make a
combination. That's what | think that they have talked about doing here. Like last year they
had too many third graders and low on second graders so they talked about making it a two-
three combination, so it's a matter of need.

Teacher 5: At our school, our grade levels are asked to meet and we combine kids, not on
mathematics ability at the lower level, we' re combining kids based on understanding language
arts. We're more concerned that kids are able to read. If they can’t read they won't be able
to do very much in math anyway. In my class, | have high second graders that can read high
and low third graders reading ability. But the third graders are not low in mathematics.
They are combined by achievement levels.

Teacher 6: I'm not sure. Some schools place lower grade students who are excelling with
higher grade students who need reinforcement.

Teacher 7: The way that we've done at both of the schools that I’ve been at is that the
teachers, for instance, finishing third graders meet to determine who will be in the fourth
grade classes; and we fill out a placement card on each of the students dealing with their
academic performance and their behavior and special needs; we sort the cards, for instance,
five high kids, five low kids; one of the questions on the card is “will this kid do well in a
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(independent

(well-behaved students)

(ability)

(numbers)

(tea. recommendation)

(independent

students)

students)

(ability) [avghigh]

(tea. recommendation)

(ability)
[high-achiever

lower]

[low-achiever upper]

(independent

(numbers)
(not sure)

students)

CERC@UCR
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Appendix 2 (Continued)

combination-class?”  Generally, those we check yes on are independent workers, well-behaved
students. Some teachers--say it’s going to be a 4-5 combination and they have a fifth grader
that might need a little remedial work, so they might choose to put him in a combination
class, | personally don't unless the student’s personality fits the teacher, | don’t do it on
academic achievement.

Interviewer: So you personally think that it's not academic achievement, it's just more
independence?

Teacher 7: More independence because, depending on the combination teacher, they do a
lot of independent work. If they're already struggling and their self-esteem islow and they’'re
given a packet of work to work on and the teacher teaches the other grade, it can be real
defeating.

Teacher 8: Our school may be a little bit different. The way the district sets it up is they
take your student population and divide it by the ratio and that’s how your classes are set up.
If we have 75 sixth graders, there will be 2 classes of straight sixth and those

extra 5 go into combination classes. The way that we do it at our school (is) we have
placement cards. The teachers know the students and figure out which students will

work well in a combination class. Ones that don't need a lot of extra help. People who
read near grade level.

Teacher 9: We're pretty fortunate here. Well, the principals more or less have let the
teachers get together at the end of theyear. Or Mr. Brown has let the teachers get together
at the end of the year and split up the kids and place them how the teachers think they should
be placed. At first grade, | know that one of the first grade teachers prefer having, when
she’'s working first grade combination, having low second graders and high first graders,
because then they’ re just about at the same level. That way you can also split up the kids that
you know won't get along. But usually some teachers like having high, if it was a Ist-2nd,
some teachers like having high, if it was a Ist-2nd, high first and high second, and then that
way they would both work independently. Mr. Brown more or less let the teachers

get together and decide where the kids should be placed.

Teacher 10: That you may check with Mrs. Fine. | don't know the requirements for
putting a child on any particular track at their grade level in a combo or straight class.
My guess would be that it’s based on population. Distribution--I don’t know for sure.
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Table 1

Strategies that Teachers Say Principals Use to Organize Combination Classes and Those They Think Should Be Used

Strategies that Strategies that
Principals Use Should be Used
Assignment Strategy n % n %
Numbers and track placement 25 71 0 0
Ability 9 26 2 63
Independent  students 7 20 14 40
Well-behaved  students 5 14 4 1
Teacher recommendations 5 14 2 6
Not sureho  opinion 4 1 5 14
Not in combo class two years in a row 2 6 0 0
Special programs (GATE, bilingual) 2 6 2 6
Not with same teacher two years in a row 1 3 0 0
Sociability 1 3 | 3
No siblings 0 0 | 3
Heterogeneous assignment 0 0 2 6

Note. Teachers provided multiple strategies; percentages were determined by using the total number of teachers

as the denominator.
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Table 2

Srategies Teachers Say principals Us to Asign Them to Combination Classes

Assignment  Strategy n %
Random Context/Situational Needs 32 91
Teacher on Track or Grade Level (21)
Rotation/Not Two Years in a Row (12)
Seniority/Experience 18 51
Teachers with Least Seniority or
Experience ©)
Teachers with More Seniority or
Not in First Year ©)
Volunteers 5 14
Special Classes (GATE, Bilingual) 3 9
Don’'t Know or Not Sure 2 6
Teacher Opposition 2 6
Principal Reguest/Preference 1 3

Note. Teachers provided multiple strategies; percentages were determined by using the total number of

teachers as the denominator.
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Table 3

Grouping Approaches by Experience and Grade Level

Primary Intermediate
Approaches Novice Experienced Novice  Experienced Row Sum
Two group | 1 3 2 7
Whole class 0 0 0 4 4
Mixed 5 6 3 10 24
Column Sum 6 7 6 16 35
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Table 4

Curriculum  Strategies that Teachers State are Effective for Teaching Combination Classes

n Strategy

Student Organization (46 comments)

10 Use two groups; instruct one, other group work independently

7 Expect more from higher group (e.g., coverage, assignments)
5 Use whole-class approach

4 Keep both groups involved in same subject at same time

4 Look at students individually or diagnose for placement

3 Use cooperative learning groups

2 Use volunteers to help with second group

2 Have sdwork  ready for independent group

2 Rotate teaching from one group one day to other group next
1 Share schedule with students

1 Share subjects/students with other teachers (departmentalize)
1 Schedule one group into library, etc. to alow time with one group
1 Have students in reading pair up and read to partners

1 Teach separate social studies to 5th and 6th graders

1 Use small groups for Cdlifornia History

! Do language arts as if all students were in higher grade

Curriculum Approach (31 comments)

10 Use whole language or thematic teaching

7 Combine curriculum or integrate curriculum

3 Focus on basics and life skills

3 Combine mathematics and science

2 Make sure not to duplicate curriculum

1 Write unique, integrated curriculum

1 Include critical thinking

1 Include problem solving

1 Use art work to have students demonstrate understanding
1 Use district objectives to identify common lessons
1 Focus on language and mathematics

Insturctional  Delivery (17 comments)

Provide direct instruction/demonstration, then individualize
Use hands on materials, concretes

Use a variety of approaches

Keep groups on task

Use peer tutoring for instruction

Use plays and simulations

Use brainstorming anticipatory set, categorization, cognitive mapping
Use overhead to teach concepts

Use guided imagery

Use discovery learning

Instruct to median of high and low groups
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Table 5

Teachers Preference for Teaching Combination Classes by Experience and Grade Leve

Primary Intermediate
Preference Novice  Experienced Novice  Experienced Row Sum
Yes 1 | 0 3 5
Indifferent/It  depends 0 ! 2 0 3
No 5 5 4 13 27
Column Sum 6 7 6 16 3.5
CERC @ UCR -34-

June 1993

Mason, Burns, & Armesto Combination Classes



B’

Table 6

Teachers' Feeling About Combination Classes by Experience and Grade Level

Primary Intermediate
Feding Novice  Experienced Novice  Experienced Row Sum
Positive 1 0 0 4 5
Indifferent/It depends 1 2 4 5 12
Negative 4 5 2 7 18
Column Sum 6 7 6 16 35
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Table 7

Teachers Views About the Advantages and Disadvantages of Combination Classes by Grouping Approach

Area of Advantage or Disadvantage

Teacher Type Curriculum Instruction Socialization/Management Administration
3 curriculum exposure | peer tutoring
whole Class (7) 2 reinforcement | achievement
A
D 1 curriculum exposure
v 7 reinforcement 5 develops socia skills
A | gain knowledge of 6 peer tutoring 4 well-behaved classes 3 smaler class size
N Mixed (46) students' needs 3 achievement 2 provides role models 2 more placement slots
T 1 encourages thematic I meets individua needs for younger students I administrative sympathy
A approaches | better discussions | develops independent skills
G | use of a vaiety of
E materials
S
Two Croups (12) 4 curriculum exposure 3 peer tutoring 2 develops social skills
2 reinforcement | achievement
g 117 [14 [l
4 preparing two
D curriculums  (time) 3 time for instruction/
| Whole Class (I 1) | repetition of individual help 1 independent work
S curriculum | achievement
A 1 curriculum exposure
D
v 15 preparing two 16 time for instruction/ I recess different
A curriculums  (time) individual help from peers 2 administrative support
N Mixed (69) 9 curriculum exposure 5 extreme heterogeneity I range of maturity 2 parent criticism
T 5 no curricullum materias 4 achievement 1 mix of students 1 larger class size
A | less reinforcement 2 independent work | problem if teacher- 1 testing problems
G | student responsiveness student  conflict
E 1 behavior problems
S 4 time for instruction/
6 preparing two individual help 2 students unable to
Two Croups (16) curriculums  (time) | instructional time socidize with peers
| instruction interrupted 1 too much happening
| takes skillful  teacher
| achievement
[42] 39] 191 [6]

Note. N = 4 for whole-class teachers, n = 24 for mixed teachers, and n = 7 for two-group teacher:. Numbers in parentheses represent numbers of comments across the four areas (curriculum, instruction,
socialization/management, and administration). Numbers in brackets represent numbers of advantage or disadvantage comments within the four aress.
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Table 7

Teachers” Views About the Advantages and Disadvantages of Combination Classes by Grouping Approach

Area of Advantage or Disadvantage

Two Groups (16)

6 preparing two
curriculums  (time)

42

individual help

| instructiona time

1 instruction interrupted
1 takes skillful teacher
1 achievement

(39]

2 students unable to
socidlize with peers
| too much happening

f

Teacher Type Curriculum Instruction Socialization/Management Administration
3 curriculum  exposure 1 peer tutoring
Whole Class (7) 2 reinforcement 1 achievement
A
D 7 curriculum  exposure
Vv 7 reinforcement 5 develops social skills
A | gain knowledge of 6 peer tutoring 4 well-behaved classes 3 smadler class size
N Mixed (46) students' needs 3 achievement 2 provides role models 2 more placement slots
T 1 encourages thematic | meets individual needs for younger students 1 administrative sympathy
A approaches 1 better discussions 1 develops independent skills
G 1 use of a variety of
E materials
S
Two Groups (12) 4 curriculum exposure 3 peer tutoring 2 develops social skills
2 reinforcement 1 achievement
(28] (17] (14] (6]
4 preparing  two
D curriculums  (time) 3 time for instruction/
| Whole Class (11) 1 repetition of individual help 1 independent work
S curriculum | achievement
A | curriculum exposure
D
V 15 preparing two 16 time for instruction/ | recess different
A curriculums  (time) individual help from peers 2 administrative support
N Mixed (69) 9 curriculum exposure 5 extreme heterogeneity | range of maturity 2 parent criticism
T 5 no curriculum materias 4 achievement | mix of students 1 larger class size
A ! less reinforcement 2 independent work | problem if teacher- 1 testing problems
G 1 student responsiveness student conflict
E | behavior problems
S 4 time for instruction/

U

Note. N = 4 for whole-class teachers, n = 24 for mixed teachers, and n = 7 for two-group teachers. Numbers in parentheses represent numbers of comments across the four areas (curriculum, instruction,
socialization/management, and administration). Numbers in brackets represent numbers of advantage or disadvantage comments within the four areas



