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THE RESEARCH BASE
FOR INDIVIDUALIZING READING INSTRUCTION

During the past dozen years leaders in Americ-Ari education have been engaged

in On almost frantic search to find the qualities that am required for excellence in

education. Some, apparently believing that any kind of change will be viewed by

the public as progress, have merely resurrected and renamed various discredited

kr) panaceas of the past. Numerous others have hastily climbed on any flashy bandwagon

of change that seemed most likely to impress people favorably. Our more responsible
ru-1

leaders, however, have attempted to experiment carefully with old and new plans

for improvement before jumping to conclusions.



Qualities of Excellence

It comes as no great surprise to those who have observed teaching for a long time

that the experimental evidence points to two prime factors in the attainment of

excellence in education: (1) an excellent teacher, and (2) a situation thai makes

highly differentiated, or individualized, instruction possible.

Studies in various fields, including reading, show that some teachers consistently

get better results than others (23, 27, 56). While it is not yet possible to describe

the excellent teacher with scientific accuracy, we are learning more about the

characteristics that can most often be attributed in various degrees to him or her

(28, 52, 53, 66). Because of research and careful observation we are reasonobly
ilNYNIP 01 f

sure that the outstanding teacher has a good knowledge of his field of instruction,

thinks creatively, structures work in a meaningful manner, inspires and moti,,atcs

children, expresses a sincere interest in their progress and problems, and communicates

effectively with them. He works unstintingly on instructional preparation and teaching,

assesses progress diagnoses difficulties, differentiates instruction, and helps pupils

develop increasing independence and self-direction.

The importance of differentiating instruction is readily apparent when one ana!yzes

intelligence test data. The mental age range of children in the usual first grade class

is four years -- first grade children are four, five, six, seven, and nearly eight years

oid mentally. This mental age rtnge increases as children grow, until by the time they

are completing the sixth grade and approaching entrance into the junior high school,

the mental age range is seven and a half or eight years (14). This means that in most

sixth and seventh grade classes we have youngsters who have the mental power of

average third, fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth grade students.



Obviously the teacher who assigns the same level and amount of work to all members

of a class is asking some to do the impossible while condemning others to endless

boredom.

Homogeneous c)ectionin j Procedures Fail

The first extensive use of intelligence tests in the 1920's revealed this variability

of pupils in graded classes, and led to efforts to differentiate teaching by reducing

the range of ability through homogeneous class sectioning. Because studies showed,

however, that groups structured to be homogeneous on one test score were still highly

variable on test scores in other areas (10 33), nchools lost interest in homogeneous

sectioning in the 1940's. 1 uring the past decode public pressures have created a new

hope for ability grouping and have stimulated the restudy of ald research and the

collection of new data.

As far back as 1936 Hartill found that when 1374 fifth and sixth grade children

were taught by the same teachers using heterongeneous and homogeneous organization

plans during successive years, they made superior reading gains in heterogeneous

classes (29). Thirty years later C;oldberg, Passow, and Justman reported another

ambitious study involving over two thousand fifth and sixth graders classified in five

ability levels. They found that " . . narrowing the ability range ;n the classroom

on the basis of some measure of general academic aptitude will, by itself, in the

absence of carefully planned adaptations of content and method, produce little

positive change in the academic achievement of pupils at any ability level (23)

In 1962 Drews found that ninth grade pupils taught by the same teachers in

homogeneous and heterogeneous sections did not differ significantly in reading

comprehension (16). More recently Borg very carefully compared achievements of

several hundred elementary and secondary students in homogeneous and heterogeneous
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sections. When homogeneous sectioning was novel, it produced better reading

achievement results, but thereafter it was not better than heterogeneous sectioning.

And children in heterogeneous sections made significantly higher scores on the

California Study Methods Survey. (9). This year Justman reported another study

which again showed that a reduction in class variability does not result in increased

reading growth (38).

Although a few studies have seemed to support homogeneous sectioning, Borg's

analysis revealed that these usually were of faulty design (9).

Because grouping to reduce the class achievement range in one subject does not

appreciably reduce the range of class achievement in other subjects (6, 10), the

Joplin Plan of redeployment, or interclass grouping, was devised It requires that

classes be resectioned every hour according to achievement for each subject.

At least three researchers have concluded that the redeployment plan produced

greater reading gains than ordinary self-contained class instruction (15, 25, 44).

But four have shown it to have no significant effect (13, 39, 43, 49), and a couple

of others have suggested that it might even have a negative effect on reading growth

(48, 51). One writer pointed out that the favorable results were obtained in short

experiments, whkh would be most influenced by novelty effects (45). This view is

supported by results of the Morehouse study, whkh ran for five semesters. During the

first semester the children in the redeployment sections made the greater progress,

but thereafter the progress of pupils in those groups "was no more than, and sometimes

less than that of pupils learning to read in graded classes" (43).

The redeployment plan is particularly objectionable because it actually interferes

with true individualization. The regrouping of pupils and their movement to different

classrooms increases the difficulty that a teacher has in getting to know the personal

and educational problems of each pupil. if a child is with his reading teacher for
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only one period doily, it is impossible to diagnose his strengths and deficiencies in

connection with reading in all fields of study and to give him the challenge or the

corrective help that he needs during odd moments throughout the day. Likewise, the

tyranny of the bell prohibits the flexibility of scheduling and the intercorrelation of

learning activities which might motivate reading.

Fundarnentallnsiclesuasy_Shown

When favorable results are produced by any of the homogeneous sectioning

procedures, they probably can be attributed to one of three causes-- (I) novelty

effect, (2) utilization of teachers who are exceptionally competent and enthusiastic,

or (3) comparison with indefensible whole-class teaching procedures. Even a weak

half-measure such as the Joplin Plan has a chance of stimulating more progress than

a situation in which there is no differentiation at all I

No recent research project explains the fundamental inadequacy of homogeneous

grouping plans better than the one reported by Ba low in 1962 (7). Ba low sectioned

ninety-four fifth grade pupils into four so-called homogeneous classes on the basis of

their grade-equivalent score averages on eight tests of various reading skills. Before

this sectioning the average scores of the individual children on the reading tests

ranged from 2.0 to 90. Afterward the ranges of aver ige scores for each of the four

classes were only 2.0-- 3.6, 3.6-4,6, 4.6--5.6, and 5.7-9.0. This made it

appear that homogeneous sectioning had greatly reduced the amount of individualiza-

tion required for teaching each class.

However, when the researcher analyzed the scores of individual pupils on all of

the eight tests of reading skills, he found that score variation within each of the four

classes was often almost as great as the variation among all the scores of all pupils

before they were divided into classes. In Class B, for example, where the range of
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average scores was only 4.6-5.6, the ranges of hidividual pupil scores on four of

the tests were: for rate, 1.8 --12.7, for comprehension, 2.5 --11.1, for word

meaning, 1.8 -- 7.9, and for alphabetization, 3.1--12.4. Ba low properly concluded

that the practice of homogeneous grouping does not provide homogeneous groups (7).

This study clearly shows that structuring classes to provide a limited range on one

test score, even when that score is the average of several scores on different reading

tests, does not appreciably reduce the variability of skills achievement within any

class. After "homogeneous" sectioning is done, there is still approximately the same

need for individualized teaching as before. Then we only delude ourselves when we

think we can teach all of the children in a class as if they were alike. Unfortunately

this is what usually happens when there is an administrative effort to do ability

sectioning (5).

Better Organizational Plans

After reviewing the experiments with school grouping in several countries of the

Western World, Yates concluded that grouping "should be confined, during the primary

and early secondary stages, to sub-grouping within classes . . ." (67). Grouping

within classes is most often observed when schools are organized according to self-

contained, modified self-contained, team teaching, or nongraded plans. However,

because the effectiveness of each of these plans depends entirely on the efficiency of

each teacher, it is exceedingly difficult to obtain conclusive evidence about the values

of the organizational plans themselves.

In ...ssessing the reports on team teaching one authority noted that they "offer

assurance that team teaching does at least as well as conventional plans with respect

to outcomes measured by standardized tests" (30)0 A specific study comparing progress

of primary and intermediate toams with self-contained classes favored the self-contained
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groups during the first year, but found teamed classes gaining during the second year

(40).

An NEA survey in 1965 indicated that one-third of 353 responding school systems

were trying nongrading in some of their schools (47). True nongrading provides no

siAgle educational mold that all children must fit. Instead it offers a general sequence

of learning experiences that can be broadened or constricted, accelerated or slowed in

accordance with the child's rate and direction of growth. One experiment with this

type of program indicated that achievement was less than in graded classes (12), but

several others resulted either in no significant achievement differences (32), or in

greater gains in nongraded than in ability grouped classes (34, 59). Using a matched

pairs design, Hillson found that after three years of work nongraded classes

achieved significantly higher on standard reading tests than graded classes (31).

Carrying nongrading a step further than some, Rehwaldt and Hamilton discovered that

the assignment of children on several age levels in heterogeneous classes was more

productive than the usual single age grouping (50).

Instruction Is lndMdualzej?y Teachers

School organization plans of themselves cannot provide fov individual differences,

but the more flexible plans such as self-contained classes, team teaching, and non-

grading free the teacher to do so. There is as yet only a limited amount of research

to show how successful teachers can be i n differentiating study.

It has often been suggested that teachers individualize through various types of

subgrouping within classes, and a study done twenty years ago by Jones certainly

supports this idea Fourth grade groups of below average, average, and above average

ability all made significantly greater gains in reading when grouped to use materials

of five levels of difficulty than did other fourth grades when using only fourth grade

materials (36),
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Opinions differ on the best forms of grouping, but perhaps this problem can be

solved best by adopting a combination of power grouping, skills refinement grouping,

and reading activities groupinp (56). Groups should be provided with materials never

used by other groups, too. The use of different basal materials for each power group

has been shown to result in better reading achievement and better attitudes for all

except those pupils in top groups (II).

Some teachers have moved beyond grouping to completely individualized feeding,

wherein each child chooses his own book and is taught individually in conferences that

may be held once or twice weekly. Several researchers have concluded that

individualized reading is more effective than basal group teaching (1, 3, 17, 35, 62),

but too often their experimental designs have been open to criticism for failure to

control such factors as availability of books, teacher selection, and ihstructional time.

In some cases individualized reading has produced inferior results for all or some groups

of pupils (2, 54, 58), and in other; the differences have not been significant (42, 46,

63, 65).

An examination of the research reports leads to these tentative conclusions:

(I) Individualized reading can be somewhat successful under certain conditions;

(2) It requires highly competent teachers, and those who are not particularly capable

should not be asked to adopt it; (3) Children usually enjoy the personal attention of

the individual conference and, as a result, develop favorable attitudes toward reading;

(4) They often, but not always read more books; (5) The less capable pupils and those

having special problems are likely to be less successful in individualized reading than

in more structured programs; (6) The lack of a sequential skills program and oppor-

tunities for readiness instruction cause teachers to feel doubtful about the adequacy of

skills learning; and (7) Teachers are constantly pressed for time to provide conferences
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that pupils should have (5, 26, 55, 58).

More and more teachers are combining individualized reading with patterns of

grouping within the classroom (19, 57, 63).

Autoinstructional Procedures

Every teacher who wants to individualize teaching is faced with a time problem.

Some, in fact, seem to reach a point where attempting to teach an increased number

of groups or individual lessons results in a decrease in their effectiveness. Therefore

we can hope that the use of autoinstructional techniques will be helpful in the future.

Although several sets of programed reading materials are available (21), the

research on this type of individualization is in its infancy. One evaluator found that

primary children using programed materials made considerably more progress than those

using the usual basal materials (37). Another reviewed several early studies and

concluded that "programed instruction techniques can be used effectively at all grade

and ability levels . ." (22).

A research team reporting on ten experiments with one version of programing

concluded that "programed tutoring does teach," and "the optimal duration of tutoring

sessions appears to be fifteen minutes"' (18). Perhaps their most important finding was

that "Combinations of programed turoring with classroom teaching are more effective

than classroom teaching alone; and, most certainly, although the evidence is less

clear, lore effective than programed tutoring alone" (18). Others who have reviewed

the research agree with this finding (60).

Lindvall and Bolvin have explained a programed curriculum called Individually

Prescribed Instruction (41), and they have found that the reading achievement of

children in this project is at least as good as that of children in other types of programs

(8).
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Research with very complicated computerized machinery is now under way in

several places. Atkinson and Hansen have described a computer-assisted instruction

program with which they are working in California (4), and Spache has detailed its

shortcoming (61). A second computer-assisted instruction project labelled PLAN (20)

involves experiments in teaching reading in five California schools and four schools

in Eastern States.

Moore's talking typewriter project has been expanded into the Edison Respon.;ve

Environment, which according to Gotkin and McSweeney, surrounds he learner

electronically with the modern equivalents of "the tape recorder, slide projector,

electric typewriter, and classroom chalkboard complete with pointer" (24). For those

of us who are concerned about the dehumanizing effect of machines, these researchers

say that ". . . from the very start the child is spoken to and given instruction by a

warm, rhythmic, and whimsical voice" which "invites the child to play games rather

than informing him that he is to learn something new" (24)1 We must await research

findings on both the reading achievement results and the personality effects produced

by these complicated devices.

Regardless of the types of tools and techniques that may be employed to individ-

ualize reading instruction, the teacher will always hold the key to their effectiveness.

We have seen that school organization plans contribute nothing to individualization;

they merely impede or facilitate the efforts of the teacher. Likewise the auto-

instructional devices that are being developed will not dictate to the teacher; instead

they will be powerful tools which the teacher will learn to use to fulfill the educational

needs of individual pupils. Excellence in the teaching of reading now requires and

always will require an excellent teacher and a situation, including the best of tools,

which enables that teacher to provide highly individualized instruction.



11

ferences

I. Acinapuro, Philip. A Comparative Study of the Results of Two Instructional Reading
Programs - An Individualized and a Three AEllity Group Pattern. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1959.

2. Anderson, Irving H.; Hughes, Byron A.; and Dixon, Robert W. "The Relationship
Between Reading Achievement and the Method of Teaching Reading," University
of Michigan School of Education Bulletin, 27 (April, (956), 1(4-108.

3. Aronow, Miriam S. "A Study of the Effect of Individualized Reading on Children's
Reading Test Scores," The Reading Teacher, 15 (November, 1961), 86-91.

4. Atkinson, Richard C. and Hansen, Duncan N. "Computer-Assisted Instruction in

Itial Reading: the Stanford Project," Reading Research Quarterly! II (Fall, (966),
5 - 25.

5. Austin, Mary C. and Morrison, Coleman. The First R - The Harvard Report on

Reading in Elemer, New York: Macmillan Company, 1963, 87-94.

6. Ba low, Bruce, and Curtin , James. "Reading Comprehension Score as A Means of
Establishing Homogeneous Classes," Reading Teacher 19 (December, 1965), 169-173.

7. Balow, Irving. "Does Homogeneous Grouping Give Homogeneous Groups?"
Elementay School Journal, 63 (October, 1962), 28-32.

8. Bolvin, John 0. and Lindvall, C. M. "One Approach to the Problem of Individual
Differences," Learning Research and Development Working Paper No. 8. Pittsburgh:
School of Education, University of Pittsburgh, 1966.

9. Borg, Walter R. Ability Grouping in the Public Schools. Madison Wisconsin:
Dembar Educational Research Services, 1966.

10. Burr, Marvin A. "A Study of Homogeneous Grouping," Contributions to Education
No. 4570 New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1931.

11. Canan, Edwin E. "A Comparative Study of a Multi-basal and a Limited Single-Basal
Approach to Reading Instruction in Grade One (Unpublished doctorol dissertation,
University of Pittsburgh, 1964).

12. Carbone, Robert F. "The Non-Graded School: An Appraisal," Administrators
Notebook (Midwest Administration Center, University of ChicagoT, X (September,

1961).

13. Carson, Roy M. and Thompson, Jack. "The Joplin Plan and Traditional Reading
Groups," Elementary School Journal, LXV (October, 1964) 75-77.

143 Cook, Walter W. and Clymer, T. "Acceleration and Retardation," Individualizing
Instruction (Sixty-first Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education,
Part I) Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962, 206-207.



12

15. Cushenbery, Donald C. "The Intergrade Plan of Grouping for Reading Instruction

as Used in the Public School of Joplin, Missouri" (unpublished doctoral dissertation,

University of Missouri, (964).

16. Drews, E. M. "The Effectiveness of Homogeneous Ability Grouping in Ninth Grade

English Classes with Slow, Average, and Superior Students" (unpublished manuscript,

Michigan State University, 1962)(Summarized by Borg, cited above)

17. Duker, Sam. "Research Report: Effects of Introducing an Individualized Reading

Approach by Student Teachers," Reading in Action, ed. Nancy Larrick (SRA

Conference Proceedings, Volume 2), New York: Scholastic Magazine, 1957.

18. Ellson, D. G.); Barber, Larry; Engle, T . L.; and Kampwerth, Leonard. "Programed

Tutoring: a Teaching Aid and a Research Tool," Reacting Researcl, I

(Fall, 1965), 77-127.

19. Evans, N. Dean. "Individualized Reading - Myths and Facts," Elementary English

Vol . 39 #6 (October, 1962), 58G-583.

20. Flanagan, John C. "Functional Education for the Seventies," Phi Delta Kopper,

XL1X (September, 1967), 27-32.

21. Fry, Edward. "Programmed Instruction in Reading," Reading Teacher, 17 (March,

(964), 453-4590

22. Gardner, George R. "Programing Instruction to Meet Individual Differences," Vistas

in Reading, ed. J. Allen Figurel (IRA Conference Proceedings, Vol. II, Part I),

Newark Delaware: International Reading Association, 1966, 150-153.

23. Goldberg, Mirian L.; Passow, A. H.: and Justman, Joseph. The Effects of Ability

Grouping. New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1966, 62.

24. Gotkin, Lasser G. and McSweeney, Joseph F. "Learning from Teaching Machines,"

Programed Instruction, (Phil C. Lange, ed.) Sixty-sixth Yearbook of the National

-----Cre-iTfor the Study of Education, Part 11. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1967, 255-283.

25. Green, Donald M. and Riley, Hazel W. "Intraclass Grouping for Reacfing Instruction

in the Middle Grades," Journal of Experimental Education, XXXI (March, 1963),

273-278.

26. Groff, Patrick J. "A Check on Individualized Reading," Education, 84 (March,

(964), 397-401.

27. Harris, Albert J., and Serwer, Blanch L. Comparison of Reading Approaches in First-

Grade Teaching with Disadvantaged Children. Cooperative Research Project No. 2677

New York: Office of Research and Evaluation, Division of Teacher Education, City

University of New York, 1966.



13

28. Harris, Ben M. Supervisory Behavior in Education. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,
1963, 423-430.

29. Hartill, R. W. Homogeneous g.-oui n, New York: Teachers College, Columbia

University, 1936

30. Heathers, Glen. "Research on Team Teaching," in TeamTeaching, ed. Judson T.
Shaplin and Henry F. Olds, Jr. (Evanston, III.: Harper & Row, 1964); and "Research

on Implementing and Evaluating Co-operative Teaching," National Elementary
Principal, XLIV (January, 1965), 27-33.

31. Hillson, Maurie, et. al., "A Controlled Experiment Evaluating the Effects of Non-
Graded Organization on Pupil Achievement," Journal of Educational Research, LVII

(July - August, 1964), 548-550.

32. Hopkins, Kenneth D.; Oldridge, 0.A.; and Williamson, Malcolm L. "An Empirical
Comparison of Pupil Achievement and Other Variables in Graded and Ungraded
Classes," American Educational Research journal, II (November, 1965), 207-215.

33. Hull, Clark L. "Variability in Amount of Different Traits Possessed by the Individual,"

Journal of Educational Psychology, XVIII (Februcry 1927) 97-106.

34. Ingram, Vivien. "Flint Evaluates Its Primary Cycle," Elementary School Journal,
LXI (November, 1960), 76 - 80.

35. Johnson, Rodney H. "Individualized and Basal Primary Reading Programs," Elementary
English, 42 (December, 1965), 902-904, 915.

36. Jones, Daisy M. "An Experiment in Adaptation to Individual Differences," Journal of
Educational Psychology, 39 (May, 1948), 257-272.

37. Jones, Shuell H. "Programed Reading Report: So Far, So Good," Nation's Schools,

(July, 1966), 39-40.

38. Justman, Joseph. "Reading and Class Homogeneity," Reading Teacher, 21 (January,

1968), 314-316, 334.

390 Koontz, William F. "A Study of Achievement as a Function of Homogeneous Grouping,"

Journal of Experimental Education, XXX (December 1961) 249-253.

40. Lambert, Philip, et. al 0, "A Comparison of Pupil Achievement in Team and Self-
Contained Organizations," Journal of Experimental Education, XXXIII (Spring, 1965),
217-224, as summarized by Helen Robinson et. a ., Reading Research I

(Winter, 1965), 69, 104,

41. Lindvall, C. M. and Bolvin, John 0. "Programed Instruction in the Schools: An
Application of Programing Principles in 'Individually Prescribed Instruction',"
Programed Instruction (Phil C. Lange, ed.), Sixty-sixth Yearbook of the National
Society for the Study of Education, Part II. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1967, 217-254.



r1111. ...11.

14

42. MacDonald, James B.; Harris, Theodore L.; and Mann, John S. "Individual Versus

Group Instruction in First Grade Reading," Reading Teacher, 19 (May, 1966) ,

643-646, 652.

43. Morehouse, William F. "Interclass Grouping for Reading Instruction," Elementary

School Journal, LIV (February 1964), 280-286.

44. Morgan, Elmer F., Jr. and Stucker, G. R. "The Joplin Pkn of Reading vs. a
Traditional Method," Journal of Educational Psychology, LI (April, 1960), 69-73.

45. Newport, John F. "The Joplin Plan: the Score," Reading Teacher, 21 (November,

1967), 158-162.

46. Nonl, Mabel "Automatic Teaching of Reading Skills in High School," Journal of
Education, 143 (February, 1961), 27-31.

47. "Nongraded School Organization," National Education Association Research Bulletin,

XLIII (October, 1965), 93-95.

48. Powell, William R. "The Joplin Plan: An Evaluationc" Elementary School Journal,

LXIV (April, 1964), 387-392.

49. Ramsey, Wallace. "An Evaluation of a Joplin Plan of Grouping for Reading Instruction,

Journal of Educational Research, LV (August, 1962) 567-572.

50. Rehwoldt, Walter and Hamilton, Warren. "An Analysis of Some of the Effects of

Interage and Intergrade Grouping in an Elementary School" (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Southern California, 1957),

51. Russell, David H. "Inter-class Grouping for Reading Instruction in the Intermediate

Grades," Journal of Educational Research XXX1X (February, 1946), 462-470.

52. Ryans, David G. "Assessment of Teacher Behavior and Instruction," Review of
Educational Research, XXXIII (Cctober, 1963), 415-441.

53. Ryans_ David G. Characteristics of Teachers. Washington, D. C. : American Council

on Education, 1960.

54. Safford, Alton L , "Evaluation of an Individualized Reading Program," The Reading

Teacher, 60 (April, 1961), 266-270.

55 Sartain, Harry W. "Of Stars and Statistics," The Individualized Reading Program: A
Guide to Classroom Teaching (Lyman C. Hurrt, ed.).'171-eVc-Wk",--T5eTc: Interna-
tional Reading Association, 1967.

56. Sartain, Harry W. "Organizational Patterns of Schools and Classrooms for Reading

Instruction," in Innovation and Change in Reading Instruction, ed. Helen M.
Robinson (67th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part 10,

Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968, 195-236.



15

57. Sartain, Harry W. The Place of Individualized Reading in a Well-Planned Program,

Contributions in Reading No- 28, Boston: Ginn and Co., 1964.

58. Sartain, Harry 'N . "The Roseville Experiment with Inaividualized Reading, " The

Reading Teacher, 13 (April, 1960), 277-281.

590 Skapski, Mary. "Ungraded Primary Reading Program: An Objective Evaluation,"

Elementary School Journal, LX1 (October, 1960), 41-45.

60. Smith, Karl U. and Smith, Margaret F. "Research on Programed Instruction,"

Cybernetic Princi.les of Learning and Educational Design. New York: Holt,

1iinehert and Winston, 1966, 300-328.

61. Spache, George C. "A Reaction to Comptoereassisted Instruction in Initial Reading:

the Stanford Project," Reading Research Quarterly, Hi (Fall, 1967), 101-109.

62. Spencer, Doris U. Individualized Versus a Basal Reading Program in Rural Commun-

ities Grades One and Two," The Reading Teacher, 21 (October, 1967), 11-17,

63 Talbert, Dorothy G, , and Merritt, C. B. "The Relative Effectiveness of Two Approaches

to the Teaching of Reading in Grade V, "
183-186.

M. Thelen, Herbert A. Clussroom Grouping for Teaehability. New York: John Wiley

and Sons, 1967.

Reading Teacher, 19 (December, 1965),

65, Walker, Clare, An Evaluation of Two Programs of Reading in Grades Four, Ave, and

Six of the Elementcl_iool, (unpublished doctoral dissertation. New York: School

of Education, New York University, 1957

66, Washburne, C. and Heil, L. M. "What Characteristics of Teachers Affect Children's

Growth': " School Review, 68 (Winter, 1960), 420-428,

67, Yates, Alfred (ed.). Grouping in Education (A Report Sponsored by the Unesco

institute for Education,w York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966.


