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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
Introduction
One of the main curriculum concerns of the first
and second grades is the teaching of reading.

In these

first two years, it is the aim of the classroom teacher
to give a good foundation into the mechanics of reading.
A variety of new and old methods and procedures are
available for use in aiding children in the task of learning
to read.

Words in Color, Lippincott Linguistic, Language

Experience, Sullivan Programmed Reading, Educational Development Laboratory's (EDL) Listen and Think series, and Basal
Readers are just a few of the approaches which are now being
used.

New machines such as Bell and Howell Language Masters,

Hoffman Mark IV Machines, and the Borg-Warner System 80 are
all tools to captivate a youngster's interest in reading
techniques.
By listening to advocates of some of these new programs, it is sometimes difficult not to be carried away
on a cloud of enthusiasm and feeling of success for their
particular program.

Unquestioning acceptance of the benefits

of a certain program may not, in fact, give a true picture
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of that program.

It behooves teachers who use these pro-

grams to realistically look into and evaluate the programs

in terms of usefulness to the student.
In the last few years, programmed techniques for
classroom use have increased tremendously.

Schramm {1962)

has challenged programmers to continue by producing a more
adequate theory of learning, a more efficient use of the
learning abilities of all children, and better use of the
learning capabilities of children at the far ends of the
capability spectrum,
learners.

both the slow and the very swift

These goals are in the interest of a better

educational system for tomorrow's youth but one needs to
be sure that the programs selected meet the standards that
necessitate growth for the student.

"The temptation exists

for the entrepreneur to throw hastily together programs
which will sell but which will not accomplish the objectives
they purport to accomplish."

{Green, 1962, p. 194.)

The aim of this study is not to tear down or ridicule
any method, Sullivan Programmed or Traditional Basal, but
to evaluate as objectively as possible, the merits and
limitations which exist in both and to show, through testing
a group of 99 first graders and 64 second graders, the possible effectiveness of these methods.
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Review of the Literature
Programmed Materials
Programmed instruction in the school systems of today
is frequently patterned through a Skinnerian type approach.
Schramm (1962) listed the essential elements of this type
of programming as follows:

(a) an ordered sequence of

stimulus items, (b) to each of which a student responds
in some special way,

(c) his response being reinforced by

immediate knowledge of results,

(d) so that he moves by

small steps, (e) therefore making few errors and practicing
mostly correct responses,

(f) from which he moves through

a process of successively closer approximations toward what
he is to learn from the program.
Programmed learning fits its pace to the pace of the
child and is therefore an individualized type of approach.
Through the use of programmed materials, Moore was able to
teach two and three year olds to read and type, and Stolurow
was able to produce remarkable results with very slow learners
(Chall, 1967).
Concerning the attitudes and opinions of educators
toward programmed materials, Hamer (1967) told of a survey
regarding the use of programmed instruction in the County
of Middlesex, England during the years 1963-64.

This survey

was undertaken by the Programmed Instruction Center at the
Enfield College of Technology, Enfield, Middlesex.

The

4

results showed approximately 370 teachers as being favorable
to programmed instruction, 230 teachers as being unfavorable
and the rest as being neutral.

The report further noted

that of the 230 unfavorable comments, 147 were critical of
programmed instruction because of the cost and quality of
commercial programs and machines, availability of programmers,
reliability and maintenance of machines, and other administrative difficulties.
One of the problems of using programmed textbooks,
as stated by Green (1962), is the ease with which a student
may obtain answers for a given frame by cues constantly
before him.

He may easily skip to another page for a quick

peek if he comes to an item he cannot answer.

"Such supple-

mental information increases the probability of correct
response and possibly decreases the learning that can be
acquired by working through the material."

(P. 195.)

Four principles generally stressed in programmed
learning as being accountable, in part, for its success
as an instructional method are refuted by Turner (1969).
These four phases, along with Turner's comments against
their superiority, are valuable in objectively evaluating
programmed materials.
(1.)

Self-pacing means allowing enough time for each

student to answer all questions correctly.

Turner

cited Feldhusen and Birt as having shown no decrease
in learning when self-pacing was eliminated.
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(2)

Overt response indicates active participation

by a student.

The Journal of Educational Research

for June-July, 1961, was recommended as a reference
by Turner to show that programs which had answers
already filled in were just as successful as those
which the student completed.
(3)

Immediate confirmation refers to the student's

opportunity to immediately check his response for
accuracy.

Turner cited Feldhusen and Birt, McDonald

and Allen, Moore and Smith as just a few who supported
the view that groups receiving no feedback achieved
just as much as those who received constant confirmation.
(4)

Small steps, an essential part of programmed

learning, was shown to be of little importance.

Turner

noted that Crowder used paragraphs with no decrease
in learning.
Weintraub (1965) also questioned the value of overt
responses, immediate evaluation of responses, and small
errorless steps.

Furthermore, Weintraub questioned the claim

that Buchanan's Programmed Readers is an individualized
program.

He said that since Buchanan's Programmed Reading

is a linear program, it can individualize-only in the area
of rate of progress.

Each child is required to receive the
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same program and go through the same procedures.

Speaking

directly about Cynthia Buchanan's Programmed Reading series,
he said, "The program is linear and must be followed exactly.
It is, therefore, inflexible and makes no provisions for
individual differences except in rate of progress through
the program (p. 67)."
H. Robinson (1969) picked up this point and

was

critical of mass-produced programs that do not allow for
individual differences in methods of learning.

Some students

do not need the tiny steps that another may need in a particular area.
Clymer (1961) emphasized the importance of professional insight by the classroom teacher in order to evaluate
and meet the needs of individual children.
One last question raised by Weintraub was whether the
goal of education is compatible with the goal of programmed
learning:

the right answer.

Green (1962) concluded with the reminder that the
effectiveness of a self-instructional program should be
assessed on the basis of what a student really has learned
and can remember from the program.

It is this information

which should be known by the prospective purchaser.
Basal Readers
~ost schools use a basal reader to provide fundamental
reading skills.

Usually, manuals, workbooks, phrase cards

or other related materials go with the basal readers which
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enhance its practicality and convenience.

Generally, each

series tries to develop in the child the following:
(a) reading vocabulary,

(b) an interest and appreciation

for books, (c) word recognition and comprehension skills,
(d) critical reading habits, (e) and the skills needed for
oral and silent reading (Austin & Morrison, 1963).
The teacher's manual identifies important skills
which should be taught, gives a general developmental sequence
for those skills, and suggests a variety of specific procedures for teaching them (Sucher, 1969).
Austin and Morrison (1963) stated that basal readers
generally consist of five major areas.
preparation for reading.

The first area is

It includes establishing a back-

ground for the story, discussing new concepts, and introducing
any new vocabulary.
reading.

The second area is a guide for silent

Suggestions for variety in oral reading is next.

Word analysis and comprehension skills are developed in the
fourth area and lastly, activities for enrichment are
included.
Generally, a social studies curriculum -- the family,
the community -- is used for readers in grades one, two, and
three, while controlled vocabulary is carried out through
the sixth grade.

Emphasis is placed on reading as a meaning-

ful process, not just word recognition (Chall, 1967).
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The Process of Reading
Austin and Morrison (1963) maintained that a teacher
indirectly controls a child's education by selecting, ordering, and presenting the materials which are to be learned.
Hopefully, these learning materials are selected with the
following criteria in mind:

(a) children's interests,

(b) levels of ability, (c) physical and emotional development,

(d) previous knowledge,

(e) competency and potential.

As stated by Heilman (1969), there are three major
skills which facilitate reading when they are presented
concomitantly.

Sight words, associating printed letters

with speech sounds, and context clues need to be taught
together.

He went on to say that if one of these aspects

is used in exclusion of the others, damage has been done
to the development of that reader.

Durrell (1958) also

stressed the importance of phonetic instruction along with
building sight vocabulary.
H. Robinson (1969) pointed out that studies from
Cornell University showed children search for clues in order
to achieve word recognition.

Therefore, it is important

that a child be exposed to a multitude of clues as early
as possible.
Bagford (1969) became more specific when he said,
11

It seems likely that some words are more easily learned

by a phonetic method than by a sight method (p. 85).

11
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Bagford also extended the view that some children are able
to benefit more from a sound-symbol oriented approach to
word recognition while others do better beginning with a
whole word approach.
Sullivan Reading Program

c.

Buchanan and Sullivan Associates rely a great

deal upon a phonetic-linguistic approach.

Letter names and

their corresponding sounds along with a controlled vocabulary
according to spelling regularity is their linguistically
based program of reading.

"They also teach the relation

between sounds and letters, have the children isolate sounds
and encourage blending (Chall, 1967, p. 44).
letter and its corresponding sound is dealt

11

Only one
with at a time.

It is not until that correspondence is mastered that another
letter and sound should be introduced.
Twenty-one workbooks are available for use in grades
one, two, and three.

There must be considerable progress

made both in letter recognition and the speech sounds they
represent before workbooks should be used.
stages are:

The pre-reading

(a} to be able to name the capital and small

letters of the alphabet,

(b} to be able to print both the

capital and small letters,

(c} to verbally associate speech

sounds with the letters a, f, m, n, p, t, th, and i, (d} and
finally, to recite a number of words including yes, no,
an, man, I, ant, a pin, pan, tan, thin, and fat.

10
The subject matter consists of carefully chosen
phonetically formed words and sentences such as,
mat," or "I am an ant.

11

11

I am a

Humorous illustrations accompany

the sentences.
In Chall's book (1967), she suggested that Bloomfield
questioned the
• • • initial emphasis on "meaning" and called,
instead, for making learning of the "code" or
the "alphabetic habit" the first step. Since
the child comes to school with a considerable
command of spoken language, he reasoned, reading
instruction should begin by teaching him the
printed equivalent for his oral vocabulary. And
since English spelling is irregular, he added,
this is best accomplished by teaching first
those words that are spelled regularly (p. 24).
Gray (1960) disagreed with Bloomfield.

He said that

reading materials constructed by selecting words from phonetic
elements which have been previously taught, lack continuity
of thought.

He also suggested that primers and first readers

written in this style can be read almost as effectively by
beginning with the last sentence and moving up to the top
of the page instead of the usual top to bottom progression.
The new methods for teaching a child to "crack the
code" by a strict vocabulary control according to phonetic
regularity are seen by Heilman (1968) just as attempts to
temporarily protect the child from the vagaries of English
spelling.
Sauer (1965) felt that reading, being a functional
skill, should begin with the primary emphasis on meaning

11
and purpose rather than on process.

Skills in word analysis

should be integrated into this approach so that the child
sees whole words as a step in unlocking meaning.

Context

clues and word configuration should also be taught.

Sauer

also felt that a vocabulary controlled by phonetic regularity
resulted in a tendency for word-calling rather than comprehension.
Chall (1967) stated, "Once the children have learned
to read, the correlations between their letter and/or phonics
knowledge and their reading achievement are quite high
(p. 149)."

From this she drew the conclusion that,

11

Knowing

the names of the letters before learning to read helps a
child in the beginning stages of reading, whether he learns
from an approach emphasizing code or meaning (pp. 149-150). 11
She went on to state that the above generalization is more
valid when a code emphasis is used.
Many reading specialists agreed that letter and/or
phonics knowledge is highly correlated with reading achievement.

However, they were skeptical when Chall said that

learning to read could best be achieved by knowing letter
names before the process of reading takes place.
Spache (1963) said that most schools have discarded
their use of phonics as the basis of learning to read.
reason being that the

11

The

recognition of letters is not a part

of the usual act of reading (p. 224)."

Word shapes and
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context clues are used more often in general reading.
Seldom does a reader sound a word in a letter-by-letter
fashion unless he has been taught to do so.

Austin and

Morrison (1963) agreed that a minority of schools use a
phonics approach where letter names and sounds are drilled
in isolation.

They further stated that this approach often

postpones meaningful reading by giving an overemphasis on
phonics in the early stages of reading.
According to Heilman (1969), code-cracking approaches
to reading were used in the 1890 1 s and produced a type of
reader educators did not want to produce.

Spache (1963)

called phonics, as a basic method of learning to read,
undesirable because i t " • • • produces slower readers, poorer
comprehension, and is a piecemeal approach to word recognition (p. 255)."

An analytic approach is preferred because

it uses whole words in context, analyzes their elements, and
compares them with other known words.

In this way, both

phonetic and contextual clues are used, thereby producing
better readers.

Cutts (1964) stressed the importance of

using phonics meaningfully and realistically.

He suggested

-that sometimes it is a useful tool and sometimes it provides
completely misleading information.

He also felt that an

overemphasis upon early isolated phonics tends to eliminate
the child's ability to look at whole words.
Bagford (1969) expressed the fear that children taught
by a synthetic approach may learn to dislike reading because
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it would seem to be a process of drill on seemingly meaningless sounds.
Heilman (1968) summed up his feelings by saying that
a child who has been taught to either (a) sound out all
words or (b) read all words as a whole, will have a difficult
adjustment in changing to a combination of these which is
necessary to become a good reader.
Critics who felt that the study of phonics in isolation
is undesirable, received additional support from the Gestalt
theory of perception which deals with primacy of the whole
over parts.

According to this theory, young children, par-

ticularly those just learning to read, fail to perceive details
in complex configurations (Reese & Lipsitt, 1970).

Gestalt

theorists stress the whole as a prerequisite for understanding and, therefore, consider letters to be meaningless parts
( Brown, 1958).
Bringing phonics into a proper perspective by examining
its specific value, Bagfor (1969) said,
One of the basic reasons for including any phonetic
knowledge in a reading program is to improve the
efficiency of the teaching process. To accomplish
this, good programs should concentrate on content
which occurs frequently in reading, is easy to
teach, and is relatively regular in its application
(p. 84).

In 1966, results of a first-gmde reading study by
the United States Office of Education were made known.

Of

some 76 research proposals received, only 27 were accepted
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by the Research Advisory Council for support by the Cooperative Research Branch of the United States Office of
Education.

The proposals were selected according to their

individual merit.

The selection was also based upon

presentations representing differing views on the problems
and steps of beginning reading {Chall, 1967).
coordinator of all 27 studies.

Bond was

This facilitated consistency

in terms of research design, measuring instruments, and
information gathered.
H. Robinson (1969) listed this as being the

11

•••

largest cooperative research project ever undertaken to
compare a large variety of beginning reading methods {p. 35). 11
She went on to say that Bond and Dykstra, after processing
and reporting all the findings, concluded that there seemed
to be no one single best method for the teaching of beginning
reading.
Sheldon (1969) agreed that the findings of the United
States Office of Education's first-grade reading instruction
study showed no method or material as being superior to any
other.

Alan Robinson (1969) concurred by saying,
There is no one sequence of skills. Research in
the field of reading has never demonstrated the
existence of a specific sequence or, in fact, has
it ever shown the superiority of one sequence
over another sequenced (p. 2).
One of the largest and best controlled studies sponsored

by the United States Office of Education at this time was
conducted by R. Rudell at the University of California at
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Berkeley (Fry, 1969).

He compared the Buchanan Programmed

Reading series with the Sheldon basic readers.

His sample

consisted of 132 children using the programmed materials
and 132 children using the basal materials.
Fry suggested that the section of the Stanford
Achievement Test given for paragraph meaning was perhaps
the most important as" • • • it represents a nearly trueto-life reading situation • • • (p. 400)."

The results

showed that those who used the Buchanan Programmed Reading
series scored 1.6 and the students who had used the Sheldon
basic readers scored 1.7.

There was not a significant

difference between these scores (Rudell, 1965).
A statistical difference at the .05 level was found
in the Word Reading Section of the Stanford Test with the
Programmed Reading students scoring 1.8 and the Sheldon
basic reader students scoring 1.7.
Here we see
year, which
experienced
in terms of
by tests of
significant

a difference of one tenth of a
hardly any classroom teacher or
educator would consider significant
reading ability of two groups, yet
"statistical significance" it is
at the .OS level (Fry, p. 401).

The other area showing a statistical difference was
in phonetically spelled words which were read orally.

The

programmed children scored 9.1 while the basal reading group
scored 5.4.
Fry summed up the data collected by Rudell as showing
little difference between the two methods of learning to
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Programmed Reading Compared With
Basal Readers at the End of
First Grade
(Data taken from Rudell's Study, 1955)

Group Reading
Test Means

Buchanan
Programmed Readers

~~~~ford Achievement
Primary I
(N=about
132 per cell)
Grade Scores
1.6
Paragraph Meaning
Word Reading
1.8
Word Study Skills
1.7
1. 7
Spelling

Individual Reading
Buchanan
Test Means
Programmed Readers
Raw Scores (N=about 44
per cell)
Gilmore Oral
Accuracy

Sheldon
Basic Readers

1.7
1.7*
1. 7

1.7

Sheldon
Basic Readers

16.6

17.7

Gilmore Oral
Rate

46.8

51.8

Gates Word - Oral
(words not selected
for phonic regularity)

11.8

10.8

Phonetically Regular
Words Oral Reading
Test

9.1

5.4*

*Ruddell found raw scores with statistically significant
differences between means at .05 level
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read.

He went on to say that the advantage of the programmed

readers in reading phonetically regular words did not carry
over to more important phases of the reading test such as
comprehension of paragraphs or accuracy and speed of silent
or oral reading.
In spite of the multitude of reading specialists who
examined the results of the United States Office of Education's studies and felt that there was no one best method
of teaching reading, J. Chall (1967) said, "The evidence
from the experimental studies analyzed so far indicate that
unselected children taught initially by a code emphasis
generally do better in reading than children taught by a
meaning emphasis, at least up to early fourth grade (p. 125)."
Gates (1969) summarized Fry's studies as showing no
support for Chall 1 s view that a code cracking method for
beginning reading is superior to other methods.

He elaborated

upon Chall's views further with the following statements.
Although Jeanne Chall quite justifiably states
that none of the newly proposed extended alphabets, or linguistic or phonics systems, has
proved to be superior to any other, she strangely
suggests a panacea herself. She writes "School
systems can improve reading standards by using
one of the 'complete• code emphasis programs • • •
or one of the separate phonics programs as a
replacement for the word perception program in
the conventional basal reader series.•• While the
particular procedure for using the code method
which she recommends seems likely to be a very good
one for many of today's children, such a widespread
substitution of a code emphasis approach for other
procedures is not justified, by either of these
studies or by any other existing evidence (p. 17).
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Conclusion of Debate
Upon evaluating the contradictory statements for
and against a code cracking system, it seems useless to
say that any one system is the best way to produce good
readers.

Perhaps one might profit more from directing

research in the areas of how children learn so that educators
can then

11

differentiate instruction with regards for the

methods the learner finds most beneifical {Robinson, 1969,
P•

3) •

II

The test of time has shown that no method of
teaching the important reading skills yet invented
have been optimum for all children or even a
majority of them. Materials and procedures best
suited for some children in a typical class are
often spectacularly bad for others in the same
group {Gates, 1969, p. 15).
The Problem for Research
The problem is simply whether, in a normal classroom
situation, there is or is not a significant difference in
reading achievement as accomplished through a selection of
basal readers as compared with Sullivan Programmed reading
materials.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study these terms were defined
as follows:
(1)

Basal Reader.

A series of books arranged by

grade levels which stress the use of phonics, context clues
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and word configuration drills, as well as sight word vocabulary.

Reading for comprehension is an important part of

this type of program.
(2)

Programmed Instruction.

A kind of learning in

which a program leads the student through a set of specific
behaviors designed and sequenced to make it more probable
that he will behave in a given desired way in the future.
(3)

Linear Programs.

Programmed instruction which

individualizes only in the area of rate of progress.

All

are required to receive the same program and go through
the same procedures.
(4)
designed by

Sullivan Programmed Reading.

c.

A linear program

Buchanan which stresses letter names and

letter sounds as the key to reading.
(5)

Group I.

A group of 49 first-grade pupils who

learn to read by using a variety of basal readers.
(6)

Group II.

A group of 50 first-grade pupils

who learn to read by using the Sullivan Programmed Reading
Series.
(7)

Group III.

A group of 21 second-grade students

who learn to read by using a variety of basal readers during
first and second grade.
(8)

Group IV.

A group of 33 second grade students

who learn to read by using Sullivan Programmed Reading
materials during first grade.

In second grade, they use
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Sullivan materials 60 percent of the time and basal materials
40 percent of the time.
(9)

Group

v.

A group of 10 second grade students

who use basal readers during the first grade in reading.
In the second grade they use basal readers 40 percent of
the time and Sullivan materials 60 percent of the time.
(10) Significant.
at .05 or less than

Those predicted values which are

.os.

(11) Very Significant.

Those predicted values which

are .01 or less than .01.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were established for testing
the effectiveness of Sullivan Programmed Reading as compared
with the effectiveness of a variety of basal readers.
Hypothesis

I:

At the completion of the first school year,
there is no significant difference between
the effectiveness of the Sullivan Programmed
Reading approach as compared with a basal
reading approach.

Hypothesis

II:

At the completion of the second year of
school, there is no significant difference
between the effectiveness of one year of
Sullivan Programmed Reading and one year
of 60 percent Sullivan Programmed - 40
percent basal reader approach.
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Hypothesis III:

At the completion of the second year of
school, there is no significant difference
between the effectiveness of one year of
training through the Sullivan Programmed
Reading approach and one year of a 60 percent
Sullivan - 40 percent basal reader approach
as compared with one year of a Basal Reading
approach and one year of a 60 percent Sullivan Programmed - 40 percent basal reader
approach.

Hypothesis

IV:

At the completion of the second year of
school, there is no significant difference
between the effectiveness of two years of
training through a Basal Reading approach
as compared with one year of a basal reading
approach and one year of the 60 percent
Sullivan Programmed - 40 percent basal
reader approach.

Hypothesis

V:

There is no significant difference, at
the end of the second grade, between the
individual growth scores of those children
instructed through two years of a basal
reading approach as compared with those
children instructed through one year of
the Sullivan Programmed Reading approach
and one year of a 60 percent Sullivan Programmed - 40 percent basal reader approacho
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Hypothesis

VI:

There is no significant difference, at the
end of the second grade, between the individual growth scores of children instructed
through a basal reading approach for two
years as compared with those children instructed through a basal reading approach
for one year and a 60 percent Sullivan
Programmed Reading - 40 percent basal reader
approach for one year.

Hypothesis VII:

There is no significant difference, at the
end of the second grade, between the individual
growth scores of children instructed through
the Sullivan Programmed Reading approach
for one year and a 60 percent Sullivan
Programmed - 40 percent basal reader approach
for one year as compared with those children
instructed through a basal reading approach
for one year and the 60 percent Sullivan
Programmed - 40 percent basal reading approach
for one yearQ

CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects
During the school year 1967-1968, it was decided
that two first grade rooms in the Franklin Pierce School
District would adopt the Sullivan Programmed Reading materials
as their exclusive method for teaching reading.

From the

nine elementary schools in this district, Elmhurst Elementary School was selected to carry out this program.
Elmhurst Elementary had a population of approximately
700 students, ranging from kindergarten through sixth grade.
There were four first grade rooms and three second grade
rooms.

Class loads for the first grades were approximately

25 students per room while the second grades had approximately 30 students per room.
For the school year 1968-1969, two of the first grade
classes carried on a Sullivan Programmed approach to reading while the other two first grade classes continued to
use a basal approach.
First Grade Placement
The kindergarten teachers were requested to place
an equal number of high, average, and slow learners into
the four first grade rooms.
23

Disciplinary problems, if any,
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were to be divided equally among the first grades.

An

equal proportion of boys and girls for each room was also
requested.
Each teacher received approximately the same number
of students at the beginning of the school year, but at
the end of the first year, the two rooms with Sullivan
Programmed materials had 19 students and 25 students each.
The two rooms using basal reading materials had 24 and 25
students each.
Second Grade Placement
Those children who were in a first grade room using
the Sullivan Programmed Reading approach were automatically
placed in a second grade class using Sullivan Programmed
Reading materials.
Five students from each of the rooms using a basal
reading approach were selected to move into a room using
Sullivan Programmed materials.

An attempt was made to

change those students who, in the first grade teacher's
estimation, would benefit from a more individualized and
self-competitive approach to reading.

This movement from

one program to another was a necessity as the four first
grade classes had to be placed into three second grade classes.
The remaining children who had used a basal reading
approach, continued using the same approach in the second
grade.
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The Instrument
The instrument selected for this study was the GatesMacGinitie Reading Test, Primary B, Form 1.

It was used

to give a check on vocabulary and comprehension as well
as the general grade level achieved in the area of reading.
It also served as a pretest-post-test to show individual
growth achieved in the area of reading from the end of the
first grade to the end of the second grade.
The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests.

This test is

authored by Arthur I. Gates and Walter H. MacGinitie.

The

complete series of tests, ranging from grades one through
12, is printed by the Teachers College Press at Columbia
University, New York.

The copyright is 1965.

For the actual item selection, approximately 800
students in each grade level were given the initial test.
Approximately 750 pupils in adjacent grade levels were also
given the test.

This amounted to more than 25,000 pupils

representing the 12 grade levels.

Approximately 70 percent

of the original items on the test were retained.
The vocabulary and comprehension sections were constructed as a power test.
factor in these two areas.

Therefore, time was not a limiting
According to the preliminary

testing, all but 15 to 25 percent of the students should
finish these sections in the time allowed.
Procedure
For the first three weeks of school, all first grade
pupils began their school day at 8:45 and were dismissed
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at 2:00.

During this period, the teachers informally

grouped students into slower and faster learners in the
area of reading.

At the end of the three weeks, the students

who seemed to be slower in reading began school at 8:45, an
hour earlier than the faster readers who arrived at 9:45.
The slower readers were dismissed at 2:00, an hour earlier
than the faster readers who left at 3:00.

This allowed

for a full hour of reading in the morning with approximately
one-half a class and a full hour in the afternoon for the
other one-half.

All teachers tried to have a smaller number

of students in the morning group to allow for even greater
individualization with the slower reader.
Students could be moved from the morning or afternoon
reading group at the discretion of the teacher.
Group I
During the first and last hour of the day, those
students in Group I were divided into even smaller reading
groups ranging from 5 to 11 children.

For at least a half

hour each day, the smaller groups worked directly with the
teacher as she taught such skills as sight words, structural
analysis and synthesis, context clues, word configuration,
and comprehension.

While one group was working and reading

with the teacher in a reading group situation, the other
group was completing seat work designed to practice and
review reading skills.

After a period of half an hour, these
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groups were rotated so that, by the end of the day, every
student in the room had at least a half hour working in
a group with the teacher's direct leadership.
Each student was put through at least 12 pre-primers
before going on to a primer.

Occasionally, the entire room

would read a book together rather than the usual small
groups.

Two Language Masters were employed as a station

for word review.

Students were allowed to take their books

home to read during the weekends.
Group II
Those students in Group II moved through the Sullivan
Programmed materials in a lock-step fashion until the end
of October.

At that time, the students were allowed to

proceed at their own rate.

These students also had the

split level reading time providing them with an hour in
the morning or an hour in the afternoon just for reading.
The students were supplied with plastic overlays on
which to write their responses.

Each child worked at

his

seat filling in the appropriate answers and would go up
to the teacher's desk in order to be tested at the end of
the various sections.
Students were allowed to take their books home for
review.

This group used eight Language Masters for discover-

ing new words and review of old ones.
The teachers of this group were in frequent contact
with the local sales representative of the Sullivan materials
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who offered helpful suggestions as to how the program should
be used in order to achieve the best results.
Group III

Students in Group III continued in the second grade
much the same as they had while in the first grade.
split level reading times were still used.

The

One Language

Master was available to these students.
Group IV
Students in Group IV continued on with Sullivan
Programmed materials much the same as they had in the first
grade until November.

At that time, the teacher using the

programmed materials decided to supplement by using basal
readers two days a wekk.

This contaminated a pure Sullivan

group so that they were now using Sullivan materials 60
percent of the time and basal materials 40 percent of the
time.
Three Language Masters were available to these
students.
Group V
Students in Group V had to learn, at the beginning
of the second grade, how to use programmed materials.
had not been exposed to this reading method before.

They
Their

teacher also decided to supplement the Sullivan Programmed
materials with two days a week of basal readers starting
in November.

This contaminated their group so that they
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were using Sullivan materials 60 percent of the time and
basal materials 40 percent of the time.
Data Collection
The data were collected by use of the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Test, Primary B, Form 1.

All students in Group I

and Group II were tested at the end of the first year of
school.

The test was administered to each class by the

school counselor.
The following areas were evaluated by the test:
1.

Comprehension

2.

Word Recognition

3.

General Reading Level

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Primary B, Form 1
was again given at the end of the second year of school to
Groups III, IV, and

v.

The test was administered to each

group by the school counselor.

A general grade level in

the area of reading was obtained from the test at this time.
Analysis of Data
The T-Test was used to compare the Gates-MacGinitie
reading scores of Groups I and II in the area of comprehension.
The same method was employed to compare group differences
in the areas of vocabulary and general reading level.
Hypothesis I was tested in this fashion.
The T-Test was again used to compare the GatesMacGinitie general reading scores of Groups III and IV,
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Groups III and V, and Groups IV and

v.

This was done to

test Hypotheses II, III, and IV.
A pretest-post-test comparison was made to show individual growth scores from the end of the first grade to
the end of the second grade.

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Test was given at both of these times and the T-Test was
used to evaluate differences as suggested in Hypotheses V,
VI, and VII.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The T-Test was used to evaluate the data collected
for this study.

This test was employed in order to deter-

mine any significant difference between the two means of
each set of groups compared.
The two levels of significance most often selected
in statistical studies, as pointed out by Borg (1963), are
the .OS percent level and the .01 percent level.

By taking

into consideration the measures used, the size of the groups,
and the purpose of this study, one may select a level of
significance which has meaning for him.
Comprehension Achievement During First Grade
Group I consisted of 49 students.

At the completion

of their first year of school, this group had a mean score
of 2.077 or were at an approximate level of second grade
plus one month in the area of comprehension.
Group II consisted of 50 students.

Their mean score

in the area of comprehension at the end of the first grade
was 1.634.

As indicated in Table 1, the mean score of

Group I minus the mean score of Group II yielded a mean
difference of 0.443.

The T-test resulted in a score of

2.60, indicating a level of significance at less than .OS
{<.02).
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TABLE 1

Difference Between Means of Group I and Group II
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test, Section on Comprehension

Number
Tested

Group

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

Standard
Deviation

49

2.077

0.904019

Group II
50
( Sullivan
Programmed
Readers)

1.634

0.772427

Group I
(basal
readers)

0.443551
df=97, *p<.05 (<.02)

T-Test
Value

2.60*
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Both Group I and Group II had a high degree of standard
deviation with Group I being 0.904 and Group II being 0.773.
The raw scores of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, comprehension section, are found in Appendix A for Group I and
Appendix B for Group II.
Vocabulary Achievement During First Grade
In the vocabulary section of the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Test, Group I had a mean score of 2.300 while
Group II trailed with a 1.754.

Table 2 shows the mean

difference as being 0.546 with a t score of 3.549.

This

indicated a high probability value of < .001.
Again the standard deviation in Group I was high
{0.940) while Group II, with 0.506, was less widely spread
than they were in the comprehension section (0.773).
General Reading Level Achievement During First Grade
The average grade score, derived from combining the
comprehension and vocabulary section scores of the GatesMacGinitie Reading Test, revealed a mean score of 2.132
for Group I and a mean score of 1.568 for Group II.

The

mean difference of the two groups was found to be 0.565
which yielded a t score of 3.549.

This t score indicates

a very high significance level{< .001).
The standard deviation of both groups was again high,
as shown in Table 3.

Group I had a standard deviation of

0.881 while Group II evidenced a slightly less spread at
0.732.
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TABLE 2

Difference Between Means of Group I and Group II
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test, Section on Vocabulary

Number
Tested

Mean
Score

49

2.300

0.940472

Group II
50
( Sullivan
Programmed
readers)

1.754

0.506442

Group

Group I
(basal
readers)

Mean
Difference

0.54600
df =9 7, **p<.001

Standard
Deviation

T-Test
Value

3.55**
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TABLE 3

Difference Between Means of Group I and Group II
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test for General Reading Level

Number
Tested

Group

Group I
(basal
readers)

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

Standard
Deviation

49

2.1326

0.8811

Group II
50
( Sullivan
Programmed
Readers)

1.5680

0.7316

0.5646
df =9 7, **p<.001

T-Test
Value

3.44**
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Results of Comprehension, Vocabulary, and General Reading
Level Achievement During First Grade
By looking at the mean differences and levels of
significance in the areas of comprehension
p <.01), vocabulary {x1 reading level

{x1

-

x2 =

x2 =

{x1

-

x2 =

0.443,

0.546, p <.001), and general

0. 565, p < • 001) it seems evident

that the null Hypothesis I be rejected.

The conclusion

being that there was a significant difference between the
Sullivan Reading Group and the Basal Reading Group at the
end of the first year of school.
Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups III and IV
The t test was used to test the null Hypothesis II
indicating no difference, at the end of the second grade,
between Groups III and IV.

Table 4 shows 21 students in

Group III and 33 students in Group IV setting the degrees
of freedom at 52.

The mean scores of Group III (3.705)

and Group IV (3.136) produced a mean difference of 0.568.
The t value was found to be 1.900 which gave a level of
significance less than .05 but more than .025.
The standard deviations of the two groups were similar with Group III having a range of 1.049 and Group IV
also having a range of 1.049.

Appendix C shows the raw

scores from the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test for Group III
and Group IV.
The obtained t

(1.900) was significant at less than

.05 and more than .025, therefore, Hypothesis II was rejected.
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TABLE 4

Difference Between Means of Group III and Group IV
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test for General Reading Level

Group

Number
Tested

Group III
(2 years
basal)

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

Standard
Deviation

21

3.7048

1.0499

Group IV
33
(2 years
Sullivan
Programmed)

3.1363

1.0493

0.5684
df=52, *p<.0S>.025

T-Test
Value

1.90*
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Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups IV and V
Hypothesis III was tested by use of the t test and
results are recorded in Table 5.

The 33 members of Group IV

achieved a mean score of 3.136 while the 10 members of Group V
followed closely with a mean score of 3.080.

The mean

difference was 0.056 which resulted in a t score of 0.144.
This simply did not result in a significant difference at
the <.OS level.

Therefore, Hypothesis III was accepted.

Standard deviations of the two groups were almost
the same with Group IV having a range of 1.049 and Group V
having a range of 1.029.

Raw scores from the Gates-MacGinitie

Reading Test for Group IV and Group V are found in Appendix

c.

Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups III and V
Table 6 shows the results of the comparison between
Group III and Group V.

The degrees of freedom (29) show

this to be the smallest group comparison.
Group III had a mean score of 3.705 while Group V
had a mean score of 3.080.

The mean difference of the two

groups was found to be 0.625 with a t score of 1.503.

This

resulted in a probability value of less than .10 and more
than

.os.

Upon examination of the t

(1.503) and its prob-

ability value(< .10> .OS), Hypothesis IV was accepted.
Standard deviations for the two groups were almost
the same with Group III ranging at 1.049 and Group V ranging
at 1.029.
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TABLE 5

Difference Between Means of Group V and Group IV
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test for General Reading Level

Mean
Mean
Score Difference

Standard T-Test
Deviation Value

Group V
10
(i year
basal et
1 year
Sullivan
Programmed)

3. 0800

1.0294

Group IV
33
(2 years
Sullivan
Programmed)

3.1363

1.0493

Group

Number
Tested

0.0563

df=41, p<.05

0.1443
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TABLE 6

Difference Between Means of Group III and Group V
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test for General Reading Level

Group

Number
Tested

Group III
(2 years
basal)

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

Standard
Deviation

21

3.7048

1.0499

10
Group V
( 1 year
basal +
1 year
Sullivan
Programmed)

3.0800

1.0294

0.6248
df=29, p<.10>.0S

T-Test
Value

1.503
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Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of Second
Grade Between Groups IV and III
The t test was used to test Hypothesis V which stated
there would be no difference in individual growth scores,
during the second year of school, between those members of
Group IV and those of Group III.

The 33 members of Group IV

and the 21 members of Group III allowed 52 degrees of freedom.
A mean score of 1.548 by Group IV and a mean score of 1.195
by Group III resulted in a mean difference of 0.353.

The

5 score, as shown in Table 7, was 1.633 with a significance
level of <.05.

This tends to call for rejection of Hypo-

thesis Vas there appears to be an adequate doubt of the
similarities of the two groups' individual growth scores.
The standard deviations were high with Group IV having
a spread of 0.972 and Group III having a somewhat less spread
of 0.353.
The pretest-post-test raw scores from the GatesMacGinitie Reading Test of Group III are found in Appendix D
and the scores for Group IV in Appendix E.
Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of Second
Grade Between Groups IV and V
Table 8 shows a comparison of individual growth scores
for Group IV (x

=

1.548) and Group V (x

=

1.290).

The mean

difference between the two groups was 0.258 with a t score
of 0.910.

This gives a probability value of more than .20

and less than .10, thus Hypothesis VI was accepted.
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TABLE 7

Difference Between Means of Group IV and Group III
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test for Individual Growth

Group

Number
Tested

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

Standard
Deviation

Group IV
33
(2 years
Sullivan
Programmed)

1.5484

0.9714

Group III
(2 years
basal)

1.1952

0.5916

21

0.3532
df =5 2, p<.05

T-Test
Value

1.633
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TABLE 8

Difference Between Means of Group IV and Group V
as Measured by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Test for Individual Growth

Group

Number
Tested

Mean
Score

Mean
Difference

Standard
Deviation

Group IV
33
(2 years
Sullivan
Programmed)

1.5484

0.9714

Group V
10
(i year
basal +
1 year
Sullivan
Programmed)

1.2900

0.6789

0.2584
df=41, p>.20<.10

T-Test
Value

0.9101
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The standard deviation for Group IV was 0.971 and
0.679 for Group V.

The pretest-post-test raw scores from

the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test for Group IV are found
in Appendix E and for Group Vin Appendix F.
Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of Second
Grade Between Groups III and V.
The individual growth scores tested in Hypothesis VII
showed Group III to have a mean score of 1.195 while Group V
had a mean score of 1.290.

The mean difference between

these groups was only 0.094 which resulted in a t score
of 0.362.

The value of significance was less than .30,

thus Hypothesis VII was accepted.
Table 9 shows these combined groups yielded only
29 degrees of freedom.

The standard deviations of the two

groups were similar with a score of 0.591 for Group III and
0.679 for Group

v.
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TABLE 9

Difference Between Means of Group III and Group V
as Measured by the Gates- MacGinitie Reading
Test for Individual Growth

Mean
Mean
Score Difference

Standard
Deviation

21

1.1952

0.5916

10
Group V
( 1 year
basal +
1 year
Sullivan
Programmed)

1.2900

0.6789

Group

Number
Tested

Group III
(2 years
basal)

0.0948
df=29, p<. 30

T-Test
Value

0.362

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Comprehension Achievement During First Grade
In the area of comprehension, those students who had
a year's training in basal readers {Group I) were slightly
less than one-half year ahead of those students who learned
to read through the use of Sullivan Programmed materials
{Group II).

Group I scored at a beginning second grade

level of comprehension while Group II reached a mastery at
first grade, six months.
This would tend to emphasize the claims found in
the Review of Literature, that Sullivan Programmed materials
do not stress comprehension as a major function of reading
in the early grades.

Whether the area of comprehension

should be stressed in the early grades remains, of course,
debatable.
Vocabulary Achievement During First Grade
The area of vocabulary is where those in support
of Sullivan Programmed materials feel their program excels.
Table 2 clearly shows, however, that in this study, those
who learned to read through basal readers were a half-year
ahead of those who learned to read through the use of Sullivan
Programmed materials.
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Basal readers scored at the second grade, third-month
level while Sullivan-trained pupils only reached a first
grade, seventh-month level.
General Reading Level Achievement During First Grade
The highest level of significance, at the end of
the first grade, was found in the area of general reading
level.

With a probability level of less than .001, the

basal reader group scored over one-half year better than
did the Sullivan group.

Basal

readers were reading on

the second grade, one-month level while Sullivan readers
were still in a first grade level plus six months.
Results of Comprehension, Vocabulary, and General Reading
Level Achievement During First Grade
Thus, in the three areas of reading tested,
prehension, (b) vocabulary,

(a) com-

(c) general reading level, those

students who learned to read by use of basal readers scored
approximately one-half year better on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Test than those who learned to read through Sullivan
Programmed materials.
This indicates that Hypothesis I, which predicted
no significant difference between a year of learning to
read with basal readers as compared with a year of learning
to read with Sullivan Programmed materials in the first
grade, should be changed to express a positive difference
between the two groups.
might have been:

A more appropriate hypothesis

At the end of the first year of school,
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those students who learned to read by using basal readers
are significantly better readers than those students who
learned to read through the use of Sullivan Programmed
materials.
Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups III and IV

At the end of the second grade, Group III showed
itself to be a little over five months ahead of Group IV in
the area of reading.

This again stresses the superiority

of basal readers over Sullivan Programmed materials.
Those students who had read only in basal readers
scored at a third-grade level plus seven months, while
those taught mainly through Sullivan materials just barely
achieved a third-grade reading level.
Thus,

there is a significant difference between

Group III and Group IV at the completion of the second
grade.

The basal reading group definitely scored a higher

reading level in this particular study.
Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups IV and V
Group IV achieved a reading level of third grade,
one month at the completion of the second grade.

Group V

was slightly behind with a reading level of beginning third
grade.

The closeness of these two groups indicated no

significant difference in their achievement levels.

Con-

sequently, Hypothesis III, which stated no significant
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difference between Group IV and Group Vat the completion
of the second year of school, was accepted.

This was the

first hypothesis to be accepted.
Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups III and V
After two years of training in basal readers,
Group III achieved a reading level of seven months into
the third grade.

Those students who had started learning

to read with basal readers were switched, at the start of
second grade, to Sullivan materials {Group V) achieved a
reading level just slightly over beginning third grade.
It would appear that this six-month difference would be
significant thus invalidating Hypothesis IV, but due to
the limited degrees of freedom {29) the significance level
is at a <.10 >.OS level.

This allows too much freedom for

chance, so that it can be stated that there is no significant difference, at the end of second grade, between the
reading levels of Group III and Group

v.

Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of
Second Grade Between Groups III and IV
A difference of almost six months was found between
Group III and Group IV.

The arithmetic average individual

growth score for those members of Group III was approximately
one year and two months.

Group IV's average individual

growth was a little higher, being a gain of one year and
five months.
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This increase in individual growth for Sullivan
readers could lend support to Chall's theory that around
the end of third grade, the two methods of reading begin
to balance out (Review of Literature, p. 15), except for
the fact that she proposes that up until this time, Sullivan
readers should be superior to basal readers which, according to this study, had been proven statistically to be untrue.
The null Hypothesis V was rejected as there was a
difference at the

<.OS level between the average individual

growth score attained by Group III and the average individual growth score attained by Group IV.

Thus, at the end

of the second year of school, Group IV has a significantly
higher average individual growth score than does Group III.
Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of
Second Grade Between Groups IV and V
There was only a two-and-one-half month difference
between the reading level gained by Group IV over that
gained by Group V.

The individual growth average score of

Group IV was recorded at one year, five months, while Group V's
individual growth score averaged only slightly less at
approximately one year and three months.
This was not a significant difference (p>.20< .10)
between the two groups, therefore, the null Hypothesis VI
which stated that there is no significant difference, at the
end of the second year, between Group IV and Group V was
accept~d.
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Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of
Second Grade Between Groups III and V
Again, there was only a minor difference between the
average individual growth scores tested.

This time, only

v.

one month's difference was found between Groups III and
Group III had an average individual growth of one year,

two months, while Group V was slightly ahead with an average
individual growth of one year, three months.

This was not

a significant difference(< .30).
Hypothesis VII was then accepted, stating that there
is no significant difference, at the completion of second
grade, between the individual growth scores of Group III
as compared with the individual growth scores of Group

v.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The controversy between the effectiveness of
Sullivan Programmed materials and the basal reader series
has really just begun in the last few years.

Studies done

by Rudell (Fry, 1969) indicate little difference between
the two methods.

Upon examination of the results of the

United States Office of Education's first grade reading
study, almost all reading experts agreed that there was
no one best method in teaching children how to read.

Some,

such as Chall and Bloomfield (Chall, 1967) feel strongly
that a phonetic-linguistic approach, such as Sullivan
Programmed Reading, is far superior to any other method.
Others, such as Gray (1960) and Heilman (1968) feel that
there is no justification for Chall's and Bloomfield's
preference.
This study has tried to compare two methods of learning to read:

(a) basal readers,

(b) Sullivan Programmed

materials, in an attempt, not to discredit one method or
another, but to better understand their effectiveness and
value as a tool for teaching reading in the first two grades
of school.
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Comprehension,

Vocabulary,

and General Reading Level

Achievement During First Grade
Ninety-nine first graders took part in the experiment with 49 having been instructed through the use of a
wide variety of basal readers and 50 having been instructed
through the use of Sullivan Programmed materials.

At the

end of the first grade, all the students were given the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, and the results were computed
by use of the T-Test in order to find the mean difference
of the two groups in the areas of comprehension, vocabulary,
and general reading level.
Table 1 shows those students who used basal readers
to be not quite a half-year ahead of the students using
Sullivan materials in the area of comprehension.

The basal

students were even further ahead in the areas of vocabulary
and general reading level, as shown in Table 2 and Table 3.
There is no other alternative but to state that in
this study, those who used a variety of basal readers achieved
far more in the three areas tested:
(b) vocabulary,

(a) comprehension,

(c) general reading level, than did those

students instructed through Sullivan Programmed materials;
the difference being approximately one-half year.
It can be concluded, then, that perhaps a pure diet
of Sullivan Programmed materials is not as advantageous
to a student as a variety of selections as allowed in the
basal readers.
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Summary of Second Grade Study
Due to general student attrition, it was possible to
follow only 64 of the first grade students completely
through the second grade.

These 64 students were divided

into three different instruction groups:

(a) those having

learned to read through two years of basal reading instruction,

(b) those having learned to read through two years

of Sullivan Programmed instruction, and (c) those having
learned to read through one year of basal instruction and
one year of Sullivan Programmed instruction.
These three groups were again tested by the GatesMacGinitie Reading Test and compared through use of the
T-Test at the completion of the second grade.
Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups III and IV
Upon examination of the general reading level of
the three second grade instruction groups, the only significant difference, as found in Table 4, was a half-year's
difference between the group instructed through basal
readers for two years and the group instructed through
Sullivan materials for two years.

As in the first grade

study, the basal reader students were one-half a year ahead
of the Sullivan Programmed readers.

Again, this indicates

an advantage for the basal reader series over Sullivan
materials.
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Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups IV and V
When those students who learned to read through one
year of basal readers and one year of Sullivan Programmed
materials were compared to the group who had learned to
read through two years of Sullivan Programmed materials,
there was no indication that one group excelled over the
other.

The p value was found to have no significance at

the < • 05 level.
Reading Achievement at Completion of Second Grade Between
Groups III and V
There was no significant difference in the general
reading level of those instructed through one year of basal
readers and one year of Sullivan Programmed materials as
compared with those instructed through two years of basal
readers.

Although a glance at the mean scores of the two

groups, as found in Table 6, would indicate a difference
of about one-half a year in favor of the two-year basal
group, the low degrees of freedom (df
probability value to

<.10 >.05.

=

29) limits the

It can not be said, there-

fore, that one of these groups is superior in their reading
achievement to the other.
Summary of Second Grade Individual Growth Achievement
After comparing groups at the end of the first year
of school and again at the end of the second year of school,
interest was expressed to see which type of reading situation
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led to the greatest amount of individual growth from the
end of the first grade to the end of the second grade.
By using the first grade reading scores from the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test as a pretest and the following year taking the same second grade student's reading
score from the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test as a posttest, this comparison for individual growth was achieved.
Each second grader, then, had his reading test score from
the end of the first grade compared with his reading score
at the end of the second grade in order to determine his
individual growth.

This was done through use of the T-Test.

The mean individual growth scores of two groups were
then compared in order to determine whether one group had
a greater individual growth gain than the other.
Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of
Second Grade Between Groups III and IV
The students who were instructed through two years
of Sullivan Programmed Readers had a greater individual
growth gain during the second year of school than did those
who had been instructed with basal readers for two years.
There was approximately a three-month difference in favor
of the Sullivan group with a p value of

<.OS.

Whether the Sullivan Programmed group's gain was
greater because they were a half-year behind the basal
reader group in their general reading level might be an
answer to the difference but is purely speculative.
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Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of
Second Grade Between Groups IV and V
No significant difference was found when the mean
individual growth scores of the two-year Sullivan Programmed
students were compared with the group who had had one year
of basal training and one year of Sullivan training.

There

was approximately two-month's difference, as found in
Table 8, with a probability value of

>.20 <.10.

This is

not a high enough value to indicate any consistency.
Individual Reading Achievement Growth at Completion of
Second Grade Between Groups III and V
A comparison of the mean individual growth score
of those students instructed through two years of basal
readers and those students instructed through one year of
basal readers and one year of Sullivan Programmed materials
showed less than a month's difference with a significance
level of less than .30.

This is simply not significant

in any way •
. conclusions
This study suggests the following conclusions:
1.

One year of first grade reading instruction using

a variety of basal readers is superior, in the area of
comprehension, to one year of instruction through the use
of Sullivan Programmed materials.
2.

One year of first grade reading instruction using

a variety of basal readers is superior, in the area of
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vocabulary, to one year of instruction through the use of
Sullivan Programmed materials.
3.

One year of first grade reading instruction using

a variety of basal readers is superior in producing a higher
general reading level to one year of instruction through
the use of Sullivan Programmed Materials.
4.

Two years of reading instruction with a variety

of basal readers is superior to two years of reading instruction with Sullivan Programmed Materials.
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Raw Scores for the Gates MacGinitie
Reading Test for Basal Readers
Group I

Average Grade

Vocabulary

Comprehension

4.6

4.1

5.1

4.3

4.1

4.5

3.5

3.5

3.6

3.5

4.4

2.6

2.6

2.5

2.7

2.5

3.4

1.7

2.5

2.4

2.7

2.5

2.2

2.8

2.3

2.5

2.1

2.2

1.9

2.5

2.2

2.3

2.2

2.0

1.9

2.2

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.3

2.1

l. 7

1.6

1.8

l. 7

1.6

1.9

1.6

1.6

i.7

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.3

1.7

1.4

1.5

1.3

1.4

1.7

1.2
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Average Grade

Vocabulary

Comprehension

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

0.0

1.3

o.o

o.o

1.2

0.0

3.7

4.3

3.4

3.7

3.7

3.7

3.0

4.5

1.5

2.8

3.9

2.8

2.7

2.9

2.5

2.5

2.9

2.1

2.5

3.3

1.7

2.4

2.7

2.1

2.4

2.7

2.2

2.3

1.9

2.7

2.1

2.2

1.9

2.1

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.6

2.5

2.0

2.2

1.8

2.0

2.0

2.1

2.0

2.2

1.9

1.9

2.2

1.6

1.9

1.7

2.1

1.6

1.7

1.6

1.5

1.4

1.7
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Average Grade

Vocabulary

Comprehension

1.5

1.6

1.4

1.5

1.8

1.3

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.3

1.4

1.3
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Raw Scores for the Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test for Sullivan Readers
Group II

Average Grade

Vocabulary

Comprehension

2.6

2.6

2.6

2.5

2.6

2.5

2.3

2.5

2.2

2.0

1.9

2.1

2.0

2.6

1.4

1.9

2.3

1.6

1.8

2.0

1.7

1.8

1.7

1.9

1.8

1.5

2.1

1.8

1.7

1.9

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.7

1. 7

2.2

1.3

1.6

1.7

l.6

1.6

1.5

1.7

1.5

1.3

1.8

1.5

1.6

1.4

1.5

1.7

1.4

1.5

1.4

1.6

1.4

1.7

1.2

1.4

1.4

1.5
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Average Grade

Vocabulary

Comprehension

1.4

1.5

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.4

1.4

1.2

1.6

1.3

1.3

1.4

0.0

1.4

0.0

o.o

6.0

1.8

3.5

2.8

4.3

3.0

2.6

3.4

2.6

2.6

2.7

.2.5

2.5

2.5

2.1

2.0

2.3

2.0

2.4

1.7

1.8

2.2

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.9

1.7

1.6

1.9

1.6

1.7

1.6

1.6

1.7

1.6

1.5

1.5

1.6

1.5

1.7

1.4

1.4

1.3

1.5

1.4

1.5

1.4

1.4

1.3

1.6

1.4

1.3

1.5
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Average Grade

Vocabulary

Comprehension

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.2

1.3

1.2

o.o

1.6

0.0

0.0

1.5

o.o

0.0

1.5

0.0

0.0

1.9

o.o
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Raw Scores for the Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test for Basal Readers (Group III),
Sullivan Programmed Readers (Group
IV), and Basal-Sullivan Readers
(Group V)

Group III

Group IV

Group V

5.3

4.9

2.4

5.0

4.1

1.8

5.0

3.8

4.9

4.2

2.8

3.7

4.1

2.4

4.7

3.5

2.8

2.6

3.3

2.8

3.5

2.9

2.3

2.1

3.0

3.8

2.9

1.9

2.8

2.2

5.1

1.5

3.4

2.7

4.8

4.2

4.3

2.6

5.0

1.5

2.6

1.6

3.8

3.3

3.5

2.6

2.8

4.6

2.3

4.7

2.0

5.2
3.9
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Group III

Group IV
4.1
5.0
2.8
1.8
2.1
2.9
2.0
3.1
2.0
3.9
2.9

Group V
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Raw Scores for the Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test at the Completion of First Grade and
the Completion of Second Grade to Show
Individual Growth for Group III

First Grade Average
Score

Second Grade Average
Score

3.7

5.1

3.0

3.4

2.8

4.8

2.5

4.3

2.5

5.0

2.1

2.6

2.0

3.8

2.0

3.5

2.0

2.8

1.9

2.3

1.5

2.0

4.6

5.3

4.3

5.0

3.5

5.0

2.6

4.2

2.5

4.1

2.2

3.5

2.0

3.3

1. 7

2.9

1. 7

3.0

1.6

1.9
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Raw Scores for the Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test at the Completion of First Grade and
the Completion of Second Grade to Show
Individual Growth for Group IV

First Grade Average
Score

Second Grade Average
Score

2.6

4.9

2.3

4.1

2.0

3.8

2.0

2.8

1.8

2.4

1.8

2.8

1.7

2.8

1. 7

2.3

1.7

3.8

1.6

2.8

1.5

1.5

1.5

2.7

1.4

4.2

1.4

2.6

1.4

1.5

1.4

1.6

1.3

3.3

o.o

2.6

3.5

4.6

2.5

4.7

2.1

5.2
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First Grade Average
Score

Second Grade Average
Score

2.0

3.9

1.8

4.1

1. 7

5.0

1.5

2.8

1.4

1.8

1.4

2.1

1.4

2.9

1.4

2.0

1.4

3.1

1.2

2.0

o.o
o.o

2.9
3.9
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Raw Scores for the Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test at the Completion of First Grade and
the Completion of Second Grade to Show
Individual Growth for Group V

First Grade Average
Score

Second Grade Average
Score

1.4

2.4

o.o

1.8

2.7

4.9

2.4

3.7

2.3

4.7

2.1

2.6

2.0

3.5

1.9

2.1

1.6

2.9

1.5

2.2

