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Develoning an- Indiv1duallzeh Learning Course for 5
an Urban Community College ‘

[}

) I. Introduction

N ’ *
> -

During the past three academic years Kennedy-King
College, one of the City Collegés of Chicago, has had . : i
an enrollment of about 10,000 students, yet less than
400 of these students have, graduated each of these
years.gﬁglthough it is true that the full-time L
enrollment is substantlal&% less than 10,000 (about
6,000 in 1974) and that é% College serves inner-city 1 i LN
i i

residents, many who lack'bacic aeedemic skills, the
harsh reality remains thqt the College is habing
difficulty meeting the needs of its students.

Thie praéticum proposée a curricular and instructional o
process and iormdt 1n thegform of an individualized e
-learning c;z}se to be ¢néegrated into the regular o -

‘course structure wiich is intended to accommodate T S 'f,
'most inner-city, communxty college studentsfg To mcet ) e

the time constraints 1mposed by setting up an entlre

course and to pllot test the proposal, this writer
consulted an instructor ‘in the Social Science Department

on developing and testing a module on the “Ideological '

"Spectrum., "
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gi. Background and Significance \\
o . ¢ A. Rationale ( o | #g
The traditicnal community college class activei& o
involves cniy the.ihstructor and, at most, a handful
of students whom he somehow manages to reach throughv
lecture and some discussion. The individual student
Qis neglected. |
In the case of the inner-city cqmmunity college, such
as Kemmedy-King College;'the probleﬁ.of improving ’
student achlevement and enhanclng pos1t1ve attitudes
towards learning is—compounded by the lack;of adequate —
training in basic academic skills.,

Educators should recognize and accommodate 1nd1v1dua3

differences among students if they want to see impzoved

" student achlevement and more positive student attltudes

towards learning. There are several assumptlons which R

support the dcveloﬁment of individualized lea%ning courses:

1) Arericans have traditionally accepted the principle

_ emphasizing the fundamental worth, dipgnity, rights and

freedoms of the individual. Educators should.develop

more alternative educaztional programs to help students

achieve. their cducational goais and to provide educational

opportunities for potential students who might .otherwisé
3 .

"

. not be able to .participate.

_2) As society becomes iﬁcreasingly complex, centralized .

and automated, the individual may feel he is losing some of

6
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his individuality. Educators should promote more

o

¥
indiViduality to foster each indiVidual's growth, creatxwity

and self-worth, ' . ‘

,

3) Individha;s differ in terms of their needs, &nterests,
. backgrounds, and learning styles. Educators should meet

these differences by takihg them into account in their

.instruction.z‘ p

-hj‘Learning takes place-mdre feédily and to a*greater .
ext%nt when the learper is actively involvéd'in the
ledrning process.3 Edhcators should fi;d ways to help
traditionally passive learners take an active role in

deciding what and how they learn.
- -

& ( . [ . .

" B, 'Individualized Instruction - .
An individualized learning course is built on what
' -1
is commonly called individualized instruction but, which
' ) N

would be better named "individualized léarning module"

Y T, ‘
(ILM) because the focus i5-on learner achievement rather
Fe .
than on teaching. Russell defines a module as follows:

...an instructional. package dealing with a .
single conteptual ‘unit of suvbject matter. It " .
is an attempk to JnleLdUﬁllLe learning by
enabling the student to master one unit of
content before moving to another«, The .
multi-media learning experiences are often
presented in a self-instructicnal format. T
The student contrels the rate ond intensity .
of his study....The length of the module may

. . vary from only a ﬁow minutes 6f student time

“ to several hours. "

| Individyslized instruction as a systematic approach

tovinstruction does .not represent new thinking. In

< ‘ 7
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1935 Ralph. Tyler conceptuaiiged an approach usingAs ecific
- behavioral objectives and applying these to instr@ct on

5

énd testing.

Individualized instrugtion was used by ﬁroponénts of
L . )
mastery learning in the 1950's and 1960's when programmed
instruction rose to-promiﬁence.6 B. F. Skinner's article

on "Teaching Machines," published in Scientific American

in November 1961, proposed three principles which were
to serve as an adgunct.to mastery learning. The first
was that the learner must be involved 'in vhat he is
iearﬁing;oaccording to Skinner, "There'is a constant
exchange between program and student.” The second
principle was tha% a studcnt w111 :\QpQ whatever he
respongds; thuu good instructlon suppouedly demands a
design that will ensure minlmel error. Tﬁazghwrd wa
,that the student must be provlded wlth "knowpedgv.of
Q§Sult " which is espccially impertant wheﬁ he doeu
7 ! TE .

+make a misteke.

4

A“‘-’J‘L‘.

Progirammed instruction compelled the legscn designer
" to think carefully ebout the structure and c'eqxﬂencc of-
instruction. Unlike textbooks, which tended to be
reference-cxiented,; prograuwmed instrectzggjwas teaching»
6£Eented. In maQy coses it fostered relevant-instruction
because it forced ‘the lescon designer to face up to the
issues involved.8 ' ’ |
Programmed instruction declined ii popularity during

the late 1960's becduse the very sma11~ste§ learning it

8
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applied was too tedious for many learners and because

other forms of'individuafized instruction, such as

. audio-tutorial instiuctionv applied a more inclusive
’ £ . ~> .

systematic dgsign.

C.. Instructional Models

In order to ‘be effective, individéalized instruction
should follow a prescribed design. Most instrcutional
models can be characterized by four features, including
behavioral objectives, feedback between steps, flowchart
demonstrating process, and'recyéling process which
permits reyision.9 ‘

Instructional models serve as éuidelines for
ipsfructional deveiOpment3 ;hich is the systematic
process used to design, preate, and eyaluate instyuctional
programs. Models most useful to the deve}Opment of
individualized instruction were developed either by
instructi&ngl technologists or by curriculun and psychological
teacﬁing spec%alists. ‘Seﬁeral of those models which seem
to ﬁave abplicgbil?ﬁy for this prgctieum are discussed |

belov:

1) Douglas Model. In 1971 Douglas developed & "Three-

Phase Systematic Instructional Development Model"\for
use with staff at Burlington County College in Pemberton,
New Jersey. Part Onec dealt Qith wh;%‘the instructor
should do:'a) analyze Student learning needs; b) write °
learning obJjectives; c) design teaching-learning stratcéieg;
¢ | 9

_a L L ¢
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d) implement teaching-learning st?ategies{ e) evaluate
iearniné outbome5° and e) revise objectives and str&tegies.
Part Two is dividéd into three phases each' of which relates
" directly back to the steps enumerated in Part Ohe. Every .
' tire the instructor goes'through a phase ip Part Two, he
rebeats the same functions but at a more soghisticated
level. .For}example, evaluetion'of a Ppase One project
cbncentrates on retention and achievement. A Part Two
project concenLrates on valldatlon.1o .
2) KemQ Model. Kemp (1971) dcveloped an elght-step
model (see p 7): a) List topics and thelr purposes;
b) list the characterlstlcs of the target student group,
i c) spec:Lfy leammg ob;)cctlves d) l;st the subgect «ontent

that supports each objective; e) des Jgn prectests to

determine if the student has*the'prerequisite'skills and

how much he knows.about the topic; f) choose teaching/

- \Q . \
lgerning activities and in"tructional resources; g) coordinate
supportive services including budget, pcr onnel, faciligies,
equlnment and S”hPQHICo to put the 1nstruetxonal plan into

{

student mastery of objectives and revise any phases of *

"2 the plan needing impfovement.?q

effect, and h) evaluate student learning in terms of,
. (&)

3) Gagne Model. Gagne (1962) .designed a model which

specifically takes into accouwnt both people and machines

and divides instructional development into three stuges:
design stage, developucnt stage and testing stagb.' The

model (sce p. 8) begins with a statement.of sysiem purposes
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‘DESIGN STAGE : N S 1

- s (\ , “Task description -

r : ’ . ) Task analysis |

. (\ - “Tob dedign |

" . .. - DEVELOPMENT
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- - Y+ CPESTING STAGE .
N e )
% - - .
) .
e System training ‘

: N . .
L "Systen evaluation.. . : e
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« or the goals‘of the system; then plans are ennnerated on

‘ how the system is to 'work; then. roles a'i'e assfgned 1Q man
andémachines. Task descriptions are statements indicating
,what man and machine are doing. E&ch task is, analyzed \

) _to determine the Gthnt to which each type of human be avior

' required can be attained through the use of available SN
,techniqueSw(job supports, selection, and tnaining). Jobs

., are designed on the basis)of the number of tasks, their = .
length and thcir ph&Lical place in the design ‘stage. ‘

The development stage sets the production of 1nstructional

materials‘ Job aids prOVide for information storage f~

i
{ £

(checklists and 1nstructinnal manuals) Selection, of

personnel would be accomplished on the basis of aptitude

tests. Indjv1dual and team training would be based. on ST ‘ ‘
. leaming principles-relevant to the- kinds of performanm

needed " Performance measures would determine if the

.g intended ogtcomes vere achieved. Testing;would occur b )
"throughout this phase. |
The testing stage proVides data for revision. Au
‘e;aluation is made of how people perform in relation to
M previously se¢t standards. : I ST : ;<€/

. ' N
4) DeCecco Model (see p.11). DeCecco (1968) divided

&,

the teaching process into four conponents to coﬁtébtualize
it. Instructional objectives are those that the student
o shouldﬁachievc by the completion of a unit of instruction.

Entering behavior defines prereguisite sﬁf&ls and interacts‘

13



ith 1nstructiona1 objectlves.

e Instructional procedures descrlbe the teachlng process

and vary. with the 1nstructional objectlves and with “the | i -
klnd of learning (skalis, language, concepts, prlnciples

or problem-solvxng) that is taught o S R

AN ' Performance asséssment involves testlng and observing.

-

Failure to,achieve mastery 1earn1ng ‘means that the

approprlate 1nstructlonal component needs to be revised.13

§) General Model of Instruction (see p. 11). This T

model was developed by Gagne, Glaser and Popnam (1965) S

R 3

and*revised by Klbler, Barker and Miles (1970). It

str1v$s to guide 1nstructional developers and 1nstructors
- through the major steps in de51gn1ng and 1mplement1ng

instruction and to prov1de a framework for studying the

1nstrzct¢ona1 process. .

{.'; Instrucblonal ob,jectwec ere usedl only for plannlng
] instruction, not for students to read. They.are selected
on the ba sis of what studonts can do before the instruction;
wvhat the student shouId be able to do with the 1pstructlon
that ,Jfollows the unit and upon completing hi$§ educatlon, - .§
R and on the avallable lnstructlonal resources, includlng » \
) "\‘ll \the instruccor ] capablllties ‘with thc subject matter,1h ’ R
. ‘ Educatlonal ta?ogo%ges dcvnloped by Bloom and others v
s \: define instructldﬁai obgoctivcs by leLe}-of difficulty Lo 'J
and are used in this modc*].‘f5 Mager's work on Preparing B

Instructjonal ObJGCthGq'iS also used.16

s Pre- assessment orfpre?e ulng is used to determine " ’
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whether or not the student has the prerequisite:skil%s;‘,

which bbjéctives he has already mastered, and where in the

_module he should begin.

Instruct10na1 procedures comprlse selectlon of materlals,

L D L . el
. 4 f - T - . ¢ - L
'./ Ve . - . T ' . - "" . ' % ) ‘. . .
. L ‘ ) ~12~ — ) - ‘/,j‘ a . ' . ‘
|
|
!
i
|
preparlng new materials if- necessary, and developing a j
- o } |
' |
:

plan for carrying out thé:dﬁBecﬁives.‘

Some learning principles taken into account by this - |
module 1nclude- a,) pre-leanning preparatlon of the student 4
b) motlvatlon, 'c) model Gf end performance~ d) actlve . ' j

3

respondlng, e) guidance by"the 1nstructor' f) practmce,

~

) 1mmed1ate feedback; h) graduated sequences of instruction;, 1
!

i) accommodation foxt individual dlfferen;es;@and j) teaching -
4

perfornance skills for stimulating interest, giving

"__explangtlon and guidance,-afid. managing-classroom behav1or.17“' C

b -

.>‘J’ "‘ Stndentc~and’instructi6’ are evaluated as the students

_ comglete %heﬁmodulﬁsJ Revision is made. where reeded %%Ff.
—_ . . 'gb

- . A
.. -“w ~
»

- -~ . on the bas:s.cﬁ studaﬂt performance -on tests. » - T

- - Tl J

e~ ~ 6) Herrschcr hodel (sée p. 13). Herrschcr&s model

(1971) repre nntq a. qynth@o Of des*gn gested by ' - |
Ralph Tyler, W J@meé Popham, Bela Banat and Jerro1a h |

N < ) ~ N
Kgmp. It fonvs a compact operationdl learnlnv systen £t .

l( ! A

* inVQEVing six bauic-»tep a) rat;o dle, b) specific ﬂ; |

 instructional objectives; c) pfe—asue ment* d) learning. : o

A

activities; ‘e) post—a seSQment and £)- reviclon.18 It

.
&
-

* focuses on teaching and lecarning while accommodating

various teaching methods. It stresses mastery learning.

#
{
€ 5 _

0 | 16
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Fig. 5--Herrscher's Instructional Model’
' *
PRETEST

zm}m
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)(
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/

o

Herrscher s actual terms are "pre -agsessment" .and
"post-assessment." .
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II1. Procedures
‘ A. Methodology
£ o . 1
- * . A systematic instructional model Yas‘developed to
- take into account the needs and interests of individual
students and the constraints posed by traditional

educational institutions and the similar- backgrounds of

urban inner-city students. Ce .

)

55
#‘v

- To ensure mastery learning a two-dimensional
@ ihstructibnal model was developed whichAwould take into

account the learner, the instructor and the instruction.

.6n one level is the dynamic interchange of ideas between
the instructor and the student. On the other level is A
the student's interaction with the course syllabusl(see
diagram on pag£~15) The course syllabus contalns the
overall course ratlonale and goals, as well as a serles of

individualized learnjng modules.,

¢
1

‘During the first meeting, the.instructor. and student
would discuss how the course can meet the special characteristics

> of the student. When therg is mutual agreement, /the
1
student would sign a learning contract dravn up by him

and his instructor; this contract would contain the

obJectlves the studcnt would strive to achleVe.,
' Although the student would work at his own gace, he
WOuld make regular appointments with the instructor to
i discnss;and ascertain his progress. These'meeﬁ[ngsAwould
\trovide 6p§ortunities for the instructor to coisider revising

/ ~

portions of the syllahus, as well as to bring

ut for

i

18 /
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-disbussion saiienf points in the in$£rhction. Each meéting
would usually require only ten minutes.

' The individualized iearning modulles of the syllébus
would follow Herr;cher's_instructional modei (see p. 13f§19
This mpdel has the advant;ges of being-compact,.highly
6per§tiona1, easily understood anq‘well-organized for the
student, and easily reviewed by the instructor( Theré

would be a rationale to explain the méaningfulness of the

instructioﬁ:to the student; learning objectives to state

what'thedexpected outcomes of student behavior are; a
£

pretest to determine if the student meets prerequisites

necessary to begin the lear%ing activities or to determine
N , y
’ which activities the learner already knows; alteérnative

léarning activities émploying‘a'variety of media (such as

« texts, magazine articlegf filmé;-Tv; CAI) and expefiences
(such as fiéid studies, interviews, and critical-incident
discussionsf; and a posttest to determiné if the student
hag met the lecarning objectives. If he has not demonstrated
master&, the student is "gecygied”’fhrough.the system,
Enrichment activities could be, made available for tﬁe
student who wants to pursue the theme of a given module
in greater depth.

Finél assessment of the student?s achievement would

not occur until the student had completedfthe course

objectives. No student would be penalized for not completing "

the course requirements; he would receive @n iricomplete,




o

A
By the same’togen, some students might conple&e thé course
soonér than the end of a semestér. This approach follows
_John Carroll's model of learning: the degreé of learning
" is a function of the amount of time the student is given
to iegrn divided bi thg amount of time he spendé.zo
Student achievement would be evaluated on: a criterionLréff
erenced basis.
‘ The instructor's role in the indivi&ualized I?arning
course is largely one of learning fac111tator. The
instructor would help the student 1dent1fy his needs,
2

interests and optlmal strategles for going through the

instruction. He would. motivate the student., He would

dlagnoge the student's dlfflcultlcq W1th the Instructlon. '

He would 1dent1fy sources of additi nal help for the
student. He would assess the student's progress. He

would help revise %he course syllabus.
. %
|

x) - ¢
ﬂf// B. Devqlopmént of an'Individualized Learning»Module
' ' Owing to the time constraints imposed, a

pilot project was org;nized;“it'consisted of a) obtaining
agfeenent by a faculty member to develop an individualized
learning module whlch followed the suggested model;
b) serv1n as a consultdnt to the faculty member in the
devé}opment, process and content of the module; c) seeing

, that the module vwas tested on students in one of his

classes; d) evaluating the module by writing a critique
1
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f ‘ oy ‘ \ .
. and by-asse$sing student achievement and attitude towards
. ’ . . A
: theuinstruction; and e) helping the faculty mmn er revise - .

« _ the module. . o

\ -

Lux Hennlger, an 1nstructor in the oOClal Sclence

Department at Kennedy-King College and. cha%rman of that

e

fdepartment, agreed to particlpatedin the pilot project

“

-

’He developed an 1nd1viduallzed learnlng modmle entltled
"Where Do. You Stand" on the topic, "the 1deolog1cal
¢

spectrum, " which is covered in Soclal Sclence 102.

S@his course is a secgnd .cousgle on the fundamentals of b

social science. According to the Kennedy-King College

Catalog 74/75, it covers "economicuproblems of complex
society and'tne problems of: the social‘organization of |
government " ft offers-tnree credit hours. .

/L The instructor followed the Herrscher model of
\%tructlon (see p. 13). The modulc was in- booklet

format and consistéd of 18 pages.

¢ - > * t

' } .
IV. Results: Assessment.ofﬁthe Hearning,Module L

“
1]

A. Critique
Explanation ) _Q CoF ‘ o

. »
~ ' ~

The ‘most c0nclusive crlthue of a learning module would

be a summative evaluation writéen on the babis of student

achievement and attitude c'\to'xg;ard the 1nstructlon which
. would be accomplished after the module- had;been tested and
revised. Even before student testing andigevision, the S v
lesson should be formatively eqalnated bj,at;least one

< -
'

e A




colleague for a professional opinion. Unfortunately,

¢

the ideal situation of critiquing, revising, student- ' . M

testing, and revising which should-occur before presentatdon‘

of the lesson to an entire class does not always lend

itself to such a pract1ca1 concern as the time the lesson

[

topic fits into the semester schedule. In this case,

r

2
the lesson could\not receive sufficient prcfessional

. review and student testing in tlme to be rev1sed before
Y

its presentation to the class. The writer rev1ewed the

lesson on the "ideoloéical spectrum" that became the
one the studehts in the.instructor's Social Science 102
class used} ‘ o
A critiquéf%ormat*wes developed to give a quantitative
measure of an individuai;zed learning module's potential
value for student use. 'Thisicritique is offered on page 20.
This critique is divided intd four parts: Systenm,

Approach, Format and Content. System refers to the

learning system or model used and how well its components
are applled. Thirty possible pointsoare assigned to and
dlvdded among the components of the Herrscher model'
ratxouale, objectlves, pretest learning dCtl;ltleS,
posttest and revision. |

Approach refers to ‘the learning pr1nc1ples app11e§
throughout a module. Thirty-six possible points are

assignéd to and divided‘among six sub-categories; dctiﬁe-

learner 1nvolvement, immediate feedback.(quantity and

quallty), sequencing (order of dlfficulty)9 language/vocabulary,

e

~
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“~ . LESSON EVALUATION FORM

’ Lesson title: "Where Do You Staﬁd?"‘, Author: Lux Henniger
Lesson’ tnpic: ideological spectrum ! Reviewer: Errol Magidson
Completion/Revision Date: 5/75 Date: 5/75 ¢

’ *

Category . Possible Points Assessment

£

. Rationale........:......1...;....J
. Objectives..viverrinonenonnrsnanns

1
2
3. Pretest. LI B ............O‘..........’
4, Learning Activities.....veeveeenn.
5
6

00 000000 0 0
© 0 s 0 0 0000000
LU I R R B Y B B B )

(G AGRER8, A8

oPosttesttttOtottttlttttttotttttto--
lRevisiontoottot-tt.ttltttttt.ttttt

® 0 00 0 0.0 0 00 000
L)

\$)}
Rl SA RS AS

_ 30 23
B.. Agproaéh / . . - ‘ ' .

1% Active learner involvement........

“ 2. Immediate«feedback/reinforcement..
3. SeqUENCIiNg...eveeeesssssscsncsansss
4, Language/vocabulary...............
5. Variety...oolieieediniionenennnnns B
6. Motivation..eeee e eoeroeoenonnnpons

|

© 09 0 000000 B0
.

jealerNerTerNorTe ]
Fououw

ceredieiveends 5
36 28

C. Format

1. ACCGSSlbllity...................o. 6000000000..0.06
2 PhySlC&l appeamnce..........o.... 6'00000000.0055
30 Self"'contaimnent'ooooot.o-ooooooooo 6

s bt b

18 - 17
D. Content - . | L :

1. Accuracy.......................... 10veevrvencnneee T
2. RelevanCY/appI‘Oprla'LeneSS. e o ddo o o0 60 0o 0 0 0000 00 0 ol 5

16 12

*

TOTALS:~ 100, 80 -
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variety and motivation. ~

Format‘refers to the medium used to present the lesson.
E@ghteen‘possible points are divided among three sub-,

Acategories°¢accessibility, physical appearance. (size,

'priht, 1llustratlons) "and self—containment.

Content refers to thé lesson's academlc materlal.
> (f vy
Sixteen points are divided between .accuracy and relevancyéi

approprLateness to the currlculum.
Each sub-category belng evaluated was assigned five
or six possible po;nts except for "accuracy" in the

Content'category. Accuracy of content is crugial to the

=]

" usefulness of anydmbdule.. Using excellent ledrning

Pl

technigyes and principles would be wasteful if the contenf
were incorrect or misleading. A togfl of 100 points were

allotted to allow for a qulck overall assessment. For

example, a’ ratlng of 95 points would uggest that the 3

3
*module was an excellent one p01nts lacklng in any onef- )
"’;

eub—category would pinpoint _areas needlng 1mprovement.

~

Assessment .

This critique was dlscussed with the author and helped

him” rev1se the lesson. Overall, the 1nd1vidualized learnlng

\

module _on the "ideological spettrum" was fairly good without‘
serious {laﬁs except‘?or active-learner involvement, The
fotal‘raéing’was 80. . ;\;?,

qnder the category labelled System, the rationale was

relevant 'but may have been a bit misleading im terms of »
3y A B . K )

3

<o
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. ‘ﬂ“ . n .. .
what the module was to discuss. The module was leSs "where

v" N v
do you stand" as was the main idea in the rationale than

haw people s VleWS are categorized as was the main idea ofl
the module. " The objectives should have explicitly '
‘included learning to label the ideological spectrum and

_to identifV‘the terﬂ@ compriSing thelspectrum since these .,

were two important areas ‘included in the posttest. The i@'

-

pretest was unique in that the, student was asked -to rate

himself on how well he could write ‘a ZOO-word statement

E ]

on topics covered in the module. It may have been improved
i
if there were a brief quiz to determine if the student could

. pass the posttest without taking the instructiOn and if

\inVolvement le;t much to be desired. - There was

. : ‘ )
such a.quiz could give the student an idea ofehow the posttest ¥

,would look. Learning activitiles were included. The module
~ “a

could be fairly eaSily revised though retyping might be

a chore. Student input was requested on his or her attitude
\
towards the instruction.l

Under the category labelled Approach, active—learner

\a great

4

need for much more studeut»interaction within ecach topiﬁl"

"

Tmmediate feedback wes available. The student was required

‘\».

, to answer several questions which . called for several sentencés; -

this was nicely handled” by having him compare hlS .answer With

‘¥

' bne proviged by the.author. The seqpencing ofﬂmaterial,

" followed'the simple-to~complex format; more ‘review questions‘ .
'should have been asked. ., The language used¢was apprepriate

« fa
' .

-

.
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to the low reading levels of most urban community college
students. More varietly of instruction and types of questione
could have been used. The lesson seemed motivating.

,Qnder the-category labelled Format, the lesson was-
easil§ atcessible to the students; indeed, each student

had his own booklet in which to write and to use anyvhere,

,,aﬁ&time. The physical appearance could have been improved

by the addition of some pictures. The lesson was

.self-contalned . - . ,

Undeér the categOry labelled Content the lesson material
was accurat%g though some_;nformatlon was left out, mlsleadlng

or difficult to comprehénd. -The "middle-of-the-road"

”

%

»viewpoint should "have been.discu%s€2,' More accurate .

characterization df liberai“qno moderete consemyative

ideologies .should have been provided. Moderate conservatives
! Ave _ A

L

were portrayed as viewing man as "evil." The class10a1 .

v1ewpolnts towards change of these two 1deolog1es ohould g
A
have .been presented. The content was baolcally relevant N

" and ag@roprlate to theieurrlculum

Y ‘ 'Q . | T
. .o B:,Student Achievement )
~

Seventeen students in a' Social Sciencé 102 class gtﬁ"
Kennedy~KinéLCollege completed the individualizedliearning
module on the "ideological spectrum" during the spring’
semesten 19%5.' The individual‘scores on the,posttest are'
given in Appendlx A on page?29 . A frequeney dlStlePtlon

1

and hlstogram ave given on page 24 .

4 . L

- ' /
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Fig. 7--Frequenq§ Distripupion"of‘AéhieVement Scores
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The mean (74.706) of the pesttest scores is a less'
accurate measure of central tendericy than the ‘median (83)
because of the one very low score of 22.

The original objective oﬁ/BO% of the students scorihg
80 or above on the posttest (19/of 17) did not hold.

-The module should have been revised first on the basis of

professional review and testing. by one or two -students.

"Mastery learning was achieved by 9- students (64.3%).

. C. Student Attitudes
An "Individualized Lesson Evaluation" questionnaire
designed to measure student atttitudes towards the module
on the "ideological'spectrum“'was given to the students

i3
in the Social Science 102‘class.

A copy of>this form
appears on page 26. _ S

On the important question, "Did you enJOy this lesson,"
12 of 15 respondents (80%) enswered favorably: 6 indicated
"quite enjoyable" and‘6 indicated "one of the most enjoyable
educational experienées I have hai;" only 1 responded
negatively. Thus the*generalfstudent attitude towards °
the module was positive.

The students believed that the material they saw in
the module was most effective in its individualized format:
12 of 16 respondents (75%)°indicated "individualized
presentation seems most' effective'" only 1 student indicated

that another kind of presentation would have been more

effective (lecture). ot ,

29 "
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N

‘Lesson: "Where Do_You.Stand! _ Date:

. ' Tndividualized Lesson Evaluation
. ‘? , M
) Your impressions of this individualized lesgson can
h provide valuable information for improving the teaching
material. The time you spend in answering the following
questions will be greatdy appreciated. -

1. Did you enjoy this lesson? (Check oéne.). - : -
¥ one of the rnost enjoyable ediicational experiences I have had
quite enjoyable . .
2_neutral (so what?) : o . ..
- .a rather negative experience

S

. L.one of the least enjovable educational experiences I have had
2. Do you think the‘méterial you saw could have been taught T

as rapidly or completely if it had been presendec by a

more usual educational medium (such as lecture or textbook)?

12 No, individualized presentaticn seems most' effective v

3 Yeg, presentation would have heen equally effective by

- (1ist other media)_ "films" listed once R

~ ) 1.Yes, presentation would have been more effective by . )

: (1ist other media)_ "instructor'(lecture) - o J'f'

.. 3. Please indicate enything about the teaching techniques’ -

. used which especially seemed to help or hinder you. - -
helped me form opinicns more class discussion needed,
explanations helpful . repetition helpful Co
clarit - o T

&, What ggd you like leagt about the leason? , _
repetition (2) ’ couldn't ‘recognize viewpoint when read
too much detail " article Vo
too much testing § -

" not enough time ‘.

5. -What did you like mosi about the lesson?
explanation (5)

.
- .

/

how my views changed : /
. compact (2)
h 6. Vere you able to meet with your instructor individually‘
to discussa your progress on this lesson? o .,
12.Yes )
LIQO l ‘ . "\
If"yes,” how did you feel abouf this conferénce?
understanding , greatly helped . “ )
. confident fofect@ve.' e '
> ‘ ,

*Numbef of respondents.

30
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Twelve of 16 students indicated that’they were dble to
meet irdividually with the instructor to‘diseess their
progress. Each felt posi%ive aﬁout this conference;

"The instructor helped (me) in understanding éﬁe lesson
more," &I felt greatly helped by the conference," and
effective" were dome of the comments..

>

There was no’consistent pattern of responses concerning
RS '

what the students liked or disliked about the module. <
For the most part! each student had a different answer.
The most frequently mentioned positive feeling was

nexplanation" (understanding) which was listed by 5 students.
N

Lo

V. Recommendations

1. The individualized learning module on the "ideological
spectrum needs to be revised primarily because student '
achievement was not at the high level of expectancy. The
areas needed for revision are enumerated in the cr%tque
(see pp. 18-23). This writer and the module's author
are presently working on the revision. |

‘2. This practicum has demdnstrated the importance of
thorough developmental testlng in revising and refining

4 i
an individualized learning module.4 '

* *3. A revised version of the module will be given to

a Social.Science 10é class during the fall semesfer 1975.
4, This writer has prodﬁced a lesson evaluation form

(p. 20) which will be shared with other faculty members

st
writing or evaluating indlviduali7ed learning modules.

hR a3t
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It is hoped that this lesson evaluation form will hclp new

module authorg'think more carefully about the systematic‘
design, approach, format and content they lel use. This
form should also help module authors pinpoint problem areas
in their modules. '

v 5. This writer hés produced a student attitude form
concerning the attitudes of students towards particular
individualized learning modules. Student achievement is
important and so is student attitude. This form will
be shared: with authors of individualized learning modules.

6. It is too early to recommend the initiation of ‘

an individualized learning course. First, it must be

demonstrated that the mod%*e An- questlon ii successful. » ;
» ,/Oqge thls has been established, the instructor who

wrote the modulf on the "ideological spectrum" is lnterested

in developimg a- serles of modules for an entire course

(Social, Science 102)

3’ This writen ~anticipates wo?klng with the 1nstructor
to develop new moduﬁ%s and to offer practical advice on
setting up an indivi@qalized learning course.

8. As.soon as it can be clearly'demonstratéd that
individualized learning modules will enhance-studgnt learning
and attitudes, this writer will suégest to %h@&Central
Adminstration of the Clty Colleges of Chicago that a
special course be.established to tedch interested faculty

how to design individualized ;earning modules.

Ll -

3z

/
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Appendix A: individual4Posttest Scores

Student

Mean = 74.706
Standard error of the mean
Median = 83.0

Range = 22.0 to 96.0
Standard deviation = 20.325
Average deviation = 16.059 .
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1St,atistics given by Ms. Ruth Barker, Vice-President of
Kennedy-King College, to the faculty/administration meeting
on June 6, 1975. Enrollment for the fall semester 1974 was
9,507 (5974 full-time enrollment); enrollment for the spring’
semester 1975 was 10,216 (6430 full-time); 305 teaching faculty.

. 2Philip G. Kapfer and Glen Ovard, Preparing and Using
Individualized Learning Packages for Ungraded, Continous
Progress Education (Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Educational
Technology Publications, 1972), pp. 8-10.

-

3Ernest R. Hilgard and Gordon H. Bower, "Learning and

the Technology of Instruction," Chapt. 16, Theories of

Learning, 3rd ed. (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1966), pp. 541-584.

AJames D. Russell, Modular Instruction: A Guide to the
Design, Selection, Utilization and Evaluation of Modular
Materials (Minneapolis: Burgess Publishing Co.,-1974), p. 3.

5Barton.R. Herrscher, Implementing Individualized
Instruction, (Houston: ArChem Co., 1971), p. 4.

»

6James H. Block, Master& Learning: Theory and Practice,
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,1971), pp. 3~4.

7Suéan Meyer Markle, Good Frames and Bad: A Grammer of «
Freme Writing, 2nd ed. (New York: John Viley & Sons, Inc.,
796-9) ’ pp' 2"‘250

8peter Pipe, Practical Programming (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1966), pp. 1 - ©.

9Spelios Stamos, "Instructional Models," OccasiOna‘fg

‘Papers (Washington: Association for BEducational Communications
& %

echnology, 1973), pp. 1-80.

&

10Harlan L. Douglas, "Instructional Development in Three
Phases," Audiovisual. Instruction, Vol. 16, No. 10, December
1971, pp. 46-49.

i

aa




-3~

. |
1
11Jerrold Kemp, Instructional Design: A Plan for Unit ~ i
and Course Development (Belmont, California: bearon Publishers, |
1971), pp. 1-10. | Lo~
N |

12

Robert M. Gagne and Arthur W. Melton, Psychological
Principles in Systems Development (New York: Holt, Rinehart |
and Vinston, Inc.,.1502), pp. 1-63. -

13John P. DeCecco, The Psychology of. Learning and ~ S
Instruction: Educational Psycholegy (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-hall, Inc., 1968), pp. 1-12.

14

Spelios Stamos, "Instructional Models," pp. 48-52.

15Benjamin S.’ Bloom,set al., Taxonomy of Educational
Objectives, Handbook I: Cognitive Domain, (New York:
David i#cKay Co., 1956). ‘ ~

16Robert F. Mager, PrAparlng Instructional Objectives
(Palo Alto, Californla. Fearon Publlshers, 1968).

17Spelios Stamos, "Instructional Models," p. 51.

18Barton R. Herrscher, Implementing Ind1v1duallzed /
Instruction, p. 4,
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&

191bid.; p. 4, - EE

O cxnsmmrn;. _.'-

20John B. Carroll, "Problems of Measurement Related to the
Concept of Learning for Mastery," Chapter 3, Mastery
Learning: Theory and Practice, James H. Block, ed.
(New Yofk: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1971), pp. 29-46.
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