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 Didactic Foundations  
and Educational Effects  
of Individually Planned Instruction2

Extended summary12

Individually planned instruction is a system of individualized instruction, the didactic 
foundations of which have not been fully elucidated yet. In fact, there have been no attempts 
by local researchers or educators to validate the educational effects of this type of instruction as 
provided in the local context, especially in terms of the organization of instruction, the teach-
ing staff, as well as material and technical circumstances and conditions.

The aim of the theoretical part of the research was to develop and operationalize the 
didactic foundations of individually planned instruction. It was possible to provide the the-
oretical foundations and models of individually planned instruction more comprehensively 
by identifying the thematically overlapping, contemporary didactic paradigms (phenomeno-
logical and constructivist), didactic theories and innovative instruction systems. The students’ 
place and activities in individually planned instruction were clarified, as well as the activities, 
functions and characteristics of the teachers’ instruction style, along with the key teacher com-
petencies needed to plan, prepare, carry out, and evaluate the individually planned instruction. 
The macrostructure and microstructure of individually planned instruction were also devel-
oped and expounded. 
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The aim of the empirical part of the research was to determine the educational effects 
of the individually planned instruction. Given the nature and complexity of the problem re-
searched, both quantitative and qualitative approaches were applied. The experimental action 
research was carried out on a sample of 150 students, while the experimental sample consisted 
of 16 participants in the experimental group and 16 participants in the control group. Individu-
ally planned instruction was the experimental factor or the independent variable. One activity 
that preceded the carrying out of the experiment was the creation of personal student profiles 
and planning individualized instruction programs in the zones of proximal development of the 
students in the experimental group. The control group was taught in the traditional, non-indi-
vidualized way. The process of implementation of the experimental factor allowed for the anal-
ysis of the students’ educational achievements, while the individualized instruction programs 
were amended, as and when needed, to make them optimally effective. 

In the course of one year, the experimental group received didactically founded and in-
dividually planned instruction in the Serbian (native) language and mathematics. In this peri-
od, this group achieved the results that were more statistically significant relative to their initial 
situation and the achievement of the students in the control group who were taught in the tra-
ditional, non-individualized way.

The better achievement of the experimental group was identified in the following vari-
ables: literary text analysis, the speed of reading silently and aloud, grammar and orthography, 
and the culture of written expression. The individually planned Serbian language instruction 
did not significantly influence the students’ vocabulary development. 

Compared to their initial knowledge and the achievement of the control group, the stu-
dents in the experimental group demonstrated a statistically significant improvement after be-
ing exposed to individually planned mathematics instruction. The improvement was identified 
in the area of adding and subtraction, as well as in the area of geometric figures. When it comes 
to multiplying, division, measures and measurement, the students in the experimental group 
showed improvement relative to their initial knowledge, but not in comparison with the stu-
dents in the control group. 

Compared to the initial testing, and relative to the control group that had been taught 
in the traditional (non-individualized) way, the individually planned instruction general-
ly brought about better educational effects within the following variables: the ability to learn 
mathematics independently, the ability to learn Serbian language independently, verbal crea-
tivity, as well as the self-evaluation of motivation, habits, and learning techniques.   The indi-
vidually planned instruction did not significantly influence the improvement of socio-metric 
status of students and their self-image. 

Given the complexity of planning and preparation, and many obstacles in the imple-
mentation and evaluation of the individually planned instruction in regular classes ( with more 
than 24 students), the applicative value of the individually planned instruction is evident in: 
remedial classes, additional classes, instructional classes, preparatory instruction, coursework 
instruction, distance learning, specific forms of school work (the so-called combined-class in-
struction, outdoor instruction, instruction during children’s half-day or full-day stay at school), 
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art schools (music, ballet, acting, art, designer schools), sports schools, high schools, and vo-
cational schools.  

The elements of the individually planned instruction can be incorporated in other inno-
vative teaching systems such as: inclusive instruction, mentoring, heuristic instruction, prob-
lem-based instruction, vitagen instruction, as well as in other forms of individualized instruc-
tion (instruction with different levels of complexity, individualized teaching using instruction-
al paper slips, microteaching, the branching model of programmed teaching, etc.) 

The stages of planning, preparation, implementation, and evaluation of the individually 
planned instruction are very complex. The implementation of this humanizing-emancipating 
variant of the system of individualized instruction requires the presentation of the research 
results on its effects in different school subjects, its incorporation in the academic courses of 
teacher education faculties, as well as in the programs of continuous teacher professional de-
velopment trainings. Only then, and probably after a longer period of time, will this form of 
instruction become applicable in educational practice.  

Keywords: individually planned instruction, didactic foundations, educational effects, 
student profile, individualized instruction program, experimental action research.

References

•• Amonašvili, Š. A. (1999). Škola života. Beograd: Zajednica učiteljskih fakulteta Srbije.
•• Anderson, L. W. (2013). Nastava orijentisana na učenje – za nastavnike usmjerene na postignuća. 

Solun: Centar za demokratiju i pomirenje u jugoistočnoj Evropi.
•• Bruner, J. (2000). Kultura obrazovanja. Zagreb: Educa.
•• Bujas, Z. (1966). Modifikacija Ravenovih progresivnih matrica. Zagreb: Odsjek za psihologiju.
•• Cube, V. F. (1994). Didaktika kao kibernetičko-informacijska teorija. U: Vuletić, S. (ur.). 

Didaktičke teorije (61‒94). Zagreb: Educa.
•• Davidov, V. (1995). O shvatanjima razvijajuće nastave. U: Krnjajić, S. (ur.). Saznanje i nastava 

(9‒36). Beograd: Institut za pedagoška istraživanja.
•• Duane, J. E. (1975). Individually Prescribed Instruction. Pittsburgh, USA.
•• Đukić, M. (2003). Didaktičke inovacije kao izazov i izbor. Novi Sad: Savez pedagoških društava 

Vojvodine.
•• Glasser, W. (2005). Kvalitetna škola – škola bez prisile (izmijenjeno izdanje). Zagreb: Educa.
•• Harter, S. (2012). Self-perception Profile for Children: Manual and Questionnaires (Grades 3–8). 

Denver: University of Denver, Arts, Humanities and Social Science, Department of Psychol-
ogy. Retrieved August 20, 2014. from www: https://portfolio.du.edu/SusanHarter/page/44210. 

•• Ilić, M. (1998). Nastava različitih nivoa složenosti. Beograd: Učiteljski fakultet.
•• Ilić, M. (2002). Responsibilna nastava. Banja Luka: Univerzitet u Banjoj Luci. 	
•• Ilić, M. (2012). Inkluzivna nastava. Istočno Sarajevo: Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u 

Istočnom Sarajevu.



4

 

•• Ilić, M. (2013). Metodika nastave početnog čitanja i pisanja. Banja Luka: Comesgrafika.
•• Jensen, E. (2003). Super nastava. Zagreb: Educa. 
•• Klafki, W. (1994). Didaktika kao teorija obrazovanja u okviru kritičko-konstruktivne znanosti 

o odgoju. U: Gudjons, H., Teske, R. & Winkel, R. (ur.). Didaktičke teorije (15–57). Zagreb: 
Educa.

•• Knežević, V. (1986). Strukturne teorije nastave. Beograd: Institut za pedagoška istraživanja i 
Prosveta.

•• Marzano, R. J. (2006). Nastavne strategije: Kako primijeniti devet najuspješnijih nastavnih 
strategija. Zagreb: Educa.

•• Maslow, A. H. (1954). Motivation and Personality. New York: Harper and Row.
•• Matijević, M., Radovanović, D. (2011). Nastava usmjerena na učenika. Zagreb: Školske novine.
•• Matijević, M., Topolovčan, T. (2017). Multimedijska didaktika. Zagreb: Školska knjiga.
•• Möller, Ch. (1994). Didaktika kao teorija kurikuluma. U: Gudjons, H., Teske, R. & Winkel, R. 

(ur.). Didaktičke teorije (79‒94). Zagreb: Educa. 
•• Nil, A. S. (2003). Slobodna deca Samerhila. Beograd: Logos art.
•• Olport, G. (1969). Sklop i razvoj ličnosti. Beograd: Kultura.
•• Rogers, C. R. (1965). Client-centered theraphy. Boston: Houghton and Miffin.
•• Rudakova, I. A. (2005). Didaktika – srednee professionalъnoe obrazovanie. Rostov-na-Donu: 

Feniks.
•• Slatina, M. (2005). Od individue do ličnosti – uvođenje u teoriju konfluentnog  obrazovanja. 

Zenica: Dom štampe.
•• Schoppe, K. J. (1975). Verbaler Kreativitätstest. Ein Verfahren zur Erfassung verbal-produk-

tiver Kreativitätsmerkmale. Göttingen, Toronto, Zürich: Hogefe.
•• Španović, S. (2013). Didaktički aspekti primene računara u nastavi. Novi Sad ‒ Sombor: Uni-

verzitet u Novom Sadu ‒ Pedagoški fakultet.
•• Topolovčan, T., Rajić, V. i Matijević, M. (2017). Konstruktivistička nastava. Zagreb: Sveučilište 

u Zagrebu, Učiteljski studij. 
•• Vigotski, L. S. (1996). Dečja psihologija. Sabrana dela IV. Beograd: Zavod za udžbenike i 

nastavna sredstva.
•• Vilotijević, M., Vilotijević, N. (2014). Vrednovanje kvaliteta rezultata i procesa učenja. Ino-

vacije u nastavi. 27 (4), 21–30. DOI: 10.5937/inovacije1404021V
•• Winkel, R. (1994). Didaktika kao teorija obrazovanja u okviru kritičko-konstruktivne znanos-

ti o odgoju. U: Gudjons, H., Teske, R. & Winkel, R. (ur.). Didaktičke teorije (97–115). Zagreb: 
Educa.


