v

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 084 823 e " EN 011 642

Lt . N
EUTHOP Taylor, Curtis L., hnda Others
.TITLE - YUse of Inferred Objpctlves With Non~ob3ect1vec Bas?d
Instructiqnal Materials. ° .
INSTITUTION Arizona State Univ., Tempe. * '
SPONS5 AGERCY - Air Force Humah Resources Lab., killiams AFE, Ariz.
' Flying Trainipg Div. - '
PUB DATE vct 73 - . - .
NOTE 18p.- - -
. EDRS PRICE Mi-$0.65 HC-$3.29 . S
DESCRIPTORS - 'Academic Achievement; *Behavioral Gbjectives; .
. . *Cognitive Objectives; *Educational Objectives
4 . Educational Research; Higher Educaticn; InstLuctlonal
Films; *Instructlonal ﬂqtorlals' Learning;
*QObjectives ) .
IDENTIFIERS . Advanced Organlzers
ABSTRACT ; s : ‘ :

v An experiment was conducted to deterrine the effect
of providing 1earners with instructional ob_;ectl\.'e“~ prior to
instruction with non ‘vbjectives-based materials. The objectives .of
these materials were inferred by the researchers. -Sixty-four

‘university students Were rdndomly as blqned to treatment groups in-

which they received eithar no objectives, *a partial list of
objectives, or a complete list of objectives foxr an lnstructlonal
film vieved together by all groups. Mean scores. on an 18-item-
criterion test, whlch contalned.gne item per objective, ‘were
significantly higher’ for subjects receiving'objectives than for those
receiving no ob1ect1ves. Learners ‘Who recei.ved partial- lists of’ °
objectivesg performed as well or sllghtly better on the test portion
for which ‘they received no ob]ectlvqs. It was ;hus concluded fhatf'
providing objectives to qtudents prior to presenting instruc¢yional.

raterials not based on cogectlves facilitates student performauce and'j

. 'that presentstion of partial lists of‘objectlvec did not appreciably
"limil the students' attention to content for which they had received
phjectives. (Author) : <)

L4



\'_7_*) ‘ N ) ~ - . R .
’ O R ] o .
FILMED PROM BEbT AVAILABLE COPY _ ~ :
\\\ _‘ e N . ) ““ .
; | S AFHRL-TR.73.48 '
w— - , o v i .,

»

o

ARFORCE®| =  ~ . .

- A

USE OF INFERRED OBJECTIVES WITH"NON-OBJECTIVES

" B A
. s : H BASED INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
- U
By | R .
. . . y .
. Curtis L. Taylor | £
Kenneth C. Roberts ‘ o ' *
,") h Patrick E. Smith .
’ Arizbna State University .,
. Tempe, Arizonz 85281
. '\ : ¢ o
e ' Lo
. FLYING TRAINING DiVISICN
. R " Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 85724 : :
E ‘ | | |
) US DEPARTMENT O“NEALY& . .
: . NATIONALIMSTITOTEOR ¢
- . October 197? \ sm)cnnc.u
) [ TeOs e PYENT i HEEN w§ BRC
> . n«( P‘v‘ ul‘ .:'L's. 4‘ I.A:: :t: :1 Tr);[;;;':(w}: )
AT RGO RINNT OO il W OR QP INIONS
0 : '-‘( O 0O NGT NE (] <Aty v WE by
¢ '-'-tn FAOUAL BWATIONAL NSTOTUITE OF
€0 TATIN PORST Ol (ke b O
U i: >
R Approved for public release; diseribution unlimited.
) c t‘ ", |
)
E '
, C§ ,
0 AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND
. BROOKS AR FORCE BASE,TEXAS 78235
Q ‘ ) . ) ..
ERIC = ‘



5

NOTICE

When US Govemmem drawings, specnﬁcatlons or other dam are used
for any purposerother than a definitely related ,Government
procurement operation, the Government thereby incurs no
responsibility nor any obligation whatsesver, and the fact that the
Government may have formulated, furnithzd, or in any way supplied
the said drawings, specifications, or other data is not to be regarded by
implication or otherwise, as in any manner licensing the holder or any
other person or corporation, or conveying any rights or permission to
manufacture, us¢, or sell any patented invention that may in any way
borelated thereto. : '
This final report was submitted by Arizona State University, Tempe,
Arizona 85281, under contract F41609- 71-C0027, project 1123, with
the Flying Training Division, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory,

Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 85224, Captain Gary B. Reid, Flying

Training Division, was the contract monitor,

This report has been réviewed and cleared for open publication and/or

accordance with AFR 190-17%and DoDD 5230.9. There.is no objection
to unlimited distribution is'report to the public at.large, or by
DDC to the National Technical Information Service (NTIS).

public release by the a'ipr}?riate Office of Informatjon (Ol) in

This technical report has been reviéwed'and is approved,

h [
William V. Hagin, Technical Director
Flying Training Division .

Approved for publicatioh.

Harold E, Fxscher Co!onel USAF
Commander .



«Unclassified
=
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF TH(S PAGE (When Dete Entered)

- READ INSTRUCTIONS

REPORT DOCUMENTA]’ION PAGE BEFORE COMPI. ‘T@G FORM
I. REPQORT NUMBER 2. GOVT ACCESSION NO.J 3. RECAPIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER
AFHRL-TR-7348 : ' '

4. TITLE (and Suutitie) 3 TYPE 0F REPCRT & PERIOD COVERED

’ /
USE OF INFERRED OBJECTIVES WITH NON-OBJEC TIVES

BASED INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS - | Final
A . 5 PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUUMBER
7. AUT, OR(s) U-‘ CONTRACTY OR GRANT NUMBER(s)
Curtis L. Taylor :
Fenneth C. Roberts | F41609-71.C0027

Patri:k E. Smith

.

9. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDKESS : ‘. 10. PROGRAM ELEMENT. PROJECT TASK
. . . AREA & WOR' UNIT NUMBERS
Arizona State University
Teinpe, Arizona 85281 N

[

11230205

"t COK,T Lt DFFICE NAME ANO ADDRESS 2. REPORT DATE
Hq. Air Force Human Wesources Laboratory
October 1973

Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 78235
. t| V3. MUMHBER OF PAGES

15
. N
4 MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(!f dllfarent from Controlling Otfice) | 15, SECURITY CLASS. (af thia report)
Flying Traimung Division Ve \
. A
Air Force HumarfResburces Labbratory Unclassificd : .
Williams Air Force Base, Ariz. 22
Air F Arizona 85224 152, DECL ASSIFICATION: DOWNGRADIN
. SCHEDULE )
" .
e - ==
16. OISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Repor!)
Approved for public refease; distribution unliffited. 2

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abetrect enterec fn Block 20, {! ditferent Ifrom Report) \

LY

-« ¢

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES : ' ‘ . |

S

19. KEY WORDS (Continue on reveree side If necesssry and Identify by block number)

educatioh - ¢
tr.ining ,
education technology )
instructional technology »
, s . . ) B .
. . ~
20. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse side If necessary and Identify by block number) .
I . ;

. .
-

) This experiment was conducted to determine the effects of providing learners with instnzctiona) objdctives
prior to instruction with non-objectivesbased materials from which, the objectives were inferred by, the ~
experimenters. Sixty-four university students were randomly 2:signed to one of foui treatments in which they
received either na objectives,'a partial list of objectives, or a complete list of objectives for an instructional R
*| viewed together by all groups. Mean scores on the 18-item criterion test, which contained one jiem per objective,

were significantly higher for S5 veceiving objectives than for Ss receiving no objectives. Learners whe received parti:l/&
lists of objectives performed equally well or slightly better on the test portion for which they received no objectiv

rs

o FORM -
: F dnot : .
F lCD taan 73 1473 eoimion oF €nov 6515 bBsoLETE . Undassified
. ~ ) SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (Whan Derd Entoted) ™ .~



.

a
. T Unclassitied

T
SLCLRITY CLASSIFICATION OF TIS PAGEWhen Data Ente.ed)

Block 20 icontinued)

.
N N
than did learrers who regewved no chjectives. thus indicating that presentation of objectives dnt not apprectably hmit
their stiennion 1o content not relevant to the abyectives. .
] .
, L)
.
3 . -\\
.
.
. /
¢
. ° .
o
. ' ¢
L]
7
. - - o
i
[y , N - v \
~ . .
ﬁ .
'
-
y
. / . .
* ‘ -
t
.
~ 4 S
- ~ - ’ LN
. 4 '
. : . ]
. .
N N
". - L] i .
. .
. , CL ® »
. . d ) .
L N R -
N o
. N
. L ]
l}
[N * ﬁ
N A? © < E
.
.
e Y - . M -~ v Lo
: [4
E l{lC . Unclassified .
. . SECURITY CLASSIFICATION O
e .

F THIS PAGE(When Dete Entered)
. f ‘



PROBLEM -

SUMMARY
\

* The’ practY“e of. supply1ng students with behavwora] obJect.»es for

- aset of 1nstruct1onav materlals is cormonly believed tb facilitate

-1earn1ng. However, research 1nvest1gat1ng th1s quest1on has ylelded

J -~ ‘

'.contreqi;tory results. General]y, studies y1e1d1ng pos1t1ve rosu1t>

’

from presentation of objectives to learners have involved use of
A T,

1 materials that were not originally developed .to impleﬁeht leerner

attanment of specwflo obgect1ves whereas the :nvest1gat1ons in wh1ch

presentat1on of objectives was not effective involved use of obgectlvev—

i - LI

»based materials ‘that were well designed or1g1nally

APPROACH - . s

Four groups of sebjecte were presen}ed the eame érainihg £ilm after
each group received d1fferent pre11m1nary s tudy 1nstruct1ons The
study instructions conta1ned (1) all ob3ect1ves,‘(2) odd numbered
objectives, (3) even numbered objectives, and (&) no ebjectiyeé, but

directions to‘§_to‘pay attentiion to details and examples, A criterion

g

" test was administered to al]igrogbs immediately fo]fbwiqaifhe sthing

]

of the film.

RESULTS '
¢

A1l three éroups receiving a partial er complete list of obﬁectives

'scored Significant\y'higher than the group receiving no objectives.'

v

Subjects who receuved part1a1 lists of obgect)ves performed equally weil

or slightly better on the teft portion for which they recelved no- |

1

~
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> . L

J objectives than cid subjects who received no objectiveé The ‘group that
. receivec all] objectives scored c1gmﬁcant1y higher on the even numberea
.0b. “ct1ves than the group given on]y even numbered obJect1ves There
was' not a statlst1ca11y s1gn1f1eapt d1fference.between the ‘group receiving
all ebjectives and the group receiving only odd numbe red d\je:tives on

* -the questions for the odd numbered abjectivec.
. \)

-

- C-

' CONCLUSTONS

L
-

A

to presenting instructionalrmateria1 that was not based originally on
'ob}ectives wi}] fac1]1tate student perfcrmance . The evidence does not
supporf the not1on that' the fac111tat1ng effecr is at the expense of
student acquisition of information other than that specified by the
obJect1ves » .

This summdry was prepared by G. B. Reid, S1mu1atlon Appllcat1ons

Branch, Flying Tra1n1ng D1vxs1on, Fir Force Human Resources Laboratory.

e
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JSL 0F I\t ERRED OBJECTIVES WITH NON- OBJECTIV[c BASED

- . INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIAL:

A popular belief among instructional desigr’pe;sonnel ié tha;
providing learners with a 1ist of the behavioral objectives for a set of

! N . . -
instructiona]_materials will increase their learning from the materiais.

_Support for-this belief can be found in Mager's (1962) statement that

"If you give ‘the learner a copy of your obJectiveJ, you may not Lave to

-

as well as in the wr1;1ngs of cther atthor1t.es.

do muco else,
Recent evidence on the effects of presenting objectivés to-learners
i A

prioi t¢ instruction is contradictory. _ome studies (A]]ison,>1964;

Blaney. efd McKie, 1969; Dalis, 1970) indicate positive effects from such

o

. a procedure, while other studies (Jenkins, and Deno, 1971; Stedman, 1971) |

indicate that the availability of objectives does not affect performance.

Generally, the spudiés‘yielding.positive results from bresentation of

objgectives to learners have 1nvoTved.usé of .materials that were not
ofigina]]y developed o implemcnt le.rner attsinment of specific .
abjectives, whoyoas the inve-tigations in which presentatior. of objec-
ti¥ was not effective involved use of ubjectives-based m&teriéls that
were well-designed uriginally. It seems plausible, therefcre, that
presentation of objectives may enhance post-instructiconal performance

-

only when explicit objectives have not been Speci}ied prior to develop-

-~
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, o ,
~ent ¢f the .instruction and when the imstruction does not incorpdrate

puch prinhiples of good instructional design as knowledge of r3§u1t§ and

4

learner practice of the‘criterion' tasks. ' d
- Presentation of objectives prior to instruction’ shoyld also be
consicered in terms of its effect on learner performance on the pdrtions

&>

(€ tho instruction not related to the stated objectivef. If, as Kibler,

et al 11770) speculate, the oresbntat{?n of objectives enables learners

.
to focus thedir efferts ot acquiring relevant behaviors “from instruction

an to 1imit their attention to the remaimind instructional ‘material,

cne migh't expect that learners would perférm betterhonbthe objec¢tives .

) o . .
bresented to them and less weil on the remaining material thﬁqirou]d '

fearners who did not receive a 1ist of objectives. Thus, when contrasted .

with a group receiving no objectives prior to instruction, learners -

nresenLed with a partial list of objectives migrt be expectedtto:perform
better on the oﬁjectives contained in their list but-hbt.as well on the
omitted objectives: Présumab]y,']earners tn the "no objectivép" group

- ' L N
would distritute their attentiOn more evenly over the instruction, thereby

L 4

acquiring more content related to the objectives not included in thé;
4 ) ¢ - ' -

partial list. - :

Most materials used for instructional purpo;es-aré’not developed on

the basis of pre-specified. objectives and are not well designed to
' . . /7 . H '

facifitate learner attainment of objectives. 1If tﬁq presentation of a

set of objectives for such.non;objectives-based materials does indeed
faciiitate learner 2ttainment of these objectives, then performance on

these objectives can be improved simply by inferring the objectives for
. 4 : Y )
t

~

. ’ 6 ' .3..
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'their use of the mater1a1s It is 11kely, howeVer that the instruc-

, 1nferred 1ater by othgr individuals. If presentet1on to 19Arners of the

- performance on both‘the instructiona’ "objectives presented-t . i and 3n
e .

the 1nstruct10na1 materials and pre"ena1ng them to the 1earnerr Dripr 1o

]

ttonal mater1als 1nclude conteht and potent1a1 obJect1ves wh1ch were - iy

e
cons1dered to be 1mportan by the or193na] developers of the material,

RE _—
but wh1ch were not included 1n or dlrertly relevant to the objectives , -

_set of 1nferred obaectwves causes them ;o concentrate heav11y on the

deECLlVES related content, it may have the effect of 1nn1b1t1ng thexr

'ach1evement with respect to the content not‘d1r>rt]y related to 2he

inferred obgect1ves
The purpbse of present study was to detenm1ne thc effects of presen-
¢ation to 1earner< of lists of objectives 1nferred from non-cbjectives-

4 ’

based instructional matertals on tne 1earner s post-instructional

] 1 -

_ content not ﬂirect]y're]evant to these objectiVes. Prior “o instruction,’

groups of learners were presented with no obgectxves. partial !{sts of <

objectives, or'a complete lwst of objectives 1nferred “rom a non-objectives-

* ‘based instruttional fiif, Follow1ng show1ng of the fim, all groups of

learners were postiested on all objectives. Periormance of each group
was then analyzed both on the objec&é@es-(if any) included in the list

. % . /
presented to the group prior to instruction and on the cbjectives not «

included in this Tist.

METH )0

. Subjects. The subjects wert 64 upiversity juniors and senicrs enrolied

in an audio-visual education course for pre-service teachers at Arizona

State University.
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A

Instructicnal Materials and Procedures. Two types of materiais, the

£i1mand the lists of objectives, were empjoyed in the study. The f¥lr,

Talaes
1Ty t

= 1Qc7
cy [ AV R

%]

- amy wm -
Cryed a

4

The Remarkable Scheolhouse, produced by (BS Te sion, ,

.the instructional material., This 25-miﬁute color film describes the

otganization and activities of three "innovative" schoel systems in the

Lo

Uni ted States.

The 1n5t'ucf10na1 ObJE\leeS for the film were inferved by the i

exger1wenters on the bas19 cf tilm's content Two of the experirmenters
pa » '

incependently developed lists of obiectives for the film. Eighteen

t

chjectives were commnon to both 1ists and were therefore selected to serve

as the final! set of inferred obJect1ve§ for the f114; Three additicnal

objectives appeared on on1§ one of the\two lists and ponsequeﬁtly were

-

eliminated from the final list. _ \

——

The 1ist of 18 inferred pb1ect1ves th\used as the basis for consti-

tuting four treatment groups . ,As tach §_entyred the classrcom for his
‘regular audio-yfsua] education class,-he was ‘assigned at rahdom‘(without
his knowledge) to one of the fpur groups and yas,giveg the instyucticn
éHeet approp#iate to his particu]ar-treatmént. A,to;a}'of'ls Ss were
assigned to edach group. The content of the‘instfdction sheet§kf0r the"
four groups differed &s 7ollows: . . . '

’Group 1 - all 18 objectives | ) ) ,v | -

* Group 2 - the nine odd-numbered objectives : .
Group 3 - the nine even- numbered obJectaves ) T
Group 4 - no obJectxves, but directions to S.to pay attent1on to

details and examples



4 . e
R * i
0 ?ﬁ_' -
i - . . ' ’ . / ) . L
. A statement preced1ng the list of ob3ect1ves on the' 1nstructlon sheets

1nd1cated that the§ob3ect1ves S;presented tasks that S wou]dabe prected

- ," to be able to perform after seeing the film. o ' '&.‘\
ﬂ; At the Séginn:ng of class,-Ss were informed that “%they were barti—d
“f} o 'ig éipating iﬁ/an expériﬁént to'detérmineﬁthe effects of instruction$ on
R | L‘! viéwing aﬁfi]m. Ss wérg also told to Qgrk only with their owﬁxiﬁsféuc-'
_fi ;! “tion shgegfand not to iake_notes during the film. Four minutes were then

ERR ; allowed for §§‘to read_their‘particu]dk-set of instructions.” Following

.thiswfouf~minute pekiod; the film was shown to a]l Ss. Auditor%um Tights
o remained gn during the film presentation at a level high enough so 5s

Voo could read their instruction sheets. |
. As déscribed above, the’ four ireafﬁent groups differea experimentaliy
- only with respect to thek§9ntent of tne instruetion sheets distribuféd
<4 * pr1or to the f11m The basic 1nstruct1ona1 paterial (the film) was the

same for all four groups

{ A v

e Criterion Test. The crwteribn\testfwas administered to all Ss immediately

followiqg the showing of.§he fi]m/‘ Tﬂe test “onsisted of one completion

: item per-ébjective, or a total ofy18 items. In order to determine the

| v - gglgﬁionéhip‘betLeen pre-instruté?&ﬁa] know]edgg of objectives aﬁd
post-instructional performance on_ihe;objéftives; the criterion test
performance of each group was compuped separately on the nine odd-

o, . humbered and pine even-numbered pbjectiies, as well as across'all H8

‘ : oquﬁtives. A ' ))

- - ’
s

- . RESULTS

€

The critericn test mean scores are shown in Table 1 for each treat-

,,::gnﬂt‘group on the-total test and on the items for both the nine odd-
/ AN

9




Table 1 ‘ oy

]
~Criterion Test Mean Scores by Treatment

Mean Test Scores o 3
Treatn. O0dd-numbered objs. Even-numbered objs. rota1s
L Group™. (9 items) (9 items) (V8 ttems)
A1l 18 objectives 6.19 5.8] 12.00
2. 9 odd-numbered ; .
objectives 5.94 4.68 10.62
3. 9 even-numbered
objectives X 4.44 . 5.87 10.31
4. No objectives 4.44 4.18 ©8.62
*N = 16 per group
. \
\ . '
o —_

nqﬁﬁekéd objectives and the nine even-numbered objectives.- It can be

seen from the table that the total scores ranged frem a high of'12.00

aQ

for the group receiving all 18 objectives (Group 1) to a low of 8.6z for

~the jroup receiving no objectives (Group 3). A oge-way qpa1ysis of

variance on total testbscores yielqed’a statistically significang F-ratio
&i.5'68 (p<,bi), A Scheffe fést of between-group differences revealed that
on the tbtal_test all~three'droups reééiving a partial or complete list

of objectives %cgred significantly higher than the group receiving no
objectives. The group receiving all 18 objectives (Group 1) also scored
significantly higher than the group receiving even-numbered objectiyes

only (Group 3). The other h?tween-éroup differences in total test -
scores were not statjstica11y significant,

Table T reveals that, on the test items for fhg odd-numbered

“objectives, the two grodps that received a list of the add-numbered

10
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-
-’

. objeétﬁves pr%or to instruction.(Groups 1‘and 2) atfained mean scores of
6.19 and 5.94, as contrasted with means of 4.44 for each of the two -
groups ;hat did not receive the odd-numbered?objeefives pricr to inétruc-
tion. A one-wéy-analysis of variange yielded a statistically signifi-
cant difference (F;8.28, p<.01) in mean test scores for the odd-numbered
objLCtivés. A Schéffé»test reveé]éd that the mean séores of each of
the two gioups recéiving the odd-ﬁumbéred objectives .were signif{cant1y '
higher than the mean; of each of th2 two gﬁoupsqndt Kgcefving odd-
humbered'objectives.
| On the test items covering the even-numbered objectives, the mean
scpresvfof the two groups that received lists of eVen-numbe}ed'objectives
(Groups 1 ard 3) were S:Bi and 5.87, as compared witii scores of 4.68
and 4.18 for the two groﬁps that did not receive copies pf the objéctives.
The one-way analjsis of variance for maan test scores or ev;n-numbered
-objectives also yielded ; statistically gignificant difference (F=4.16,
p<.01). The group that received even-numbered opjectives oﬁly (Group 3)
scored significéntly highe. than both groups that‘did not receive 1i§ts
of even-numbered 9bjeétives. Group ! (all objectives) scored signifi-
cantly hiéher than thé no-nbjectives group (Géoup 4), but the difference
between G}oup 1 and Group 2 was not significant.-, i
Data.relevant to the effects of presentation of objectives on
learner performance on the content not related to the présentéd objgc-
tives are also contained in Table 1. Learners who rgcei&ed partial ’

lists of objectives (Group 2 and 3) performed equally well or slightly

better on the test portion for which they received no objectives than

“n

11 .



'did learners who received no objectives at %1] {Croup 4)., Thus, learner:
] . .

) who were presented with a list of objectives apparently did not pay less
Al

attention to the qon-ohjectives-related ¢ontent. than Tearners who
receiﬁgd no cbjectives and who-consequently might be expected to distri-

bute their attention more evenTy ove. the instrubtjonal material.
DISCUSSION

| The present stu¢y was cbndﬂcted to determine the effects.of presenting
thenlearner with a set‘o%'instrucyjonal objectives prior to instruction
with non~objectives;ba§ed instrdcffonai‘ﬂaterials from which the objec-
tives were inferred. Effects.of presentaticn of the objectives were
investigated both with respect. to post-instructional peffermance an bgth
the abjectives presented to learners 2and on other objeétives inferred
from the instructional material but not specified for the learners.

The daga from the study 1%dicate unequivocally the‘fati]itgting

role of the bre—instructional presentationvpflobjectives on pest-instruc-
tional learner attainment-of objectives. Significant differences in’
post-test mean scores were consistently ﬁbserVed in favor of groups who
received the instructional objectives prior to instruction. . Among ﬁzirs ’-
of treatment éroups in which one group received more objeciives than
the other, all of the 13 possiblg compariéons on part-testfand whole-

'

test scores favored the group receiving more objectives,

I

The present findings differ markedly from the receﬁt:results
* H

. obtained by Jenkins and Deno (1971) with the pre-instruciiona] presenta-

tion to learners of the instructional ebjectives of well-designed

Q ' 12
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‘programmed materials. These d{fferentiai findings lend suppert to the
notion that presentation of objectives td learners i§ moat effective in
. facilitating performance on non;objectives—based materials that do not
systematically incorporate good princjp]es of,instructional design. -
One explanatiqn for the potentiai effectiveness of providing the
learner with a statement of objectives priorbto instchtion has been thét
the objectives enable hiﬁ‘to focus his efforts on acquiring relevant ’
behL/iors from 1nstruct1on and to 11m1t his attention to 1ess relevant
‘naterial (K1bler, et al., 1970). Although learners Nbg\rece1ved part1a1
li%ts of objectives in the present study did perforn better on the tasks
- for which they received objectives; they a]se'perfonned as well on the
tasks for wh1ch they did not receive objectives as d1d 1earners who
received no obJect1ves at a]n, These déta suggest that the learners
who receivéd partial lists of objectives also gave at-1€ast an equal
amount of attention to other content (i.e., content nbt related to-the
objectives in their 1list) as did individuals who rece%ved no objectives..
While the present study provides evidence of the effectiveness of
use of %nferred objectives with non-objectives-based instructional
material, additional research is neéded to determine the generalizability
4 6f the present findings to other.instructional ‘conditions and materials.
‘ 1t seems likely, for example, that even better results may be obtained
from use of obJect /€S with textual material under conditions where
learners are allowed to take notes and to allocate their time as desired
to the material. Since learners can differentially control iheir

exposure time to varicus segwents of printed material to a much greater
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degree than they can with a film, they -should be able to concentrate
as heavily as they desire on objectives-relevant content. On the other

hand, learnars viewing a film are exposed rather sutomatically to both

the objectives-relevant»qﬁd obiectives~irrelevant content, whereas it

- . , A . . 14
objéctives should be conducted with a variety of non-objectives-based
-+ materials to determine the typés of materials and conditions with which

. such cbjectives cén/bg used most effectively. B (
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