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Cluger grouping is an administrative procedure in which identified gifted students at a
gradelevel are assignal to oneclassroomwith ateacher who has special trainingin how
to teach gifted students. The other studentsin thar assigned class are of mixed ability.
Differentiated ingructiond oppotunities allow gifted students to interact with ther
intellectud aswell asthar agepeers. Throughcluger grouping theintellectud, soadl,
and emotiond needsof the gifted students can be addressed.

Cluder grouping has become increasingly popular as a programming option to meet the
needsof gifted students in heterogeneousclassroom settings(Gentry, 1996;Hoove,
Sayler, & Feldhuen, 1993. In 1993 current cluger grouping practices were examined in
anaionwidesurvey. The purpos of the Cluger Grouping Survey was to determine how
schools were implementing this programming practice.

The Cluger Grouping Survey had two components. Thefirst, ageneral survey onclugder
grouping was sent in Augug 1993to 131 Collaborative School Districts assodated with
TheNationd Research Center on the Gifted and Talented (NRC/GT) tha noted in ther
applicationform for the NRC/GT network that thar districts used cluger grouping within
theregular classroom as part of the organizationd structure of thear gifted and talented
program. Responses were received from 53% (n = 69) of these Collaborative School
Districts representing 29 states. The second component of the Cluger Grouping Survey
was a more detailed survey sent in September 198 to 61 Collaborative School Districts
tha indicated cluger groupng was practiced in thar districts at tha time. Respongs
were received from 38% (n = 23) of these districts representing 15 states.

Thefirst Cluger Grouping Survey presented three questions Respondents were asked if
ther school district had a policy on cluger grouping. Of therespondents, 17% indicated
having an official policy, 17%did nat, 62% said they had no official policy, buttha
cluger grouping was practiced.

The second question posed was "How does your district define cluger grouping?'
Multiple definitionswere given. Less than 1% indicated they had state definitions while
1% noted that studentsin specific programs or who had specific abilities composed a
cluger group.A mgority (98%) of theresponding schools used a certain nunmber or
percentage of studentsto definea cluger group. Examples ranged from 4-6 identified
gifted and talented students in a heterogeneousclassroom, to agroup of 3-5 students of
thetop 5% students clugered togeher. In alargecity, 33% of each cluger class were



students identified as gifted and talented. Anothe school district defined cluger grouping
as agroup of five or more identified studentsin aclassroom, plusany "watch and serve"
students (students who are displaying high potential).

Thethird question onthefirst survey addressed the gradelevels where cluger grouping
occurred. Over hdf (51%) of therespondents indicated tha cluger groupng occurred
modg frequently in the uppe elementary gradelevels (grade 3-6) in thar districts. Of the
districts, 5% reported usng cluger groupingin kindergarten and ninth grade, 32%
reported theuse of cluger grouping in thefirst, second, seventh, and eighth grades, and
12%indicated cluger grouping occurred in the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades.

Theresults of thefirst Cluger Grouping Survey indicate that while some school districts
aroundthe county practice cluger grouping, many did not have official district or school
policiesregarding its use. Mog définitionsof cluger grouping were based on anumber or
percentage of identified gifted and talented students within aregular classroom Thefirst
survey aso showed that cluger groupingis apractice used at al gradelevels, especially
in theuppe elementary grades.

Thesecond Cluger Grouping Survey examined avariety of cluger groupingissuesin 23
school districts naionwide usng this program practice. These issuesinduded: the
selection process of cluger students, specia popuktionsrepresented, selection and
training of cluger teachers, differences between cluger and non-cluger classroons,
program optionsused, reactionsto cluger grouping, academic and sodal/affective effects
of cluger grougng, and advantages and disadvantages of cluger grouping. The
respondents of the survey induded: director/coordinaor of gifted and talented programs
(n=12), indructiond/educationd specidist (n = 4), gifted and talented teacher/specialist
(n=2), assistant supaintendent (n = 1), prindpd (n = 2), school psychologist (n = 1),
and cluder teacher (n = 1).

Selection Process of Cluster Students

Methodsfor identifying students for cluger groupsvaried greatly from district to district.
Themethodslisted were thos used by many districts naionwideto identify students for
other types of gifted and talented programming. Testing induded use of the Stanford
Achievement Test (SAT), Wechder Intelligence Sale for Children-Revised (WISGR),
California Test of Basc Sklls (CTBS), other 1Q achievement tests, and placement tests.
Teache inputwas soughtusng behavioral observation forms and recommendaions
Parent inputwas gathered throughrecommendaionsand informationd forms. Grades
and writing skills wereinduded in academic performance, while other consderations
examined motivation and student awards

Special Populations

Responding schools were aso asked aboutthe special popuktionsparticipaingin thar
cluger grouping programs. Thefollowing shows the percentage of schools indicating the
specia popuktionsserved:



« Native-American-- 38%

« African-American-- 52%

« Hispanic-American-- 52%

+ Agan-American-- 52%

« Pacificldande-- 17%

« Economcally Disadvantaged-- 82%
« Limited English Proficient-- 30%
« Learning Disabled-- 65%

« Physcaly Disabled-- 35%

« Undeachievers-- 65%

« Emotiondly Disturbed-- 35%

Selection and Training of Cluster Teachers

Prinapd discretion was the method noted 40% of thetime in the selection of the cluger
classroomteachers. Other selection methodsinduded: rotation of regular staff, volunteers
(based oninterest and willingness), selection after training, former gifted and talented
teachers, and pear pand selection. Of therespondents, 22%indicated tha teachers
needed to bewillingto receive training in order to bea cluger teacher. Responss varied
from state mandaed teacher trainingto none Training induded district sponsored
ingervice, ranging from extengve (after school workshops oneweek workshops 1-3
daysfor beginning cluder teachers) to oneday presentations Additiond methodsof
training cluger teachers induded: attending state conferences and/or University of
Connetticut--Confratute, graduae courses, reading articles, usng gifted and talented
condlltants, and visiting other schools. Althoughsevera respondents (n = 4) indicated no
ongong inervice training, amajority (60%) of thedistricts offered some typeof training.
These indudeal: monthly meetings a quaterly study group and team meeting,
gifted/talented inservices, cluger network/inservice days, and four follow-up training
sessionspe year. Occasiond workshopsand seminars, and attendance at state
conferences were also noted. Thedistricts with themod inservice suppot reported the
greatest satisfaction with cluger grouping and themog postive reactionsfrom teachers,
administrators, parents, and students.

Differences Between Cluster and Non-Cluster Classrooms

All of theschoolsindicated tha the major difference between the cluger and non-cluger
classsoomwasin the greater "quditatively different” ingruction that was occurring. This
induded the accelerated presentation pace, theinareased depth of enrichment activities
and presentation of issues, and acompacted core curriculum.

Program Options Used

Content differentiation, thinking skills, and content enrichment were the mog widdy
noted optionsused in therespondng school districts cluger grouping programs. Almos
al (99%) of therespondants indicated usgng content enrichment, 91% used thinking
skills, and 74% used content differentiation in thecluger classroons. A variety of
content differentiation methodswere listed: more acceleration, compacting the core
curriculum, more indgoth enrichment, and more complex content. Also mentioned were



acceleration of presentation pace, a greater focuson highe level thinking and reasoning
skills, more pretesting of materials, and extensgonsof all lessonsusng highea order
thinking activities. Onedistrict stated tha thelevel of awareness of individud needswas
greater, that collaborative teaching (cluger teacher and gifted and talented teacher) was
stressed, and tha whole class enrichment of al K-12 classes was ongoing.

Reactionsto Cluster Grouping

Althoughall of theresponding school districts indicated postive reactionsof mos
teachers, administrators, parents, and students to cluger grouping, 30%also noted some
mixed reactions While onerespondent said tha ". . . by recognizing tha high ability
students have educationd needstha mug be addressed daily, teachers were given
permission by the'system’ to utilize effective strategies and techniques every day with
tho®e studentsin therr classrooms,” another said some teachers were philosophically
oppo%d to gifted programsin thear district. Onerespondet noted, "Teachers continueto
express concern aboutthe difficulty they experience in providing differentiation within a
classroomwith awiderangeof possibilities." Thiswas less of a problem in schools tha
limited this rangein thecluger classroom

All of the school districts reparted postive reactionsby parents to cluger grouping, while
only 1% also nated some negative reactions Parents frequently commented onthe
postive reactionsto the accelerated pace and indruction in the classroom They bdieve
tha cluger grouping was successful in meeting ther children'sacademic needs Parents
preferred cluger grouping to total heterogeneousclassrooms and saw the need for
grouping to ensure provisionsfor high ability students were available. Onerespondent
stated that parents of less able students in the cluger classroomhad commented onthe
improved attitudeof ther children toward school, while another indicated that parents of
nonridentified students often requested their children be placed in acluger classroom
Negaive reactionsinduded remarks tha some parents didn't see anything different
happening; some parents of nonidentified, high-achieving students didn'tlikeit; and
some paents preferred homogeneousgrouping in specific content areas.

Thereaction of administratorsto cluger grouping was mixed, but mos (69% of the
respondents gave postive reports. "Suppotive,” "favorable,” "hdpful to everyone”
"proponats’ were remarks noted. Onerespondent stated, "The administrators have led
theway in adlowing usto dowhaever is best and works to bendfit the students." Mog
respondents, however, gave avariety of administrative reactionsinduding: active
suppot, suppotiveif goodthingsare hgppening for kids and ignoiling policy. One
respondent stated, "Those with sufficient undestanding of the needs of the g/t students
suppot the grouping. Othe responss vary dependent on persond bdiefs and
experiences.” While administrative suppot was seen by severa districts as critical to the
success of cluger grouping, 13% reported negative responss by administrators.
Administrator resentment of a special group, scheduling difficulties, and strongbiases
agang programming for gifted and talented kidswere comments given.

Nearly all (90%0) of therespondentsindicated gifted students were very postive about
beingin acluger classsoom Comments such as "excitement with moving through



material withouthavingto wait for othersto catch up,” "enjoying thar intellectud peers,”
and beng "very eage to bechdlenged” wererelated. Only two negaive remarks were
given. Oneindicated afew students developing a"supeior” attitude andthe other was a
student's sodal separation from friends

Academic and Sodal/Affective Effects

Cluder grouping may have a postive effect on theachievement of all students (Gentry,
1996) Thiswasthecase in the Cluger Grouping Survey. Three categories of responses
developal from thequestion, "What academic effects of cluger groupng have you
observed?' For identified highly gifted students, the academic effects were all postive.
Respondants listed postive effects for this groupof students, induding: more time to
work togeher on appropriate tasks; highe class expectations more indepth and qudity
produds; increased motivation and learning; more oppotunities for abovelevel
ingruction; increased student responsbility and level of changeg and findly, more time to
work with intellectud peers. Podtive effects were also noted for the whole class.
Remarksindudel: ". . . othersin class are stimulated," "class expectations are highe',"
"raises everyoneés level of achievement,” and "everyonebenefits." Teachesaso
recognized the postive impacts. A typica teacher respon® stated "cluger grouping gives
them [teachers] an oppatunity to pace the curriculum faster, tha training has hdped
ingruction, and there is a better undestanding of thelearning process and how to
chdlengekids" Anothe respon® indicated cluger grouping "compds the teaching staff
to do more formal differentiation of the curriculum,” thereby increasing theacademic
levels of all. In amajor city, achievement gans continued to occur in schools with cluger
grouping programs that had clearly stated gods and obijectives, ongoing staff
development, curriculum differentiation, schoolwide enrichment for al students, and
parental involvement (Duncn, 1989) These findingsconaur with those in Quditative
Extengon of the Learning Outcomes Study (Delcourt & Evans 1994). Studentsin this
grouping arrangamnent (Within Class) as well as Pull-Out programs "felt more capable in
ther academics, preferred more chdlenges in the classroom, and were more likely to
want to work indegpendently than their peersin Separate Class programs' (p. 4).

Except for two responges tha indicated negative effects of cluger grouping (possible
development of cliques and some "dlitist” tendendes in coopeative learning groupg, all
therespongs to thesodal and affective effects of cluger grouping were postive. These
induded: afocuson self-management and decision-making skills fogering a climate of
caring and coopeativeness; a suppot system among peers,; a produdive, hdpful
environment tha promoted an undestanding that theworld has many "different" people
who can al get dong abetter acceptance of bang gifted, better self-esteem and
friendships an increased awareness of thetalents of all students; an acceptance of
students who are not age-peers (cross-grade clustering); and arecognition of students
self-confidence and self- reliance. One school district reported better suppot for
academically talented students, both from thar peers and the entire staff since
implementing cluger grougng.

Advantages and Disadvantages



The Cluger Grouping Survey also asked the Collaborative School Districts aboutthe
advantages and disadvantages of cluger groupingin thar school districts. Theresponss
were many and varied. From cog effectiveness (students staying in naghboihood
schools, better use of limited resources and time) to viewing the classroomas a
"laboratory” for staff development andingructiond practices, cluger grouping was seen
by 100%o0f therespondants as an organizationd option that offered improvement in
many way’s.

Aninceaseinintellectud stimulation, chdlenge andlevel of expectationsfor students
were advantages listed. Students were also allowed to moverapidly throughthe
curriculumand work in ther interest area. In addition, postive consquences for teachers
were noted, induding teachers taking more resporsibility for the needs of gifted kidsand
allowing them to group students by need. Administratively, cluger grouping was seen as
easer to ob%erve and to guaantee differentiation. It was a more efficient ddivery of
services, dl students at al gradelevels could be served.

Advantages of cluger grouping could aso befourd in the affective domain. A better
undestanding of the gifted and talented student was found,as well as being able to offer
amore chdlenging curriculum. Better oppatunities to address the psychological needs
and conaernsof high ability students were noted. More and improved exposure to
ingruction and activity encouraged and fogered the abilities of all students. Many
districts stated tha expectationswere highe for the whole class.

When they were asked aboutthe disadvantages of cluger grouping, only two districts
stated that they had notexperienced any problems or disadvantages in thar districts.
Almog all (91%) of therespondents indicated difficulty in theimplementation process.
Several noted tha it was difficult for traditiondly trained teachersto changether
methodsof teaching. A lack of teacher training and fundsfor inservice were also
mentional. Onerespondent stated, "The moveto heterogeneousgrouping. . . isvery
detrimental to our program. We used to be able to service kidsfrom several programs at
once. If we do tha within each class, the students who need differentiated curriculum
only get 1/4 the service. Collaboration time has not been built into this new plan, and
teachers fedl too busy to work with us™ Not meeting the needs of highly gifted or high
ability nonridentified students throughthis ddivery method was aso a concern expressed
by 1% of therespondents. Resentment toward cluger teachers and gifted students was
also seen as adisadvantage Less than 1% of therespondents expressed concernsover
cluger grouping leadingto tracking and dlighting students in non-clugered classroons.
Onerespondent stated that "theory was still better than practice in some schoolks.”

Recommendations
The Cluger Grouping Survey foundtha many districts aroundthe county are usng

cluger grouping in variousways and obtaining postive results. Districts exploring the
cluger grouping option need guidance in planning an effective program, however.



Kaplan (1974)developal alist of items tha need to be addressed in planning acluger
group:

Develop criteriafor selecting students.

Definethe qudificationsof, and the selection process for, theteachers.
Plan the differentiated experiences for the cluger of gifted students.
Plan for suppot services and special resources.

PwpdPE

From therespongs to the Cluger Grouping Survey, it isrecommended that a school
district adoptaformal policy oncluger grouping for gifted students before selecting
students. Coleman (1995)a so suggests schools examinethe attributes of true cluger
grouping during the planning process.

As Kaplan indicated, the selection of cluger teachersis very impartant. Weber and
Battaglia (1982)list qudities a cluger teacher should have, induding awillingness to:
undestand the uniqueattributes and needs of talented students; beintellectudly alive; be
creatively produdive; beflexible and willing to find appropriate outlets for student
produds, beattuned to the process of teaching, notjug the content; bearole modd for
students; and be able to foger postive fedingsamong students and faculty toward the
gifted and talented program. Roge's (1991 addsthat the cluger teacher mug also be
sufficiently trained to work with high ability students, and be given an adequae amount
of prepaationtime. Thecluger teache should aso bewilling "to devote a propottionae
amountof classroomtime to thedirect provision of learning experiences for thecluger

group” (p. 4).

In planning and providing for the experiences of gifted studentsin the cluger group
Coleman (1995)suggests that cluder teachers use the following strategies. curriculum
compacting, acceleration of the content, enrichment with the curriculum areas, interest-
based learning, and oppatunities to work with other high ability learners across grade
levels. Delcourt and Evans (1994)state tha "curricular and indructiond provisionsfor
the gifted mug be carefully maintained lest they disintegrate into a no-program format"

(p.9).

Suppot and special services are essential components for cluger grouping to be
effective. Respongs from the Cluger Grouping Survey indicate the need for these
services. Coleman (1992)states tha a cluger teacher should have accessto a
conalltative/collaborative teacher who is a speciaist in meeting the needs of high ability
students. Access to coungling servicesis also necessary to meet the soda and emotiond
needsof thecluger students.

Theresults of the Cluger Grouping Survey suppot research studies (Gentry, 1996;
Hoove, Sayler, & Feldhusen, 1993 tha gifted students do benefit from this program
approach. Planning and ddivery of the services need to be carefully consgdered, however,
if cluger groupingisto be successful in meeting the needs of high ability studentsin
regular classrooms.
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