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Abstract. Colleges typically group students homo­
geneously in classes by means of both admission 
requirements and course prerequisites. but when pro­
fessors form cooperative learning groups within 
classes they generally use heterogeneous grouping. 
Authors compared heterogeneously and homoge­
neously grouped cooperative learning groups in six 
paired classes, taught by the same professor using 
matching syllabi and assignments. Overall, hon1oge­
neously grouped students (who were grouped based 
on achievement on the first test given in the coLu-se) 
significantly outperformed heterogeneously grouped 
students on the final exan1ination. High- or average­
achieving students particularly benefited from 
homogenous grouping. Low achievers did equally 
well in either type of group. 

C olleges tend to anrnct and admit 
students of similar academic abili­

ues anti achjevements. Although diversity 
ii, an important goal of most colleges in 
their ,election of �tudcnts, one kind of 
diverl-ity thm is generally not i.ought by 
colleges is divcri.ity of acackmic talenL if 
one understand'> thut to mean the inclusion 

of students or all level:. of ability. A college 
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education i'> expensive. no matter who is 
paying the bill, and college fuilurei, often 
have additional costs beyond U1e obvious 

monetary ones. such as undennining the 
!.elf-esteem-or simpl} wa,;ting the 
Lime--of a young person for whom much 

�vidence -;uggesr� that uuending u particu­

lo.r college would nm he a positive experi­

ence. Admitting studenl'i with academic 

records that imply that they would be high­

ly unlikely to succeed at a given college 

would be neither kind nor wise. 

Student!. also c;creen colleges, of 
course, ui.ing amon� other criteria the 

level of academic rigor expected of \tu­
dents lo find a ,chool that will suit them 

(or perhaps jusl 10 !ind the highe'>t-ranked 

college that will accept them). Thc�e 
combined screening processes result in a 

mea!sure ofhomogeneiry among stude1111.. 

at least in tcm1s of kveli, of academic 

achievemenL The 1-traLification doe!', not 

end with admi-.sion. however, because 

some college courses have prerequi!.ite<; 

that further reduce the heterogenelly of 

-.tudem:> in a given duss. 

Despite these powerful homogeneity­

inducing forces, many college clas-.e-. 
evidence a surprising degree of llivcn,ity 

in the achievement of their �tudents. dif­
ferences that are not solely due to how 

seriously differenl student,; lake their 
studic5., bul that renect ver) J1fferent 
aptitudes untl prior ac:hie\>ememi.. 

Although the variou<, -.creening proccs�­

es mentioned above increa"e homogene­

ity. many college-. nonethele!-.s admit stu­

dents who demonstrate fairly wide 
ranges of academic achie,ement and 
ability. (In fact, many col. l eges would Like 

to be more selective and work hard to 
increase what might be called their 
''diveri.i1y·· at the high end of the acade­
mic achievement scale.) Anti even when 
student1> al a given college appear rather 

!>imilar in tenn:. of their average high 
school GPAs or SAT !>Cores, thl!y may 

vary widely in terms of what they know 

about a particular '>ubjecl. 
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Given the degree of heLcrogeneicy 
found in some undergrnduatc cla�se-,, 
might there be :1dvantages to grouping 
students in these cla,;;scs bn.,c<l on some 
measure of prior achievement in or apti­
tude for the subject? Sometime.!> the 

answer is clearly no. In a coun,e that is 
primarily delivered via lecture. for exam­

ple. unless one is going lo change I.he 
content (in which case one i'> Leaching a 

different course). it hardly maucrr. how 
able the ,Ludcnt in the next seat might be. 
The degree of heterogeneity among the 
students in such a course i<i 1101 really an 
issue because e,ery .,,udent is being 
delivered essentially the same coun,e. 
(Whal rhey are ..receiving"-�fo1t they 
are attending to and understanding-is 
another muuer. of course, but this is not a 

function or bow students are grouped in 
the course. because there is no grouping.) 

In a clas!- in which stu<lents work 
together frequentJy and a significant pan 
of students' Lime in dass is devoted to 
coopcralive learning experience!:. or one 
kind or another. however, the ways in 
\\ruch �tudents are grouped for instruction 
might ,ignificuntly influence how. and 
how well. stude11ts learn. IL was Lhe goal 
or this �tudy 10 improve our under.,tanding 
of how such grouping techniques-either 
grouping s1udenb of similar achievement 
together or grouping students in wayi. that 
ensure diversity of pri11r achievement in 
every group-might rnlluence ucademic 
achievement in a course thm employs 
cooperative let1rning as a i-ignitit-ant 
instructional component. 

Research on Grouping 
in Cooperative learning 

Cooperative learning is a powerful 
technique that has been :-hown to 
increase student achievement in a wide 
variety of studies (Heni-Lazarowit7 and 
Miller 1992: Johm,on and Johnson 1989: 
Slavin 1980. 1984, 1992; Wat�on l 991 ). 
Cooperative learning is most often asso­
ciated with hetcrogeneou� grouping-as 
Watson and Marshall ( 1995) sugg:e'>l. 
·'heterogeneous grouping or student� in 
cooperative learning is so commonly 
accepted that it is often included as part 
of the definition of cooperative learning'' 
(292)-allhough homogeneous groups 
are also prn,sible (Lawrence and Munch 
198-1-: Woolfolk I 998). 
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Grouping students for instruction ba....,ed 
on pw.t achievement is a controversial 
practice (Loveless I 999: Tobias 1989). 
All.hough high-achie, ing studelll� general­
ly achieve more when grouped homoge­
neously, Lhe outcome for IO\�-nchieving 

srudents is more v:iried (Allan 1991, Kulik 
an<l Kulik 1982, 1984: Slavin I990a: 
Sternberg and Willard 2002). Although 
both homogeneous and heterogeneous 
grouping based on prior achie,ement com­
monly is used at all grade levels, heteroge­
neous grouping is more common in ele­
mentary schools and homogeneous 
grouping i!- more widespread in secondary 
school� (Loveless 1999). In �tudie... com­
paring the effects of different grouping 
practices. academic achievement ,.., rypi­
cally mea.�ured by grades in ptu1icular sub­
jects. teacher recommendations. anJ/or 
lest scores. and the subjects of such ,tudies 
generall) repre�ent a wide (ruid normally 
distribute<l) range of <;tudenl achievement. 
Comparisons among three groups (high-. 
average-. and low-achieving students .  
based on past performance) are mos-t com­
mon in such !)tudies (Allan 1991; Kulik 
and Kulik I 982. 198-+; Slavin I990a). 

Mo)>t of the research on the effects of 
cooperative learning has been cuoductecl 
in elementary and secondary :-.chools. am.J 
the impact of cooperative learning meth­
ods is sometimes different when used 
with undergraduate:.. A� an example or 
such a difference. the w,e of group incen­
tives has been found crucial to the suc­
ces� of cooperative learning in elemen­
tary schools (Slavin 1984. 1990h, 1991. 
1992: Webb 1992). but group incentives 
do not appear to inlluencc achievement in 
college-level coop!!rative learning ..,tudies 
<Baer and Baer 1996: Watson and Mar­
shall 1995 ). 

Very few studies have compared the 
effecLc; of different metho<ls or grouping 
students when col)perative learning has 
been used in college classroom,. Self­
selected undergraduate cooperative leurn­
ing groups have been found to at·hieve 
less tha.n teacher-selected groups, 
whether homogeneously or hetcroge­
neou,ly grouped. in science laboratory 
situation!- (Lawrenz and Munch 1984J. 
Simil:lrly, Baer and Baer ( 1997) found in 
an undergrncluate psyd1ology course that 
!'ILudents in teacher-ns-,ig.ned heteroge­
neous cooperative learning groups scored 

higher on finnl course examination!\ than 
students in ,elf-�elec1ed groups. Howev­

er, this difference Jid not reach statistical 
significance, possibl} due to the limited 
size of the sample (there were only 
eighty-five swdems in the study) or the 
fact that. unlike the Lawren7 and Munch 
surely. homogeneous groups were not part 
of the cle�ign. 

That brings u, to I.he key concern of the 
present study: differences between homo­
geneously and heterogeneously grouped 
cooperati\'e learning groups. Thb b one 
area in which there has been little 
research even at the elementary school 
level. perhaps because or the sLrong 
assumption in cooperative learning about 
the impornu1ce of heterogeneous group!> 
LO promote social interaction among 
groups that ofren do not interact under 
lesc;-structured arrangements. A primary 
concern has been co ..max.imite hetero­
geoeily of skills and abilitiei,.'' as well a1-
to mix together as much ru. possible dif­
ferent ,ocial groups, with the goal of 
"promoting more favorable evaluations of 
outgroup members" (Miller and Harring­
ton l 992. 212). The use of homogeneous 
cooperative learning groups has therefore 
been rather unusuuJ. In fact. almo1H aJl of 
the cooperative learning methods promot­
ed 111 the past three decades-and almost 
all of the research on the effecti\'enes� of 
cmlperalive learning-have used hetero­
geneofil grouping (Sin\ in 198I: Watson 
and Marshall 1995; Woolfolk 1998). 

For thi!> reason. even though a.Imost all 
of iLc; adherents have consistenLly empha­
s ized the importance or heterogeneou.., 
grouping in cooperative learning, there is 
actually littJe evidence of ih effective­
ness in comparison to homogeneous 
groupmg. What little research that has 
been done al the elemental") and sec­
ondary le, eb suggest� a pattern similar 
to that found in noncooperalive learning 
settings: high achiever<; do much better 
in homogeneous groups: among average 
and low achievers there is little differ­
ence hetween swdents in heterogeneous 
and homogencou!> groups: and high­
achieving student� frequently have a 

poor attitude toward group work (Allan 
1991: Engelhard and Monsaa� 1989: 
Kulik and Kulik 1982. 1984; Loveless 
1999: Slavin I990a: Sternberg and 
Willru·d 2002). 
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What about the e lTech of hetcroge­
neou!> \ Cf!,U!> homogeneou, grouping in 

undergr.itluate courses employing coop­
erative learning'! Two ,tudie,. both com­
p leted in col lege >,cicnce classroom<,. 
mtide ,uch comparisons, and a l though 
both (Lawren, and Munch 1 984; WaL.,on 
antl Man,hall 1 995 ) found that Lhe homo­
geneoui.ly grouped �tudent� achieved at 
,;omcwhat higher IC\el-. Ihun the hctero­
gcncouc;ly grouped ,tudent\, neither com­
parison reached the .05 level of srati'itical 
signi ficance. o· Donne l l  and Dan'lereau 
( 1 992 ) pre,ented I!\ idence �uggest i ng 
that when Lhl!ir highly structured --script­
ed cooperatkm

. . model, in which dyads 
read and review textual material together. 
i s  uc;ed. lowcr-abi l i t) col lege students 

achie,c more i n  hcterogenl!om; group<, 
than in homogeneous group,. 

For the present study we compared the 
impact of heterogeneous and homoge­
neous coopenHi\'e lecJrning groups on 
achievement in an undergradunte educa­
l ionul psychology cour�e. The ,;ample 
size v. as larger Lhnn Lhose used in the 
.,tudie� by both Watson and Marshall 
t l 995 ) and LawrenL and Munch ( 1 984). 
and Lhe cooperath e lenrning model 
cmploycJ was more typicnl of t he kind of 
cooperative learn ing uc;cd i n  col lege 
classrooms than the highly constrained 
· ·,criptcd cooperation·· model of O'Don­
ne l l  and D:m!-ercnu ( I 992). The purpose 

wa-. to compare the effect.., on achieve­
ment of p lucement in homogeneow,ly 
, ersu, heterogeneously grouped coopera­
l i \ e learn i ng groups. The study was 
designeu to al low overall comparisons of 
achievemi::nt a� wel l  U!> comparisons of 
the achievement of low-. average-, nnd 
high-achieving ,tut.lcnts in the two k ind<. 
of groups. 

Method 

TI1e study wa:. conducted over the 
courc;e of rhree semester� using 1 37 stt1-
dems in si>.. ,;ection� of an educmionaJ 
p!..ychology clas:. ,ll a pri\'me liberal ans 
college with a lorge teacher-preparation 
program. The !..tutlents in the study had 
average combined SAT scores of I 060. 
with a minimum GPA of 2.50 (which was 
required for admis'>ion to the course). The 
sample wa.., largely white (94 perccm) and 
female (9 l percent). Ninety-Lhree percent 

of Lhc <,tudents were sophomores ( Lhe rest 
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were juniors). :ind although their exact 
ages were not recorded. more thnn 90 per­

cem were traditional students and there­
fore about n ineteen or twenty years old. 

Of Lhe students who participated. sixty­
eight were as"igned to homogeneously 
g rouped teams and <;ixry-nine were 
assigned 10  heterogeneously grouped 
teams based solel) on early achievement 
in the course. In each section of the class. 
l>iX team� were formed of three or four 
students each based on t he results of a 
mul t ip le-choice quiz given during t he 
fourth week of the fourteen-week cour�e. 
Thi!> was one or three graded tests given 
during the semester Lhat together deter­
mined 60 percenr of studems• grades. 
(The remaining 40 percent of the grade 
was based on papers. the gmdes of which 
were not u!.ed i n  this �tudy. Students in 
each pair of classes hatl identicaJ paper 
assignments. however. ) Prior ro this quiL, 
students had been randomly assigned to a 
tet1111, and one week after the quiz (wilh 
no connection �ugge).ted between the new 
team groupings and rhe quiz) new temnc, 
were formed. A l l  students. therefore, 
worked for the first five weeks or the 
cou.r;e i n  randomly a"signed cooperative 
learn ing group� and for the fi nal n i ne 
weeks 111 cooperative learning groupi. that 

were either homogeneous or heteroge­
neous in tenns of achievement (based on 
:-cores on the first 4ui1J. 

Grouping wm, achieved as fol lows: In  
each cla�s. the eight .1,tudent!. who scored 
highest on the quiz were identified ( for 
the purpose or Lhi� study only) as high­
achieving students, and the eight who 
,cored lowest were ident ified as low­
achieving students. The remai n ing stu­
dents were idemified as average achiev­
ers. This identi fication wa" used to place 
students i n  groups in the homogeneou-.ly 
grouped c lasses, each of whieh hnd two 
liigh-achieving, two average-achie\ ing, 
and two low-uchie\ ing teams. In !he het­
erogeneously grouped sec1ion'>, sllldents 
were put into groups using the following 
formula: one high achiever. one low 
achiever, one average achiever. and ( i f  the 
team had four members) one more stu­
denr who could be from nny group. These 
groups remained in place unt i l  the end of 
the course. Four �,udcnt� dropped the 
course afler I he teams had been formed: 
two low-achievers in heterogeneous 

groups aJ1d two average achievers, one 
from a heterogeneou!-. group and the olher 
from a homogeneous group. 

Each -,emester for three :,emesters, the 
same professor taught two sections of an 
educational psychology course. which i'> 
open to all student). but required of e<lu­
cation mujor�. Each secI ion was self­
contained and met for n i nety m inutes 
twice a week for fourteen weel-.s. Class 
siLe was capped at 1wenty-live student<;. 
The syl labus U!>ed each c;emester was the 
same for both sect ions, as were all a!>sig.n­
menr,.., lectures, and activit ies. and stu­
dents were n..�signed tu sections on an 
es,;emia l ly  random basis. ( S tudents 
signed up for one �ection or Lhe olher. but 
the meeting t imes were simih1r--cither 
I I AM or I Pl\1 every Tuesday and Thur-;­
day-and <;Ludents knew they would have 
lhe same prnfessor in either clas�.) I n  

hoth !>ect ioru, cooper.ti ive learni ng group::. 
were employed regu l arly. A random 

<;elect ion procedure tletennined which 
section would U<;e which k ind of grouping 
each semester. The students were not 
aware that this study wus being conduct­
ed. nor were I hey aware how the cooper­
ative learni ng groups were fanned. They 
were to be told. if Lhey a-;kcd. that they 
were grouped randomly. No one a_�ked, 
bowe\ler, in any of the section!>. 

Although the groups were sometimes 

referred to both a., "teams·· and "groups" 
in clac;s. there was no compet i t fon among 
them for rewards of any �nd. which pre­
vious research has shown are not needed 
when U!.iog coopernt ivc learning in col­
lege classrooms (Baer and Baer 1 996: 

Warson and Mar�hal l  1 995 ). The tasks 

can-ied out hy the groups were a l l  
ungraded assignment.s that were complet­
ed during class time. 

AJI teams were given the same :is,igr1-
ments. A typical assignment wa� to di!.­
cu!.s a question rai�ed by the professor. 
Thc!>e questions general ly asked students 
to do i,UCh things as (a) simply thinl-. nnd 
shure ideas about some topic: ( e.g. . "How 
arc Piaget\ concept of equil ibration and 
Vygotsky's idea of the zone of prox imal 
developmen1 al ike. and how are the two 
concepts d ifferent'?"):  (b l  analyze an 
argument, cri tique a resean:h design. or 
evaluate a conclusion (e.g.. after reading 
or hearing about a particular ,tudy, stu­
dems were -;ometimes asked to look for 
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design naws or problemi. wi Lh the 
author;· conc luc;ions based oo possibly 
i nsuffic ient evidence); (c) apply a c.:oncept 
re.g .. after studying di ffercnt k inds of 
in<,tructional object ive�. students were 
asked 10 develop a c;eL of cogn it ive and 
behavioral objectives for a part icu lar 
topic): or (d) simply review a topic by 
asking one :mother questions about i t .  
Sometime!. teams were asked ro develop 
an answer to be <,hared with the resr of lhe 
c lass. and sometimes the act iv ity ended 
after the groups had J iscussed the topic 
among themselves (with no reporting 10 
either the class or the profc%or). 

Al though teams were occasinnal ly 
asked to turn in a written response of 
some kind, ti1il> was unusu�1 1 .  and the 
teams· prmlucts were never graded. AJJ 
group activi ties were conducted during 
class and for the same length of time. 
Because students were placed in classes 
randomly and random a!.signment was 
used to determine which classes received 
homogeneous or heterogeneous group­
i ng, extraneous variables (e.g . ,  industri­
ou�ness. prev ious knowledge of anti 
in terest in the wbject matter. personality 
traits, stmJy habits, learning '>Lyles, etc. ) 
can be :.afcly assumed lu be equal 
between the two groups. 

Results 

As <:till be seen in wble 1 .  there wru, no 
�ignificam difference between the two 
group,· scores on Lhe mult ip le-choice 
qu i1. which were the bnsis for plac.:cmem 
in Learn!> and prior to which al l  smdents 
were in rnndoml) us�igned cooperative 
learning groups. The 1wo groups thus 
appeared very '>imilar prior to 1he begin­
n i ng of the study, which started when slll­
delll� were p laced in either heterogeneous 
or homogeneom, groups. 

The outcome measures were lhe multi­
ple-choice portions of the midterm and 
fi nal exam i nations. The homogeneous 
group outperformed lhe heterogeneous 
group sign i licantly Ip < .0-1-) on the final 
examination ( al the end of the fourteen­
week course and after n ine weeks of 
working \\. i th ei ther a homogeneou-;ly or 
heterogeneously grouped tt'-am) and at a 
level of borderl ine statistical significance 
(p < . 10 )  on the m idterm exami nation 
( ni ne weeks imo ihe course and after just 
four weeks of working with either a 
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TABLE 1 .  Mean Scores-All Students 

Test 

Quiz 
Midtem1 
Finni 

Homogeneous 
Group (N = 68 1 

74 . 1  (s.c.l. = 1 -1-.56 1 
85.6 (!,.Q = 1 4.0 1 l 
8-1-.4 (s.d. = 14.MIJ 

Heterogeneou-, 
Group IN = 69) 

75.U (s.d. = 1 5.84) 
8 1 .9 (!..d. = I 1 .70) 
79.J ('- d . = 1 3.66) 

F Raiio { I .  1 36) 

0.06:! 
:!.825 
4.439 

Prob > F 

.804 
.095 
.o:n 

Nm,.,: The ,.. ratio i� a way of u.,se,s111g the Jil..ehhuoJ that a diffcn:ns-e tx:tw�-en group mc!an, is s1i,­
tii,ticall) �1gnificam. 11,e larger the r rmto. lhe greater t he statistical ,igni fictim:.:. The likelihooJ that 
an ob!,erved di lferen,e ma} Ix due to cham;.: i� exprcs,ed .1., a p,m:em.age ,n the Prob > F column 
An) ,·alue in the Proh > f c,1h.111111 le�, 1h00 .05 1� gcaemlly curNdcmJ ,tali�ucally �1gn1fic3m ( that 
i�. ,uch d1ftcrence, ore 35,umed 10 rupre.�cnl real difference� that are not tlue merely LO chance 
cffcct.s). 

TABLE 2. Mean Scores-Low Achievers 

Homogeneous Hetcmgeneou� 
Test Group (N = 24) Group (N :::: 22 ) 

Qu11 54.6 f �.d. = 6.77 J 5'.!.5 (� .tl. = l CU I l 
M idtcm, 74.3 (s.d = 13 . 1 9 )  73.5 (�.d. = 1 2.33) 
Final 69.5 ( s.tl. = 1 0.36 ) (>9.6 (� .ti. = 1 1 .44) 

TABLE 3. Mean Scores-Average Achievers 

foi.1 

Qui7 
Midterm 
Final 

Hotnogeneou� 
Group (N = 2 1  ) 

7--1-.9 c�.d. = 3.36 J 
87.9 (s.d. :::: 1 2.5 I l 
93.3 (s.d. = 9 89) 

1 leterogeneous 
Group (N = 2'.!) 

76.5 ( .-..d. = 2.69) 
82.2 c-..d = 7.2 1 l 
84.7 (s.d. = 9.00) 

TABLE 4. Mean Scores-High Achievers 

Homogeneom, Heterogeneous 
Test Group CN = 2..t I Gmup (N = 24) 

Qui, 9].3 (�.c.1. = 7.88 ) 9-t.4 ls.ti. = 8.69) 
MiJt<!rm 94.8 (s.d. = 9.73) 89. l (s.d. = 5.7 I J  
Final 9 1 .8 ( s.d. = !U8 t  82 .9 1 �.d. = l -UDJ 

F Rut to r I ,  -1-5) 

0.427 
Q.().W 

0.00:! 

F Rntio I I .  42) 

1 .892 
J.249 
8.929 

F R,llil• ( I .  4'.! ) 

0. 1 2 1  
6. 1 85 
7 . 1 09 

Prob > F 

.5 1 7  
.834 
966 

Proh > F 

. 1 76 
.079 
.005 

Prob > F 

.730 

.0 1 7  

.0 1  I 

homogeneously or heterogeneously 
groupeJ team). 

Tablei. 2. 3. und 4 l i�t scores on the var­
ious tests for low-. average-. am! high­
achieving student<;. Again, the outcome 
measure� were 1.he final a111.l rnidtt!rm 
examination grades: qui, gradel> ha,e been 
provided only to <,how that tht!re were no 
�igni ficant Jifferences in  the two groups 

prior to 1.he onset of the ell.periment. For 
low achie\'ers there was essentially no dif­
ference between lho.se working in homo­
geneous and heterogeneous groups on 
either Lhe midtelTll or final examinations. 
For both average anti high achievers. how­
ever. homogeneom, grouping was clearl) 
prefemble. leadi ng to <,ubstantial (and sta­
t istical ly -;ignifican t )  d ifferences on the 
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Ii nal exam ination among bolh groups. 
Even on t he mi<ltcnn examjnation, which 
wa� given after !,tudents had worked ,vith 
Lheir a<;:-.igned group!, for only four weeks, 
homogeneously groupeu high achievers 
signi licant ly outperformed heterogeneous­
ly grouped high achievers. and among 
average uc:hievers. the homogeneous 
group outperformeu the heterogeneoLLs 
group at a level approuchmg ,tatistical �ig­
n i licunce (p < .08) .  

Discussion 

Thel>e result\> suggest Lhal when using 
cooperat ive learn ing.  homogeneou., 
grouping in an undergraduate cour!)e 
result<; i n  h igher ach ievement than het­
erogeneow, grouping.. at least in a cour1,e 
structured i n  n way that perfonnance on 
group W(lrk i� not gradt!d and group work 
ic; conducted <luring class t ime. The levels 
of ... 1mist ica l  s ignj ficance obwined 
..trongly -,uggest t hat these d i fferences 
were not the resu lt of chance. but rather 
repre"elll real di fferencei,. Because the 
only 'iy5lemaric <l. i ffercnce between t he 
group, was the k ind or grouping (homo­
geneow, versw, heterogeneous) used. i t  1 "  

rea.,onuble to conclude w i 1 h  l>ome confi­
dence that the differencei. in  hm\ :,tudents 
were grouped cau!'.ed t he ob-,erved differ­
ences in achievement. l t  is, of cour<;e, 
possible that Lhe results might di ffer i f  
one used di fferem cooperat ive learni ng 
procedures (e.g .. i f  group assignments 
were carried out Juring noncluss t ime or 
if t he worl,.. of groups was graded i n  some 
way ) . t  

The measures employed to us�e!>:. stu­
uent achievement in Lh1.: class were not 
l imited tu the mult iple-choice exams used 
in this study for comparison purpo�es. 
But use of only u,e ohjectivcly scored 
tel.I c; avoided the pos!>ibi l i ty tha1 any 
expectations that !be profe�sor may have 
hod cou ld have i n lluenccd the outcome 
(as might happen were grades on papers 
or c-.suy test questions used to compare 
group achievement ) . As in other res;carch 
on grouping methods 1 whether coopera­
t i"e learn ing is employed or not ) . the 
<;tudy was not conductetl in a mnnner that 
en�ured t hat l he profes:.or would not 
know the nature of Lhe groups ( Loveles,; 
1 999 ) .  aml it is Lherefore impossible to be 
certain th:.it the profe!.�or's expectation!. 
in no wa), in fluenced the outcome Ran-
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tlom assignment, use or only object ively 
,;cored achievement measures. and identi­
cal assignments and in-cla'ls act iv ities, 
however, repre�ent s ignificanl control  
over extraneous variable!> that might have 
i n fluenced 1he outcorne, and together 
they provide about us much control m, 1:-. 

genera l ly possible in ecologica.l ly val iu 
educational research. 

The resu !L<; are significant because Lhey 
run counter to the common (and often 
recommended) practice, among college 
professors who employ cooperative learn­
ing. of grouping <.tudenL., heterogeneously 
(e.g.. Halpern 2000). In college class­
rooms with fairly ,vide ranges of student 
abi l i ty, homogeneous grouping cou ld  
resul t  i n  sign ificant achievemem gain'I, at 
least among average- and h igh-achievi ng 
i.tudents. whi le doing no harm to Lhe 
achievement of low-achieving students. 

This study does not tel l  why homoge­
neous!) grouped studems outperformed 
heterogeneom,ly grouped srudems. One 
pos!> ib i l ity that bas been !.nggested for 
s im i l ar outcome:, i n  research wi th  
younger students i s  chat conversations 
among students with simi lar leve ls of 
knowledge and understnnding of the topic 
may be more i nterest i ng to the students 
and more l ikely to tu.kc place al a level 
appropriate to Lhe knowledge and '<ki l l ,  or 
the students i nvol ved (Loveless I 999: 
Webb 1 992). I f  this i nterpretatjon is cor­
rect. then i t  is l ikely t hat these results 
would be generali zable to other col lege 
course:. in which there i, a wide range of 
knowledge of 1 he subject bei ng ,tudied 
and plent i fu l  opportun i ty for i n-class  
cooperative learn i ng activities. 

There may be other advantages to het­
erogeneous grouping or ,tudents, of 
cours;e. such as the promot ion of in ter­
group relations. Baer and Baer ( 1 997) 
demonstrated that a"sign i ng col lege !>lu­
dent� to cooperat ive learning groups to 
promote heterogeneity i n  terms of the 
racia l .  ethnic, and genuer make-up of 
group,; may have a positive impact on 
studenl achievement i n  col lege coopera­
tive learning groups. 1 11 comparison to 
sel f-selectcd groups. Lawrenz and 
Munc:h ( 1 992 ) demom,tratec.l a c lear 
superiority of t.cacher-ussigneu groups tn 
sel f-selected groups when cooperat ive 
learni ng was appl ied i n  a col lege science 
laboratory. There i:. no reason why coop-

erative learn ing groups cannot be homo­
geneous wi th  respect Lo academic 
achievement and heterogeneous with 
respect to other -;rue.lent characterbcic:s, 
i nc luding genJer. race. or etJrnicity. Such 
a practice would al low profes!>or,; lo pro­
mote i mporuuit nonacademic goals of 
cooperative learni ng, such a� i mprovi ng 
i ntergroup relations. whi le grouping l,iu­
dents in  wuys most l i kely to resu l t  in the 
h ighest level s  of student achievement. 

Key words: moperutive /eaminR, 
/1011,ogpneou., and heterogeneous 
grouping, achie,·ement /e,•efs 

NOTE 

Grading group proje..:ts of m1y kind and 
im:Juding such grade� a., pan of indindual 
student gr.ides raises quest1(1n� about fairness 
that are beyond the scope or thb paper. b111 1 t  

,hould be noted that using coopernu, c learn­
i ng group gnu.le.� 111 �uch a rmmna (ur rewan.J• 
i.ng team performance, in nny wuy J would 
rni�e especial ly thorny ethic,11 issues were the 
groups �rructured using homugcncou, group­
mg. ru, wouh.1 u!,i.ng group reward:, wi th self­
,elec1ed groups. One cannot easi ly brui.h a.�ide 
concerns about the faime�s or busing individ­
ual grudL:s, even in pan. on the I.\Ork of mher 
student� regardle% or u1e method or grouping, 
but homogeneou-. grouping milk.es Lhh funda­
men1ul bsL1e t)f' faime�� especial l} salient. 
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