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The problem with which this investigation is concerned

is that of analyzing elementary school principals' perceptions

of the Individually Guided Education process of staff develop-

ment. A survey is made of 100 randomly selected principals

from 18 states of the United States with regard to the problems

of implementing the process in their schools.

This study has three purposes. The first is to ascer-

tain the effect of the Individually Guided Education process

upon school decision-making and the installation of innova-

tive practices. The second is to determine if any differences

exist in survey results between sizes of school districts,

student ethnic compositions, average family incomes, princi-

pals' years of experience, and ages of faculties. A third

purpose is to analyze the survey results to determine impli-

cations for elementary school administrators who are contem-

plating implementation of the Individually Guided Education

process in their schools.



An Education U. S. A. Special Report publication of the

National School Public Relations Association, which included

a comprehensive listing of Individually Guided Education schools

as of May, 1972, provided the source from which a stratified

random sampling of 100 elementary school principals was se-

lected for participation in this survey. A questionnaire,

which contained thirty-nine multiple response items, was de-

veloped for surveying the principals and obtaining their

perceptions of the problems related to implementation of the

staff development process. The survey instrument was validated

by a knowledgeable jury of school superintendents, state co-

ordinators,and elementary school principals who were familiar

with the administration of this individualized educational

approach, and was then mailed to the 100 prospective partici-

pants. This procedure resulted in a return of 84 usable

response questionnaires or 84 per cent, far surpassing the

number of respondents (67 per cent) that had been arbitrarily

determined as a required minimum for the study.

The data collected in the survey were tabulated and

comparatively analyzed. In order to treat statistically the

relationships of the specified concomitant variables of the

study, null hypotheses were formulated. A chi square test



of significance was applied to measure the relationship of

each concomitant variable to the level of difficulty in im-

plementing the process, and to the frequency of sharing the

decision-making within the respondent schools. The null

hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of significance or

above.

Through the use of the chi square value technique, it

was determined that a comparison of principals' responses

showed a significant difference at the .001 level of signifi-

cance, regarding the degree of difficulty in implementing

multi-age grouping through the use of the Individually Guided

Education process. An attempt was made to identify the factors

which caused the differences, by testing the various concomi-

tant variables of the study, but each variable failed to

attain the necessary significance level to establish itself

as a factor of influence.

It was also determined that there was a significant

difference in the frequency with which elementary school

principals shared the decision-making process regarding in-

structional programs in their schools. Again, however, all

concomitant variables in this study proved to be insignifi-

cant factors.



This report concludes that Individually Guided Education

seems to be accepted positively by school principals as an

effective means of implementing change in their schools, but

that implementation can be difficult unless district commit-

ment, parent support, and staff preparation are all attained

before commencing activities. A similar study is recommended

for obtaining teacher perceptions of Individually Guided

Education, as a means of comparing results with the principals'

viewpoints expressed in this study.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Most educators can agree that students are different

in ways that affect learning (10). Most can also agree that

individual differences must be considered as instruction is

planned. However, the professional must do more than discuss

student needs, design models, and introduce innovative prac-

tices. The time has come for those educators who say they

are concerned about the individual child to act from carefully

planned models based upon diagnosis. Curriculum planners'

primary concern in the sixties was individualizing learning

in the public schools. Attempts toward individualization

have varied from making minor changes in content to initiating

a total reorganization of the teaching-learning process.

Advocates of team teaching, continuous progress, contracted

learning, independent study, out-of-school learning, multi-

media, and quarter courses, to name a few, have all claimed

that appropriate application of their system in the classroom

will result in an individualized learning program for each

child (12).

1
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The history of adopting new procedures and programs for

individualization is a familiar one. At first the innovators

have high expectations; feeling runs high that now there is

a way to adjust teaching to differences among students. Prob-

lems soon diminish this euphoria, and attempts are then made

to solve them. The rate of success for such corrective at-

tempts is usually identical to the success of the initial

program; and the same cycle of idealization, frustration, and

disillusionment develops. Teachers and administrators often

become disenchanted when they see that student success is

not significantly increased by the innovation. Eventually,

many abort their attempts to individualize and either revert

to previous practice or turn to another innovative approach

(2).

For half a century, we have been committed to individualized

instruction as the answer to the problem of how to teach every-

body what everybody needs to know. Yet only now have we been

able to put together the elements that will enable us to act

on our convictions with the prospect of success (7). The

central theme of the elementary instructional programs through-

out the United States is individualization of the educational

process, procedures employed to ensure that each pupil achieves
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the learning goals designated for him. Such a definition

focuses on instructional planning with and for each indi-

vidual student before actual teaching begins, then teaching

individuals according to the plan (8).

An effective process of staff development is an essential

element of successful planning by educators. Inservice edu-

cation of the future will not be seen as "shaping" teachers,

but rather will be viewed as aiding, supporting, and encouraging

each teacher's development of teaching capabilities that he

values and seeks to enhance (1). The guiding and pervasive

spirit will be one in which learning itself is of primary

importance. The learning experiences in these programs will

furnish ample illustrations of role models to guide teachers

as they are involved in studying problems and resources,

setting goals for group and individual efforts, developing

plans for attaining goals, appraising progress toward the

goals, and re-examining and re-planning when the appraisal

indicates inadequacies.

A new form of elementary school organization, Individually

Guided Education (IGE), has been revolutionalizing classrooms

in the United States at an ever-increasing rate. Individually

Guided Education is regarded by some educators as a
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comprehensive design, a total system of elementary education,

that provides a realistic alternative to the age-graded, self-

contained classroom and the traditional form of organization

that makes children adapt to the system instead of adapting

the system to meet the needs of each individual child. In

addition to changing the organization for instruction and

the related staffing patterns, Individually Guided Education

takes a broad view of education and instruction in which true

individualization to attain all of the school's educational

objectives is achieved by varying certain elements--student

instructional programs, instructional materials, modes of

instruction, and teachers. It encourages the adaptation and

implementation of those innovations that are consistent with

the total Individually Guided Education system (6).

The implementation of any change in traditional education

practices or processes will inevitably create some degree of

skepticism, or possibly even resistance, during the early

stages of development (9).

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to analyze Individually

Guided Education in the United States, using perceptions of

elementary school principals.
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Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were as follows:

1. To ascertain the effect of the Individually Guided

Education process upon innovative practices and school decision-

making processes.

2. To determine if any differences exist in survey

results between sizes of school districts, student ethnic

compositions, average family incomes, principals' years of

experience, and average ages of faculties.

3. To analyze the survey's results and determine their

implications for administrators who are contemplating imple-

mentation of the Individually Guided Education process of

staff development in their schools.

Background and Significance of Study

The major emphasis in attempting to improve American

education over the past several years has been individualized

instruction. Most teachers have recognized that every child

is an individual, but even with this recognition, they have

consistently forced students to fit into an existing system

(3).

The Individually Guided Education system is an attempt

to encourage instructional programs for each student so that
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individual objectives may be obtained. This requires planning

instructional programs which allow students to progress at

their own rates, providing instructional materials which can

accommodate individual learning styles, organizing modes of

instruction to suit each child's best learning style, and

matching teachers and students so that each student has the

assistance of the teacher who most effectively relates each

specific learning task (5).

The Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive

Learning, in cooperation with several educational institutions,

developed new organizational arrangements to replace age-

graded, self-contained classrooms. They referred to this

new arrangement as the multiunit school. The multiunit

school can be traced back to 1964-1965 when Project MODELS

(Maximizing Opportunities for Development and Experimentation

in Learning in the Schools) began at the Wisconsin center

under the direction of Herbert J. Klausmeier, professor of

educational psychology at the University of Wisconsin. He

was joined by representatives of thirteen Wisconsin school

systems and the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.

Their aim was to initiate a new type of organization in the

school building to deal with some of themutual concerns of
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the center, the school systems and the State Department of

Public Instruction, regarding the development of exemplary

instructional systems and sophisticated experimentation (3).

Roles and functions of unit staff were defined during the

next few months. As a result of this project, the Wisconsin

center and three school districts cooperatively started, in

1966, the first thirteen nongraded instructional and research

units as replacements for age-graded classes at Madison,

Janesville, and Racine, Wisconsin. In 1966-1967, the number

of functioning instructional and research units increased to

nineteen, and by the next school term, seven elementary schools

in the same school districts were completely organized into

multiunit schools for the first time. The emerging system

became known as Individually Guided Education (6).

A significant forward thrust in implementation occurred

when the Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction

selected the multiunit school for statewide demonstration and

installation during the 1968-1969 school year. In cooperation

with the Wisconsin center and four teacher education insti-

tutions, the state education department started eight pilot

demonstration schools in seven school districts, bringing the

number of totally organized multiunit schools in Wisconsin



8

to fifteen. State Superintendent William C. Kahl, in citing

the state education department's reason for selecting the

multiunit school for implementation, said it showed

. . the greatest promise as a facilitative en-
vironment for improving learning opportunities
at the elementary school level . . . . Within the
unit structure provided, both the instructional
and learning components support effective use of
time, talent and effort. Roles are differentiated
and opportunities are provided for planning, sharing
and evaluation. Provision is inherent in the design
to encourage cooperative effort in teacher education
and research activities at the local education
level (4, p. 2).

In the 1969-1970 school year, fifty multiunit schools

operated in twenty-three Wisconsin districts. Another pro-

gressive step in implementation and refinement occurred in

1969, when the Wisconsin center entered into an agreement

with the Institute for Development of Educational Activities

(I/D/E/A), a division of the Kettering Foundation, whereby

I/D/E/A used center-developed printed materials and video-

tapes to prepare multi-media inservice materials. Insights

from I/D/E/A's Study of Educational Change, which began in

the spring of 1966, were also incorporated into the materials.

In 1970-1971, I/D/E/A-developed materials were used to

implement multiunit schools for the first time, primarily in

Colorado, South Carolina, and Wisconsin. A total of 164



9

Individually Guided Education multiunit schools were operating

in 8 states during the 1970-71 school year. The New Jersey

State Department of Education was so impressed with the

results of its Individually Guided Education program in 25

multiunit schools for the 1971-1972 school year, that it

authorized grants and assistance to 40 more schools for the

1972-1973 school year.

The most recent implementation effort occurred when the

United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare

(HEW) selected the multiunit school for nationwide installa-

tion in the 1971-1972 school year. The Department of Health,

Education and Welfare funded the Wisconsin center's effort

to carry out Individually Guided Education implementation in

more than 250 new schools in 13 states. Other new multiunit

schools started by I/D/E/A brought the total number of Indi-

vidually Guided Education schools above 500 in 18 states, with

dramatic growth expected in the future. Some schools are

working only with the Wisconsin center, some only with I/D/E/A,

and others with both organizations.

Individually Guided Education is not only growing in

popularity because of its individualization of instruction

emphasis, but also because of its adaptation to new innovations.
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It encourages team teaching, differentiated staffing, inquiry-

directed learning, multiage grouping, peer instruction, open

classroom, continuous progress learning, programmed instruc-

tion, computer-assisted instruction, and many other innova-

tions for practical testing of effectiveness.

At the present time, the Individually Guided Education

process is just being introduced to Texas school districts.

Austin, San Antonio, and Dallas are the only school systems

in Texas that have pilot programs underway. An investigation

of the perceptions of elementary school principals from other

states, regarding implementation procedures for the Indivi-

dually Guided Education process, could provide valuable infor-

mation to Texas administrators for future planning.

Definition and Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions

have been formulated:

Multiunit school.--An elementary school with an organi-

zational-administrative structure designed to implement

promising new teaching concepts in a coordinated, yet flexible

plan of a non-graded instruction mode.

Staff development.--A process involving the state educa-

tional agency, local school systems, and teacher education
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institutions in demonstrating, installing, and adapting pro-

totype programs to local needs.

Elementary school principal.--The person who has the

controlling authority in a school that is designated for

students in the lower grades.

Perception.--A depth of discernment which goes beyond

the obvious or superficial classroom observations.

Limitations

The scope of this study has been limited to the percep-

tions of 100 principals from randomly selected Individually

Guided Education/multiunit schools in the United States that

were directly related with the Wisconsin Research and Develop-

ment Center or the Institute for Development of Educational

Activities (I/D/E/A) as of May, 1972.

Basic Assumptions

It was assumed that the 100 randomly selected principals

in this study would respond honestly to the instrument used

for determining their perceptions of the Individually Guided

Education process.
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Instrument

An extensive examination, study, and review of the avail-

able literature and documents relating to the problem of this

study was undertaken. After accumulation of pertinent infor-

mation and collection of empirical data, a survey question-

naire was developed for obtaining elementary school principals'

perceptions of the Individually Guided Education process as

implemented throughout the United States.

This survey instrument was reviewed by a jury of seven

school personnel who had been directly involved with the im-

plementation of the Individually Guided Education process in

their states. The jury consisted of two state coordinators

or facilitators, two superintendents of public school systems,

and three elementary school principals. The jury was asked

to provide assistance in refinement of the questionnaire by

making suggestions for recommended changes in the areas of

investigation, wording of the instrument, or demographic infor-

mation to be included in the study instrument.

As a result of suggestions made by members of the disser-

tation jury, the questionnaire was revised accordingly, and

was then returned to jury members for reevaluation. A con-

sensus of at least five of the seven jury members was required
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for approval of each survey question and for the final form

of the total questionnaire. This procedure provided the

necessary validity and reliability of the instrument used

in collecting data for analysis during this study.

Procedures for Collection of Data

The data was collected for this study by administering

the validated survey questionnaire to a selected population

of elementary school principals. The 100 principals included

in the study were randomly selected from those identified by

the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive

Learning and the Institute for Development of Educational

Activities as being active participants in Individually Guided

Education schools as of May, 1972. A table of random numbers

was used in the selection process. A return of 67 per cent

of the survey instruments mailed to the selected principals

was considered sufficient for the study's stated purposes,

and justified the analysis of accumulated data. Due to the

fact that a sufficient number of completed questionnaires

was returned by the selected principals, a projected second

mailing effort was not administered.
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Procedures for Analysis of Data

All informational data from the survey instrument was

recorded. Responses to each item of the questionnaire were

compiled and inserted into tables for each survey question,

illustrating the frequency and percentage of responses by

principals. A composite summary of responses to all survey

items, along with information derived from the survey of

current literature, was used to establish conclusions regarding

principals' perceptions of the Individually Guided Education

process.

Analysis of the collected data which related to the

stated pruposes of this study was processed by using the

Chi-Square technique for statistical analysis. The formula

is

y2 (O0-E) 2

E

where 0 is the observed or measured frequency and E is the

expected frequency.

The observed frequency values were those actually ob-

tained from the administration of the survey. The expected

frequency values were the total number of respondents divided

by the number of cells.



15

Recommendations have been made regarding future imple-

mentation of this process in schools, in order that principals

may be able to avoid the organizational and developmental

difficulties experienced by others.
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CHAPTER II

A SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE

The Scope of Individually Guided Education

Presented in this chapter is the review of literature

and research relevant to the scope of the Individually Guided

Education process in education. Included are the following

sections: The Challenge toward Quality and Equality in

American Education, Evolution and Historical Perspectives of

Individualized Instruction, Instructional Approaches toward

Individualization, The Individually Guided Education (IGE)

Approach, and Related Empirical Research Inquiries. The under-

lying theme implicit in this chapter is the notion of person-

alization of education through a process of staff development

which provides for individually guided education.

The Challenge toward Quality and
Equality in American Education

The prime problems of American education for the 1970's

are providing quality and equality of educational opportunity.

With respect to quality, there is a formidable gap between

18
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responsible recommendations for what is desirable, and what

actually goes on in the schools. John I. Goodlad has stated,

The schools do not have a precise sense of
purpose; principles of learning are not used
effectively in instructional activities; there
is only modest provision for individual differ-
ences among students; instruction consists
largely of teachers telling and questioning;
textbooks predominate as the medium of instruc-
tion; the total class is the basic learning
group; student interests rank low as a basis for
selecting school activities; the curriculum is
not adequately balanced; and organizational pro-
cedures are geared to a rigid lock-step (21).

There is growing evidence that the schools, a significant

part of the total range of educational resources available,

are floundering. A very few years ago, we feared for the

quality of schooling only in the inner city. Most urban

schools were rapidly assuming only a holding operation, with

their high rates of transiency and truancy, and severe prob-

lems of maintaining order in the classroom. Increasingly,

however, schools everywhere are being questioned for innocuous

content, for lack of rigor, for permissiveness, for restrictive

rules and regulations, for being custodial rather than edu-

cational, for failing to challenge and excite the students,

and for not having a clear sense of purpose. Some critics

would reconstruct the schools; some would create alternatives;

others would abolish schools completely. The remedies are
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widely disparate, reflecting the range of diagnoses. On one

thing most careful observers agree. A large segment of our

population is deeply concerned about the quality of our schools,

quality referring here to both opportunity for access and the

adequacy of what is provided. The interlocking sets of condi-

tions present us with what can be accurately described as an

educational crisis, however overworked that term may be. We

carry into the future a legacy of unaccomplished educational

change. Some of the best ideas of the last decade look a

little tired and worn, and yet, the problems of our time

compel us to make them work. This is a decade for implementa-

tion, for effecting change, not merely for posing more tantaliz-

ing innovations. The crushing financial weight of providing

quality schools, especially in the inner city, compounds an

already gloomy picture of inequality of educational opportun-

ity. The times are changing. The schools are overburdened

with old ways, with practices that should have been changed

or thrown out during earlier decades. Now there are fresh

challenges to education to be met. There must be educational

opportunity, broadly defined, for each person to secure the

individual help he needs in coming to grips with his own

problems of alienation and inadequacy. The curriculum of
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the schools must be drastically overhauled with a view to

replacing repetitive worn-out content with content of much

greater human significance, and replacing one-way pedagogical

processes with opportunities to solve problems and to think.

Providing for the development of human potential requires a

heightened concern both for individuality and individual

differences.

The challenge toward quality and equality in American

education will undoubtedly present some seemingly insurmount-

able hurdles for educators to approach cautiously and dili-

gently. As in the past, however, the public school decision-

makers will make every effort to be ready for meeting the

challenges as they develop.

Evolution and Historical Perspectives
of Individualized Instruction

The recent trends toward individualizing education can

probably be traced back to the early 1900's when educators

and laymen began expressing concern over the age-graded, lock-

step educational system that evolved during the nineteenth

century. During the early years of educational development

in the United States, most education was individualized.

Children from poorer homes were given most of their learning
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in their homes by their parents. Religion, agriculture, and

the basic fundamental survival skills made up a large portion

of the home-style curriculum. Wealthier families were able

to provide formal schooling for their children. A broad,

sophisticated education was usually available for these stu-

dents, presented with an individualized approach by private

tutors or in exclusive academies. The need for a formal

education by the general populace took on new meaning as the

Industrial Revolution demanded reading, writing, and computing

skills for specialized training in new industries. Eventually,

state legislators began to promote free education for anyone

who possessed the desire, and finally legislation was passed

which mandated public schooling for every child. The tremen-

dous increase in demands upon the elementary schools resulted,

for economy reasons, in a system of grouping several students

of different ability levels under a single teacher. The

extreme of this approach was in evidence during the early

years of the nineteenth century when the Bell-Lancastrian

plan was employed to teach several hundred students under

one master teacher aided by student assistants (22). Grouping

several students under one teacher eventually led American

educators to adopt the organizing of students into age-graded
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groups as a criterion for grouping. According to Anderson,

the additional grouping of students into classes of twenty

to thirty students evolved arbitrarily (1). By the late

1800's, almost all elementary schools in our country had been

organized by age-graded standards, completely disregarding

individual differences among students in our educational

systems. Teachers were trained to teach particular grades,

textbooks were developed for various grade levels, and mass

instruction was a crucial training technique for future

teachers to develop.

An educational system designed in such a rigid and in-

flexible manner inhibited most young people from meeting the

demands of that unyielding system of public schools. They

did not all learn at the same rate, nor did they all show

equal interest in all aspects of the curriculum. Their needs,

expectations, problems, skills, and aptitudes tended to vary

widely, even within specified grade levels.

At about the turn of the twentieth century, new plans

which promoted individualization began to appear. The Pueblo

Plan of 1888 introduced student self-pacing with individualized

assignments, followed in 1919 by the Winnetka Plan which pro-

vided for a non-graded (5) approach in Winnetka, Illinois,
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utilizing self-instructional units as a means of course pro-

gression. The well-known Dalton Laboratory Plan followed

about one year later. Although the seeds of change were

already sown by these earlier innovative efforts, none of

the plans could find a permanent place in American education.

By 1925, the development of a system of education which would

be responsive to individual differences was readily accepted

as the major goal of education for the future. In 1925, for

instance, Reavis, writing in the Twenty-fourth Yearbook of

the National Society for the Study of Education, Adapting the

Schools to Individual Differences, stated, "The desirability

of individualized instruction is no longer questioned by

anyone" (31).

The last half-century has been spent by most educators

in an effort to improve the individualization process. School

reorganization, differentiated staffing patterns, multi-age

grouping, team teaching, and many other approaches have been

tried. The United States Office of Education and state edu-

cation agencies have been taking major roles in promoting and

supporting innovations in individualized instruction. At the

present time, however, the frustrations of this process and

a general public lack of understanding of individualization
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have been creating nationwide unrest regarding the area of

instructional quality. Teacher demands for higher salaries

and smaller class-size ratios are currently causing serious

financial crises which could have a direct effect upon the

individualization process in the near future.

Instructional Approaches toward Individualization

As with so many "new" techniques, there are those who

question the value of the individualized instruction method;

others are bluntly skeptical. Nonetheless, schools which have

moved from traditional to individualized instruction universally

agree that they would never return to a group orientation. To

refer to individualized instruction as a single, uniform pro-

cedure is, of course, totally unwarranted and incorrect.

Although the general orientation is the same, directed toward

the individual instead of the group, the implementation of

that orientation takes many forms in actual practice. All

individualized instruction requires individual pacing. If

instruction is group-paced, it cannot at the same time be

individualized. However, instruction may be individualized

even though the school establishes common learning objectives.

Thus, all children may have a requirement to learn to read,

write, calculate, spell, and perform an extensive array of
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prescribed behaviors. Yet, if each child is given sufficient

time to learn each objective, then instruction may be con-

sidered individualized even though all children receive the

same basic information and perform the same basic operations.

If each individual is allowed to set his own pace, then the

instruction meets the essential criterion which differentiates

it from group instruction (29).

A greater understanding of the concept of individualiza-

tion can be gained from a consideration of new and traditional

approaches which have been tried in an effort to adapt instruc-

tion to individual differences. The most widely used adminis-

trative procedures for adapting an educational program to

individual differences are grouping, retardation, acceleration,

and enrichment/remediation (30). Initially, these procedures

were introduced to reduce the student variability with which

teachers had to cope in the classroom. The fact that students

in a given class could be found to vary widely on any charac-

teristic that could be identified was viewed as a major im-

pediment to effective classroom instruction. To reduce

variability and, hence, to improve learning through more

effective classroom management, an attempt was made to group

students by ability. The easiest way to do this was to begin



27

with the assumption that children of the same age group were

at similar ability levels. The concept of age-graded was

conceived, and the present-day lock-step system of education

came into existence. Because considerable variation was still

found to exist, further refinements to the graded system were

introduced (8). Perhaps the earliest of these refinements

was the policy of acceleration and retention. Students who

failed to achieve some set of minimum requirements for a par-

ticular grade level by the end of the school year were simply

retained. On the other hand, students who appeared to learn

faster than their program required were accelerated, presumably

to a grade-level at which the material presented matched their

instruction needs. Since retention and acceleration were

sometimes viewed as rather extreme procedures, especially

when a child appeared only slightly behind or ahead of the

other students in his age-grade group, the innovations of

remedial and enrichment work were introduced. Other procedures

that were introduced for assembling students into manageable

groups included homogeneous tracting, ability subgrouping,

and the development of career programs such as college pre-

paratory and vocational education programs. All of these

procedures had as their ultimate goal the reduction of varia-

bility through adaptation of school policy to individual
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differences; yet each, when viewed as an attempt to adapt

instruction to individual differences, has, in one way or

another, been shown to be ineffective.

Several other general patterns of adaptation have been

described in the literature. Cronbach (10), in one of the

most widely cited theoretical papers in this area, described

four basic adaptive patterns. Sequential selection, matching

goals to the individual, erasing individual differences through

compensatory education, and teaching different students by

different methods are all suggested approaches to be tried.

Flanagan (18) suggests still other approaches to the problem,

namely differentiated assignments, variation in rate of

learning, variation of instructional methods and media to suit

individual learner characteristics, and adaptation of curricu-

lum to individual abilities and lifetime goals. Buglione (7)

recommends that educators take a new look at the interactions

of student characteristics and the learning process. He be-

lieves that the knowledge of how individual learners interact

in various learning situations is an essential requirement

of individualized instruction, and, therefore, individualiza-

tion is essentially a process of diagnosing and prescribing.

There are many other informal instructional approaches to
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individualization. Some of these are tutoring, correspondence

study, programmed instruction, computer-assisted instruction,

and independent study (3).

There are also a variety of formal approaches to provide

for individualized learning. Project PLAN (Program for Learn-

ing in Accordance with Needs) is a nationally implemented

project currently being conducted by the American Institute

for Research. Flanagan (17) describes it as consisting of

five basic components:

1. The development of a comprehensive set of objectives;

2. The development of several teaching/learning units

for each objective or set of objectives;

3. A series of tests to evaluate performance in attain-

ing the objectives;

4. A set of guidance procedures for planning individ-

ualized learning programs for each student;

5. An evaluation and system-design component which

uses a computer to score tests, monitor student progress,

keep records, and match students to specific teaching/learn-

ing units.

Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI) is another

nationally implemented program aimed at adapting instruction



30

to individual differences (9). This program, developed by

the Learning Research and Development Center of the University

of Pittsburgh, and disseminated by Research for Better Schools,

Inc., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, has been described by Bolvin

and Glaser (4) as a sequence of six operations:

1. Specification of learning outcomes in terms of

behavioral objectives

2. Diagnosis of individual learner capability

3. Provision of appropriate instructional alternatives

4. Continuous monitoring and assessment of learner

performance

5. Decision-making in light of assessment, instruction,

and performance

6. The development of a cumulative data base for pur-

poses of research and improvement of the instructional system.

Weisgerber (37) reviews a number of other formal approaches

to individualized instruction. The Institute for Development

of Educational Activities (I/D/E/A) has been the primary

instigator of the UNIPAC bank, an attempt to facilitate the

development and dissemination of individualized instructional

materials. These materials, referred to as UNIPAC's, are

then collected in a curriculum bank whereby those who con-

tribute materials are eligible to withdraw other materials.
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Several thousand of these packaged materials have been col-

lected and cataloged. Research by Ringis (32) has shown that

employing these materials in a program as a major instructional

device can be highly effective. Another program is the Indi-

vidualized Mathematics System (IMS) developed by the Center

for Individualized Instructional Systems. Students move

sequentially through a series of increasingly difficult steps

toward well-defined educational objectives. Students are

placed at different levels in the sequence on the basis of

placement tests, and move progressively through a mastery of

skills as evaluated by a series of achievement tests. Various

schools throughout the United States have implemented a less

formally developed program of learning activity packages,

commonly referred to as LAPS (27). A student is usually given

the opportunity to work through those LAPS that are most

relevant to him at a given time, pace, and level appropriate

for him. This approach often makes provision for various

types of instructional media and mechanisms for self-assessment.

A recent trend which has received national attention is the

"contracting" system (16), whereby students sign a contract

to complete a specified amount of work in a lesson plan in

some specified amount of time. Lesson plans contain a set of
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learning tasks for which specific behavioral objectives are

defined. In addition to the objectives, the lesson plans

include an explanation or sample of the type of performance

evaluation to be used and a listing of the educational resour-

ces available to help the student master the objectives. Stu-

dents are allowed to select from among a range of lesson plans,

designated for the student by the teacher, those for which he

would like to contract (13). Once a student decides to con-

tract for a particular lesson plan, he makes a bid for the

contract using points allocated him as an initial working

capital. The more confident he is of mastering the objectives

in the learning plan, the more points he bids. He then es-

tablishes a due date for accomplishing the objective, subject

to the constraint of a cost of ten points per day. At the time

of the due date, the student is evaluated, and either passes

or fails. If he passes, the student collects his points;

if he fails, he loses the points bid. Points are given value

in that they may be used for a variety of "fun" activities

or "time-off" activities. Besides allowing the individual

greater instructional flexibility, contracting is supposed

to foster student responsibility in educational decision-

making (25).
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Silberman (33) has a sharply contrasting point of view

regarding individualization, and argues that behavioral

definitions of educational objectives are more like prescrip-

tions for training rather than for education. Although goals

should be specified in both training and education, in train-

ing the behavior to be produced is embedded in the lesson

itself. In education, however, achievement must be defined

in terms of what the student does after the lessons have all

ended.

Hetrick (24) states that teachers need special training

in the methods of how to individualize instruction, and in

the establishment of levels of performance to be reached which

specify satisfactory fulfillment of curricular objectives.

Rita S. Dunn, Associate Professor, St. John's University,

states,

The process of educating children is evolving
from the teacher-dominated instruction to a child-
centered environment to objectives-based learning

. . . Each youngster learns in a manner which is
uniquely his own, through perceptual strengths
that either fortify or discourage his acquisi-
tion of knowledge and skills, and with a learning
style that tends to dominate his every effort to
achieve (11).

With all the variances of literary opinions regarding

the processes for individualization of the educational process,
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let me summarize this section of literature survey by quoting

Dunn: "No stress-free, perfect guidelines for inducing change

can be devised to facilitate the individualization process

for all districts" (12).

The Individually Guided Education
(IGE) Approach

After decades of trying to have thirty children learn

every subject from one teacher trying her best to instruct

them as a group, following an inflexible curriculum set by

the textbook or the central office, more and more schools are

beginning to change their approaches by placing far more em-

phasis on helping students as individuals. Long ago, alert

educators realized that the traditional classroom brings

together children who are similar in age but very different

in terms of ability, maturity level, and learning habits, and

that each child is quite able to be educated when allowed to

learn in his own way (2). Until recently, however, schools

have not made much progress in changing their traditional

teaching approach to meet the individual needs of each stu-

dent (39). While critics write books that bitterly attack

our established system of teaching, while millions of parents

read such books with understandable concern, and even as



35

teachers and school administrators exchange exciting stories

in their professional journals about new and better teaching

methods, far too many schools continue to operate nearly the

same way they did fifty years ago.

In 1965, the Charles F. Kettering Foundation launched a

program called I/D/E/A to deal specifically with the challenge

of helping schools to transfer individualized education con-

cepts from the pages of research reports into school class-

rooms. The Institute for the Development of Educational

Activities developed insight into why schools have had diffi-

culty in adopting new educational concepts and ways to over-

come the obstacles to change. Through combining its own

findings with important new ideas from the Wisconsin Research

and Development Center for Cognitive Learning and other insti-

tutions, it has created a new action program called Individually

Guided Education. Individually Guided Education strives to

blend several promising new teaching concepts into a coordi-

nated, yet flexible,plan for organizing and operating the

school as a total learning environment in which the individual-

ized teaching approach can work well. I/D/E/A refers to it

as "a system to teach children one at a time, together" (14,

pp. 27-28).



36

Individually Guided Education is a comprehensive system

of education and instruction designed to produce higher edu-

cational achievements through providing for differences among

students in rate of learning, learning style, and other

characteristics. The major components are:

1. An organization for instruction

2. A model of instructional programming

3. A model for developing measurement tools and

evaluation procedures

4. Related curriculum materials

5. Facilitative environments

6. Continuing research and development.

The elementary multiunit school is a new organization for the

elementary school, an alternative to the self-contained, age-

graded type of organization. It is an invention of organiza-

tional arrangements emerging from a synthesis of theory and

practice regarding individualized instructional programming,

horizontal and vertical organization within the school, role

differentiation, shared decision-making, open communication,

and administrative and instructional accountability.

Team teaching, non-grading, and multi-unit grouping are

three of the innovative methods used in an Individually Guided
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Education school. Thus, instead of 20 to 30 students being

permanently placed in a classroom with one teacher, about 100

to 150 students within a 3-year age range are placed in a unit,

staffed by 4 to 6 teachers plus one to 2 teacher aides. The

teachers work as a team in each unit, and can arrange the

pupils in various, frequently-changing groups and learning

situations to meet needs of individual students. Individually

Guided Education is basically a staff development process,

and is not intended to dictate exactly how a school is to be

organized. The aim is an educational system that enables the

overall school environment to fit the needs of the individual

child, rather than molding the child to fit the system. In

the relaxed, friendly environment, a student is more likely

to enjoy school, since he is building on his own past successes

and helping to decide what he will learn next. He moves as

fast as he is able in the subjects easiest for him, and he

takes the time he needs with subjects he finds more difficult.

The threat of failing to pass to a higher grade level does

not exist. A basic learning cycle is used within the program

which involves both students and teachers in assessment of

learning level, specification of next objectives, selection
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of method for achieving objectives, and re-assessment of

accomplishment level (40).

A large part of I/D/E/A's research effort has focused

on reasons why so many previous attempts at educational change

have failed. One major conclusion of this research is that

a key ingredient for successful change is an environment that

stirs up a spirit of involvement, commitment, and positive

action. As one means of building stronger staff involvement

and commitment in each school, the decision-making structure

is changed. Teaching teams assume more responsibility for

instructional decisions, and the "unit leaders" from the teach-

ing teams join with the principal in making decisions which

affect the entire school. As another means of stimulating

staff involvement, each school is drawn into a league with

seven to ten other schools, allowing for active exchange of

ideas, progress reports, and enthusiasm. In most cases, an

intermediate agency, college, university, state department

of education, or the central office of a large school district

coordinates and monitors the activities of league schools.

The agency serves as a positive stimulus for change and possible

replication in other schools. Klausmeier (28) refers to

Individually Guided Education as a non-graded approach to
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to individualization that emphasizes motivation and personal

commitment to learning in the context of a multiunit, non-

graded school organization. It is a staff development program

designed to reorganize and redirect the time, talents, and

energies of an entire school. The Institute for the Develop-

ment of Educational Activities reports research that shows

improved student and teacher attitudes, thereby creating a

relaxed, personalized environment assumed to be conducive to

learning.

Related Empirical Research

PREP study.--In a 1970 PREP (Putting Research into Edu-

cational Practice) study, the United States Office of Educa-

tion reviewed current developments in individualized instruc-

tion. The study looked at forty-six schools around the country

and found four distinct trends which represented significant

departures from traditional practice, although the framework

was relatively unchanged in many cases. In most of the schools

observed, emphasis continued to focus upon traditional skills

and subject matter, but the trend was toward becoming more

specific, stating objectives in behavioral terms and extending

the range of skills and subjects. About half the schools

observed by the PREP study retain traditional objectives in
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skill and subject content while recognizing differences among

learners. At Cashton, Wisconsin, Elementary School, for ex-

ample, all pupils need not complete all elements of every

subject. As a case in point, a slow pupil at Cashton may be

permitted to skip Roman numerals if he has trouble with Arabic

numerals. At Franklin Elementary School, Greeley, Colorado,

pupils are permitted to move through a prescribed curriculum

at their own individual speed. The object is to permit each

child to go as far and as fast as he can. The framework at

Franklin is traditional; the objective is to move individuals

rather than classes or groups. Other schools in the study

exhibiting this trend are located in Melbourne, Florida,

Parkside Elementary School of Murray, Utah, and E. L. Berger

School of West Fargo, North Dakota.

A second trend mirrors the influence of the child-

centered approach. It places less emphasis on the acquisition

of specific skills and facts, and places increased emphasis

on optimum individual development. Objectives are more indi-

vidualized and dependent upon learner needs. Children who

have few academic problems are provided more learning exper-

iences related to social, emotional, or physical development.

Subject matter is used more as a vehicle to expose needs or
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provide an opportunity for the teacher to work with a child

in an area of concern to the child. In Pendleton, Oregon, the

goal is to try to change the self-image of average or above-

average learners who are underachieving. The subject matter

is used as an excuse to establish a relationship between pupil

and teacher to determine the learner's needs. Academic growth

is evaluated upon the basis of achievement tests; personality

and emotional growth are measured through psychological testing

and subjective teacher judgement; physical growth is evaluated

with the use of the Oregon Motor Fitness Test and teachers'

subjective judgements.

A third trend places less emphasis on subject matter for

an entirely different reason. The basic concept is that pres-

ent knowledge is changing at a rapid rate and new knowledge

is being developed so quickly that the only really legitimate

objective of the school is to develop independent, life-long

learners. Thus, the emphasis is on the affective domain,

developing a pleasant, positive feeling toward learning how

to function as an independent learner. At Meadow Moore Elemen-

tary School, Granite School District, Utah, skill subjects are

taught as a means rather than as an end. After basic skills

are learned, the children are encouraged to pursue and develop
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their own interests. The school is divided into a primary

and an upper area. The objective at the primary level is

literary. At the upper level, efforts are made to make children

self-propelled learners, interested and excited in learning,

and able to develop the things in which they are interested.

Finally, there is a trend toward developing a new curricu-

lum with specified skills and subject matter, developing a

procedure to continually modify those skills and subjects and

the behaviors they represent, and developing a means to keep

the skills and subjects relevant in terms of the context of

the society in which those behaviors will be used. The most

massive and determined attempt to create relevancy was found

in the Temple City, California,schools. There, the school

superintendent sought to determine if the schools should be

teaching children to live in their world or ours. In seeking

to create relevance for the world the children will face, the

Temple City schools have retained consultants and others who

review the findings of "think tanks" to determine the type of

knowledge the children will need to live successfully in the

world of tomorrow. Parents and school board members have

responded positively to this objective, but teachers have

questioned their ability to teach toward a world they cannot

really know.
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While there is little objective evidence concerning the

impact of individualization on learning, there are strong

indications that the results are highly positive. About half

of the forty-six schools studied by PREP had no formal evidence

of success or failure in learning achievement, nor had they

developed plans to obtain such evidence. Seventeen schools

had test results which, in most cases, showed academic success.

Many others use questionnaires, attendance rates, dropout

rates, and data on disciplinary problems in reviewing results.

Four had extensive plans evaluating their programs by objective

standard. Parkside Elementary School, Murray, Utah, has sought

to document learning achievements of individual children. The

school reports gains of from two to four years within a single

school year, based upon standardized test results. The data,

however, has not been treated statistically, and there is no

firm proof of such achievement. Wilson Elementary School,

Janesville, Wisconsin, administered standardized tests seven

months apart. It reported that the results showed that all

of the different levels grew a full year in comprehension.

In spelling, the pattern averaged 1.2 years for the seven-

month period. The four schools which have developed elaborate

plans for making an evaluation are Granada Community School
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in Corte Madera, California; the G. S. Skiff Elementary School

in Phoenix, Arizona; Nova Public Schools in Fort Lauderdale,

Florida; and Southside Elementary School in Durham, North

Carolina. Plans include the use of the STEP Test in achieve-

ment, measurement of critical thinking skills, student response

to questionnaires, and long-term evaluation programs to assess

the impact of individualized instruction.

CASEA study.--Preliminary evidence from the Wisconsin

Center of Research and Development's early implementation of

the Individually Guided Education (IGE) multiunit school and

incorporation of the curriculum component in reading indicated

dramatic increases in student achievement over a short period

of time. A 1969 report of Professional Satisfaction and

Decision Making in the Multiunit School by Roland J. Pellegrin,

professor of sociology, Center for the Advanced Study of Edu-

cational Administration at the University of Oregon, disclosed

a high rate of professional satisfaction in the multiunit

school. Pellegrin stated that "we have evidence that group

participation in decision-making is highly regarded by faculty

members of multiunit schools. In interviews, high job satis-

faction and increased effectiveness were attributed to teacher

involvement in the decisions affecting their work" (14, pp. 27-28).
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Jefferson County, Colorado study. -- Jefferson County,

Colorado, was the first school district to implement the

Wisconsin Reading Design systemwide as an effort of the

Individually Guided Education process. They first used the

Word Attack element of the program in 5 schools in 1969-1970.

In 1970-1971, that number jumped to 31, with some 12,000

children and 370 teachers involved. By 1971-1972, there were

65 schools involved with Word Attack K - 3, with some 30,000

children and 1,000 teachers participating. This increased

usage shows satisfaction, a fact that George Jurata, coordi-

nator of reading for Jefferson County Public Schools, backs up.

He cites that teacher behavior is changing toward child-

centered approaches, the educational climate has improved,

a district-wide commitment has been achieved, and achievement

gains have been significantly measured. In 1970-1971, over

2,800 children in grade 2 and 2,700 in grade 3 were tested

on paragraph meaning and word meaning, using the Stanford

Achievement Tests. Pre-rests were given in September, 1970,

and post-tests in March, 1971. The results were extremely

encouraging:

1. In grade two on paragraph meaning, 49 per cent of

the students were in the lower quartile on the pre-test and
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only 36 per cent were in the upper two quartiles. By the time

of the post-test, only 28 per cent were in the lower quartile

and 60 per cent were in the upper two quartiles.

2. In the test on word meaning, also in grade two, 37

per cent of the students were in the lower quartile on the

pre-test, compared with 24 per cent on the post-test. Forty-

six per cent were in the upper two quartiles on the pre-test,

whereas there were 63 per cent in these categories on the

post-test.

3. Results for grade three were very similar on both

the paragraph meaning and word meaning tests.

Nelson study.--Richard G. Nelson, doctoral student at

the University of Wisconsin, conducted a study in 1972, en-

titled, An Analysis of the Relationships of the Multiunit

School Organizational Structure and Individually Guided Edu-

cation to the Learning Climate of Pupils. The study supports

the idea that children's self-concept as learners is better

in a multiunit school than a traditionally organized school.

The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship

of the multiunit organization to the learning climate of stu-

dents. Learning climate was devined as "a combination of the

behavioral and attitudinal variables in a pupil's immediate
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school setting which may affect learning" (14, pp. 27-28).

The variables included factors related to school morale and

self-concept as a learner.

The study sample consisted of twenty-five schools,

thirteen multiunit and twelve control schools. The multi-

unit schools were selected to satisfy the following criteria:

the school was fully organized in the multiunit pattern, was

in at least its second year of operation, and included stu-

dents in the nine-to-twelve age range for an upper limit.

Control schools were matched for geographic location, size,

and socio-economic background. The instruments chosen for

gathering data on learning climate included modified versions

of the School Morale Scale with seven subscales, and the

semantic Differential of Self-Concept as a Learner.

Based on his findings, Nelson drew the following conclu-

sions:

1. Pupils in multiunit schools exhibited evidence of

a more positive learning climate than did pupils in tradition-

ally organized schools.

2. Pupils in multiunit schools generally appeared to

have a more positive self-concept as learners than did pupils

in traditionally organized schools.
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3. Pupils in multiunit schools displayed a more positive

attitude toward their fellow pupils than did pupils in tradi-

tionally organized schools.

4. There was no difference between multiunit pupils and

pupils in traditionally organized schools with respect to their

attitude toward teachers.

5. Pupils in multiunit schools generally appeared to

have a more positive attitude toward instruction than did

pupils in traditionally organized schools.

6. Pupils in multiunit schools revealed a more positive

attitude toward school in general (school morale) than did

pupils in traditionally organized schools.

7. Pupils in multiunit schools had a more positive atti-

tude toward their school plant than did pupils in traditionally

organized schools.

8. There was no difference between multiunit pupils and

pupils in traditionally organized schools with respect to

attitude toward administration and staff.

9. Pupils in multiunit schools exhibited a more positive

attitude toward their community than did pupils in traditionally

organized schools.
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10. There was no difference between multiunit school

pupils and pupils in traditionally organized schools with

respect to records of attendance and tardiness.

Texas Education Agency study. -- Children of migrant farm

workers enrolled in small group or individual instruction in

reading and mathematics nearly doubled their old learning

rates during the past year, according to an evaluation report

just completed by the Texas Education Agency.

One group showed a 1.89 per month gain in reading while

another topped the math learning rate at 1.54 for each month.

The normal rate of gain would be 1.00 per month.

These results, highlights of the 1973 annual report of

the Texas Child Migrant Program, funded under ESEA Title I,

were gathered through a series of standardized tests taken

by groups of students in reading and mathematics programs.

"Both sets of results point up the need for more small-group

or individual work with these children," according to Lee

Frazier, Texas Education Agency director of migrant programs.

"'We tested youngsters who have been learning to read under

fifteen different types of programs, and found that the seven

which showed the greatest gain concentrated on small-group or

individual teaching" (14, p. 27-28).
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In addition to the research studies reported in this

section, there are numerous other studies currently being

conducted throughout the United States, regarding the Individ-

ually Guided Education process and its effect upon the improve-

ment of instruction through various individualized approaches

in educational institutions.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION OF DATA

This chapter contains a description of the procedures

followed in the preparation of this study. It is divided

into the following sections: Selection of the Problem,

Review of the Literature, Development of the Survey Instru-

ment, Methodology for the Collection of Data, and Treatment

of the Data.

Selection of the Problem

During the last decade, educators throughout the United

States have been concerned with the implications of the indi-

vidualization of instruction in the educational processes of

public schools. Topics related to non-gradedness, team teach-

ing, shared decision-making, humanization of the instructional

program, and techniques for individualizing instruction have

been the major themes of seminars, workshops, and professional

conventions, both on a local and national level. National

survey polls conducted by Gallup (I) and numerous educational

research groups have consistently revealed diverse public
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opinions regarding the effectiveness of individualized ap-

proaches to teaching. A resurgent emphasis on the teaching

of the basic curriculum content has become a major political

issue in public education throughout the United States today.

With such widespread opinions regarding the national status

of the individualization of instruction, elementary principals

of Texas have become deeply concerned about the potential

problems which could arise through the implementation of any

innovative programs or processes for students in their schools.

Individually Guided Education, a staff development effort and

a philosophy for individualizing education in the elementary

school classrooms, was therefore selected as a problem for

study. A survey of existing Individually Guided Education

schools on a national basis was determined as the best means

for gathering data that could assist Texas school principals

with proper implementation procedures.

Review of the Literature

A careful study was made of books, periodicals, profes-

sional publications, seminar reports, convention summaries,

and results of relevant surveys pertaining to individualiza-

tion of instruction and to the Individually Guided Education
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process. The nature of this problem, being relatively new,

lent itself to almost daily hypotheses by various contemporary

journalists. Also, the Texas Information Service (TIS) of

Austin, Texas, and the Educational Resources Information Cen-

ter (ERIC) Clearinghouse files of Washington, D. C. were con-

sulted for pertinent information related to the study. A

document search of other research information services was

conducted, using key words as a means of locating printed

matter and publications which were of significance to the

survey topic. The North Texas State University library re-

sources were also examined for dissertation format and design.

Development of the Survey Instrument

After a careful review of the available relevant liter-

ature, an examination of all known related studies and survey

instruments used was made before selecting the most pertinent

questions relative to the study. A sample instrument was

constructed on the basis of specific suggestions that were

derived or interpreted from the reviewed literature. The

instrument was designed to survey elementary school princi-

pals' perceptions of the Individually Guided Education process

of staff development, and the problems they encountered during

implementation of the process in their schools. The tentative
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instrument and pertinent sections of the proposed study were

discussed in conferences with an elementary school principal

whose school was involved in the process, a college professor

who was knowledgeable about the Individually Guided Education

concept, and a director of research and evaluation. This

effort was made in order to increase the validity and relia-

bility of the survey instrument and to examine the items for

clarity of expression.

The next step called for the development of a survey

format. This task included writing directions, developing a

demographic data section, and establishing a means for compil-

ing the collected data. The preliminary instrument was then

considered ready to be submitted to a jury of education author-

ities for professional judgment and validation. The survey

instrument contained thirty-nine response items and three

open-ended discussion questions.

A jury panel of seven professional educators, who were

considered to be authorities in regard to the Individually

Guided Education process, was selected to serve as a valida-

tion team. The seven members selected included two school

superintendents, two state coordinators of Individually Guided

Education, and three elementary school principals who were
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familiar with the administration of this individualized edu-

cational approach. The educators were asked to examine the

instrument and to make suggestions as to how it could be

improved to insure that it would gather the desired informa-

tion, thereby assuring content validity. According to Gotkin

and Goldstein, content validity can be defined as follows:

"If on the basis of rational analysis or professional judgment,

the topics and areas included in a test are directly related

to what the test is supposed to measure, the test has content

validity" (2, p. 140).

The sample survey questionnaire, a letter of instructions,

a jury reaction sheet, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope

were sent to all jury panel members as a means of obtaining

validation of each individual item. The members of the jury

panel were asked to respond by completing the jury reaction

sheet, identifying those items that needed correction or

deletion, and making other suggestions or recommendations

for improvement of the questionnaire instrument. It was

decided that acceptance of an item by five of the seven jury

panel members would constitute validity and justify inclusion

in the final questionnaire. As a result of responses from
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jury members, several corrections, changes, and additions

were made.

The questions were typed on the final survey instrument,

and a cover sheet was added for respondent identification

information. The survey instrument was divided into four main

sections. Section One, General Demographic Information, re-

quired responses to fifteen multiple-response items related

to personal, individual school and school district data.

Section Two, Organizational Structure, contained fifteen

questions or items which related to staffing patterns, inno-

vative practices, school procedures,and assessment activities.

Those items also required selection of appropriate choices

from multiple-response types of questions. Section Three,

Implementation, consisted of nine multiple-response questions

related to implementation problems, procedures, and degree of

effectiveness. It also related to principals' attitudes and

role expectations. Section Four, Additional Comments, required

written responses to three open-ended discussion questions

regarding personal evaluation of the process, and also provided

a space for any other additional comments to be made by re-

spondents.
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Methodology for Collection of Data

Data for this study were collected during the fall

semester of 1973. All respondents in the survey were elemen-

tary school principals, representing eighteen states from

various sections of the United States. The initial step in

the administration of the survey instrument was the selection

of participants to be mailed the questionnaire. That was

accomplished by using a complete list of Individually Guided

Education schools, current as of May, 1972, as published by

the National School Public Relations Association in its Educa-

tion U. S. A. Special Report of 1972. Each school on the list

was assigned a number for identification purposes. A strati-

fied random sampling was utilized, using a table of random

numbers, to determine the 100 elementary school principals

who would receive a questionnaire for response. In reference

to the authority of the mailed questionnaire, Kerlinger stated,

"If mailed questionnaires are used, the researcher at best

must content himself with returns as low as 50 or 60 per cent,

but every effort should be made to obtain returns of at least

80 to 90 per cent or more" (3, p. 397). Every effort was made

to obtain the results as recommended by Kerlinger. Although

an arbitrary figure of 67 per cent was chosen as the minimum
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per cent of acceptable returns, it was intended from the

beginning that multiple efforts would be made in order to

assure a much larger percentage of questionnaires returned.

The validated survey questionnaire was administered to

the 100 randomly selected elementary school principals. The

cover letter, explaining the purposes of the study and re-

questing participation, a survey instrument, and a self-

addressed, stamped envelope were mailed directly to the

elementary school principals, by name, in each of the identi-

fied survey schools. Questionnaires were mailed to prospective

participants from all of the eighteen states of the United

States where Individually Guided Education was in existence

as of May, 1972. The prospective participants were sent a

letter which explained the nature of the study and assured

their anonymity. A copy of the findings was offered in return

for their contributions, if they desired the results. Of the

100 subjects who were finally selected, 84 returned completed

questionnaires.

Treatment of the Data

The questionnaires were mailed to the 100 prospective

participants on October 27, 1973. A listing of the prospec-

tive participants was made, to be used as a working list for
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checking off the respondents as completed survey instruments

were returned. Using these procedures, it was determined

that eighty-four usable questionnaires were returned. Two

mail-outs were returned without reaching the designated ele-

mentary school principal for whom they were addressed. Four-

teen per cent of the survey instruments were not returned by

the prospective participants. The 84 per cent of usable re-

turned questionnaires was greatly in excess of the 67 per cent

that was arbitrarily chosen as a minimum of acceptable returns.

Each returned questionnaire was reviewed carefully, and

all responses were manually recorded on data collection sheets.

The number of respondents for each item was totaled, and the

percentage for each response to all questions of the survey

was also tallied and computed. The recorded results are

reported in Chapter IV, with a table of results being developed

for each of the thirty-nine survey questions.

The returns were then divided into the categories neces-

sary for comparing survey results to determine whether signifi-

cant differences existed between concomitant categories. This

procedure required that the results be recorded according to

sizes of school districts, student ethnic compositions, average

family incomes, principals' years of experience, and average
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ages of faculties. The results of these comparative data,

and their effects upon school decision-making processes and

use of innovative practices, were tested for significance by

obtaining the chi square values of each comparison. Chi

square was applied to test the relationship of association or

independence among each category. The null hypotheses were

tested that no significant relationship existed with regard

to each concomitant variable. The null hypotheses were re-

jected at the .05 level of significance or above.

Conclusions were drawn from the results produced through

the statistical treatment of the data. Recommendations were

also made as a means of providing assistance to elementary

school principals in the future. The recommendations were

based upon the obtained results and conclusions which were

interpreted from analysis of the collected data. The conclu-

sions and recommendations are listed in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA

Introduction

This study was conducted to obtain elementary school

principals' perceptions of the problems involved in implement-

ing the Individually Guided Education (IGE) process of staff

development in their schools. The survey was an attempt to

ascertain the effect of Individually Guided Education upon

the school decision-making processes and the organization of

innovative practices within the schools, as well as to deter-

mine if any significant differences in survey results existed

between sizes of school districts, student ethnic compositions,

average family incomes, principals' years of experience, or

average ages of faculties. Data was collected during the fall

of 1973 and reflected the positions of the surveyed principals

as they perceived them at that time. Survey instruments were

sent to 100 elementary school principals from 18 different

states of the United States. The surveyed principals were

selected, through a stratified random sampling technique,
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from a list of Individually Guided Education schools published

during 1972 by the National School Public Relations Associa-

tion in their Education U. S. A. Special Report. The responses

from the principals exceeded the expected respondents by a

large number and resulted in an 84 per cent return of question-

naires. The data gathered during this investigation are pre-

sented in this chapter in the following two sections: Summary

of Responses and Comparative Analysis of Data.

Summary of Responses

The findings presented here are the tabulated results of

the questionnaire, "Administrator Perceptions of the Indivi-

dually Guided Education Staff Development Process." The

collected data from each of the thirty-nine items on the survey

instrument will be presented in separate tables, including

both the number of respondents and the percentage of respon-

dents for each answer. Copies of correspondence to all par-

ticipants in this study may be found in the appendix.

The data in Table I indicate that more than half (51.2

per cent) of the respondents in this study were elementary

principals from school districts of medium size, having between

5,001 and 20,000 students enrolled. There were many more

small districts than large ones included in the survey, even



68

TABLE I

TOTAL PUPIL ENROLLMENT IN THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS

District Number of Percentage of
Enrollment Respondents Respondents

Less than - 500 5 5.7

500 - 1,000 3 3.4

1,001 - 3,000 11 13.0

3,001 - 5,000 12 14.2

5,001 - 20,000 43 51.1

20,001 - 50,000 4 4.7

50,001 - 100,000 2 2.2

More than - 100,000 4 4.7

Total 84 100.0

though the respondents were randomly selected without the

researcher's knowledge of school district sizes.

The data in Table II show that the sizes of individual

schools in this survey followed a rather normal frequency of

distribution, with 72.8 per cent of the schools appearing in

the two middle size classifications. Only two schools in the

survey had enrollments of less than 100 students, while two

others had enrollments greater than 1,000 students. These
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PUPIL ENROLLMENT IN

Elementary
School Enrollment

Less than

100

300

500

800

1,000

TABLE II

THE INDIVIDUAL

Number of
Respondents

~~~~.1

100

299

499

799

999

or more

Total

2

16

30

31

3

2

84

SCHOOLS SURVEYED

Percentage of
Respondents

2.2

19.1

35.9

37.2

3.4

2.2

100.0

data appear to be quite similar to national averages for

elementary school enrollments.

An analysis of the data in Table III illustrates that

the K - 6 organizational structure is far more prevalent than

any other elementary school grade organization in this survey.

It is also interesting to note that only seven respondent

schools were organized without a kindergarten level program

in operation. Only one school in the survey had all grades

K - 12.

84

= - . ...
J
I
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TABLE III

GRADES TAUGHT IN THE INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS REPORTING

Grade Organizational Number of Percentage of
Structure Respondents Respondents

K - 2 2 2.2

K - 3 3 3.4

K - 4 4 4.7

K - 5 14 16.7

K - 6 53 63.3

K - 12 1 1.2

1 - 3 1 1.2

1 - 6 6 7.3

Total 84 100.0

A study of the data in Table IV clearly indicates a very

high percentage of Anglo students enrolled in the respondents'

schools. Eight elementary principals reported 100 per cent

Anglo enrollments. The highest percentage of Negro students

in any respondent school was 76 per cent; of Mexican-American

students, 72 per cent; of American Indian students, 5 per

cent; and of Oriental students, 7 per cent. Only two schools

in the survey reported a significant tri-ethnic enrollment.
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TABLE IV

STUDENT ETHNIC COMPOSITIONS

Average
Student Ethnic Number Percentage Percentage
Composition of of of All
(over 50%) Respondents Respondents Respondents'

Enrollments

Majority Anglo 78 92.9 78.9

Majority Negro 5 5.9 12.4

Majority Mexican-
American 1 1.2 6.0

Majority American
Indian 0 0.0 1.2

Majority Oriental 0 0.0 1.3

Majority Puerto Rican 0 0.0 0.1

Majority Other 0 0.0 0.1

Total 84 100.0 100.0

A review of the data in Table V reveals that the major

portion of schools responding in this survey were from below

average income areas. Although there were schools from all

levels of income, 83.4 per cent of the respondents fell in

the lower half of the income classifications. Just one school

principal reported the community's average annual income as

being over $40,000.
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TABLE V

AVERAGE ANNUAL INCOME OF FAMILIES
IN THE SCHOOL COMMUNITIES

Average Number of Percentage of
Annual Income Respondents Respondents

Less than $ 5,000 3 3.4

$ 5,000 - 10,000 37 44.1

10,001 - 15,000 30 35.9

15,001 - 20,000 9 10.7

20,001 - 40,000 4 4.7

Over 40,000 1 1.2

Total 84 100.0

Concerning the number of full-time professional teachers

in the survey schools responding, it is quite evident from

the data in Table VI that the majority of the schools had a

relatively small staff. Eighty-two per cent of the schools

had twenty-nine full-time teachers or less; 10.7 per cent of

the schools had fewer than ten teachers. Only two schools

in the survey had more than forty teachers on the staff.

The data in Table VII clearly indicate that the completely

randomly selected schools in this survey were staffed with an

extremely high percentage of Anglo teachers. The researcher
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TABLE VI

NUMBER OF FULL-TIME PROFESSIONAL TEACHERS
IN THE RESPONDENT SCHOOLS

Full-Time Number of Percentage of
Teachers Respondents Respondents

Less than 10 9 10.7

10 - 19 27 32.1

20 - 29 33 39.3

30 - 39 13 15.5

40-49 1 1.2

50 or more 1 1.2

Total 84 100.0

was quite surprised by this factor when the data was collected.

Forty-six schools in the survey reported that its faculty

consisted of 100 per cent Anglo teachers. Just four schools

had greater than 40 per cent of Negro teachers on the staffs,

while all other minority groups were very poorly represented

on the staffs of the respondent schools. Three schools failed

to complete this item on the questionnaire without explana-

tions or comments.

Table VIII data quickly reveal that the Bachelor's

Degree predominates amongst the teaching staffs of the schools
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TABLE VII

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF THE TEACHING STAFFS

Average

Teacher Number Percentage Percentage
Ethnic of of of All

Composition Respondents Respondents Respondents'
(over50%)Ethni~c

Compositions

Majority Anglo 81 96.6 92.1

Majority Negro 0 0.0 6.6

Majority Mexican-
American 0 0.0 0.9

Majority American
Indian 0 0.0 0.1

Majority Oriental 0 0.0 0.2

No Indication 3 3.4 0.1

Total 84 100.0 100.0

in this survey. Only fourteen elementary school principals

(16.7 per cent) had a predominance of Master's Degree level

teachers on their staffs, while no principals reported a

predominance of the Doctoral level teachers.

The data in Table IX indicated the predominance of younger

faculties in the survey schools. Sixty-four and one-half per

cent of the elementary school principals reported that the

average age of their teaching staff was less than thirty-five
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TABLE VIII

EDUCATIONAL DEGREES HELD BY TEACHING STAFFS

Educational Number of Percentage of
Degrees Respondents Respondents

Predominantly
Bachelor's Level
Degrees 70 83.3

Predominantly
Master's Level
Degrees 14 16.7

Predominantly
Doctoral Level
Degrees 0 0.0

Total 84 100.0

years of age, with 18.0 per cent of the schools averaging

less than thirty years of age. Only two schools indicated

faculty members having average ages greater than forty-five

years of age. Three elementary school principals failed to

respond to this item on the questionnaire.

The data in Table X, indicating that all elementary

principals who responded to this survey instrument were of

Anglo ethnic origin, completely surprised the researcher.

It was expected that a random survey of elementary school

principals from all geographic regions of the United States,
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TABLE IX

AVERAGE AGE OF TEACHING STAFFS

Average Age Number of Percentage of
of Staff Respondents Respondents

Less than 30 15 18.0

30 - 35 39 46.5

36 - 45 25 29.9

46 - 50 2 2.2

More than 50 0 0.0

No Indication 3 3.4

Total 84 100.0

all sizes of schools, and all sizes of school districts would

include principals of various ethnic backgrounds.

Table XI data illustrate that a good cross-section of

principals' ages was included in this survey. A rather nor-

mal distribution frequency was reported by elementary school

principals. Just one principal appeared in the oldest classi-

fication, over sixty years of age, and none in the youngest

group, under twenty-five years of age. Almost half of the

respondents (48.9 per cent) fell in the two middle age classi-

fications, ranging from thirty-six to forty-five years of age.
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TABLE X

PRINCIPALS' ETHNIC GROUPS AND SEX

Ethnic Group Number of Percentage of

and Sex Respondents Respondents

Female Anglo 16 19.1

Male Anglo 68 80.9

Female Negro 0 0.0

Male Negro 0 0.0

Female Mexican-American 0 0.0

Male Mexican-American 0 0.0

Female Oriental 0 0.0

Male Oriental 0 0.0

Female American Indian 0 0.0

Male American Indian 0 0.0

Total 84 100.0

The information included in Table XII illustrates that

more than half (60.8 per cent) of the elementary school

principals in this survey have not reached a level above the

Master's degree, but none possessed only a Bachelor's degree.

There were four Doctorate level principals out of the eighty-

four respondents to the survey.
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TABLE XI

AGES OF PRINCIPALS

Principal's Age Number of Percentage of
Respondents Respondents

Under 25 0 0.0

25 - 30 3 3.4

31 - 35 12 14.2

36 - 40 21 25.0

41 - 45 20 23.9

46 - 50 11 13.1

51 - 55 8 9.6

56 - 60 8 9.6

Over 60 1 1.2

No Indication 0 0.0

Total 84 100.0

The data in Table XIII indicate that a wide variety of

years of experience by principals is evident in this survey

group. No particular classification had an extremely high

percentage, but the three classifications which include from

eleven to twenty-five years of experience make up 71.8 per

cent of the total group surveyed.
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TABLE XII

HIGHEST DEGREE HELD BY PRINCIPALS

Principal's Number of Percentage of
Degree Respondents Respondents

Bachelor's level 0 0.0

Master's level 51 60.8

Advanced Master's
level (specialized) 29 34.5

Doctoral level 4 4.7

Total 84 100.0

Table XIV contains data which illustrates that the sur-

vey sampling of elementary principals contains a good cross-

section of administrative experience, but that 56.2 per cent

of the total respondents had only served in the principal's

position for ten years or less. Only six elementary prin-

cipals amongst the study's respondents had been school prin-

cipals for more than twenty years.

The data in Table XV indicate that in approximately

one-third (34.6 per cent) of the elementary schools there
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TABLE XIII

PRINCIPALS' YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
IN THE EDUCATIONAL FIELD

Principal's Number of Percentage of
Years of Experience Respondents Respondents

Less than 5 0 0.0

5 - 10 9 10.7

11 - 15 22 26.3

16 - 20 18 21.6

21 - 25 20 23.9

26 - 30 7 8.4

31 - 35 5 5.7

Over 35 3 3.4

Total 84 100.0

was no administrative assistance available for the principal.

It appears that more assistance was provided for direct

student-related problems, the nurse, psychologist, and coun-

selor.
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TABLE XIV

PRINCIPALS' YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
AS ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS

Years of Experience Number of Percentage of
As A Principal Respondents Respondents

0 - 2 10 11.9

3-- 5 15 18.0

6 - 10 22 26.3

11 - 15 21 25.0

16 - 20 10 11.9

21 - 25 4 4.6

26 -30 2 2.3

Over 30 0 0.0

Total 84 100.0

It is quite evident from the data in Table XVI that

teaching teams are an integral part of Individually Guided

Education. A total of 91.8 per cent of the principals indi-

cated that over 75 per cent of their staffs had been organized

into team situations. All survey schools were implementing

teaching teams to some extent.
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TABLE XV

OTHER FULL-TIME ADMINISTRATIVE
PERSONNEL ON SCHOOL STAFFS

Other Full-Time Number of Percentage of
Personnel Respondents Respondents

Assistant Principals 8 9.6

Administrative Intern 3 3.4

Guidance Counselor 10 11.9

Attendance Registrar 2 2.3

Psychologist/
Social Worker 13 15.5

Nurse/Physician 19 22.7

None/No Indication 29 34.6

*Other 0 0.0

Total 84 100.0

*Fifteen elementary school principals listed the follow-
ing other personnel positions on their staffs: curriculum
consultant, speech therapist, administrative assistant, media
arts specialist, counselor, resource teacher, elementary
supervisor, instructional coordinator, reading coordinator,
specialist-emotionally disturbed, health aide, learning dis-
ability instructor, child development instructor, and reading
teacher.

The data in Table XVII show that the use of team leaders

by elementary school principals of Individually Guided Educa-

tion schools was almost unanimous. As an important element
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TABLE XVI

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL STAFFS ORGANIZED INTO TEACHING TEAMS

Organized into Number of Percentage of
Teaching Teams Respondents Respondents

Below 10% 0 0.0
Between 11% and 25% 1 1.2
Between 267 and 50% 2 2.3
Between 51% and 75% 4 4.7
Over 75% 77 91.8

Total 84 100.0

of this staff development process, the team leader becomes

extremely necessary for effective planning and organizing.

TABLE XVII

SELECTION OF TEAM LEADERS

Team Leaders Number of Percentage of
Selected? Respondents Respondents

Yes 81 96.7
No 1 1.2

Not applicable 0 0.0
*Yes, but removed 2 2.3

Total 84 100.0

*This identical response was inserted by two different
elementary school principals in the survey.
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The results of the responses to this question in the survey

instrument produced no particular surprise to the researcher,

but rather validated the necessity for reorganization in In-

dividually Guided Education schools for effective implementa-

tion.

The data in Table XVIII reveal a rather normal frequency

distribution, with a slight tendency toward easy implementation.

DEGREES OF DIFFICULTY

TABLE XVIII

IN IMPLEMENTATION OF TEAM TEACHING

Degree of Number of Percentage of
Difficulty Respondents Respondents

Extremely difficult 1 1.2

Somewhat difficult 20 23.8

Average 32 38.1

Rather easy 18 21.5

Very easy 11 13.0

Not applicable 1 1.2

*Other 1 1.2
Total 84 100.0

*One respondent inserted the remark that the degree of
difficulty for implementation of team teaching varied with
each staff member.
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Only one elementary school principal classified this task as

being extremely difficult, while eleven responded that it was

a very easy task.

A large majority (84.6 per cent) of the elementary school

principals reported that they had implemented multi-age

grouping, as is evidenced by the data in Table XIX. The fact,

TABLE XIX

IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTI-AGE GROUPING
IN THE SURVEY SCHOOLS

Multi-Age Number of Percentage of
Grouping Implemented? Respondents Respondents

Yes 71 84.6

No 4 4.7

Formerly attempted,
but discontinued 5 5.9

Planned for future
implementation 3 3.5

*Other 1 1.3

Total 84 100.0

*One elementary school principal respondent reported
that multi-age grouping had been discontinued only in grades
K - 2.
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however, that four principals had not implemented multi-age

grouping and five others had discontinued its use, perhaps

is evidence that this phase of Individually Guided Education

needs to be closely observed and expertly planned before im-

plementation is attempted.

Data in Table XX can be used to illustrate a rather strong

tendency toward difficulty in the implementation of multi-age

TABLE XX

DEGREES OF DIFFICULTY IN IMPLEMENTATION
OF MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Degree of Number of Percentage of
Difficulty Respondents Respondents

Extremely difficult 3 3.4

Somewhat difficult 29 34.5

Average 26 30.9

Rather easy 15 18.0

Very easy 6 7.3

Not applicable 4 4.7

*Other 1 1.2

Total 84 100.0

*One elementary school principal preferred to classify
his school's implementation as limited overlap or combination
classes rather than multi-age grouping.
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grouping. Although only three responding principals classi-

fied this grouping as extremely difficult, over one-third

(34.5 per cent) of all the elementary school principal re-

spondents in this study classified this process as being

somewhat difficult.

Table XXI data reveal an almost unanimous usage of indi-

vidualized instruction in the schools where the Individually

Guided Education process is implemented. It appears that

not all schools have implemented individualization of instruc-

tion in all areas or to the same extent. Perhaps the term

TABLE XXI

IMPLEMENTATION OF INDIVIDUALIZATION OF
INSTRUCTION IN THE SURVEY SCHOOLS

Individualization of Number of Percentage of
Instruction Implemented? Respondents Respondents

Yes 67 79.8

No 0 0.0

Somewhat 16 19.0

*Other 1 1.2

Total 84 100.0

*One elementary school principal responded that individ-
ualization of instruction had taken place in his school only
in the area of reading instruction.
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"personalization of the instructional process" would have

been a better way to present this question in the survey

instrument for greater understanding by respondents.

From the data in Table XXII, it can be interpreted that

small-group instruction is quite prevalent amongst the survey

schools. While only one of the principals responded that

small-group instruction was used 'seldom" or "never," 83.4

per cent of the elementary school principals in this survey

reported that this method of instruction was used "often" or

"very frequently."

TABLE XXII

UTILIZATION OF SMALL-GROUP INSTRUCTION
(LESS THAN TEN STUDENTS)

Small-Group Ni
Instruction Rec

Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Very frequently

Total
r -w .r~rrwh ~ ~ rwri n M~r.

umber of Percentage of
spondents Respondents

0 0.0

1 1.2

13 15.4

39 46.3

31 37.1

84 100.0
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The data in Table XXIII clearly indicate the wide usage

of independent study in the Individually Guided Education

schools of this survey. Over half (55.9 per cent) of the

UTILIZATION OF

TABLE XXIII

INDEPENDENT STUDY AS A LEARNING MODE

Independent Study Number of Percentage of
Utilized Respondents Respondents

Never 0 0.0

Seldom 3 3.5

Sometimes 34 40.6

Often 36 42.8

Very frequently 11 13.1

Total 84 100.0

survey's elementary school principals reported that this

learning mode was used either "often" or "very frequently."

Only 3.5 per cent of the principals reported that independent

study was "never" or "seldom" utilized.

An analysis of the data in Table XXIV clearly points out

that shared decision-making is extremely widespread in schools
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where Individually Guided Education is being implemented.

A curriculum coordinating committee or another similar group

to share regularly in the decision-making process is relied

upon by 96.6 per cent of the survey schools.

TABLE XXIV

DEGREE OF SHARED DECISION-MAKING IN
THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

Degree of Shared Number of Percentage of
Decision-Making Respondents Respondents

Never 0 0.0

Rarely 1 1.2

Seldom 2 2.2

Frequently 30 35.9

Most of the time 51 60.7

Total 84 100.0

The data in Table XXV indicate that a large majority,

approximately 94.1 per cent, do discuss pupils and their

progress, but most principals have organized their schools

into teams or units for this purpose of assessment.

Table XXVI contains data which illustrate that self-

assessment by students exists in most (92.7 per cent) of the
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TABLE XXV

STAFF MEETINGS DESIGNED SOLELY TO DISCUSS PUPILS

Frequency of Number of Percentage of
Staff Meetings Respondents Respondents

to Discuss Pupils

Do not occur 0 0.0

Occur rarely 5 5.9

Occur, but are ineffective 0 0.0

Are scheduled regularly 19 22.7

Are frequent and helpful 24 28.6

*Other 36 42.8

Total 84 100.0

*Many respondents were critical of this question's
meaning, and inserted another response or made no indication.
Most of the principals who inserted another response were
attempting to explain that meetings for the purpose of dis-
cussing pupils are usually conducted in unit or team meetings
rather than total staff sessions.

schools which have the Individually Guided Education process.

In addition, it should be noted that 70 per cent of these

schools have assessment either daily or weekly. The practice

of self-assessment, as prescribed by Individually Guided

Education school principals, is a sustained effort toward

shared decision-making and individualization of instruction.
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TABLE XXVI

FREQUENCY OF STUDENT SELF-ASSESSMENT

Frequency of Number of Percentage of
Assessment Respondents Respondents

Daily 23 27.2

Weekly 36 42.8

Monthly 10 11.9

Quarterly 8 9.6

Yearly 1 1.2

Never 6 7.3

Total 84 100.0

A review of the data in Table XXVII indicates that more

than half of the respondents (58.2 per cent) possessed a rather

pessimistic attitude toward students' ability to state the

learning objectives for their learning activities. Only one

principal felt rather certain that this was almost always

accomplished by students in his school.

Table XXVIII data reveal that 59.4 per cent of the survey

schools had an inservice program in operation that was person-

alized and directed toward the instructional program. An
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additional 29.9 per cent of the schools were evidently moving

in that direction also, while only 10.7 per cent, or nine

schools, were failing to provide this type of inservice train-

ing.

TABLE XXVII

PUPILS' ABILITY TO STATE THEIR LEARNING OBJECTIVES

Frequency of Number of Percentage of
StatingNueofePerent

Learning Objectives Respondents Respondents

*No, almost never 3 3.4

Rarely 11 13.0

Sometimes 35 41.8

Usually 34 40.6

Yes, almost always 1 1.2

Total 84 100.0
*One school principal stated, "I feel that this is notrealistic for students in grades K - 3."

The data in Table XXIX are quite indicative of successful

efforts in communicating with parents. A large percentage

(89.3 per cent) of the survey school principals reported
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TABLE XXVIII

PERSONALIZED INSERVICE PROGRAMS FOR IMPLEMENTATION
OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Existence of Personalized Number of Percentage ofInservice Program Respondents Respondents

No 9 10.7
Some needs have been met 25 29.9

Most needs have been met 23 27.3

Yes 27 32.1

Total 84 100.0

effective communication plans with extensive parent involvement.

Only 3.4 per cent of the schools in the study had no plan in

existence.

TABLE XXIX

PLANS FOR COMMUNICATING THE INSTRUCTIONAL
PROGRAM TO PARENTS

Extent of Number of Percentage ofCommunication Plan Respondents Respondents

No plan at this time 3 3.4
Plan, but ineffective 6 7.3
Plan, rather effective 42 50.0

Yes, parents very much
involved 33 39.3

Total 84 100.0
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The data in Table XXX illustrate a very positive support

by parents in the schools where Individually Guided Education

TABLE XXX

DEGREE OF PARENT SUPPORT

Degree of Support Number of Percentage of
by Parents Respondents Respondents

Completely disinterested
or unaware of program 0 0.0

Vocally negative 0 0.0

Aware, but passive 28 33.3

Vocally positive 36 42.8

Enthusiastically involved 20 23.9

Total 84 100.0

has been implemented. Positive involvement was reported by

two-thirds (66.7 per cent) of the principals, while the other

one-third (33.3 per cent) reported passive involvement or

awareness. None (0 per cent) of the principals perceived dis-

interest or negative reaction to the process.

A review of the data in Table XXXI clearly emphasizes

a high degree of effectiveness of the Individually Guided
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Education process. A positive degree of effectiveness was

perceived by 95.4 per cent of the respondents, with 82.4

TABLE XXXI

OVER-ALL EFFECTIVENESS OF INDIVIDUALLY
GUIDED EDUCATION

Perception of
Over-All Effectiveness Number of Percentage ofof Individually Respondents Respondents

Guided Education

Extremely effective 18 21.6

Quite effective 51 60.8

Somewhat effective 11 13.0

Quite ineffective 1 1.2

Extremely ineffective 3 3.4

Total 84 100.0

per cent of these principals reporting a high degree of ef-

fectiveness. Only four principals (4.6 per cent) reported

ineffective results.

Although the data in Table XXXII do not provide sufficient

evidence to indicate any specific stage of great difficulty

in implementation, they illustrate that more than half (59.7
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per cent) of the respondents experienced greater difficulty

in the first few years of implementation than in other stages

of development.

TABLE XXXII

DEGREE OF DIFFICULTY OF THE VARIOUS
STAGES IN IMPLEMENTATION

Most Difficult
Stage of

Implementation

Initial planning

Reorganization of
structure

Beginning implementation

First two years of
implementation

Long-range implementation

Total

Nube-o

Number of

Respondents

9

12

16

34

13

84
84L __________ I

Percentage of
Respondents

10. 7

14.2

19.1

40.6

15.4

100.0

An analysis of the data in Table XXXIII reveals that

more than one-fourth (27.3 per cent) of the principals in

the survey believed that changing teacher attitudes was the

most difficult implementation task. Changes in the physical

plant was reported most difficult by only three elementary

principals (3.4 per cent).

rr
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TABLE XXXIII

DIFFICULTY LEVELS OF IMPLEMENTATION TASKS

Most Difficult
Tasks in Implementation

Changing teacher attitudes
toward teamwork

Changing teacher methods
of presentation

Reorganizing curriculum

Reorganizing physical
plant

Involving community
parents

Record-keeping for
individualization

Expenses of
implementation needs

Total

Number of Percentage of
Respondents Respondents

23 27.3

12

18

3

4

17

7

84

14.2

21.6

3.4

4.7

20.4

8.4

100.0

The data in Table XXXIV clearly point out that reorganiz-

ing the physical plant was considered by survey principals

to be the least difficult task in implementation of Individ-

ually Guided Education. Almost half (47.8 per cent) of the

__
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respondents selected this task as least difficult. Surpris-

ingly, the item that received the second highest number of

responses for being the least difficult implementation task

TABLE XXXIV

LEAST DIFFICULT TASKS IN IMPLEMENTATION

Least Difficult of Number of Percentage of
Implementation Tasks Respondents Respondents

Changing teacher attitudes
toward teamwork 14 16.7

Changing teacher methods
of presentation 5 5.9

Reorganizing curriculum 5 5.9

Reorganizing physical plant 40 47.8

Involving community parents 6 7.3

Record-keeping for
individualization 2 2.2

Expenses of implementation
needs 12 14.2

Total 84 100.0

was changing teacher attitudes toward teamwork. This task

had earlier been identified by principals as being the most

difficult task in implementation.
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Table XXXV data indicate a very low degree of effective-

ness by the League of Schools in providing assistance to

schools in this survey. Only 27.5 per cent of the principals

TABLE XXXV

LEAGUE OF SCHOOLS EFFECTIVENESS IN
ASSISTING WITH IMPLEMENTATION

Degree of Number of Percentage of
League Effectiveness Respondents Respondents

Not effective at all 23 27.3

Somewhat effective 35 41.8

Quite effective 15 17.9

Very effective 8 9.6

*Other 3 3.4

Total 84 100.0

*Three school principals indicated that their schools
are no longer affiliated with a League of Schools.

in the survey considered the League to have provided effective

assistance. Another 27.3 per cent indicated firmly that the

League of Schools was not effective at all, while 41.8 per

cent could only report somewhat effective assistance.
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The data in Table XXXVI indicate that more than half

(51.1 per cent) of the elementary schools in this study had

statewide coordination through the State Department of Edu-

cation. Universities and colleges made up the next largest

TABLE XXXVI

TYPES OF GROUPS SERVING AS INTERMEDIATE AGENCIES

Intermediate Number of Percentage ofAgency Group Respondents Respondents

State Department
of Education 43 51.1

University or college 25 29.9

Regional service center 12 14.2

Other public school system 0 0.0

*Other 4 4.6

Total 84 100.0
*Four school principals listed other sources of assis-tance, including: teacher education center, central officestaff, regional committee, and Title III project advisory

committee.

group (29.9 per cent) of intermediate agencies. None (0 per

cent) relied upon other public school systems for agency

assistance.



102

A review of the data in Table 'XXXVII illustrates that

intermediate agencies have not been very effective in provid-

ing implementation procedures. More than three-fourths (78.5

TABLE XXXVII

EFFECTIVENESS LEVELS OF INTERMEDIATE AGENCIES
WITH IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES

Level of Number of Percentage ofIntermediate Agency Respondents RespondentsEffectiveness

Not effective

Somewhat effective

Quite effective

Very effective

Total

18

48

10

8

84

21.5

57.0

11.9

9.6

100.0

per cent) of the elementary school principals in this survey

reported a "not effective" or "somewhat effective" level of

assistance by their intermediate agencies, while only 9.6

per cent considered the services "very effective."

The data in Table XXXVIII reveal almost unanimous (97.8

per cent) principals' recommendations for implementation of
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the Individually Guided Education process. There were no

principals (o per cent) who definitely advised against imple-

mentation.

TABLE XXXVIII

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING THE INDIVIDUALLY
GUIDED EDUCATION PROCESS

Would You Advise Number of Percentage of
Implementation? Respondents Respondents

Yes 66 78.7

Probably 16 19.1

No 0 0.0

*Other 2 2.2

Total 84 100.0

*Two elementary school principals reported that they
would only advise implementation if there existed a high level
of commitment by staff members and community patrons.

Table XXXIX contains data which illustrate that the

elementary school principals in this survey were almost unan-

imous (98.8 per cent) in their belief that the role of the

principal in the Individually Guided Education process was

a meaningful experience. Only one principal (1.2 per cent)

was undecided about the role's meaningfulness.
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TABLE XXIX

MEANINGFULNESS OF PRINCIPAL'S ROLE IN
INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION

Is Principal's Number of Percentage of
Role A Meaningful Respof events

Experience? Respondents Respondents

Yes, definitely 61 72.5

Yes, but a difficult one 22 26.3

Undecided 1 1.2

No, not really 0 0.0

No, definitely 0 0.0

Total 84 100.0

Comparative Analysis of the Data

The procedure used here for comparative analysis of the

data is merely an attempt by one person to describe a state

of affairs by using available information in a systematic

manner. There are certainly many other approaches which could

have been used in comparing the collected data of this survey.

The statistical method selected for this study was chi square,

one of the most versatile of all the statistics available,

since it may be used to test various hypotheses, and is appli-

cable to a variety of situations. Chi square constitutes a
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test of significance. It is a generalized expression between

a theoretical and an actual distribution, or an actual re-

sponse as related to an expected response. The simplest

applications of a chi-square test occur for those cases in

which the subjects of the sample may be divided into two or

more mutually exclusive categories. The observed frequencies

which fall into the various categories are then tested to

determine whether their divergence from theoretical frequen-

cies is too great to have occurred by chance, or is so small

that it could reasonably be attributed to sampling error.

The formula for chi square is

X2(0- e)2

where

X2 = chi square

E = the total sum of the frequencies

0 = observed frequencies

e = the corresponding expected frequencies.

In the formula for chi square, the sum of the expected

frequencies must equal the sum of the observed frequencies.

The degrees of freedom are determined by multiplying the num-

ber of rows minus one, times the number of columns minus one.
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The hypotheses were tested in the null form by using the

chi-square formula to ascertain if significant relationships

existed among the concomitant groups established for this

comparative study.

The first problem selected for comparative analysis was

whether the Individually Guided Education process of staff

development had an effect upon the organization of innovative

practices in the schools. The implementation of multi-age

grouping was used as the focus for this analysis, and the

difficulty level of implementation was used for comparison.

The returns were divided into two groups: those school princi-

pals reporting difficult implementation and those school prin-

cipals reporting a lack of difficulty.

Principals were asked the question, "How difficult was
the implementation of multi-age grouping?" A total of fifty-

eight elementary school principals reported that implementa-

tion was extremely or somewhat difficult, while twenty-six

principals reported that it was not difficult. Using an

equal occurrence hypothesis, it could be assumed in the form

of a null hypothesis that there would be no significant dif-

ference between the numbers of "difficult" and "not difficult"

responses by the elementary school principals in the survey.
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In this case, the null hypothesis was rejected at the

.001 level of significance, since the chi-square value of

TABLE XL

A COMPARISON OF RESPONSES REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION
OF MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Groups Implementation Implementation Total
Difficult Not Difficult

0 58 26 84

e 42 42 84

0 - e 16 16 ..

(0 - e)2  256 256

({ -e)2
6.095 6.095

Chi square = 12.19 > (.001) df = 1

12.19 surpassed the significant level according to the chi-

square tables.

After determining, in this manner, that there were some

significant differences in the responses made by the elemen-

tary school principals in this survey, an attempt was made

to identify the factors causing the differences. Tables XLI
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through XLV will determine the relationships of various con-

comitant variables regarding implementation of multi-age

grouping through the process of Individually Guided Education.

TABLE XLI

THE RELATIONSHIP OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZES REGARDING
IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Implementation Implementation
Difficult Not Difficult

Groups Total
(0) (E) (0) (E)

Large Districts
(Over 20,000

pupils) 8 (6.9) 2 (3.1) 10

Medium Dis-
tricts

(5,000-20,000
pupils) 31 (29.7) 12 (13.3) 43

Small Districts
(Below 5,000

students) 19 (21.4) 12 (9.6) 31

Total 58 ... 26 ... 84

Chi square = 1.54 < (.05) df = 2

Table XLI shows that this null hypothesis is accepted

since the level of significance at .05, with two degrees of

freedom (R-l) (C-l), of 5.99 was not reached. Therefore, it
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can be concluded that, even though there is a significant

difference in the principals' perceived difficulty of the

implementation of multi-age grouping, the size of school was

not a significant factor.

Table XLII indicates that this null hypothesis is accepted

since the level of significance at .05, with two degrees of

TABLE XLII

THE RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT ETHNIC COMPOSITIONS
REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF

MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Implementation Implementation

Difficult Not DifficultGroups Total

(0) (E) (0) (E)

Majority Anglo 53 (53.9) 25 (24.1) 78

Majority Negro 4 (3.5) 1 (1.5) 5

Maj ority
Mexican-
American 1 (0.7) 0 (0.3) 1*

Total 58 ... 26 ... 84

Chi square = .42< (.05) df = 2
*An n of 1 is too small for statistical reliability

freedom, of 5.99 was not reached. Therefore, it can be con-

cluded that even though there is a significant difference in
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the principals' perceived difficulty of the implementation

of multi-age grouping, the student ethnic composition of a

school was not a significant factor.

As shown in Table XLIII, chi square, with two degrees

of freedom, was found to have a value of .544, and was not

TABLE XLIII

THE RELATIONSHIP OF AVERAGE FAMILY INCOMES
REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF

MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Implementation Implementation
Groups Difficult Not Difficult Total

__ _ _ _ _ _ _.__(0) (E) (0) (E)

Low Income

($10,000 or
less) 22 (23.5) 12 (10.5) 34

Medium Income
($10,001-

$20,000) :29 (27.6) 11 (12.4) 40

High Income
(Over $20,000) 7 (6.9) 3 (3.1) 10

Total 58 ... 26 ... 84

Chi square = .54< (.05) df = 2

considered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted,

since the .05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained.
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These data express that average family income is not a sig-

nificant factor in the implementation of multi-age grouping

through the process of Individually Guided Education.

As shown in Table XLIV, chi square, with two degrees of

freedom, was found to have a value of 2.93, and was not con-

sidered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since

TABLE XLIV

THE RELATIONSHIP OF PRINCIPALS' YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Implementation Implementation

Groups Difficult Not Difficult Total

(0) (E) (0) (E)

10 years or
less 4 (6.2) 5 (2.8) 9

11-20 years 28 (27.6) 12 (12.4) 40

Over 20 years 26 (24.2) 9 (10.8) 35

Total 58 ... 26 ... 84

Chi square = 2.93< (.05) df = 2

the .05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These

data express that the principals' years of experience is not

a significant factor in the implementation of multi-age grouping

through the Individually Guided Education process of staff de-

velopment.
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Table XLV shows that chi square, with two degrees of

freedom, was found to have a value of .658, and was not con-

sidered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since

TABLE XLV

THE RELATIONSHIP OF AVERAGE AGES OF FACULTIES
REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF

MULTI-AGE GROUPING

Implementation Implementation
Difficult Not Difficult

Groups Total
(0) (E) (0) (E)

Less than 35
years of
age (average) 37 (37.3) 17 (16.7) 54

36-45 years
of age
(average) 18 (17.3) 6 (7.7) 25

Over 45 years
of age
(average) 3 (3.5) 2 (1.5) 5

Total 58 ... 26 ... 84

Chi square = .66 <(.05) df = 2

the .05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These

data express that the average ages of faculties is not a fac-

tor in the implementation of multi-age grouping through the

Individually Guided Education process of staff development.



113

Another problem selected for comparative analysis was

whether the Individually Guided Education process of staff

development had an effect upon the level of shared decision-

making, regarding instructional programs in the survey schools.

The returns were divided into two groups: those school prin-

cipals reporting the use of shared decision-making most of the

time and those school principals reporting the use of shared

decision-making less often. Principals were asked the ques-

tion, ""Is the instructional program a result of shared decision-

making by a curriculum coordinating committee?" A total of

fifty-one elementary school principals reported that decision-

making was shared most of the time by a curriculum coordinating

committee, while thirty-three elementary school principals

reported that the sharing of decision-making occurred less

often. Again using an equal occurrence hypothesis, it could

be assumed in the form of a null hypothesis that there would

be no significant difference in number between the "most of

the time" responses and the "less often" responses by the

elementary school principals in the survey.

As shown in Table XLVI, the null hypothesis was rejected

at the .05 level of significance, with results surpassing the



114

TABLE XLVI

A COMPARISON OF RESPONSES REGARDING THE
LEVEL OF SHARED DECISION-MAKING

Shared Shared
Groups Decision-Making Decision-Making Total

Most of the Time Less Often

0 51 33 84

e 42 42 84

0 - e 9 9

(0 - e)2  81 81

1.93 1.93

Chi square = 3.86> (.05) df = 1

required chi square value of 3.84, with one degree of freedom,

by a small amount.

After determining, in this manner, that significant dif-

ferences did exist in the responses made by elementary school

principals in this survey, an attempt was made to identify

the factors which caused the differences. Tables XLVII through

LI will determine the relationships of various concomitant

variables regarding the sharing of decision-making in instruc-

tional programs by curriculum coordinating committees of

Individually Guided Education schools.
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As shown in Table XLVII, chi square, with two degrees of

freedom, was found to have a value of .86, and was not consid-

ered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since the

TABLE XLVII

THE RELATIONSHIP OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZES REGARDING
SHARED DECISION-MAKING FOR

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Shared Shared
Decision-Making Decision-Making

Groups Most of the Time Less Often Total

(0) (E) (0) (E)

Large Districts
(Over 20,000

students 7 (6.1) 3 (3.9) 10

Medium Districts
(5,000-20,000) 27 (26.1) 16 (16.9) 43

Small Districts
(Below 5,000

students) 17 (18.8) 14 (12.2) 31

Total 51 ... 33 ... 84

Chi square = .86< (.05) df = 2

.05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These

data express that school district size is not a significant

factor regarding the degree of shared decision-making in
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instructional programs that existed in schools where the

Individually Guided Education process of staff development

has been implemented.

In Table XLVIII, chi square, with two degrees of freedom,

was found to have a value of 2.13, and was not considered

TABLE XLVIII

THE RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT ETHNIC COMPOSITIONS
REGARDING SHARED DECISION-MAKING

FOR INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Shared Shared
Decision-Making Decision-Making

Groups Most of the Time Less Often Total

(0) (E) (0) (E) ____

Majority Anglo 49 (47.4) 29 (30.6) 78

Majority Black 2 (3.0) 3 (2.0) 5

Maj ority
Mexican-
American 0 (0.6) 1 (0.4) 1

Total 51 ... 33 ... 84

Chi square 2.13 <(.05) df = 2

significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since the .05

level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These data

express that student ethnic composition is not a significant
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factor regarding the degree of shared decision-making in in-

structional programs that exist in schools where the Indivi-

dually Guided Education process of staff development has been

implemented.

As shown in Table XLIX, chi square, with two degrees of

freedom, was found to have a value of .36, and was not con-

sidered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since

TABLE XLIX

THE RELATIONSHIP OF AVERAGE FAMILY INCOMES
REGARDING SHARED DECISION-MAKING

FOR INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Shared Shared
Decision-Making Decision-Making

Groups Most of the Time Less Often Total

(0) (E) (0) (E)

Low Income
($10,000 or

less) 23 (24.3) 17 (15.7) 40

Medium Income
($10,001-

$20,000) 25 (23.7) 14 (15.3) 39

High Income
(Over $20,000) 3 (3.0) 2 (2.0) 5

Total 51 ... 33 ... 84

Chi square = .36< (.05) df = 2
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the .05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These

data express that average family income is not a significant

factor regarding the degree of shared decision-making in in-

sturctional programs that exist in schools where the Indivi-

dually Guided Education process of staff development has been

implemented.

Table L indicates that chi square, with two degrees of

freedom, was found to have a value of .18, and was not consid-

ered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since

TABLE L

THE RELATIONSHIP OF PRINCIPALS' YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
REGARDING SHARED DECISION-MAKING

FOR INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Shared Shared
Decision-Making Decision-Making

Groups Most of the Time Less Often Total

(0) (E) (0) (E)

10 years or
less 5 (5.5) 4 (3.5) 9

11-20 years 24 (24.3) 16 (15.7) 40

Over 20 years 22 (21.2) 13 (13.8) 35

Total 51 ... 33 ... 84

Chi square = .18< (.05) d f = 2
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the .05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These

data express that principals' years of experience is not a

significant factor regarding the degree of shared decision-

making in instructional programs that exist in schools where

the Individually Guided Education process of staff development

has been implemented.

Table LI indicates that chi square, with two degrees of

freedom, was found to have a value of .01, and was not

TABLE LI

THE RELATIONSHIP OF AVERAGE AGES OF FACULTIES REGARDING
SHARED DECISION-MAKING FOR INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Shared Shared
Decision-Making Decision-Making

Groups Most of the Time Less Often Total

(0) (E) (0) (E)

Less than 35
years of age
(average) 33 (32.8) 21 (21.2) 54

36-45 years
of age
(average) 15 (15.2) 10 (9.8) 25

Over 45 years
of age
(average) 3 (3.0) 2 (2.0) 5

Total 51 ... 33 ... 84

Chi square = .01< (.05) df = 2
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considered significant. The null hypothesis is accepted, since

the .05 level of significance of 5.99 was not attained. These

data express that the average age of faculties is not a sig-

nificant factor regarding the degree of shared decision-

making in instructional programs that exist in schools where

the Individually Guided Education process of staff development

has been implemented.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR

FURTHER RESEARCH

Summary

The problem of this study was to analyze the Individually

Guided Education process of staff development in the United

States. The purposes of the study were

1. To ascertain the effect of the Individually Guided

Education process upon school decision-making and installation

of innovative practices

2. To determine if any differences existed in survey

results between sizes of school districts, student ethnic

compositions, average family incomes, principals' years of

experience, and ages of faculties

3. To analyze the survey results to determine implica-

tions for elementary school administrators who are contem-

plating implementation of the Individually Guided Education

process in their schools.
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The survey of related literature was presented in six

distinct sections: The Scope of Individually Guided Education,

The Challenge toward Quality and Equality in American Educa-

tion, Evolution and Historical Perspectives of Individualized

Instruction, Instructional Approaches toward Individualization,

The Individually Guided Education (IGE) Approach, and Related

Empirical Research. As a part of the literature survey, a

review was made of the various attempts and the approaches

previously used in trying to provide for the individual needs

of students throughout the United States.

A publication by the National School Public Relations

Association, which included a comprehensive listing of Indi-

vidually Guided Education schools as of May, 1972, provided

the source from which a stratified random sampling of 100

elementary school principals was selected for participation

in this survey.

A questionnaire, which contained thirty-nine multiple

response items, was developed for surveying the elementary

school principals, and obtaining their perceptions of the

problems related to implementation of the Individually Guided

Education staff development process. This survey instrument

was validated by a knowledgeable jury of superintendents,
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state coordinators, and elementary principals, and was then

mailed to the 100 selected principals in 18 states of the

United States. This procedure resulted in a return of 84

usable response questionnaires, far surpassing the number of

respondents that had been determined as a required minimum

for the study.

The data collected in the survey were tabulated and com-

paratively analyzed. These data were compiled into tables

that present the total number of responses and the percentages

for each item in the survey questionnaire. The presentation

of the findings was reported in Chapter IV. In order to treat

the relationships of concomitant variables statistically, null

hypotheses were formulated. Chi square was applied to test

the relationships, and the null hypotheses were rejected at

the .05 level of significance or above. The results of the

relationships were treated collectively and were tabulated

for presentation in table form. Narrative explanations were

made concerning the significance of each factor or concomitant

variable.

Findings

The survey of the literature revealed the following find-

ings in regard to Individually Guided Education and indivi-

dualization of instruction:
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1. Since 1969, the Kettering Foundation's Institute

for the Development of Educational Activities (I/D/E/A) and

the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive

Learning have combined forces to serve as an installation unit

for the Individually Guided Education process, resulting in

a rapid expansion to eighteen states throughout the United

States.

2. Individually Guided Education has blended several

promising new teaching concepts into a coordinated, yet flex-

ible plan for organizing and operating a school as a total

learning environment in which the individualized teaching

approach can work well.

3. As a means of stimulating staff involvement, each

Individually Guided Education school has been organized into

a league with seven to ten other schools, allowing for active

exchange of ideas, consistent progress reports, and a conti-

nuity of enthusiasm.

The related empirical research revealed the following

findings:

1. The Institute for the Development of Educational

Activities reports research that shows improved student and

teacher attitudes, thereby creating a relaxed, personalized

environment assumed to be conducive to learning.
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2. A 1970 study by PREP (Putting Research into Educa-

tional Practice) identified four distinct trends which repre-

sented significant departures from traditional practice, although

the framework remained unchanged. They were (1) the trend

toward becoming more specific, stating objectives in behavioral

terms and extending the range of skills and subjects; (2) the

trend toward increased emphasis on optimum individual develop-

ment; (3) the trend toward emphasis on the affective domain;

and (4) the trend toward development of more relevant curricu-

lum and meaningful methodology.

3. A 1969 report by Roland J. Pellegrin of the Center

for the Advanced Study of Educational Administration (CASEA)

disclosed a high rate of professional satisfaction in the multi-

unit school and increased effectiveness through teacher involve-

ment in decision making.

4. George Jurata, coordinator of reading for Jefferson

County, Colorado, reported that, through the Individually

Guided Education process, teacher behavior has changed toward

child-centered approaches, the educational climate has im-

proved, a district commitment has been achieved, and student

reading achievement gains have been significantly measured.
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5. Richard G. Nelson, doctoral student at the Univer-

sity of Wisconsin, conducted a study in 1972 which measured

significant improvements in school morale and student self-

concept by pupils from twenty-five Individually Guided Educa-

tion elementary schools. He also exhibited evidence of more

positive learning climates, better student-student attitudes,

better attitudes toward instruction, better attitudes toward

the school physical plant, and better attitudes toward the

community.

In regard to the implementation procedures related to

Individually Guided Education, the survey questionnaire re-

vealed the following findings:

1. The majority (63.3 per cent) of respondent schools

were designed with a kindergarten through sixth grade con-

figuration, while only seven of the respondent schools were

organized without a kindergarten level program in operation.

2. Teaching teams were an integral part of Individually

Guided Education schools in the survey, with a vast majority

(91.8 per cent) of the principals indicating that more than

75 per cent of their staffs had been organized into team

situations.
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3. Multi-age grouping had been implemented in seventy-

one of the eighty-four (84.6 per cent) respondent schools,

although many principals in the survey reported difficulty

in implementation.

4. The concepts of individualization of instruction,

small-group discussions, and independent study were all fre-

quently used as learning modes in a majority of the Individually

Guided Education schools.

5. Shared decision-making in the instructional program

was extremely widespread in schools where Individually Guided

Education was implemented, with 96.6 per cent reporting regular

sharing through a curriculum coordinating committee.

6. A large percentage (89.3 per cent) of the survey

school principals reported effective communication plans with

extensive parent involvement.

7. Two-thirds (66.7 per cent) of the survey principals

reported positive support of the Individually Guided Education

process by parents, one-third reported passive involvement

or awareness, but none reported a negative reaction to the

process.
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8. The over-all effectiveness of Individually Guided

Education was very positively perceived by 82.4 per cent of

the respondent principals.

9. More than half (59.7 per cent) of the elementary

school principals in this survey experienced greater diffi-

culty in the first few years of implementation of Individually

Guided Education in their schools.

10. Elementary school principals in this survey perceived

that the most difficult task in implementation of the Indivi-

dually Guided Education process of staff development was that

of changing teacher attitudes toward teamwork.

11. Reorganization of the physical plants for installa-

tion of the Individually Guided Education process was perceived

by elementary school principals to have been the least diffi-

cult task.

12. The procedure of establishing a League of Schools

for assisting schools with implementation tasks was viewed as

quite ineffective, with 27.3 per cent of the school principals

reporting the procedure as not effective at all.

13. More than half (51.1 per cent) of the elementary

schools in this survey had received statewide coordination

assistance through the state departments of education, but
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principals reported a generally negative reaction to the effec-

tiveness of the intermediate agencies.

14. Elementary school principals in this survey perceived

that the role of the principals in the Individually Guided

Education schools was a meaningful but difficult one, and

were almost unanimous (97.8 per cent) in recommending implemen-

tation of the process if possible.

15. The concomitant variables selected for the analysis

in this study, i.e., school district sizes, student ethnic

compositions, average family incomes, principals' years of

experience, and average ages of faculties, proved not to have

been significant factors in affecting the level of shared

decision-making or the implementation of innovative practices.

Conclusions

After reviewing the tabulated data of this survey and

comparatively analyzing the summarized findings, the following

conclusions are drawn:

1. The concept of the Individually Guided Education staff

development process appears to be positively accepted by ele-

mentary school principals as an effective means of implement-

ing change in their schools.
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2. The number of elementary schools in the United States

where the Individually Guided Education process has been imple-

mented seems to be increasing at a rapid rate.

3. New educational concepts such as multi-age grouping,

team teaching, and shared decision-making appear to be com-

patible with Individually Guided Education in the elementary

schools.

4. Personalized inservice staff development programs

that are directed toward the instructional program seem to be

quite important in the preparation of teachers and principals

for the Individually Guided Education process.

5. Parental involvement and support appear to be essen-

tial elements for successful implementation of Individually

Guided Education.

6. The effectiveness level of the Individually Guided

Education process appears to depend upon a positive attitude

by principals and classroom teachers.

7. Assistance provided by state departments or other

outside agencies appears to be ineffective, and thereby in-

hibits proper coordination of Individually Guided Education

efforts.
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8. Principals in Texas appear to need widespread infor-

mation about Individually Guided Education and preparation

for the concepts of multi-age grouping, team teaching, and

shared decision-making before attempting implementation.

Based upon this survey of elementary school principals

from eighteen states of the United States regarding the prob-

lems in implementation of Individually Guided Education, the

following conclusions are drawn:

1. It appears that elementary school principals should

conduct extensive staff preparation and orientation before

attempting to implement Individually Guided Education in their

schools.

2. It appears that elementary school principals and

their proposed team leaders should visit an Individually Guided

Education school in action before attempting staff training

activities in team teaching, multi-age grouping, and indivi-

dualization of instruction.

3. It seems that the elementary school principals must

obtain strong parent support of and central staff commitment

to the process before implementing Individually Guided Edu-

cation.
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4. It appears that only democratic-type elementary school

principals who are willing to share the decision-making pro-

cesses should be assigned to Individually Guided Education

schools.

Recommendations

With regard to future research concerning the implemen-

tation of Individually Guided Education, the following recom-

mendations are made:

1. It is recommended that a similar study be conducted

to test other concomitant variables which might have a signi-

ficant effect upon the level of shared decision-making and the

extent of successful innovative practices within a school.

It is recommended that a similar study be conducted to

obtain teacher perceptions of the Individually Guided Educa-

tion staff development process.

3. It is recommended that a study be conducted to de-

termine the effectiveness of the Individually Guided Education

process of staff development in the junior and senior high

schools where it is currently being implemented on a pilot

basis.
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SURVEY RESQPONDkNTS

Completed questionnaares were returned by elementary

school principal respondents from Individually Guided Edu-

cation schools in the following geographical locations:

Alabama .. 3

California y. . . . . 2

Colorado . . . . . 9

Connecticut . . . 6

Illinois . 5

Indiana . 1

Io ,a ." . e. e. r. l

Massachusetts ... . . 5

Minnesota .".. . . 9

Nebraska-" . . . 3

New Jersey . . . . 7

New York e . . . . 3

Ohio . . " " . 4
South Carolina. . 7

Tennessee . . . . 2

Virginia . 2

Washington . . . 3

Wisconsin 12

Total 814

WARWIOPPAN A QW01



135

VALIDATION JURY PANEL

State Coordinators

Dr. Elizabeth A. Dillon
Director

of Staff Development
Lincoln Public Schools
P. 0. Box 82889
720 South 22nd Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 68501

Dr. Lee M. Ellwood, Manager
.Texas Council for Improvement

of Educational Systems
6504 Tracor Lane
Austin, Texas 78721

School Superintendents

Dr. Clyde Greer
Superintendent of Schools
Weslaco, Texas 78596

Dr. Marvin W. Kirkman
Superintendent of

Calhoun County Schools
Port Lavaca, Texas 77979

Elementary School Principals

Barbara Bandy
Principal
South Hillsborough School
303 El Cerrito Avenue
Burlingame, California 94010

Leslie C. Bernal
Associate Director
Merrimack Center
101 Mill Street
Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824

Robbie Lee Williams
Princ ipa1
John J. Pershing Elementary School
5715 Meaders Lane
Dallas, Texas 75229

____________
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dallas independent school district

Nolan Estes
October 15, 1973 General Superintendent

Mr. Les Bernal
Merrimack Center
101 Mill Street
Chelmsford, Mass. 01824

Dear Mr. Bernal:

Your assistance is requested in serving as a member of my
doctoral dissertation jury panel for the purpose of estab-
lishing the validity of a survey questionnaire. The dis-
sertation is being done at North Texas State University
under the direction of Dr. E. Vaughn Huffstutler, Profes-
sor, Division of Education Leadership.

The problem of the study will be an analysis of Individu-
ally Guided Education (IGE) in the United States, as per-
ceived by elementary school principals. The specific pur-
poses of the study will be (1.) to ascertain the effect of
the IGE process upon school organizational structures,
decision-making procedures and innovative practices; (2.)
to determine if any differences exist in survey results
between size of school districts, student and teacher
ethnic compositions, family incomes, age of faculty mem-
bers, and experience of principals; and, (3.) to analyze
the implications of this survey's results for administra-
tors who might be contemplating future implementation of
the IGE process of staff development.

Your previously extensive experience with the Individually
Guided Education process will certainly provide valuable
information for the researcher in the development of a
valid, appropriate and effective questionnaire instrument.

As you react to the enclosed sample questionnaire, please
use the JURY REACTION SHEET to identify those items which
need correction or deletion. Other suggestions or recom-
mendations will also be gratefully accepted.

3700 Ross Avenue, Daila, T e xa 7520'4 21 / 24-1620
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Your assistance in this endeavor will be personally appre-
ciated, and an early response will provide me with the
opportunity to revise the instrument appropriately before
mailing it to principals throughout the United States. A
selfaddressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your con-
venience.

Sincerely,

George W. Reid
Assistant Superintendent

- Personnel Development

GWR:cvw

Enclosures

., ; , ........ tom .. .. . . - , .. . - ,.
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ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTION OF THE
INDIVIDUALLY GUiDED EDUCATION

STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Jury Reaction Sheet

I suggest/recommend that the following adjustments be made
in the proposed survey questionnaire:

Item Number Suggestions/Recommendations
(deletions, additions, corrections or

improvements)

Additional comments:

Signature of Jury Member

Title of Jury Member

Date

4 , f
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doIlas Independent school district
Nolan Estes

Oct ob er 27, 1973 General Superintendent

Dear Fellow Administrator:

Your assistance is requested, and will be very much appre-
ciated, in a study of the specific problems which have con-
fronted elementary school principals during the implementa-
tion of Individually Guided Education processes. This
study is being conducted as a doctoral dissertation at
North Texas State University, under the supervision of
Dr. E. Vaughn Huffstutler, professor in the Division of
Educational Administration.

The enclosed questionnaire is being disseminated to elemen-
tary principals from all geographic areas of the United
States. The one hundred participating principals have been
randomly selected from a list of Individually Guided Educa-
tion schools, as published in 1972 by the National School
Public Relations Association.

Responses from each principal of selected schools in this
survey will become an extremely important factor in analy-
sis of the data. The questionnaire has been designed so
that much valuable information can be accumulated, with a
minimum of effort and time being required of busy admini-
strators.

Your contributions to this study will be greatly appreciated,
and I want to assure you that all results will remain com-
.pletely anonymous and confidential. Your consideration in
returning the completed questionnaire at the earliest con-
venience, using the self-addressed stamped envelope, will
also enable me to meet a November 30 production deadline.

Thank you for your assistance in this educational effort.

Sincerely yours,

George W. Reid
Assistant Superintendent

- Personnel 1)evelopment;

GWR:cvw

Enclosure

37OO Boss Avenue, Dai, TexIas I52f4 214/824-1620
' -. ,:-.!. 1. -;.,...:ibu wcf - ,a..:. _.;-..a , axe
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DIRECTIONS: Please designate your answers by inserting an X in the

appropriate spaces provided as they apply to your school

at the present time.

I. GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Total pupil enrollment in the school_ district.

5Less than 500 Os,ooi 20,000

0500 - 1,000 020,001 - 50,000

Jl,001 - 3,000 050,001 - 100,000

03,001- 5,000 0 More than 100,000

2. Individual school enrollment.

flLess than 100 0 500 - 799

D100 - 299 800 - 999

0300 - 499 E 1,000 or more

3. Grades currently being taught in the school. Place an X by the low-

est and highest grade levels.

5K-15 59

52 16 10

03 7 0 11

04 58 0 12

4. Ethnic composition of the student body. Please designate approximate
percentages:

CI

70

0/0

Anglo

Negro

Mexican/American

American Indian

Oriental

,_
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5. Average annual income of the families in this school community.

Less than $5,000. L $15,001. - $20,000.

El $5,000. - $10,000. i$20,001. - $40,000.

$10,001 - $15,000. D Over $40,000.

6. Number of full-time professional teachers in your school.

Less than 10 0l30 - 39
O10 - 19 40 -49

E 20 - 29 El50or more

7. Ethnic composition of the teaching staff. Please designate approximate
percentage:

% Anglo

% Negro

% Mexican/American

% American Indian

% Oriental

8. Educational degrees held by teaching staff.

Predominantly Bachelor's level

l Predominantly Master's level

El Predominantly Doctoral level

9. Average age of teaching staff.

l Considerably younger than average faculty (less than 30 years of age)

El Slightly younger than average faculty (30-35 years of age)

El Average age (36 - 45 years of age)

Slightly older than average faculty (46 - 50 years of age)

ElConsidcrably older than average facuty (more than 50 years of agE)

.. ss w...-~, w .,



10. Principal's ethnic group and sex.

Female Anglo

0 Female Negro

U Female Mexican/American

O Female Oriental

0 Female American Indian

11. Principal's age.

Under 25

025.-30

O31 - 35

D36.-40

12 Principal

13. Principal'

0

0

0MA

0

Male Anglo

Male Negro

Male Mexican/American

Male Oriental

Male American Indian

41 - 45

46 - 50

51 - 55

56 - 60

Over 60

's highest degree held.

5 Bachelor's level

Master's level

0 Advanced Master's level (Specialized Area)

Doctoral level

s total years of experience in the educational

E Less than 5 years El 21 - 25 yeai

S -lIQ years El26 -a30yeai

11 - 15 years 3 - 35 yeau

O 16 - 20 years 0 Cver'35 yea

field.

rs

rs

r s

142

wow : .
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14. Principal's total years of experience as

l0 - 2 years

[13 - 5 years

6 10. years

ii - 15 years

15. Other administrative personnel on school
classification of personnel available on

Li Assistant Principal

0lAdministrative Intern

0 Guidance Counselor

an elementary principal.

U 16 - 20 years

L7 21 25 years

El 26 - 30 years

U Over 30 years

staff. Place an X for each
a full-time basis.

0 Attendance Registrar

E Psychologist/SocI., 1Worker

Nurse/Physician

0 Other: ___ ''-____ 
.. .

II. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

16. What percent of the school staff has been organized into teaching teams?

Below 10%

El Between 11% and 25%

0lBetween 26% and 50%
Between 51% and 75%

E Over 75%

17. Have team leaders been selected?

0lYes

.ONo

Not applicable

. i. _. ;$'k3ii3AFYGFR yy'.55 
jx,. 

_ --
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18. How difficult was the implementation of team teaching through IGE?

[1Extremely difficult

Somewhat difficult

[]Average

L3Rather easy

QIVery Easy

EliNot applicable

19. Is multi-age grouping being implemented in the school?

Yes

No

LI Formerly attempted but discontinued

LIPlanned for future implementation

20. How difficult was the implementation of multi-age grouping?

lIExtremely difficult

LISomewhat difficult

0IAverage

Rather easy

lIVery easy

LINot applicable

21. Is individualization of instruction being implemented in the school?

ElI Yes

0INo

0ISomewhat
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22. Small-group instruction (less than 10 students) is being utilized.

Never

Seldom

ElSometimes

Often

Very frequently

23. Independent study is utilized as a learning mode.

ElNever

ElSeldom

ElSometimes

Often

'El Very frequently

24. Is the instructional program a result of shared decision-making?
(curriculum coordinating committee)

0lNever

Rarely

El Seldom

Frequently

Most of the time

25. Staff meetings designed solely to discuss pupils.

Do not occur

El Occur rarely

Occur, but arc ineffective

Are scheduled regularly

Are frequent und helpful

-- - ._~



146
26. How frequently is each studeFa ivolved in self-assessment procedures?

L Daily

Weekly

El Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

ElNever

27. Can pupils state the learning objectives associated with each of
their learning activities?

[ No, almost never

Rarely

02Sometimes

El Usually

®iYes, almost always

28. Does the school have a personalized inservice program for assisting
with implementation of the instructional program?

No

ClSome needs have been met

[l Most needs have been met

Yes

29. Do you have a plan to communicate your instructional program to parents?

El No plan at this time

0]Plan, but ineffective

0l Plan, rather effective

Yes, parents very much involved

.. .

-- - _ 
.
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LICompletely disinterested or unaware of program

Vocally negative

0 Aware but passive

Vocally positive

EliEnthusiastically involved

III. IMPLEMENTATION

31. How do you perceive the overall effectiveness of IGE as compared to
previous programs?

LiExtremely effective

Quite effective'

Somewhat effective

Quite ineffective

LiExtremely ineffective

32. Which stage of IGE implementation has been most difficult?

Li Initial planning

0 Reorganization of structure

0 iBeginning implementation

i First two years o., implementation

LiLong-range implementation

33. Which task of ICE implementation caused the most difficulty?

LiChanging teacher attitudes toward teamwork

0 iChanging teacher methods of presentation

LiReorganizaing curriculum

Reorganizing physical plant

LiInvolving community parents

LiRecord-keeping for individualization

Expenses of iinplemntation needs

z,

I

.:. _...,,_.... , .. ,... 
F-



34. Which task of ICE implcx a p h least difficulty?

ElChanging teacher attitudess toward teamwork 148

ElChanging teacher methods of presentation

0 Reorganizing curriculum

ElReorganizing physical plant

0lInvolving community parents

Record-keeping for individualization

El Expenses of implementation needs

35. How effective has your League of schools been in assisting with imple-

mentation procedures?

Not effective at all

El Somewhat effective

Quite effective

0lVery effective

36. What type of group serves as your Intermediate Agency?

LiState Department of Education

El University or College

ElRegional Service Center

Other Public School System

Other: (identify)

37. How effective has your Intermediate Agency (state department, univer-

sity or other agency) been in assisting with implementation procedures?

ElNot effective

0lSomewhat effective

0lQuite effective

Very effective

38. Would you advise other schools to implement the ICE process?

El Yes

ElProbably

No



39. Is the role

149
of th.e principal :rt 1:h e 1GE proes a meaningful experience?

Yes, definitely

Yes, but a difficult one

No, not really

No, definitely

ADDITIONAL COMENTS:

Please complete the following statements:

1. The most favorable aspect of the Individually Guided Education

process is:

2. The least favorable aspect of the Individually Guided Education
process is:
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3. Before implemennting the Individually Guided Education process,
a principal should:

4. OTHER COMMENTS:
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VITA

Early Background

Born in North Quincy, Massachusetts, October 11, 1926

Elementary School, North Quincy, Massachusetts, 1932-1938

Junior High School, North Quincy, Massachusetts, 1938-1941

High School, North Quincy, Massachusetts, 1941-1944

Military Service, United States Navy, 1944-1946

Colleges Attended

Boston University, 1946.1950, B. S. in Education

North Texas State University, 1955-1957, M. ED.

Professional Experience

1950-1953 Teacher of Social Studies, Gorham, New Hampshire

1953-1954 Teacher of Social Studies, Sanford, Maine

1954-1960 Teacher of Social Studies, Dallas, Texas

1960-1963 Assistant Principal, Rylie High School, Dallas,

Texas

1963-1969 Assistant Principal, H. Grady Spruce High School,

Dallas, Texas

1969-1973 Principal, H. Grady Spruce High School, Dallas,

Texas

1970-1971 Administrative Assistant-Student Affairs,

Dallas, Texas

. -'.. , _', -*- -- , I" -- - I - -allwallism



152

1971-1973 Deputy Assistant Superintendent-Personnelr

Development, Dallas, Texas

1973-1974 Assistant Siperintendent-Persoiel Development,

Dallas, Texas

Professional Organizations

Dallas School Administrators Association

Texas State Teachers Association

National Association of Secondary School Principals

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

Phi Delta Kappa Fraternity

Phi Epsilon Kappa Fraternity

1 , I - . - :-



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Books

Bechtol, William M., Individualizing Instruction and Keeping
Your Sanity, Chicago, Illinois, Follett Publishing Co.,
1973.

Brown, B. Frank, The Appropriate Placement School, West Nyack,
New York, Parker Publishing Co., 1966.

Bruner, Jerome, The Process of Education, Massachusetts,
Harvard University Press, 1961.

Clarke, H. Harrison and David H. Clarke, Advanced Statistics,
Englewood, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1971.

Cronbach, L. J., Learning and Individual Differences, Columbus,
Ohio, Charles Merrill Publishing Co., 1967.

Dunn, Rita S. and Hamilton S. Blum, Individualizing Instruc-
tion, New York, The Board of Cooperative Educational
Services, 1970.

Dunn, Rita S. and Kenneth Dunn, Practical Approaches to Indi-
vidualizing Instruction, West Nyack, New York, Parker
Publishing Co., 1972.

Esbenson, Thorwald, Working with Individualized Instruction,
Palo Alto, California, Fearon Publishers, 1968.

Esbenson, Thorwald, Working with Individualized Instruction:
The Duluth Experience, Palo Alto, California, Fearon
Publishers, 1972.

Gotkin, Lassar G. and Leo S. Goldstein, Descriptive Statis-
tics, A Programmed Textbook, New York, John Wiley and
Sons, Inc., 1965.

153



154

Hunkins, Francis P. and Patricia F. Spears, Social Studies
for the Evolving Individual, Washington, D. C., ASCD
Publications, 1973.

Kerlinger, Fred N., Foundations of Behavioral Research, New
York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964.

Kettering Foundation, Charles F., Can Schools Update Their
Approach to Education?, Dayton, Ohio, New Ways Publica-
tion, 1971.

Klausmeier, Herbert J., Guidelines for Implementation of IGE,
Madison, Wisconsin, Research and Development Center for
Cognitive Learning, 1971.

Lewis, James Jr., Administering the Individualized Instruc-
tion Program, West Nyack, New York, Parker Publishing
Co., 1971.

Mager, Robert F., Analyzing Performance Problems, Belmont,
California, Fearon Publishers, 1970.

Ringis, R. H., Developmental Efforts in Individualized Learn-
ing, edited by R. A. Weisgerber, Itasca, Illinois, F. E.
Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Silberman, Charles E., Crisis in the Classroom: The Remaking
of American Education, New~York, Random House, 1970.

Southworth, H. C., "A Model of Teacher Training for the
Individualization of Instruction," Perspectives in
Individualized Learning, edited by R. A. Weisgerber,
Itasca, Illinois, F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Stahl, Dona K. and Patricia Anzalone, Individualized Teaching
in Elementary Schools, West Nyack, New York, Parker
Publishing Co., 1970.

Weisgerber, R. A., Developmental Efforts in Individualized
Learning, Itasca, Illinois, F. E. Peacock Publishers,
Inc., 1971.



155

Weisgerber, R. A., Perspectives in Individualized Learning,
Itasca, Illinois, F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Articles

Benson, Wayne, "IGE Goes to High School," Multiunit Newsletter,
4 (February, 1973), 5.

Bolvin, J. 0. and R. Glaser, "Developmental Aspects of Indivi-
dually Prescribed Instruction," Audiovisual Instruction,
13 (January, 1968), 828-831.

Buglione, B. R., "Transforming Education into an Individualized
Process," The Clearing House, 51 (March, 1973), 409-412.

Cartwright, Carol and Phillip Cartwright, "'Determining the
Motivational Systems of Individual Children," Teaching
Exceptional Children, 2 (Spring, 1970), 143-149.

Dunn, Rita S., "Individualizing Instruction: The Rationale
and Five Alternative Methods," Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin,
40 (Fall, 1973), 9-16.

Education Digest, "IGE: What Makes It So Popular?," 27 (Jan-
uary, 1973), 25-28.

Flynn, J. M. and C. B. Chadwick, "A Study of Teacher Role
Behavior in an Innovative School," Educational Technology,
10 (February, 1970), 49-55.

Gallup, George H., "Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes toward
Education," Phi Delta Kappan, 55(September, 1973), 38-51.

Hager, P. E., "Nineteenth Century Experiments with Monitorial
Teaching," Phi Delta Kappan, 40 (March, 1959), 164-167.

Holzman, Seymour, IGE: Individually Guided Education and
the Multiunit School, 1 (May, 1972), 1-5.



156

Kapfer, P. G., "An Instructional Management Strategy for
Individualized Learning," Phi Delta Kappan, 49 (January,
1968), 260-263.

Klausmeier, H. J., J. S. Sorenson, and E. S. Ghatala, "Indivi-
dually Guided Motivation: Developing Self-Direction and
Prosocial Behaviors," Elementary School Journal, 71
(March, 1971), 339-350.

Rosenberg, Marshall B., "Diagnostic Teaching," NASSP Bulletin,
57 (January, 1973), 25.

Wolfson, B. J., "Individualizing Instruction," NEA Journal,
55 (January, 1966), 32-33.

Yeager, J. L. and C. M. Lindvall, "Evaluating an Instructional
Innovation through the Observation of Pupil Activities,"
High School Journal, 51 (February, 1968), 248-253.

Reports

Cooley, W. W., An Information and Management System for Indi-
vidually Prescribed Instruction,. ERIC, ED 026 862, 1968.

Education Development Center Follow-Through Program, A Plan
for Continuing Growth, Newton, Massachusetts, 1969.

Education U. S. A. Special Report, IGE (Individually Guided
Education), Washington, D. C.,~United States Office of
Education, January, 1973.

Esbenson, Thorwald, Individualized Instruction and Self-
Directed Learning, Independent Study in Science, Washing-
ton, National Science Teachers Association, 1970.

Flanagan, J. C., Program for Learning in Accordance with Needs,
paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Chicago, Illinois, February, 1968.

Glaser, R., The Education of Individuals, ERIC, ED 010 523,
1966.



157

Harris, B. M. and K. E. McIntyre, Descriptive Observation
Record for Individualization of Instruction, Department
of Educational Administration, University of Texas, 1971.

Hetrick, William M., Coordination of Organic Curriculum
Development in the Public Schools of Monroe, Michigan,
ERIC, ED 050 466, 1971.

Ironside, Roderick A., The 1971-72 Nationwide Installation
of the Multiunit/IGE Model for Elementary Schools, ERIC
ED 066 623, 1972.

National Education Association, Survey from Epiegram, December
1, 1972, Washington, D. C., National Association of
Secondary School Principals, Bulletin 369, January, 1973.

Stukat, K. G., Teacher Role in Change, ERIC, ED 059 153, 1970.

Wood, Fred H., Rating Scale on Self-Direction, University of
Nebraska, 1970.

Publications of Learned Organizations

Anderson, R. H., "Organizing Groups for Instruction," Indivi-
dualizing Instruction, edited by N. B. Henry, Yearbook
of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part ]
Chicago, NSSE, 1962.

Beery, Althea, "The Effect of Environment," Individualizing
Instruction, edited by R. C. Doll, 1964 Yearbook of the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
Washington, ASCD, 1964.

Cook, W. W. and T. Clymer, Individualizing Instruction, Sixty-
first Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of
Education, Part I, Chicago, NSSE, 1962.

Goodlad, John I., "Schooling for the Future: Toward Quality
and Equality in American Precollegiate Education,"
President's Commission on School Finance, Washington,
D. C., October, 1971.



158

McClellan, J. E., Philosophical Redirection of Educational
Research, Seventy-first Yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of Education, Part I, Chicago, NSSE, 1972.

Reavis, W. C., Adapting the School to Individual Differences,
Twenty-fourth Yearbook of the National Society for the
Study of Education, Part II, Chicago, University of
Chicago Press, 1925.

Unpublished Materials

Flanagan, J. C., "Individualizing Education," address pre-
sented at the meeting of the American Psychological
Association, San Francisco, September, 1968.


