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ABSTRACT

This study tested the hypothesis that presexvice
elementary education msajors given an operational definition ot stated
performance objectives in the form of assessment itens demonstrate
higher acquisition rate with respect to the described behaviors than
those students not given the operational definition. The study
population vas two groups of students registered in a mathematics
methods cuurse. BEight weeks of instruction followed a pretest. Group
A was provided with behavioral objectives hefore the c¢lass began and
assesspent iteds after every session. Group B vas given only the
objectives. A test composed of criterion items was administered to
each group at the end of the second 8-week course. The scores were
aualyzed and significant diffsrences were observed at the .05 level
betsean the groups. Group A had gained significantly more of the
stated behaviors. The study indicates that there is an advantage wheu
the leacrners are given an operational datinition of the objective in
the fora of assessment items. It would seeam that botb curriculum
developers and instructors should provide the learner with such a
definition at the end of every instructional sequence. The assesspent
should provide a careful satching with the stated objectives. Further
questions are vhether thsre is as great an advantage if the
assassment iteas are given only ¢n alternate occasions or on one
occasion in three. {Author/MBN)
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(Paper presented at Annual M:ceting of American Educational Research Associa-
tion, New York 1971.)
Data have been collected which indicate that learners receivirg per-
formance object’ves before instruction fain a larger proportinn of the com-
pecencies than those learnars not provided with the objeciives (Eagel, 1963;
Cook, 1969). One characuveristic of & performance objective is that it states
what the learner will ve expected io do after instruction. However, in order
that objectives may be reneralizable and not merely encompass trivial behav-

) iors, these statements rometimes cease to describe specifically the perfor-
mances desired.

At the college level an example of a performance objective for pre-
service elementary edcucation students anrolled in a8 vethematice methnds course
might be, 'After insttuction the studant should be able to construct a se-
quence of learner outcomes rclated to the operation of multiplication.” Al-
though this objective natisfies the critical characteristics of a performance
chjective, 1t still parmito for some variatfon in interpretation. It was
the concern for this ambiguity that led to the construction of the following

hypothesis:

Preservice elementary education majors, given an opera-
tional definftion of stated performance objectives in
the form of asses'ment items following each segment of
instructional sc:ivities, demonstrate higher acquisition
rate with respect to the described behaviors than those
students not given the operational definition,
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DESIGN O. THE STUDY

Two groups (A and B) of preservice elementary education majors at
the University of Texas were selected for thie stu&y. The course in which
they were enrolied was an elementary school mathematics methods course.
The students themsclves chose the group to which they belonged. However,
to determine the aimilarity of the two groups, the following procedures
were employed:

1. A pretest was administered co both groups, A and B. The test
{tems fcllowed the sume format as that to be employed in later
phases of the study and covered material which would be presented
in the methods course (Table One). A t-test was used to test
for diiferences between the two groups. The data and analysis
related to these are displayed ia Table Two. No significant
differences were nbserved between the two groups.

2. Instruction was given by the author Fo the two groups fur eilght
weeks. The same rocedures were used with each of the groups.
Objectives were stated in perforuance terms and given to the
students befove each instructional session. A test was adminis-
tered to the two groups at the end of the eight weeks of fnstruc-
tion (Table Three). No significant differcuces were observed.

The results from these tests indfcated that there were no gignificant dif-
ferences between the two groups with respect to the competencies required
for the course, or with réspect to their reaction to the instructor, or witn
respect to thefr response Lo the specification of objectives for each in-

structional sersion.
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TABLE ONE An ¢xample of & performance objective and an assessment {item

to check the acqulsition of the behavior.

Objective:

Acsessmetit Item:

After insiruction the student should be able to construct
a sequenca of learner nutcomes rxelated to the operation
of multiplication.

Assume that you are teaching a third grade class. Ome

boy, Randy, had Jifficulty with th{s problum,
n= 14 x3

ttat are three competenciea coming immediately before
this which the student may not have acquired a:d which

are needed to complete this equation?




TABL- TWO Data used for comparing the two groups at the haginning of the

study.
Hyt My - Mg = O
Group A Group B
N 32 32
$x 2291 2304
X 71.75 72
$x2 166817.0 168652.0

8l = 89,6728

t = 0.1056

Not signtficant at the .05 level




o

TABLE THREE Data used for conparfing th: two groups at the beginning of

the study.
Hy: Wa - Mg ©
Group A Group B
N 32 3z
X 2703 2685
X 84.4687 83.9062
£x? 230287.0 226991.0
82 = 59.2046
t = 0,292

Not significant at the .05 level




E

6

During the second eight weeks of the semester, Group A was given the
set of performance objectives for each of the class sessions before thé in-
struction began. At the end of each class session, the students were given
an operational definition of each of the objectives in the form of an assess-
ment item. The items were similar to the one displayed in Table One. There
was a one-tou-one correspondence between each of the items and the performance
objectives. The responses to the assessment items were not assigned a grade
by the instructor but were discussed with the student when requested. Group
B was given the performance objectives for each class session before the
tnatruction was given but wa. not given the asuessment items. The instruc-
tion was as similar as possible for both groups and was presented in each
case by the author.

At the end of the second eight week session, a tegt was administered
to each group. Both groups were presented with the same test which was com-
posed of criterion items. Each item matched one of the performance objectives

stated for the instruction given‘in the course.

FPINDINGS FROM THE STUDY

The test scores were #uclyzed and significant difference; were observed
at the .05 level between the two groups (Table Four). Group A, the group
in which the students were given the operational definitions, had gained

significantl; more of the stated behaviors.

CONCLUS1ONS
As was suggested earlier, it has been demonstrated that students,

given a gtatement of the objectives, acquire significantly more of the
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TABLE FOUR Data used for comparing the two groups at the end of the study.

Hot My - Mg =0
Group A Group B
N 32 32
X 2831 26445
X 88.4687 76.4062
e 251663.0 103113.0

82 = 40.4465

t = 7.,5869

Significant at the .05 level




described behaviors than those students not given a statement of the objec-
tives. The study currently being reported, however, indicates that there
is added advantage when the learners are also given an operational defini-
tion of the objective in the form of sssessment items. It would scem there-
fore that both curriculum developers and fnstructors would provide the
learner wich such a definition at the end of every imstructional sequence.
The assessment should provide a careful matching with the stated objectives.
Further questions night be asked with respect to variable scheduling
or the assessment procedures. I8 there as great an advantage {f studeals
are given the assessment items on only alternate occasions, or on one
occasicn in three? Does the provision of the ascessmant itens have any in-
fluence upon the retention c¢f the material being learned? These seem to

be valid questions upon which to focus.
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