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are related
in an experimental plan.
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The Dual Progress Plan

RESPONSIBLE educators continu 
ously seek new ways to improve the" qual 
ity of our schools. In the elementary 
school, many efforts in recent years have 
h'een intended to strengthen the self-con 
tained classroom. The proponents of that 
plan believe it provides the essential 
framework for educating the "whole 
child" one general elementary teacher 
who teaches almost all areas of the grade- 
level curriculum to one grade-level class, 
mainly in one general-purpose classroom.

"Strengthenrrtg" the self-contained 
classroom has meant modifying each of 
its basic features in tho direction of 
specialization. Specialist consultants or 
specialist teachers have been employed 
to help, or to replace, the general elemen 
tary teacher in physical education, music, 
arts and crafts, remedial reading and 
speech, library, and foreign language. 
Special purpose rooms have been pro 
vided for several curricular areas. 
Special groups of students have been 
formed, most often to meet the needs of 
gifted students and slow learners. Special 
curricular offerings have been introduced 
to "enrich" the basic grade-level course 
of study.

The self-contained classroom, as em 
ployed today, is a patchwork. A good 
question is whether another plan could 
provide better for developing the young 
child's intellectual potentialities and his 
personality, and could offer a more satis 
fying professional role to the elementary 
teacher. One educator who thinks so is 
George D. Stoddard, Chancellor of New 
York University. He has challenged the 
self-contained classroom concept by 
offering the semi-departmentalized "dual 
progress plan." Currently, under grants 
from the Ford Foundation, this plan is 
being demonstrated and tested in grades 
3-6 of the elementary schools, and in 
grades 7 and 8 of the junior high schools, 
at Long Beach and Ossining in New 
York. The Experimental Teaching Center 
at New York University is helping the 
school systems implement the plan, and 
is responsible for evaluating it.

In the dual progress plan, all teachers 
are full-time specialists in one of six cur 
ricular areas language arts-social stud 
ies, mathematics, science, physical edu-
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cation, arts and crafts, and music. This 
feature of the plan is intended to insure 
that every student, every year, receives 
instruction in each of these six curricular 
areas from a teacher who knows the area 
well, likes to teach it, arid knows how to 
teach it to young children.

Very few general elementary teachers 
can meet these requirements. This fact 
has been recognized by many school 
systems that now employ elementary 
specialist teachers of physical education, 
music, arts and crafts, and remedial 
reading and speech. The dual progress 
plan assumes that special competencies 
are also necessary for teaching the 
"basic" curricular areas language arts, 
social studies, mathematics, and science. 
Obviously, elementary specialist teachers 
must not be narrow subject-matter spe 
cialists; they must understand young 
children, and know how to teach them, 
as well as know their special subjects.

The dual progress plan bears its name 
becaus,e, within it, students progress in 
language arts, social studies, and physi 
cal education according to the usual 
grade system, while they progress in sci 
ence, mathematics, and the arts on a non- 
grade-level basis. In the plan, a student 
spends one half of the school day (morn 
ing or afternoon) in an ability-grouped 
class of his grade mates, studying lan 
guage a*rts social studies with a "core" 
specialist teacher, and physical education 
with a specialist in that area. During the 
other half day, he attends different cross- 
graded, ability-grouped classes in mathe 
matics, science, arts and crafts, and 
music under different specialist teachers.

The theoretical justification for "dual 
progress" is the distinction between "cul 
tural imperatives" (language arts and 
social studies), which everyone in our 
society is expected to master well enough 
to have a basis for effective social living,
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and "cultural electives" (science, mathe 
matics, and the arts) in which level of 
achievement is expected to depend 
greatly on the individual's abilities and 
interests. Grade-level placement, the 
grade-level course of study, and grade- 
to-grade promotion are considered appro 
priate for the former but not for the- 
latter. Instead, nongraded grouping and 
advancement are employed to permit the 
gifted student in mathematics, science, 
or one of the arts to advance without 
grade-level restrictions as fast and as far 
as his abilities permit, while freeing the 
slow learner from the unnecessary re 
quirement that he "keep up to grade 
level." In the plan, slow and average 
learners spend as much time studying 
the cultural electives as do gifted stu 
dents; it is the rate of progress that 
differs.

Individualized Learning

A feature of the dual progress plan 
is that it provides for all students, the 
slow, the average, and the gifted, the 
sort of individualized learning programs 
that many school systems offer to gifted 
students only.  

The present study allows five years 
(1958-63) for placing the plan in opera 
tion and measuring its effects. All this 
time is needed, since it takes years for 
a school to install a semi-departmen 
talized plan. Most time-consuming is the 
re-education of teachers whose training 
and experience were as general elemen 
tary teachers. Despite an intensive in- 
service program during the first two 
years of the study, the teachers still have 
much to learn before they become expert 
and confident as specialist teachers of 
their chosen curricular areas.

The research evaluation of the dual 
progress plan employs a pre-test post- 
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test design, rather than one providing a 
simultaneous comparison of experimental 
(dual progress plan) and control (self- 
contained classroom) treatments. The 
design being employed is appropriate 
for a preliminary test of the plan. A con 
trolled study might be undertaken later. 
Such a study, to provide adequate con 
trols, would require a large number of 
school systems under each of the two 
plans at least as many as were included 
in the Eight-Year Study.

What do the data obtained during the 
first two years of the study indicate 
about the strengths and weaknesses of 
the dual progress plan? Students' 
achievements, as measured by standard 
ized tests, showed no definite gains or 
losses under the plan, except that the 
ablest students appeared to benefit from 
nongraded advancement in mathematics 
and science. Data from a personality in 
ventory given to all students in the plan 
revealed no effects of the plan on the 
frequency of emotional and social prob 
lems that children report. An intensive 
observational study of children's adjust 
ment in the plan is under way. This 
study should resolve some of the con 
flicting opinions of principals and teach 
ers as to whether the dual progress plan 
has increased or decreased the frequency 
of children's emotional and conduct 
problems.

A considerable majority of students in 
each of grades 3-6, of all ability levels, 
reported that they liked the dual prog 
ress plan. They enjoyed changing classes 
and having" different specialist teachers. 
Some students complained about the 
lack of a private desk, about carrying 
books from class to class, and about con 
flicting requirements made by different 
teachers.

The great majority of parents who re 
plied to a questionnaire about the effects

of the plan on their children favored 
the dual progress plan. They felt their 
children were enjoying school more and 
learning more than they did before the 
plan was introduced. These findings 
should be interpreted with caution since 
only about one-third of the question 
naires mailed to parents were returned.

Teachers in the plan, thus far, are 
nearly equally divided into those who 
prefer to teach in the plan, and those 
who would prefer to teach in the self- 
contained classroom. A greater number 
of teachers favored the plan at the end 
of the second year of the study than at 
the end of the first year. A considerable 
majority of the teachers expressed them 
selves as in favor of specialist teaching, 
ability grouping, and nongraded group 
ing and advancement.

Teachers' objections to the plan, cen 
tered about problems of getting to know 
the children well, difficulties in teaching 
low-ability groups, and concerns about 
whether emotional and conduct prob 
lems could be dealt with effectively 
within the plan. Also, a good many 
teachers, particularly during the first 
year of the study, found the transition 
from the work, of general elementary 
teacher to that of specialist teacher very 
demanding of their time and energy.

The results reported here should be 
viewed simply as preliminary indications 
obtained during the first two years of a 
five-year study.

The Long Beach and Ossining school 
systems are performing a notable service 
to American education by participating 
in the test of the dual progress plan. It 
is proper that educators are following 
the study with interest and forming opin 
ions about the dual progress plan, while 
reserving their final judgrnent of the plan 
until the present study has been com 
pleted.
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