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4

. toordinators, and‘col1ege faculty ‘consuitants.to the'various learning”

o activities,’the delivery éystem and the equipment assOciated with a

.- Y

symmer of 1974 The. course was produced by}the Appa]ach1an Educat1on

Sate111te ProJect for’te]ev1s1on broadcast r1a satellite to s1tes 1n\§he

‘e

- Appa]ach1an reg1on

/

. The Appa]ach1an Educat1on Sate111te PrOJect (AESP) began in o
]

~¥° the Appalachian Regional’ Comm1ss1on (ARC). The purpose of the prOJect'

A‘ . v*" _'," v ,
'was to demonstrate the feasibi]ity of'coﬂducting graduate Tevel courses
for teachers using: soph1st1oated‘~at1ona1 Aeronautics and Space Admin-
ot 1strat1on (NASA) eommun1cat1ons sate111tes The four -course deve]oped

for the projedt were in the areas of”%areer educat1on and read1ng

-

1nstruﬁ)1on 7 All softwaEe for the courses was deve]oped at the Reﬁource

£

Coord1nat1ng Center (RCC) 1ocated on the campus of the University of

-

. Kentucky in Lex1ngton Kentucky

C " A total of four courses, two in reading'and two in caréer .

> &

\ education were//onducted via sate111te between June, 1974ﬂand June, 1975

"course) gathered a c]assroom sites at. 15 d1fferént 1ocatfons in the .

~

o N ~r‘),¢‘a.,u..,

-ar

Appa]achian region. The s1tes wereclocated 1n e1ght dtﬁferent’states

This_report describes the attitudinal responses of students, site .
. é R . . ' s

' - Thé course .participa 1ts cons1sted of approx1mate1y 1200 teachers (300 per

. course ent1t1éd Diagnostic and Prescr1pt1ve Read1ng Instruct1on dur1ng the

. . : ;.

June 1973, with a grant from the Nationa] Inst1tute of Education NIE&»“ .

N




e,
-, ‘i

——— /

-

' from ATabama to New'York jand were grOuped into. sets of three: a;main
site and two ancillary s/1jtes~ Main sites were able to'receive aUdio and
v1deo s1gna]s transm1ttéd from the RCC via the ATS 6‘sateJT1te and coqu
receive and send vo1ce/or teTetype s1gna1s to or from the RCC and other

' main -sites via the ATS 3 sate1ﬁ1te Anc1TTary s1tes cou]d rece1ve aud1o

1

L :
and v1deo s1gna]s transm1tted from the RCC v1a ATS-6 and were: in teTephone

.commun1cat1on w1th the assoc1ated main s1te N Anc1]1ary sntes cou]d not

receive or transmit via ATS 3 ATT s1tes were equ1pped w1th a co]or
teTev1s1on mon1tor and had adequate seating for 20 students " The- 10cat1on
of each s1te -and the broadcast "footpr1nt" of“the satellite are shown 1n
Figure 7. ;»7 Ah o \ o

]
Thé mon1tor1ng of. classroom sites and many other prOJect related

tasks conducted at the local TeveT were the respons1b111ty of proaect staff°

o
members, caTQed site coord1nators, emp]oyed at part1c1pat1ng Regidnal"

T

Educat1on Service Agenc1es (RESAs) aff1]1ated w1th the Appa]ach1an Regional

i

Commission (ARC) A full descr1pt1on of the dut1es agf the s1tegcoord1nator
can be found in AESP Techn1caT Report #2 (Ausness and Bow11ng, 974).

: . The D1aonost1c %Cd Prescr1pt1ve Read1ng Instructﬁon (DPRI) course
y _
for K-3 teachers was conductediusing the two NASA sate]]1tés during the
. - i
- summer of 1974. The" course was de519ned SO that h1gh qua11ty 1nstruct1on
-~ Jf

~and the ooportun1ty for- student 1nteract1on with content experts was >
poss1b]e though 1t was not necessary for an expert in read1ng 1nstruct1on
to be on-site during’ c]ass meetings.’ The course cons1sted of twelve .
th1rty—m1nute,)(color) videotaoed~1essons;-twe]ve assoc1ated audio ‘review ,
segments (one for each v1deotaped Tesson Ta\oratory act1v1t1es and

£

S
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re]ated read1ng mater1a1s,

“

. ’

NP ft"_ The DPRI course was de¥eloped by Dr Lowe]] Eberwe1n, Assoc1ate

A

and Pau] LeVeque, .a. Producer D1rector at Un1Vers1ty of” Kentucky Te]ev1s1?n, >

't s in cooperat1on with many other profess10na1s on the AESP staff The oo ‘.

L] ‘ -

un1t tests

e -

- o

Professor of Curr1cu1um and Instruct1on at the Un1vers1ty of Kentucky, poa

and three forty f1ve m1nute, o L

o . -
° [ : o . -

11ve/’1nteract1ve (co]or) §em1nar programs. AT R S

S -
B

. , '
o~ . # .

v

s

s,

.
(-: \

. purpose of the course was to teach educators to recoqn1ze and asseys

- [

",_ 1nd1v1dua11zed and. .group i

effort was made within the t1me frame of the productwon schedu1e to

to app]y a’ 1arge numBer of read1ng 1mprovement techn1ques, and to conduct ‘

nstruct1on>

o on the needs of Appalach1an teachers, and cons1derab1e use was made of ' .

G reg1ona1 f11m1ng in 111ustrat1ng p01nts made in the lecture. Every Lo

" s
i)

read1ng def1C1enC1es, to use d1agnost1c prescr1pt1ve~anformat1on systems,
/

-\4.\ I

oy o
Ihe course was des1gned to focus -

L4 N

involve’ teachers, adm1n1strators and* other schopt personne], as well as

. v -

cooperat1ng facu]ty at var1ous un1verstt1es and co]]eges in the Appa]ach1an. .

reg1on, in the p]ann1ng and deve]opment of the course The goa] was to

-7 \

.

.

»

- 4nake the course part1cu1ar1y respons1ve to the needs and 1nterests of . , ~

teachers 1n the reg1on Graduate cred1t was ava11ab1e to the course

part1c1pants at the Unﬂversity of Kentucky énd at a number of codperat1ng o

"

-, . . universities in the reg1on

“'. . C ,. An out11ne for the DPRI course is 1nc1uded in Append1x A Item,A.

The twe]ve th1rty-m1nute v1deotaped lessons can be described as stud)o~ o : .

.

Y
oo

P

based 1ecture presentat1ons’by the coursg rnstructor supported by f11med .

»

o«

mater1a1s which 1nc1ude teacher student 1nteract1ons and 1nterv1ews.w1th L -

the teachens on..how: he/she teaches the sk111 111ustrated on f11m

]

. ~
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. ' Each of the, tweTve pretaped aud1o review segments cons1sted of

A

'four or f1ve mu]t1p]e cho1ce quest1ons w1th four a]ternat1ve answers for

e each quest1on _The procedure empToyed in the use of the aud1o review was

- .-

as follows: the student 11stened to a quest1on and the alternative

: o .

- answers over the headsets and seTected-the aTternat1ve e1ther A, B, c
-~ . - S

.o - or D wh1ch he-or she be11eved to be the’ correct response to ‘the’ quest1on

. . "1'1«- .

posed then the student seTected the aud1o track or channe] wh1ch

e -

e ~,L . corresponded to the se]ected response where an eXpTanat1on of the - .

¥ . . !
N -

T correctness ar 1ncorrectness of the answer was g1ven The_quest1ons were

‘ ~—

. se]ected to re1nforce and expand -upon  the mater1a1 presented 1n the
1] ¢ -

c!deotaped Tecture Because ‘there were féur tracks and the ser1es of
Ak
*quest1ons was presented in r1g1d ser1a] ordér the act1v1ty was s1m1Tar :

: to programmed 1nstruct1on in that branch1ng w1th1n quest1ons was poss1b1e,_‘

~

" however, branch1ng betwéen quest1ons was. not poss1b1e The special
fe u1pment necessary for the four channe] audio review, including the

response se]ectors and the e]ectron1c equ1pment used f0r

'automat1ca11y record1ng answers, is descr1bed 1n AESP Techn1ca] Report #5

]

(Bramb]e Ausness; and Freeman, 1975)

The Tive, interactive sem1nars were structured in the foTTow1ng

., »

:way. The course 1nstructor served as moderator for a panel of ene‘to

¥

three profess1ona1s who were experts in the focus aAea for that part1cu1ar
semxnar Questions about tﬁe subject matter of the course were trans-
m1tted from the main cTassroom sites to the Lexington, Kentucky stud1o
v1a-te1etype transm1ss1on,usjng ATS-3. Thus, a typed copy of the

v -

questions was immediateTy available. Questions from ancillary sites

3

ERIC ¢ .« . 23




were te]etyped V1a te]ephone lines to the assoc1ated main s1te and

" were then transm1tted to Lex1ngton To minimize redundancy quest1ons

3
were\screened in the studio and passed to the pahel moderator to be .

'posed to. the seminar., guests Each quest1on was 1dent1f1ed by site as it

- Was read over t\e air. : In two -cases,. pretaped segments were shown at the

A
'p\beg1nn1ng of the seminar to better define and illustrate a particular -
- - . . - .

e

-

T area oﬁ*focus in‘tHat seminar D o
- {;--“;3 L For each class ses§1on, 1aboratory act1v1t1es were conducted after
‘ ;‘ - '?'comp1et1on of the te]ev1s1on arid aud1o rev1ew act1v1t1es Each 1aboratory a
' . ' B \‘3-

.

,sesS1on was 1ntended as a pract1cum des1gned to expand upon pr1nc1p1es o

d . and concepts 1ntroduced in the preceed1ng act1v1t1es Read1ngs,‘game

U act1v1t1es, .and d1scuss1on groups were prom1nent techniques used dur1ng

l

. -these sessions. The - 1ab6ratory act1v1t1es a]so prov1ded 1nstruct1on in
the use of the var1ous\lnformat1oﬁ systgms made ava11ab1e to course
'part1c1pants at each of- jhe 15 c]assroom‘s1tes Append1x A, Item B .

contains a summary o% the 1aboratory act1v1t1es conducted for each c]ass '
i t‘,,. . ’
session. '

. |
The overr1d1ng proJect objective of de]1ver1ng the course via
'vsate111te was ach1eved with m1nor except1oﬁs <0r1g1na11y, there were to

p be four seminar broadcasts However due to prob]ems with theﬁsate111te
? : .

up11nk it was nqt poss1b1e to broadcast both videotapes and the 11ve

4 sem1nars on July 18. A]though, the vldeotaped presentation schedu]ed for

that day‘Was‘broadcast on a postpuned basis, it was not possible to re-

.
/
,

schedule.the seminar guestsy therefore the seminar was cancelled. There

R}

were a few equipment malfunctions at the classroom sites which“brecluded

v




-

the viewing of .some programs at several sites/ However, v1deotapes and

other mater1a1s were made ava11ab1e “to students at thes@ sites to make,

up the c]ass activities m1ssed ’

The maJor equ1pment problem was associated with the audio review

-

equ1pment, in that - the equ1pment was delivered late. In fact, the equip-

ment was avaﬂlable to students for onty the tatter Half of the programs,

—~A

During the f1rst port1on of the course pr1nted scr1pts of the aud1o

L4 [ 3

.review were subst1tuted so that part1c1pants cdu]d comp]ete the aud1o

-t

A
rey1ew segments However, hav1ng prev1ous1x\re11ed ‘on the audio reviews

in pr1nt even Wwhen the equ1pment was operat1ona1 many students preferred.

e having the scripts in front of them while comp]et1ng the “four- channe1
audio review. Therefore, it should be noted that the pr1nted scr1pts were

subst1tuted for the maJorvty of the programs 1n comp]et1ng the audio
~review. The transmwss1on, recept1on, and general equ1pment suecBsses andh

o fa11ures are deta11ed in AESP Technical Report #5 (Bramb]e Ausness and
Freeman, 1975). s o=
o This report discusses the attitudinal reactions of the course

part1c1pants to the several instructional act1v1t1es that made up ‘the

<

DPRI course. The percept1ons of the site coord1nators,.and consu1t1ng g»~\\-

vfacu]ty %n regard to ‘the effectwveness of the 1nstructrona1 techniques
o -

are a]so discussed. As a resu]t of these discussions, recommepdations

~

~

for 1mprovement of 1nstruct1ona1 techniques will be made .-
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' Subjects- ..
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‘
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-

Data were co]]ggféﬁ'fromﬁtﬁkee groups: 1) course participants,

2) site coordinators, and 3) consuTting faculty members.: A brief. ..
.‘ . .. ‘

description of tHe chaﬁ%cteristicsvof each of these groups is presented

below. . ° ' I e

-~

4

.4 ) V .
Description of Course Participants ¢ . \

L There were 293vparticipants enrolled in the DPRI kourée, 275 of %

[N »

whom completed the ceurse. The numbers of participants ateach site who

enro]]ed and who completed the couréq are presenfed in Table 1.

-ty

TheVConfidential Background Queétionnaire (CBO) was comp]eted'ﬂ

@

‘byveach course participant (a copy'of'this instrumentvmay be found in
AESP Technical Report #4 Bramble, et al, 1974, pp. 85). Participant
characteristics, as iﬂférred frbm,the C?Q, are@discdssed.in AESP Technical
Report #8 (Bramb]e,‘Marion, and Aushess, 1975). To~symmarizé the

characteristics. of the'part}cipants! it may be s?id that they were fema1ey

elementary teachers, in their middle thirties, who lived in rural areas,

vThey had an éverage of_nineayears general teaching experience,and seven -
. ) Co g ) . . . :
years experience in the teaching of reading. A1l of the participants

held a baccalaureate degree and one-thifd;o?f?hem-were working on a

master's degree. I!ost of them had taken undergraduate courses in reading.
’ i « r /

However, almost half had not previously taken any graduate level courses

-

in- reading.

-
&y .
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o U ~ Description of Site'Coordjnators}' 5

. - ' .~ oy '. ' o
The ‘site coordinator's st1es'cons1sted of 1) organizing the

s

-

_classroom activities of the stude%ts, 2) monitoring the laboratory
. : . i '

sessions, and 3) coordinating theidai]y eva1uation activities. The site

’coord1nators a1so acted as a 11a1$on between the students ‘and the RCC

A fu]] descr1pt1on of the dut1es qT the site coordinator can be found in

¢

s' ' AESP Techn1ca1 Report #2 (Ausness and Row11ng, 1974). Daescriptive

,tharacteristics of the site coord1nators arg summarized in Table 2.

’

- Description of Consu]t1ngﬁFacu1ty Members . - o . ¥

e ) ° N . ~ . l
o N ( "The dut1es of the consu1t1ng facu]ty members cons1sted of
' "‘1) act1ng as a- 11a1son between the RCC and cooperat1ng un1vers1t1es,

.

2) consu1t1ng on program content, 3) act1ng as a consu]tant for RESA(
personne] and course part1c1pants, and 4) observ1ng and eva]uat1ng the
,1nstruct1ona1 programs Each tr1ang]e had the: serv1ces of one consu1t1ng
;faculty member mak1ng a tota] of five for the DPRI course. The five
 consulting faculty members were all- h1gh1y qua11f1ed to suctessfu]]y |
funct1on in the1r roles as consu]tants and commentators for the DPRI
course.’ They each held a doctorate with a» concentration in the field”
of e]ementary read1ng, they each he]d rank oj/e1ther assoc1ate'or full
professor in the1n,respect1ve colleges; and their exper1ence in the ~

teach1ng of reading varied from five to 18 years. The un1vers1t1es '

éthey represented‘and the sites they observed are listed below:

¢ {

Or. Ruby Nell Cummings - Alabama A and M University,

. o Huntsvi11e, Ala. , ' S
. ‘ *~v Dr. Les Van,GtTEer - Appalachian State Un1vers1ty,
o , ‘ L Boone, N.C. . :

o o g 5




, . - 11 .
TABLE 2
o .
DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF SITE COORDINATORS
~\ ' . N ]5) | 3
e ) —
Sex: Male 7 Female -8 °  ° - . -
o . : . . . . o - / = K
Highest Degree Completed: Baccalaureate} 5
L - . 't Master's’ 9
, - Doctorate 1 '
N i N ) . ) \ K . . - . v .‘ - A‘Gv“
+3: Site Cig;d%nators with Frequency Median Years ¢f
. Work Expgerience in: L : ~ Experience
'EIementary teaching - 0 : 4 5
Junior high teaching E) 3.0
Undergraduate college téach1ng 6 - 4.0
Graduate college teaching . 5 © 2.5
Elementary school principal 0 0 7
Junior high principal T I " 1.0
Senior’ high pr1nc1pa1 : ol 5.0
Counselor 3 - % .2 7.0
. ¢ Courses Taken in Readjing Frequncy Median Courses
Instruction I ‘ ‘Taken
‘Undergraduate 7
. Graduate- o 7 2
"5‘ ; & . . ’ .
Experience in- Teach1ng Frequency : Median Years
Reading o . : v
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Dr. John Taylor i\‘ - East Tennessee State University,
L LaFollette, JohnsonfCity, Tenn.
. ) /
Dr. Burl Breedlove - (West Virginia Unﬁversity,
. L ‘- Keyser, W.Va., M;He?ry, Cumber]and Md
* Dr. John E. Cgnnelly - State Un1vers1tny011ege of New York
: - oL ' Fredogia, N.Y. )
A T~ A full description-of the duties of the Conbulting Faculty ¢an

be. found - 1n AESP Technical Réport #2 (Ausness and Bpwling, 1974). ’

s

-

. . ] . : ces [
* Procedures and Instrumentation \\ o

¥ ¢ ] b.V PR %

“Fach c]aSS'day]began at 8:30 am EDT and‘end%d at-3:30 pm EDT, h‘ S

with an hour provfded fbr‘]unch?' The participants dttended c]ass seven! . -

t1mes and they v1ewed two programs and performed as<oc1ated aud1o —’~c B o }
’rev1ew and. 1aboratory act1v1t1es on most class days Dn a tydﬁca] c]ass

f\ : -day the first act1v1ty cons1sted 0% Watch1ng one v1ﬁ£o prqgram and

v‘second video program and comp]e&ed 1ts assoc1ated audio review. After-

i

coﬁb]et1ng tre assod1ated audio review. Then particjipants v1ewed the o o
\ \ T . B R - T i

lunch theTaboratory act1v1t1e§ associated with éach pf the programs were

cbmp1eted.“7ab1e 3 presents a schedule of nhen actifities were under-

taken. Sem1nars were shnwn before the v1de0taped Pprogram onndays whenﬂ

‘1dg0tapedvprograhs

N

were schedu]ed the sem1nar was shown pr1or to the 1a oratory act1v1t1ea

pn1y one v1de0taped program was schedu]ed when two

Evaluation procedure§ concerning attitudes t6ward the DPRI coﬁ%se
focused on the four major instructional dctivitiés'uéed in the course: ,
the video.1ecfﬁre;_fonr-chnnne1 audio review; the live, 1nteractrve\
..vSeminars;hnd 1ahoré%oryaqfiv1tigs, including informgtjon syétems. .

O ‘.' Wa 4 .‘ ' » F;a@




- . oo ]3 ’ w‘ . . ’ C. |
" | . . _ ‘, N ‘ , /r-‘.

) ) . . . . * ) ) - S -~ . |
N . : ; / TABLE 3 - .y : o e |
. PREPLANNED SCHEDULE OF LEARNING ACTIVITIES FOR DPRI COURSE o
. ' N ~ . %
o , ) W“iﬂﬁ e e " Laboratory.
Session Date  Video Program  Audio Review ~ :Seminar Activity .
, R A : : . s ! B
2 . ) . 5, J R .. : ] R ”
1 July-11° ‘1,2/' c 1,02 - . a,2 70
2 duly18 3, 4 T34 . P 3,4 B}
. \‘, E . PN te . e . . . .‘ el . ! . . ", .,.“
3 . July2s 5 I3 A O #
4 - :Augl/(6 7 tee 70 6T
n P . - e " ) ] ."-._ K .
‘5')Aug8. 8,9 . 89 3 89 Q
6 7 Augl1s .10, 110 T acdoewm 10,117
7 Mg T2 "\,,12 T S
- A :9'. : i - - "
, —r— = T N n g ‘ ~J ‘ |
v *Programs 3" and 4 we$e broadcast On July. 25 due tQ,techn1ca1 prob1ems T v

that prevented their be1ng broadcast on Ju]y 18. ce

¥ :
B

'**Sem1nar 1 was cance]ed .

- Table 4w1ists the instruments used for .this report and'giVesra f
Synopsis of the information containndiin~them."For more complete -
1nformat1on concern1ng the eva]uat1on 1nstruments, the reader is re-

\
| |
ferred to AESP Techn1ca1 Report #4 (Bramb]e, et al, 1974) ‘ o }

' The majn’1nstrument used toimeasure attitudes concerning the ' ‘
te]eViséd lectures was fhe Teievised Leciu#%'Questionnaire (ILQ); This &

instrument was adm1n1stered u)the students at ‘the end- of everxstelevised

lecture. The TLQ cons1sted of 27 five- po1nt L1kert sca]e items

w'

E concerning_the quality of the te]ev1sed lectures. ' ,

2
s
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v

of 21 five- po1nt L1kert sca]e Ttems concern1ng the qua]lty of the 11ve'

[

> B |- |
. L ® .
The predominant instrument used to measure att1tudes toward the
four- channe] aud1o review was the User Four Channe] Aud1o Quest1onna1re
‘ -
(UFCA) . Th1s 1nstrument Was. adm1n1stered to. the students at the end of
‘ W i

-

~.every four channet audio review sess1on The UFCA consisted of 17 f1ve-

po1nt )ijert scale items rat1ng the sound t1m1ng, mechan1cs, and | ¢

~

~

content of the four- channe] audio reviey. '_f L. s

. * : B

Fhe major instrument used to measure att1tudes concerning the 11ve,.

sem1nars was -the Sem1nar Quest1onnaire (SQ)-. Th1s 1nstrument was .

adm1n1stered<to the studgpts at the end of . each sem1ﬁar The Sdfzohs1sted

E)

1 e

sem1nar presentat1on e - f»r ,' - s :
: ' Nk ¢ .
The Laboratory Activities Quest10nna1re (LAQ) whs -administered’

to the students at the completion of each 1aboratory session. - The LAG
cons1stedwaf 22 f1ve po1nt L1kert sca]e 1tems

Student att1tudes concern1ng the Informat1on Systems were

‘gathered on the Information System User Sat1sfact1on Quest1onna1re

) (ISUSQ).» The ISUSQ consisted of 25 five- po1nt L1kert Scale 1tems,~

half of which wére/ZOncerned with the Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System
and the other half- w1th the Se]ect Ed Informat1on System

For a]] of the instruments used the f1ve po1nt L1kert sca]e

/

was arranged ds follows: ' . D .

Rate the statement as 5 if you strongly agree

. | 4 _if:you'moderate]y.agree : jjf“
3 if you feel neutral o ',:J,f

427 if you’moderately disagree -

. AR 1 if you‘strongly'djsagree | s

&3

‘_'Q ;

]
L
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. _ ’,

-

. - Each %f the five'instruments (TLQ, UFCA sQ, LAQ, and ISUSQ) was

factor ana]yZed, and, severa] d1fferent factor so]ut1ons were obta1ned for

- /

‘each instrument. For the facto‘ ana]xs1s RQs were 1nserted on the d1ag-

‘onals of phe corre]at1on matr1ces Factors w1th eigenva]ues greater

than 1 .00 were reta1ned and subJecIed to VARIMAX rotat1on From the o

g

f1na1 rotated factor 1oad1ngs, items were selected to measure the scales

3 4

def1ned by each of the factors _Items genera]]y were reta1ned for

<:'measurement of the factor on wh1ch they 1oaded most heav11y (£ 30 was

I3

the cut of f po1nt for 1nc1us1on on a factor) Where amb1gu1t1es 0ccurred .

- based on vary1ng factor so]ut1ons, 1tems were ass1gned to factors based

on the semant1c content,of the 1tem.‘ For each 1nstrument the names “of

the factors and the items included in the factor are presented 1n

[

‘Table 5. For each pgpgram factor means weye " computed by averag1ng

across ‘the 1tem means that composed the factor For each 1nstrument

'the results are d1scussed 1n ‘terms of factor means, and 1tem means

-for each . 1nstrument are presented 1n-Append1x B for those who yant a

more deta1Ted p1cture of part1c1pant reactions. C '

)
.

Informat1on concern1ng each course activity was gathered from N

| the part1c1pants on the Instructor Feedback Quest1onna1re (IFQ). This "

1n9trument was administered after the comp]et1on of each- th1rd of the

course (on Ju]y 25 August 8, ‘and Augustr 22, 1974) in order to measure

,part1c1pant att1tudes toward the major 1earn1ng activities. The IFQ

cons1sted of 9 five-point, L1kert scale. items w1th space prov1ded after

‘each question for written comments. ‘For the rat1ngs, the part1c1pants

were asked ‘to make their standard of reference an average, graduate

education course and to follow the fo]]ow1ng gu1de11nes
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Rate th%{statement'as ~ outstanding

jorT L ged T\
average ’
n poor |
1 unacceptab]é ‘

The 0bservat1on Loq (oL) prov1ded the site coord1nators with the -
opportun1ty to write" cohﬁents cuncern1ﬁg the day‘s‘act1v1t1es, as well
as rate varijous aspects of the'DPR; course; The rating data.were
incomplete and are not reportedz_ Hewever,;the written cqmments-from the P
OL :are presehted. N "_'f - : ': 3; .

An overaJ1 evaluation of each of the four main .instructional

“activities, the un1t tests ‘and the evaTHRtion forms was obtained at the

conc]us1on of the course from the s1te coord1nators and consu1t1ng
<

facu]ty on the Summative Re t Form (SR)- Th1s 1nstrumeht prov1ded~thém -

the oooortun1ty, pr1mar11y thrOUgh the wr1t1ng of comments, to glve/a

summary of what they cons1dered to be the 1st1ﬂtt1ve.features of the

0

&

DPRI course. 4t also allowed them thg,opportunity to make recommendations

for course revision.

ca - M .

\\for each of the four main 1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es, a se]ect1on
q

of the wr1tten comments are-%ﬂcluded .In each case the comments were

|

selected accord)ng to the fo]Tow1ng criteria: 1) 1nc1ude negative and

‘positﬁveqedﬁments ih.proportion“to'the total distribution of comments

L

" received, and 2) ‘insure ghat‘a]]-majbr complaints are included

[~]

-
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This section contains a summarization of the data obtained~from

Data are presented for each of the major

the rating instruments.

activities rated:

pretaped video lecture, four-channel "audio review,

1aboratory activities, and live seminars.

Partidipant site coordihator;

and cooperat1ng facu]ty react1ons to the evaluatien procedures and rating
scales, are also discussed. In the Method section it was exp1a1.ed that for® - h;
the TLQ, UFCA, SQ,VLAQ; anduISUSQ a rating of 3 was to,be g?ven when the - |
participant'fé1t neﬁtra1 toward a statement After cdréfﬂ]]y compating
written comments w1th rat1ngs on the 1nstruments, it gas fe]t that

: ow1th a rat1ng of 3 the part1c1pants were actual]y express1ng an att1tude

. of be1ng‘ne1ther pos1t1ve1y nor negat1ve1y 1mpressed\w1th the act1v1ty

be1ng rated Thus, mean rat1ngs of 2.5 to 3.5 are interpreted as "non -

impressed " The mean item range of 3.5 to 4.5.is considered to be a
: moderate]ywto strong]y pos1t1ve att1tude and 1.5 to 2 5 is cons1dered as: .
a :trongly~to moderate]y ngga;qve‘attutude toward the_aspett of the

learning activity being considered. - ~ S
" - 7 o . .

Videotaped Programs ‘ ‘ " , . . -
~ From the factor ana]y§is of_the Televised LectUre Questionnaire

(TLQ), two féctors were'obtaihed: 1) television viewing conditions |

(h1gh scores indicate Favorab]e conditions) and 2) overa]] qua11ty of " .« v "

v1deotape presentation (h1gh scores indicate h1gh qua11ty)

" The nuijfs
: of the 1tems that make up each factor,’as well as the factor means f .

g ! ~




5 -
each program, are presented in Table 6. If the reader wishes to refer ~
to the participants'rratings of‘individUa[ items, item means and overall
means are presented in Appehd{x B,.Tah]euA. . ‘
On the tirst'factor,,it may be concluded that the overall
L television viewing conditions were favorab]e sinceya11fprogram5means' .

from Table 6 were above or'near’a'four rating. Only’programs five and”
six nave means that are be]ow four. ,'»¢?4‘3 ;, ) ‘d, .

Because the second factor was the student reaction to- the overall~
quality of the prOgrams, it was decided to rank:order‘the programs
accordind to‘their factor means. Iheprankings are presented in Tab]e 7.

Programsvtwo, ten, and twe]ve are significantly abOVe-the'grand .
mean, and programs five and;sixhare significantiy below. Because the
program means'range from 4.01 to 4;54,_{t may be concTuded that the
overa11 qua]ity of the video presentatipns was vdewed by the participants
fas being moderate]y h1gh t0 h1gh “

,Item two on the Instructor Feedback Questionnaire (1FQ) asked the
part1c1pants to compare the video programs&w1th other live lectures the -
participants had‘seen (the means for the IFQ items are presented in
Appendjx B, Table B). The IFQ was admrn1stered three times during the
.course, and the means for item two were 3.47, 3.86, and 3797. These \
ratings are for programs one through five, six through nine, and ten ;
through twe]ve, respective1y The first-meJh of 3.47 represents a slightly
pcsitive overa]] rating of the video programs as compared to a live

lecture. The_second mean (3.86) indicates a more pos1t1ve reaction, and

the third mean of 3.97 is significantly higher (a = .10) than the first,

\

N

.
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t*Sign1f1cant1y d1ffe + from grand mean (GM = 4.31) at .05 level

mean. The twelve programs Qan be divided into three categories based,
on.content. Programs one tnrough five dealt with the diagnostic

techniques used in reading instruction. Program six and seven dealt with
%nformation sysfems and'cfsssroom'manégement tethniques. :Program efght A
“through twe]ve‘dealt.with téthniques of. teaéhing keading skills. If

. appears that the’paéticipants were more, a%tracted to programsrthat
illustrated classroom practices than pré%}ams that dealth w1th d1agnos1s,

information systems- and c]assroom managpment

. - . .
v T I_S qr.:ti B . . '/

\

o Tk - 23 - g

' | TABLE 7 .o~ 7

RANKING OF PROGRAMS BY FACTOR MEANS ON TELEVISED LﬁCTURE QhESTIUNNAIRE

DPRI" COURSE

Rank Mean .. " Program Title ; Program Number -
1 . 4.54 .Vocabu1ary ; S : . :10*A

2 4.57 | Inforial Reading Test . | | P

3 4.45 | The Total Reading Program S A

4 4.42, Eompreheﬁsion - B , ' ; 11

5 4.39 Read1ng Readiness and Beg1nn1ng Reading/ _ 8
.§ 4.37 Word Recogn1t1on Tests 4
"7 4.34 DPRI Management ." J 7:‘ ’

8.5 | ‘435 DPRi Introduction - o 1‘ . O

8.5 9.25.' étandardjzed Tests 7‘ - ‘ ;h 3 . '
10 4.18 | Word Recognition L, 9 !
1 _F;q4.05 Prescriptive Instfuctiona] Systems . , 6*
]2‘ E 4:01 Miscue Analysis - R ‘ 5% ’

~/
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Many comments made by participants en item 2 of the IF
' ’ )

reflect these sentiments.* It seems thatfparticipants rea11y,f

. - . . 2"

: preferred-the televised 1ecture;over the classroam 1ecture fo
those programs dealing with c]assroom.teaching technigies. /
"It makes the lecture more interesting and excitdng.y
using TV you can actua]]y see things instead of jus
‘talking." . o
In examining participants’ preferences.for a te]evisedvpresentation of
‘nly a portion of programs, one most look at program content rersus :
methodshof»TV'1nstruction. For eXanple;npertinent to this 81sCussion is
the tact that those programs rated highest were also those that are best
presented v1§ua11y. 1 e., the subJect matter lends 1tse1f mos}geas?]y to
TV lnstruct1on,ms:: |

§ "Precise, to the point, and actually seeing the different

o techn1ques in use was extreme]y he]pfh] "
Not only was the content of programs 8 12 ea511y adpatab]e to 1nstructiona1
TV but the\hrogram content’ was less abstract and more fam111ar to the )
- participants than is the content of a program wh1ch deals with the
explanation of the Readtng M1scue InVentory. Therefore, when content
was relatively simple’and famiTiaero students,fthey'seemed_to favor the
televised lecture format:
"T really. enJoyed the TV lecture. The teletype he]ped to

14 answer any qucst1ons and get answers right awvay.

T;g.-‘f w ? - . . .

i -r®, L ’ ,

, . :

*(Ihese comments were selected according to the criteria 11sted in
the Method section, and-were, chosen from all three administrations -
of the IFQ.) S

R ]

e e : . .
QU IA . : B . \
i . X
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',tfhe hegatﬁve comments made by participants referred.mainly to
those orograms 4h1ch were more difficult to visua]]y'illustrate in an
interesting manher (1 e., cﬁassrooT f11m/c11ps, etc.). " For example

the proqrmnswh1ch dea]t with d1aguost1c techn1ques religd largely upon
on-camera lecture by the instructor, and re]evaht charts-and dtagrams.

These programs necessarily came across as less interesting than-others.

Also, the°contgnt of these programs was more technical in naturé and

had to be dealt with; for the most partP in generalities. The limitations ~

of TV instruction and the time constraint both affected the depth of
4

[} .
content that could be covered in each program. - -

"Iglt the lectures were too genera] if the course
paig#ipant is not already familiar with DPRI procedures,
pec1a11y on ‘the Reading Miscue Inventory."

-

These negative comments were transferred or extended to reflect on the

students' Sfeelings toward the instructor‘ For'the more technical

-

programs, students 1nd1cated less entnus1asm 1n comparison to trad1t1ona1

Tive lecture sett1ngs .
"The TV program was related tQ\the subJect but wasn't
technical enouyh for the informatisg we had to learn

from our readings."

"I. had rather have a good professor ectuﬁe 1n person
than a TV program. "o o

F 1

It may be concluded from the preced1ng comments that the actual program
content was 1mportant in determ1n1ng whether or not soodents preferred

the videotaped programs or a 11ve 1ect0re

r—- ' .
Coments by the site coordinators, from the Summative erort

Form (SR),.are overa]] very favorable and express many of the Same

\

concerns .as the participants' comments.. Regarding the trend Ef program

;éreferen?e discusseﬁ earlier, site coordinators responded as follows:

.0 : : _ \
_ | - ) g
&.53 '

A

"
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- "Reading started off with a good acceptance but ended with o
\» a much greater enthusiasm. The class applauded. some of
- the lessons. Beg1nn1ng with lesson 6. Participants were,
especially qpprec1at1ve of the practical suggest1ons and
heTp g1ven b¢ginning with lesson 6."

Ve gh o \

‘"The programsﬁgot better as the summer progressed You
might need tﬁ;add another program on the Reading Miscue ~ !
Inventory o . e
. ) m"‘(‘.\i _ .
Further comments from. sﬁte coord1nators support the previous genera11zat1on44
wm'\ \ . -
regarding the d1ffe{enoes 1n\prcference for certa1n programs because of
. - A-
,d1fferences in the natune of program content. — ’
l ~ @ M

-

~ "The. Tecture format was too dry. That port1on of the program P
dealing with visitations to schools fer working models of :
DPRI approaches was‘much more favorably received."

-~

. "Less talking face, hon\graph1cS on the screen Tonger and

N have them reproduced in andi]lary materials for reference.
R Have more demonstration of real situations for illustrating RN
° methods and techn1ques In general, thelg?terials were <
exceTTent ! T . s ‘§§1

LY

"These programs were. except1ona1 and the only suggestion:
would be to cover less mater1a1 and in- dept rather than
sk1mm1ng so many -areas. - .

The most conSistent unfavorable comments made by site coordinators

concerned technical problems with the reception of video programs at
some classroom-sites. )

. : ~ . -
%"Throughout the course we had extreme audio difficulties.

In spite of these, materials and concepts were weTT rece1ved
by a very enthus1ast1c student group.

-t

: )
Voice was of poor ality (techn1caT) which made it d1ff1cu1t
for the ctass to umerstand. Tecture Color qaalwty was )
1ncons1stent "

The gonsu1t1ng facuTty_members were very Bositive in their overall"

-

ratings of the teTeVTsed pro§rams They wegi asked to rate the programs
on a 5- point scaTe (5 - exee]]ent to 1 - unaqceptaﬁle) Their average

rating was 4. 75 The1r comments generaT]y reTated to the pretaped -

programs within the ‘framework of the complete course 2
o ",," S . e

» ’ " Bﬂl -h. i ) ' ‘.:.m

- - . @ Yo .
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"Lowell"s sincerety and knowledge came through very well. . C
S . Wow. Outstanding! Relevant instructional and innovative |
- reading techniques and materials presented by a talented . ) |
crew and instructor.. Demonstration classroom filming o
.and editing was. outstand1ng The entire series of programs, . - .
course assignments, pre-prqgram preparations ancillary
activities, follcw-up activities with students,.and Tive
seminars have provided our .RESA:teachers with the ways and
means of 1mp1ement1ng a practical d1agnost1c and prescr1pt1ve
reading approach din the1r c1assrooms ? , : RN

: " "First 2'to 3 programs were. not rece1ved that is, the
I ~ quality of reception was.poor. After we started rece1vqng
: the programs, they were excellent." .. .

& . Most consu1t1ng faculty members, however observed the programs on an
'1rregu1ar bas1s,-as exemp11f1ed by the fo1}ow1ng comments
. , "P]ease ngt@fil was unab]e to see the reading seminars
v (except the playback.of the one in which I participated).

' . However, I saw the majority of televised Jectures and would
rate as above (rated this category 5, the highest poss1b1e)
for -the lectures.'

—_— o "The lectures that.I observed were usua11y exce]]ent and
the follow-up activities were related to the matertal .
RO : d1scussed in the te]ecast " . : .
Consu1t1ng faculty members comment° about program content referred
mainly to the role of the site coord1nator The1r_comments_d1d not
Sl ' indicate dissatisfaction with program conteont; rather, it was felt that‘f
the site coordinator shou]d‘be used more as an on;site instructor
(though this would 1arge1y defeat the purpose of th evexper1ment)
The consu1t1ng faculty suggested that s1€% coord1nators should have
¥ adequate‘background in the subject.area to f}]]'any‘vo1d left byvthe'

4

. pragram. - o ‘ ' L /

"I woyld recommend tha{ site coordinators be (used) more

than they were during this program I would recommep that _
they be’ people with a.background in the area.being taught iy ,
and that they bk competent to extend and- expand 1deas :
‘presented as their groups need such."

-
%
% . . 1




Four-Channel Audio Review

© Jreview: e.g;,'putting on earphon§;.

“indicates sufficient time), 3) mea

bpresented in Append1x B, Table C. ’ o L \\7_;~

282

"The Reading Miscue Inventory was presented we]]iahowever, more
time might have been spent in its utilization." :
-,

A

A final comment received was: f s

o o A )
"ApplicabTe to all activities, there need to be more

opportunities for interaction among’.the ‘groups at sites
and interaction with those in the’ stud1o .

>

\

The‘factor ana1ysis df,fhe User Four- Chénne] Audio'Questionnaire

.(U?CA)midentified five factors: 1) character1§é1cs of sound (high rat1ng'

i
swering questions (high rating

iindicates adequa%e sound), 2) time a];j?ed for different aspects of audio'

hanics of presentation: e.g., speaker

spoke clearly {high rating %s adequate) 4) enjcyed using audio review
/

: 'equ1pment (high rating 1nd1cates enJOyéd), and 5) audiof review content” -

i ’
(h1gh rat1ng is: adequate) The factor means are presented in Table 8;

-

~ for a more comp]ete p1cturi;}he reader may refer to the item means

) -4
Prior to program six the audio review equ1pment was’ e1ther not :

installed or not operating well enough for data;to be co]]ected. At some
sites the participants heard crbssta]k,_i,e., more than\bne channel at

the same time and sometifes the participants did not'hear the channel

they se]ected [see AESP Techn1ca1 Report #5 (Bramb]e, Ausness, and Freeman,

e
.1975) for aﬁieta1]ed d1scuss1on of the technical’ prob]ems] “Only for the

fifth, factor (content) could data be chyected for a]] programs | _.This was

poss1b1e because the part1c1pants were supp11ed with wr1tten scr1p€$\jor
~ )
11

use when the equ1pment wagﬁmot operational. B ' : //
~ . v

4
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When the audio equipment was operational, generally from program

six on, the participant ratings (Table 8) ranged from moderately high -

‘to high for factors one through four ‘Exceptions to this are found for

program six on faefbr one, and programs S1X and” seven on factor four,

where'slightly positive ratings around 3.5 were obtained. Moderate]y high

to h1gh ratings were ebtained—for“factor five- (contene)

._'.‘ .

o Item three on the IFQ asked the pantic1pants to rate the audio |

_review through comparison w1th "c]ass qU1zzes fo]]owed by class disscus51ons

" of the answers" (Appendix B, Table B).
N ,

!
trations of this item are 3.60, 3.57, and 3 53.

The means for the: three adminis-
The first mean (3 60) is
rpased on the'parthipants 'reactions to. reading the scripts, the 1ast two
' means (3.57 andp3.53) are mainly basedfon the’participants reactions to
actually u51ng the four channel equ1pment HoweVer, severa] sites‘were
unab]e to use the audio review equ1pment for some of the later programs
(6-12), and their content ratings would be based on the written scripts
in those instances. VIt.may be conc]oded,from.these.slighti&vpositive
* ratings that the participants were notinear]y as impressed with the audid
review\(bompared to c1ass quizzes and subseqoent discussionsi.as thexn_ |
were with the v1deotaped prograns . . A‘ IR | . ‘
) Participants’ res\bnses to the questions asked during the audio |
) review were to be recorded two ways: 1) the responses were to be _
recorded on Op-scan sheets by the participants, and 2) thg a]ternatives
se]ected via tHe -response buttons were to be automatica11y recorded on
magnetic tape. The equ1pment thﬁt was to autematically record and decode~“

the responses was engineered 1ncorrect1y and the data were Tost: There- ’

F:S

fore, the only avaiiadle data consists of participants responses from

t

B R ‘ : o .
Lo , : c
.

ER AR N




the Ophscan'sheets. These are summarized.in Table 9.

’

" The proportion of participants that selected thedcorrect alter-

natiye ranged generally from .95 to 1.00. 'Exceotions to these are found o

i

~ . . . - .
on programs two, three, and five where the proportions for-spme 1teiis

range from .71 to .85. It may be concluded that the questiohs asked were

extremely easy to answer. .Thus_the items served most1y.tg reingorce

’
%

information already known by the part1c1pants E f‘}' |

Part1c1pants reactions to the aud1o review segments var1ed The

e f
Table B)], indicates that some participants valued.the audic review and

~ the actual procedure used in the audio review as an aid and a reinforce-

ment for learning. - .
"Instant d1scuss1ons of answers were good ne1nforters as

: Alearning aids. v A\ .

"This g1ves me a chance to test myse]f and-g1ves me a
1study sheet." . - o N o
. ? Jike this approach It gives you an idea of eAacLYy

what you have done and whether it was right or wrong and
why." . .

»

"~ "You get a response r1ght away and not in a couple’ of days
~». with no exp]anat1on : R

The apdio rev1ew duestions were intended to convert concepts‘-'
presented in the v1deo into pract1ca1 or situational-type prob]éms or
quest1ons which m1ght affect the part1c1pant as a teacher of read1ng;
It may have been the use of gract1ca1 rather than very techn1ca1

quest1ons that resu]ted 1n the fo]]ow1ng comments by part1c1pants

"Answers were too easy You cou]d choose correct ones .- \I '

"'g' before questions were given." * . . .

'H"Answerfﬁseemed‘obvious before hearing the questions." '~

se]ection_of.comments'11sted below [taken from the IFQ, item 3, (Appendix B,

\
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. & TABLE 9 y $
¥ . AUDIO REVIEW QUESTIONS
N ’ . DPRI COURSE |
- Proportion Selecting . !
: ' o \.  Alternative o ~—
. Program Question e - Ly ! ~'Number -
A ‘ o ' - : of Students
. 1 2 3 4| o
1 B .00 | T.00% | .00 00 | 283
R 2 00 .01 -98* .00 I 283.
g - 3 .00 . 98* .01 .01 ! 283
400 .00 .99* .00 282
5 . .00 00 ! 1.00% +{ .60 ! © 281
H ) . - . . 'i ‘
| N
1 SR .18 J1* | 00 ] . 273 -
2 .00 8% | 1 .05 | 273 -
3 -0 .01 -.00 .00 j 272
4 .00 .00 87% 272
o 5 . .02 .00 .98* 254 .
N L . T o
3 1 1) IR TR IR N 264
L2 |00 01, .99%. 264
; 3 /.03 .01 205 264
[ 4 .00 .85 209 264",
L5 .00 .01 .01 241
4 1 .01 .01 I 259"
T | 2 .00 00 . L L99% 259
, § 3 .00 02 |00 | 259,
I i 4 02§, .97% I .00 : 259
A - ‘. ! | N '
] b ' A , i i -
. ? ol .
<5, 1 i ,-05 .91 .01 .03 *180/
, LAY .22, .01 7% 100 180
Y 3 (.01 03 1 .03 . o.o4* 180
A Y .00 .83 ., .00 | .17 180
| | S v ! o
P ’ Co .
6 .00 02 .97k .01 268
! ‘qg ;.00 017 .06 1 .93% i 267
T [ .95%. |’ .00 01 o+ .04 | . 268
P4 .. L99% .00 -1.00 .00 |, 266
. 1 - S At B '
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‘ * TABLE'9 -- CONTINUED .
.- ,Propo’r’;tion Selecting
v Rlternative :
Proghk\ Question o Number
S . of Students
: B : P \ ¢
7 1 01 | .02 1 .96* | .00, 70
2 .01 .02 .96% | .02 20
3 .00 | .99% | .00 .00 2
4 - ¢ .00% ! .99% | .00 .00 270
8 1 LJoo . .96% | .03 .01 257
2 1 .00 % .99% I .00 .00 7 7
3 .96* | .00 .03 .0} as7 ~
4 .00 ; 00 ¢ .00 |71.00% | 257
, z | | ]
5. f S
9™ @ 1 .00 792 . .00 i 0B 262
v 2 201§ .97%«t 01 oo b 261 -
3. .01 1 .99% i .00 .00 262
4 97% ;.01 .00 .02 261
0 . 1 .00 | -.00 00% .00 265
2 .04 i .00 .01 .95* 265
3 .96% | .04 .00 1,.00 265
4 .00 | .99 .0 .00 265
1 1 .00 i .00 - 1.00% | .00 173
2 i .04 ¢ .00 . .00 .95% , 173
3 .96* | .04 | .00 .| .00 | 173 '
4 .00} .99% - .01 .00 ! 173 -
) i ;‘ o - i
12 1 .00 | .99% . .00 .00 1 263
2. 001 .00 [ .00 | .99% 263
3 00 L .00 i .02 .98*% | 263
4 00 ! 1.00* | .00 .00 1 263
g 3 l' ] ' l L -
’;Cofr;ect answer .
’i . ¥
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"Choices of answers were poorly written." : -

"The questions'are'good' but the use of the expensive
equipment is a waste of time and m onex ~>

Other part1c1pants compared the four- channe] aud1o rev1em w1th 1earn1ng

ae¢ﬁ61t1es emp]oyed in regu]ar co]]ege 1eve1 courses. Some comments were:
"A waste of time--most co]]ege courses are’ not quiz- or1Ented
Could apswer without even hearing question.'
"The qu1z seemed very elementary after do1ng the pre-
program work and seeing the 1ectur} ,

A final comment ref1ected the u1ff1cu1t1es exper1enced w1th the aud1o .

©

rev1ew equ1pment . L

'"To date, we have not had four- channe] audio. Not connected.
Used wr1tten form uh1ch was -adequate." . B

l

The bu]k of s1te coordinato? comnfents (from the SR) regard1ng S o

the audio revLew dea]t_w1th equ1pment prob]ems and dissatisfaction with

/

the nature‘of the au'io’reufew questions. Some of these comments are
+ listed below.

v"We were only able to have four channel three times. The
- students thoroughly enJoyed it. Wish we could have gotten —_
our equipment earlier.' C . _ 8

®

"Students responded we]] to four channel aud1o all-the way»
through theLcourse :

"After the cross-talk was corrected, it was good. Class
felt there was too much time to make decision. Also no.
need for pre]iminary instruction each time."

"Here the format and timing was a, prob]em Timing was too
slow paced Sometimes questions were too obv1ous

"Teachers were upset because the questions were too simple.
They also disliked the equ1pment and failed to see the v ‘
purpose of the audio rev1ew ’ 3 o ‘
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One site coordinator felt that the audfo review would have been more

effective if -more questions were used

0 o )
"I think you may need to 'go to shorter quest1ons and

~answers. - Why not have 15 quest1ons instead of four?"

The consulting facu]ty members were fa1r1y positive in the1r ‘;

~ overall ratings of the aud1o review. »They were asked to rate the_programs

on a 5-point sca]e-(5,; excellent tol - unacceptable). Their_average

rating was 4.05. Their comments, listed below, reflect generally the same

sentiments as those'expressed on the'preceding pages.

by

~
7

_equipment ma]funct1on dur1ng the f1rst port1on of the course and the

"This segment seemeggl to cause the most probTems in the .
progrhms which I observed. Students did not seem to

respond especially well to this."’ o

”Agaln, after we rece1ved them regu]ar]y, they were very
good " )

"One minute was. not needed to' make response You iight*add

three more questions. The written scripts 'saved' the four-

. channel audio component for programs 1-6. Alice should be
‘congratulated on a fine job-'those who have to construct”

test items know what a difficult task it is.' ":For example,
on July 11, 1974, the students reading the four- channel '

- audig” scr1pt were all finished while the audio "tape was beg1nn1ng

beginning item #3. On program 11, five students were ‘on
question #3 when the 15-second rem1nder was given for

-question ¥#1. iNote: Four-channel audio test items might &5

be numbered ‘the same as program materials, i. €.y ‘FCA 2:1,
FCA 2:2, etc " . , _ ' '

"Need for a better coding system to match answer sheets w1th
evaluation. Also, too much t1me 1apses\for correct response
g1ven by the narrator .

-

_In ana]yz1ng the preceding comments, one should’ rea11ze that the

4 -
]

difficulties exper1enced with the gqu1pment once it was operat1ona1 may

I

have colored both the part1c1pants and the slte coord1nators v1ews about -

4

the 1mportance of the audio rev1ew as a 1earn1ng act1V}ty -The number

4

}
¥

N

1~ : ;
,
43 » .
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of negative comments received ref]ected a substant1a1 level of d1ssatis-

faction w1oh§§h§xaud1o review questions, answers and equ1pment. However,

it should befremembered that the overall ratings of the audio reviewk.§

~

f

activities (from the IFQ) were positive.

"Laboratory and Other Activities
The factor analysis of the Laboratory Activities Questionnaire (LAQ)

- indtcated five groupings of items that were descriptive ofvparticipantsf/

v

.reactions to‘the 1aboratory activities. The five factors were' ‘1) adequacy
3 of time and facilities-and appropr1ateness of amodnt of mater1a1 covered
“dur1ng the 1aboratory (h1gh ra%ing indicates adequate and appropriate);
2) Usefulness of laboratory as @ hands-on illustration of lecture concepts '
}(higﬁ rating is i]]ustrati?é); 3) osefulness and attractiveness of the
laboratory content to the particdpants-(h{gh rating is useful and”
. attractive content); 4) he]ptu]nessvof,the site coordinator Kh%gh rating
is helpful); and 5).clarity ot‘porpose and.directions for performing the
B : 1aboratory\;pdgh rating ind1 ates c]ar1ty of purpose and d1rect1ons)
.‘bThe factor means are presented 1n Table 10 and the jtem means are presented
| in Appendix B, Tab]e D. - e
! © To aid in interpreting the LAQ data, each program was ranked from
E nigh to low on each factq\; The ranktngs are presented rn‘Table 11. To‘~
| see if there was any consistency in the program rankings’acroés factors.

¢

Kendall's coeff1c1ent of concordance ‘was computed (Hayes & W1nk1er, 1971,

. PP 849-852). ‘The yalue obtained for W was .339. :This value 1nd1cates a’
' ’ ) ' ©
rather low degrée of similarity in the ranking'across factors.

-

N .‘r' ‘.‘ | . ‘%‘\A’gl
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For each factor, program means that.were significant]y different at the
05 1eve1 from ‘the grand factor mean are marked with an asterisk (*) in
Table 11 The 1aboratory act1v1t1es°that were rated hlghest on onecor more
factors were 1, 3, 8 9, 10, 11, and 12. ‘Of these on]y 8, fm , and
12 appear high on more than one factor - The laboratory activities. that

were rated 1OWest on one or more factors were 2, 3, 4 5, 6 and 12.
s

Of these only 2, 5, and 6 appearylow on more than one factor. .Genera]]y,
it may be concluded that the earlier laboratdory activities (1 through 6)

were v1ewed 1ess positively than the later laboratory act1v1t1es 27 through
‘?

12) This is roughly para]]e] to the results from the TLQ. It appears

that the best rated TV programs are associated w1th the best rated |
¥ «

; 1aboratory sessions (see Table 7 and Table 11 for compar1son) Also, it

.

seéms that the participants enjoyed the 1aboratories that dealt with

teach1ng methods more than those that dealt w1th d1agnost1c techanues

-~

I'tem- four on the IFQ asked the - part1c1pants to compare the
”

laboratory activities with laboratory experiences they had in otherlf'

L

'co]1pge-coﬁrses. The means for the three administrations of this item
are 3 81, 3 70 and 3 80. These'ratings may-be c]assified as moderately

, C
‘act1vit1es could be favorably compared to other courses

positive and 1nd1cate that the part1c1pants felt, that the DPRI. 1;Poratory‘
Comp1et1on of the 1aboratory activities required: 1) the:
b ava11ab11ity of computer assisted 1nformat1on retrievai systems, andiizf
- the use of a, reference 11brary ‘at each site which contained all materia]s

referred to in the 1aboratory activit1es '
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. There were.two fnformation retrieva] systemSTavailab1e to the
part1c1pants, Select-Ed and the Texas Retrieva] System AESP Technical
'Report #2 (Ausness and 80w11ng, 1974 pp.” 20-22) g1ves a descr1pt1on of
_ each system emp]oyed and states how each, was used by the participants
Brief]y, though to use either 1nformat1on system ava11ab1e part1c1pants
requested information searches by ma1ﬂing a‘request‘form to the‘Un)vers1ty
of Kentucky.. The search was run there and the information returned by
mail. | E |

s

The reference 11brary contained all mater1a1s’ books and test ~§gh :

1nstruments necessary,for the part1c1pants to comp]ete the 1aboratory

A ]

act1vrt1es. It a]so contained supp]ementary mater1a1s that expanded upon -
the basic program |
The Informat1on Systems User Sat1sfact1on Quest1onna1re (ISUSQ)

was factor ana]yzed and four factors were obta1ned The factors are -

-

1) value of information obtained from 1nformat1on systems Q1gh rat1ng
1nd1cates high va]ue) 2) 1nformat1on systems ‘were usefu] as 1nformat1on

sources (high rat1ng is usefu]) 3) adequacy of exp]anat1on agd ease of
v ef“ L S
use of information systems (h1gh rat1ng is adequate), and 4) turn around

“time in rece1v1ng 1nformat1on (h1gh rating indicates acceptab]e 1enqth
\ i

;of‘tJme); . The factor means are presented i, Table 12 and the item mean§

are presented in Appendix B, Table E. The particfpants' ratings on- |
factors two &nd three were moderately positive..‘Thus they felt that‘the\‘”

?fnformation systems were useful-as sources of information, that the

. procedures for use ‘were exp1a1ned adequate]y and that they were' easy to/

. use.' Factor one has a mean of 3.31, and it appears that the part1c1pants'

*

)

w

< &

o




(.\_ 2
”
' ‘ S I “
| RN ) .
X¢ , - A : . o o
- - - TABLE 12 o
FACTOR ME)‘X&S FOR INFORMATIO)(/YSTE S L)JSEH SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE ) T
- 36 L
. Factor . . Items on Factor Factor Mean -
1) .Vafue of informdtion obtained | - A
" from 1nformatio systems ~7- 59 13 18 - 3.3 ‘
. 2) Information systems were use- | S N 1
ful as information sourtes . 20-25 4.08 |
"3) Adequacy of exp]anation and e
ease—of-use of information , S o v
systems, o T 14, 12 3789 -
4) Length of time to get | o . .
‘ information back l 5, 6 o 3.06 .~ . A
L : AN '
_> 5/ o

were unimpressed wrth the 1nformat1on they got “from the 1nfor@at1on ' R
.systems Fina11y, on factor(four the mean 1s 3-55, and apparent]y the

participants were not impressed with the speed of receiving information
. o v - - : ;

- o ; back from the infdrmation systems

©

Item 5ix on the IFQ asked the part1c1pants to compare the :
1nformat10n systems to mater1a1s supp11ed 1h other courses. The means for -
the three admin;strat1ons are all tOWards the pos1t1v (3.81, 3191"3‘75)
and indicate that the® part1c1pants were favorably d1sposed towards tHE\\
1nformation systems. - )

Item f1ve on the IFQ asked the participants‘to;compare the'On-

- site reference materfa1s With materials provided in other courses. The

means for_this. item are very pos1t1ve (4'10; 4.00,.4.08) and 1ndicate ;

K2

that the part1c1pants ‘were p]eased with the on- s1te materials prov1ded
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’ Two"final‘aspects of the course related to;the‘Taboratory activ-
ities were rated“by the'oarticipants. 'These were pre-orogramkpreparation
jcompared to_worh assigned in other courses and homewdrkvassignments |
'hAcompared to\otherEc1esses. ‘The pre-program breparations were usually-
readings to bevcomp1eted prior.to class. VParticipants reactions.to this
were measured by item one on the IFQ. The means (3.72, 3.58, 3.79)
“indicate a 1ow pos1t1ve react1on to the pre prégram preparat1on Item 8.-
~ on the IFQ dea]t with homework. The meons for this item (3.61, 3.58, -  *
3.76) tend'toward a mildly positfve reaction. | h ’ -

-~

Part1c1pants were asked to comment .on the7f1vb items on the IFQ

! )
which dealt with the 1aboratory and associated activities. In general . A

studéntsseemed to be most favorab]y 1mpressed w1th the fo]]ow1ng
1) opportun1t1es for small grouo d1scuss1ons 1n c]ass,
2) -access “to reference and resource mater1als via the
on-site reference {1orary; and : ‘
'3)‘ the or&%ﬁization and comp1eteness of the 1dborator§'

materia]s IR e )

L Listed be]ow is a se]ect1on of comments made by‘the'oart1c1pants for . \

each of the five 1tems.

[

~Item 4 - Laboratory Activities

"The 1a§t'$ess1ons seemed like busy work when so much
material is available for readiness, etc. Discussing
‘them..in the laboratory WOuld be sufficient." '

“Very good - un1que opportunity with small c]aés for
discussion of prob]ems and solutions. Received new
ideas and materials. :

-"Instructions not always c]ear!“ No one to clarify them."

L] ' ’ N . - .
. . N Ty #.
> . «L..:i@‘
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"Sometimes redundant. Sequentially, - i11-timed."

“Interactioh with other étudents good."

-
7 - ',

Item 6 - Informatton Retrieval Systems o - -

"We never got feedback from the retr1eva1 system It's
goodf to know about it, but it wasn't any pract1ca1 use to

not rece1ve complete set of mater1als Materials <//
ilable were exce]]ent v , . ‘ g

’

-

On-site Reference Library

"Having a1l materials available (in reference 1ibra}y)‘
was very helpful.. Many times reserve materials are not
obtainable.” | , :

"For one 1esson we were not equ1pped with the materia]
: ,Rece1v1ng material to read at home has helped ‘since it
—— - -is so hard to get to a un1vers1ty to do (11bra?y) research."

"The ma er1a1s were a1ways here. There is no wa1t1ﬁg in’
1ine to get one certain book then finding sqmeone has torn
out the’ rtic]e you'need'” ,

< ~ "More materials than I can ‘use prof1tab1y

"I think I would have c1rc1ed 5 on this, but I didn't"
get much of a chance to look at the materials there was
so much going on all the time. Too much work both in
class and out. There was not t1me to do any in-depth
personal exp]orat1on

"You don t have to wait and end up doing 1t on]y when yeu
can get the material."

"Have Tiked check1ng mater1als out and us1ng them

Item 1 - Pre-Program Prepafation ' o ////'

#The mater1als are meeting the needs of the students- better
than any graduate cou§! I have taken.' o

"Work required is too exteqs1ve for one class day's =
preparation. However, th¢g mater1a1s are we]] -organized
' and thorough."
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"In some instances there is too much when preaprogram ' ) i

preparat1on is combined w1th fo]]ow -up from previous .
programs : e

]

"I have put more time .in: preparat1on for th1s course Just‘
‘doing the essentials, therefore, I have rece1ved more.

. "Too much .to -cover adequate]y. You end up . sk1mm1ng much .
of the mater1a1 " :

"It prepared ‘me we]l for the c]asses though 1t was too

'mujh work." - . - ,

©  Jtem 8 ~.Homework Assignments ’ .

\\"Often unclear and too much to cover adeq@ate]y No one
to answer questions.' ‘
S . 0

~"You got to put to use what you acquired in cTass."
"Good - BUT - too long - detailed." = "~

"Homework assignments genera]ly adequate pfeparation."
"Too much with meager guidance." - o .

' Comments by the s1te coord1nators, from“the Summative Report

.Form (SR), are overa]T~very favorable and express mamy of the same concerns

.as the part1c1pants comments The site. coord1nators fe]t that the content

of the act1v1t1es and mater1a]s was excellent, but that there was too much
' outs1de work required of part1c1pants. %ome comments received are ]1sted |

below. | f.; - , | 'v’”'v \
"Genera]]y, the activities were‘very mean1ngfu] but on
occasion there was not enough t1me to complete everyth1ng

"Stud’ntsseemed to get a lot out of lab work. They d1d 3
.comp]a1n about a Tot of outs1de read1ng necessary for the

course.

"There appeared to be an imbalance in the amount of outs1de

work required and the time allotted. The part1c1pants did, ~ .

however, indicate that it was valuable work. - Some d1rect1ons
' were weak ‘and dnclear. ' '

bt 38t gt e
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S "Lab activities were a great experience for the students.
- However, the common complaint was the weight of assignments.
The series of assignments dealing with testing a student
.seemed' to drag down a number of the'teachers "

g;udents definitely felt act1v1t1es were, worthwhile and
ortant to 1earning process.

ce "They were unanimous--the practice sessions.in administering
. the standardized. tests were very helpful > Also, in sharing
materjals for completing lab activities we divided into small
groups,. studied separate materials, and then reported to the
group. As a result, all related reading materials were used oo

[

The consu]ting facu]ty members were very pOS1t1ve in their. over-'

alJ ratings of the 1aboratory and re]ated act1v1t1es They-were-asked to.

R “'f‘_,‘ . { [ .

rate the»programs on a'5-p01nt sca]e (5 - exce]]ent to 1.- unaccéptabie)

,.Their average ratingsaas 4.60. Their com?ents genera]]y empha51zed the
course work]oad mentioned ear] ier by the particlpants and site~coord1nators
. "Exce]fﬁnt and reiat:d\tb,other act1v1t1esﬁ )

i"On]y ggmp]gint was 'too much' from students. Everythingj
.was meani ul and purposefu] therefore, worthwhile."

”A]] were mean1ngfu1 to students and consu]ting«faculty
The well-prepared ,laboratory activities and information
systems provided fOr the immediate needs of the neophyte
.classroom teacher and the experienced reading specialist..

"Actua]]y too much 1aboratory work for the-course. However,
- a quick student could pace herself. Suggestion:  have more
time slots to have group interchange of ideas, comments, . -
etc. Perhaps involving more on- campus (or local) reading
v peop]e ' e '
An'examination of. the ‘comments from all three groups--participants,f
site coordinators and consulting facu]ty--indicates that, a]though~the
course organization and con@ent were referred to as excellent, the heavy
work]oad both in and out of class, dverwhelmed some of the part1c1pants
Together with the-imposed time constraints during ciai; sessions, this

‘,cou1d have made some lab activ1tites seem 1ess meaningful than. they might

_have seemed otherwise .o - : , e
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‘Televised Live, Interactive Seminars ??AK, S
4 S . ,
The 0r1g1na1 plan for the DPRY " course called for . fburMSeminars.3m'b o K |
but due to'a transm1ss1on failure the first sem1nai was not broadcast L
" =\ . ‘ |
The.Sem1nar Quest1onna1re (SQ) was factor ana]yzed ayd six factors were Qﬁk\, ‘ l
: : . £
- ob}ained. The factor means are presented 1n7gab1e ]3 a" he itemymeans
are presented 1n-Append1x B, Tab]e_Fr- 'iJ . i : o -
' o FACTOR MEANS ON SEMINAR QUESTIONNAIRE Sl o
: - DPRI COURSE - . j
. o ' S ’ ~‘F , - -~
' , "‘TFTR' , .+ .} Seminar @
LN : . ME ) L - T s
‘ Factor ) '\)f Items'on‘Factor. 3\ = ——jﬁ:
, ,;»\./f_ . T l 2 1" 3.4 .
s i e
1)<.Qua11ty of presentat]on ster of | 2,7-12, 19, 20.- ,-3.76 13.90 | 4.22
" seminar - - . : . !
. o N 1 § ’ b
2) Va]ue of 1nformat1on commun1cated 13-16, 8 ?T:' % 3.03 L2.76f-3.]1'
* - during seminar . A . - o ‘;
" "3) Adequate opportumty to ask 3,5,6,15 .. 404 [4.09", 44.2} .
‘ : quest1ons 5 tomy ; " g
4) Important questions. were- asked~ 4 . 3.07 {3.22 3.35
by participants S ' e §
. i e b 0
5) Proper time in course sequence 17+ ; 2.85[2:9513.15
for seminar ‘ R g
~ . ) _ “ ,
6) Adequate pretaped segments 1, 21 ;2.867'3.83 | *
»used in seminar . " ' .
*None used in seminar 3. ) / o
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Factor one dea]s w1th the qua11ty of the seminar presentat1on
vGenera]]y the part1c1pants felt that the quality was moderate]y high and
that the quality 1mproved as the course progressed This is seen in the
gradya] increase in the factor means across seminars: 3.76, 3.90, Vand 4.22. .

I:actor' two deals with. ithe va]ue of the 1nformat1on commun1cated
during the Qeminars. That part1c1pants were un1mpressed with the va]ue
of this 1nfdrmation is 1nd1cated by the mean ratings of 3.03, 2.76, and
30, o o : |

'Factors three and fodr'are related in that factor three deaLs with

the adequacy of opportun1t) to ‘ask quest1ons of the semipar guegts,‘and
'factor four deals with whether .or not important questtaézg;e;e asked by
the particibants. Theipaht1c1pants felt that they had adequate opportunity
to ask questions (as ret]ectéd ih means of 4.04, 4.09, 4.21) but that :
important questibns were‘perhans not asked (as'ref1ected in-heans df;
3.07, 3.22, 3.35). Systehatfc recdrdéddf the questions receited frém the
students were not a]ways kept but someé data are avawTAble to ilYustrate

. the pattern§ of question- ask1ng behav1or For seanar one 75 quest1ons
were rdce1ved about half of these were answered over the air dur1ng the
seminar (the rema1n1ng questions were answered.e1ther hy.yo1ce or tele-
type VHE transmissions after thevéeminarﬁbroadgast). }For seminah three
35 questions were received, alT of which werefanswered durindfthe eeflglr.
.. Factor five dealt with whether or not each seminar was brdadCast
at an appropriate;time in the-cdurse sequence. For all three seminars,’
the_participants' ﬁean‘ratings (2.85, 2.95, 3.15) indicate that the time

é 3

was not gigh1§ appropniate,rﬁfhds’needs to be‘interpreted with' the knoWTedge

P
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that éhe first scheduled seminar was canceled and that the first‘broad-
cast seminar had'to cover topics'from the canceled seminar in addition
to the scheduled seminar‘ However one-does wonder when the stodents
m1ght cons1der sem1nars to be appropr1ate- “ '

Durd ng the f1rst two seminars, f11med seqments weve shown that sz\J/

“i1lustrated some aspects of the topics with wh1ch the seminar dealt.

‘ Factor six. includes the participants’ react1onsAto the adequacy of these
filmed segments. The mean ratings for this factor indicate an onimpressed
and a pos1t1ve response (2 86 and 3.83). ; o J

| On item seven of the IFQ, part1c1pants were asked to compare the

televised seminars with seminars and class d1scuss1ons from other c]asses;

The means for the three adm1n1strat1ons of this 1tem are 3.40, 3. 44 and

3.59, wh1ch 1nd1cate that the participants were s]1ght1y pos1t1ve towards

sem1nars in compar1s0n with seminars and c]ass discussions from -

-

other courses. :However, one advantagous Feature of the televised seminar-

’

which was commented on by several participants was the opportunity to

interact with read1ng ‘experts. One such ‘conment was as follows:
"Very good, practical and useful material from expert
consultants.- Emphasized ava11ab1e materials and their

. usages." o ‘ o : '

The most frequent]y stated negat1ve comment was that the capac1ty

for interaction between students and seminar guest( ) was not used enough.

Some comments are listed below. - ' , \ o

Not enough 1nteract1on and d1rect feeback and cross- .
quest10n1ng ] . o ‘ "

"Boring. Prefer live, by far. "

"Last program best because more part1c1pants and more .
questions- subm1tted . : ~

P 8 B ' “ A
oD
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As stated previously, extens1ve techn1ca1 prob]ems(1nterr§pted the p1anned

" sequence for tha sem1nars, however, ad all four planned seminars been
v . oo :
broadcast, the part1c1pant reaction would likely have been more positive.
R . » ’

~Comments by the .site coordinators, from the Summative Report
Form (SR), are very favorable overall’and express many of thg same

concerns as the participants' comments.  The site coordinators ‘felt that

the brogram content was excellent, but that there was too much redundancy
and not enough t1me a]]otted for quest1ons and answers.
, ‘
"Seminars, a]though generally of good content, were du]]
and borfing. Students very often lost 1nterest because of
. redundancy." .

<

“The ‘televised seminars did not allow fdr many questions
to be answered.' ‘7 v

"Need panel members with a- greater amount of time devoted
to specific questions, rather than having author1t1es
enlarge on the mater1a1s in the telecast."

"We were only able to view the last two seminars and the
only suggestion is that they omit the taped portions.
Teachers really enjoy just 11sten1ng to Dr. Eberwein.'

Y

One site mon1to? commented that a better method of so11c1t1ng quest1ons B

)

might have increased student part1c1pat1on during the po111ng sessions:

"Keép answers short and make sure the quest1ons are answered
directly and to the point, e.g., when a question that requests
only a yes or ne answer is asked, the’ tendency has .been to
circumvent the question-instead of giving a yes .or no and
then qualifications. Perhaps a- better structure and method
of soliciting quest1ons needs to be developed. It is
difficult to poll questions from teachers before or during
a seminar because this tends to be d1srupt1Ve to other toA
questions.'
The consulting faculty members_were very positive in their overall

ratings of the televised seminars They were asked to rate the ﬁ?’grams

on a 5-point scale (5 - exce]]ent to 1 - unaccegtable The1r average

3
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rdting was 4.60: Since many of the consulting faculty members were un-

able to view most of the seminars, their comments mainly -emphasized the

interactive capacities of the televised seminars. Most were i pre§§ed

iwith the fact that'participants were eb1e to interact with various experts.

o

the field of read1ng Some of theih.comments were:

"I was impressed with the qua11ty of the quest1ons and the
reSponses given by the seminar experts.'

"These were exce]]ent--students jiked the persona] attent1on
and 'immediat e re1nforcement of seminars.'

“"Need more of -these." Y .

"These ratings (highest possible) reflect my discussitn with
the teacher-students since I was unable to attend (due to
heavy teaching load). As men¢ioned on item onej I rate the
Tecture in which I-participated as 5 (highest on this scale),
with some-modesty. I have heard that the last reading ‘

~ seminar was the best (from a number of people who saw it)"

Reactjons to Evaluation Materials

) / I
The "Summative Report Form (SR) asked both:site coordinators and

consulting facu]tyimemberé to comment on the evaluation torms utilized

in the.course.

Although their comments varied, the general cohsensus wes.that

o

“there were too many forms used in’the ewaluation of each class session.

B

For this reason, students soon felt that compieting the evaluation forms
was avtedious, boring task and tended to Tose sight of the purpose of the

evaluations. Some specific comments made by site coordinators follow:

K\ ' "Absolutely to6 many forms to £i11 out."
1 . [
"The con&{:uct1on of the forms was excellent, but the teacher;
. soon gof tired of doing them; there were too many forms, and
' participants felt that UK puf’more emphasis on these forms
* than on the subJect contert."

s
"ot

< - Cd
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"Too much evaluation. Some resentment over evaluating each
bit and morsel each day." E

"Teachers recognize the need for these forms, but could do
without them. Genera]]y, their attitude has been excellent. b

AThe eva]uat1on methods were easily acceptable.. Even with
the large volume of materials to evaluate each se$s1on, the
students always responded positively and favorably."

"There 'was unnecessary paper ‘wasted. Each student could be

given one set of all forms at the beginning of the course

which .could be referred to each day. Also, a 'does not.

apply' choice should be a response as many of the questions®
: d1d not perta1n to particular programs.

“Too damn many forms. ’Suggest ‘only one form -per broadcast.
However, I ranked these 5 and ranked 5 for content and
quality (5 was high rating on SR) because-~they were excellent;
there were too many of them to fill out -every, day , ,\\\
-

- "They accepted this most’ agreeab]y, since they understood '

Y that it was of .value to you; the few who complained learned
to 'live with it.' On the last day, they left full of
enthusiasm. It was amazing to hear them talk. It was
unanimous that this course was the.most va]uq{]e reading
course any of them had ever had. The teachers made this
statement over and over to the super1ntendent Because
of this, the spring course at this site is fu¥l and others
hop1ng to take 1t Do hope it! 's basically the same.

" doubt if they were va]uab]e as evaluation tools; after
the first week or two most participants resented them, -
and I did them sloppily. Many times participants would:
forget if #1 was positive or negative and I did not care."
The c§nsu1ting'facu]ty members were veryvpositive in their over-
all ratings of the evaluation forms. They were asked to rate the forms
on a 5-point scale (5 - excelTént to 1 - unacceptable). Their average
rating was 4.46. Their comments'generallyvemphasized the need to reduce
the number of evaluation instruments used in each class session. Too, '\\\\'

several comments suggested that some changes be made in.the organization

) . J .
of test instruments used. Some comments were:
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u ’ .

”Students seemed to th1nk there were too many forms,'and ] ‘
ltha“t they were too comp11cated ! )

"As cited ear11er, the forms could have had a better system
_ of coding for answer sheets Sugﬁest1on color-coded .W
& - p]us symbols... ." . " R
As consu1t1ng faculty, 1 d1d not have an opportun1ty to

examine the evaluation forms. The forms seemetl to be
too extensive. Some studenmts filled in the blanks without

much thought after the:second program. I question the

validity of some of the data collected. Suggest1on “not -
'so many (forms) next time. Congratu]at1ons on a fine JOb "

VS o A : o e
Reactions to Unit Tests - - S r

"At’the beginning of each class session the partisipants here giVen.
’short unit tests. Theserwere muthp1e choice tests of from 12_or,]3A1tems
that samp]ed the contant from the last week's. video.prbgnams and laboratory ,
act1v1t1es ‘The unit tests d1d not affect the part1c1pants grades.

[For a discuss1on of the purpose and deve]opment of the un1t tests see

AESP Technical Report #4 (Bramble et al, 1974 PP. 5-9)]. Rather these
tests were used as an 1nstruct1ona1 a1d and as an evaluation-toul to
, measure unit learning. The part1c1pants d1scussed their answers in c]assl
after they had thnned in their answer sheets to the s1te coordinator, —
. [For a discussion of participant performance on thg unit tests see '
.AESP Technical Report #8 (Brambte, Marion, and Ausness, 1975)]. _ . //;///
Item.9-on the IFQ asked the participahts to compare the unit
tests to instructor-made tests in other graduate classes they had: taben o8
 The means for the three adm1n1strat1on of/ihe *IFQ gre 3.82, 3.59 and 3.88.
From this it may be concluded that the participants were m11d1y positive

. AN . .
toward the unit tests. ' o~ . -

It . :
o E
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- Item 9 on the IFQ a]so asked for participant Comments on the unit

tests: Se]ected cbmments, listed be]ow convey that most part1c1pants
valued the tests as learning or 1nstruct1ona1 aids because they:
\ I

rece1vedf4mmed1ate feedback“on the correctness or incorrectness of their
'answers However,%the part1ctpants comp1a1ned that the 1earn1ng process
st0pped here, in: that students were unab]e to Obtiip feedflack on yﬂx an

‘answer was wrong or rﬁght “Some of the more frequently rece1ved cofiments

were as follows: .
"I need more feedback on th& answers as sometimes I don' t,
understand or.agree with your cho1ce ,

. "A11 graduate courses seem to have ambiguous, questiohs. \ﬁ\\

>§iﬁ% ~.This is no exception.' v .

"On. many quest1ons, we disagreed with you, but again cou]d

not question or d1scuss it with you!" .

L r ©

"Nice again to have these to rbfer to." -

"Liked this type of repetition to make information stick."

At times we o1sagreed with answers posted; however,

there was no way to confirm or d1spute unreso]ved quest1ons

So, .nothing new 1earned " . .
~ "The tests seemed comprehens1ve enough to opver all

_ \< mater1a1s , '

"It keeps you up-to-date, I don't completely agree with

_ .the answer given as compated to my answers on the unit

¥ tests.' : ‘ s
Generally, the site coord1n¢$or S romments ref]ected s1m1]ar

*

concerns and observat1ons. This se]ect1on of comments is taken from

the SR. - . .

-

"TheSe were often a cha]]enge and the students enJoyed
discussion. Some of the ‘items were amb1guous, ‘making
selection of a response subjective."

F
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) "Often, students disagreed with° the given answers and d1d
not receive a response when we submitted these qUestions

"Quite a few teachers who disagreed ‘with some of the answers
on unit tests and seemed to have ev1dence to back up their
arguments.'

“The. un1t tests served as a va]uab]e reinforcement for the
program . v

"Students have a]ways responded well--to the unit tests. The
opportunity to check the work immediately after completion
was a good reinforcement approach. ‘A number of students
: questioned some answers listed; these questions were sent to
~ UK via the collection box, but replies were never reteived
Students .needed and should have received clarification.'
e

It is: 1nteresting to note the fina] two comments made by-site coordinators
“"These tests cou]d have had more meaning to the teachers if
_they had’cofinted toward their grade.

"Stydents found them helpful in recall of important facts.
Perhaps theé}dea that they were "not counted toward their
grade made them more usefu]'"~ . -

’ The consu]ting facu]ty members were a]so asked on the SR to rate

-

the unit tests. Their average‘rating was very pos1t1ve, 4.55 on a sca]e
from 1 to 5 (5 - exce]]ent to 1 - unacceptab]e) Some ‘coiments and |
observations made by the consuit1nn faculty were:

"Questions tended to be the 'answer and forget'.type - \fi
rather than the "think about afterwards' typg.. Suggest
activities related to expaqjing ideas in questions.'

"I felt that many students (and myse]f a]so) thought the
unit tests were rather easy, by andviarge : :

. "Consulting faculty. did not have the opportunity to read the
guestions I only had the opportunity to read the ones
tudents disagreed with. I did feel that the items were"
reasonable considering the amount of time you had to

develop them without field testing. The students ‘complained
(1egitimately) about eight items. Eight out of 129 is an '
excellent record! It might help faculty to get feedback

and questions from Kentucky to he]p students having
difficulty with specif1c items.

» a
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Summary of Site Coordinator Comments from the Observation Log

The Observation Log (OL) contained spaces on which site -

coordinators could 1og any problems, comments, etc. observed dur1ng the

" class session. A synopsis of these comments is 1nc1uded here so that the

reader can get an 1mpress1on of the day-to-day prob]ems and reactions .
that: were recorded on the OL. Since the OL was f111ed out at each -of the

15 sites, it must be remembered that the commen be]ow.reflect,on]y the

*

opinions of those who chose to write” comments. The fo]]owing comments :
are listed chrono]og1ca11y, by class sess1ons, and are d1v1ded into five

categories. equipment, video content, 1ab mater1a1s, eva]uat1on, and
- . . - . , v
general. )

. . . ) ’

N T - Session 1 - July 11, 1974 L T

guipmentr’ 0ne’s1te reported not‘receiving any television and Had
1n0perab1e telephone and te]egraph equ1pment Two*sites reported that‘

channe]s 1 and 2 of four- channe] aud1o rev1ew equ1pment were inoperable.

Video Content: One s1te reported that the 1n1t1a1 react1on to'the/course'

-~

\
Lab Materials: One s1te reported that the students fe]t that there was

too much 1ab“act1v1ty scheduled. Another site reported that the students

"seemed unable or unwilling" to take the initiative of performinglthe_

.1aboratory activities without a great deal of assistance. And a third

site “eported that the teachers felt that the 1aboratory act1v1t1es woul
be useful.- e

Evaluation: One site reported,that the students were "overwhelmed" with

the amount -of paper work required of them. Another site reported that

-

oav
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Session 2 - July 18,1974 y

guipment Network prob]ems prevented broadcast from being transmitted
Video Content One site reported that the students felt that they cou1d

use the content to 1mprove their read1ng programs in the fa11 (
Eva]uation: ‘Two s1tes reported tnat the students had questions tonperning!
the correct;answer of questions 6.and 11 of-Unit Test 2. Another site
further‘reported that the students were‘growing to dislike a11.eva[th1on
- forms. | v o B |

| General: Ori@ site reported that the students woqu;1jkelto have‘their

questions answered either’durjng the seminar or by return maiTL

- Session 3 - July 25,1974
‘Eguipment; Three sites found the audio to be poor, having a c¥nstant
‘hum. Two sites reported to have generally poor recept%on in this date.
Two other sites reported cross;ta1k in the four-channeﬂ audio review

equipment.

Lab Materials: One site reported thatlthe lab materials were acceptable

o

in relationship to other unit activities. p
EVaantioni One sfte found tivat the evaluation nateriols were packaged
1mproper1y Another site repqrted that the class felt that there were
too ‘many forms to fill out. | |
General: One site requested that there shou1d be no. te1etype activity

during TV presentation since it 1nterfered with hear]ng the program.

(The teletype unit was in the classroom).
.is‘.’ .

£n
B
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Session 4 - August 1, 1974

~

~

Eéuipment: One site reported that for the first programuof the day the
~audio was off 3/4 of the time, and two sites reported that the audio

- was great1y distortedAfor-program #6. Another site reported cross-talk .
on the four- chfnne1 audio review equipment & R
Genera1 One site reported that the pacing of the four- channe1 audio
review quest1ons was too slow and that the quest1ons ‘were too. s1mp1e
Another site reported that .instead' of using the’ four chanpel aud1o rev1ew
»equ1pment, they s1mp1y discussed the:content of the four-channel scr1pt

This act1v1ty was sa1d to be preferred by the students i o .

e

L 1 session 5 - August 8, 1974 -

Equipment: Ohe'site reported that the master control for the fourf
-channel audio'review uhit was still malfunction;ig, that cross-talk was
sti11ﬂpreua1ent, and that the\ehcoder'washnot triégered by the control
unit ‘Another site reported that the broadcast quality was exoe11ent,
while a th1rd site, reported that the sound was not c]ear on the programs
Eva1uat1on One s1te reported that the evaluation procedures are becom1ng
a chore for the students and that ‘many students d1sagreed w1th some
answers on the unit tests. | o -

Gehera1: One site reported'that the students dis1iked'both the four-

. ~
channel’ audio review questions and their mode of presentation. .

)
o=
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sessionkg*s August_15; 1974

. \ ,
guipment Two sites reported the technica] qua11ty of v1deo and audio
presentation to be quite poor, and one site reported stat1c in the audio

. - j
for the 2nd program of the day. ° »
- Evaluation: One site reported that the students d1511ked both the four-
channe] audio review quest1ons and the1r mode of presentat{on

& l “,‘y

3.

w

-
- 3

Session 7 - August 22, 1974

-~

h - - ‘ . g . L L | R
- . Equipment: One site reported that the class enjoyed the seminar and
- fo&nd the seminagtgyests to be qu1te 1nformat1ve o o

Lab Materia1s One s1te reported that the students d1511ked the laboratory :

activity since it was simi]ar to the ass1gnment done in wéek 7.
N i N N

£
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v ~ CONCLUSIONS

\ ) . : N [ E .
. . &=
.- \Z - The following is a summary of conc]us1ons regard1ng‘%art1cipants
att1tudes toward DPRI course act1vitf%s R S BT

- .. . '
: o T . _
. } AR

- Videbtaped programs in the latter half of the course (programs.

8-12) were thought to be better than those' in the first half
A v of the coutée Therefore, it appears that the part1c1pants
were more attracted to programs that 11]ustrated classroom

i

- . practices than programs thatndea]t with d1agnos1;, 1nf0rmat@0n . j
systems and c]aéerOm management. | o , 'g

)

1

|

- Pfdgram content appears to be the factqr that determined Whetheh*' |

or not the videotaped brograms were preférred«oVer the typica]_

y

campus lecture. - o | - . ‘/ .
' A ' -

- The immediate feedback hatuke of the four-channel audio review

was the best liked feature.of that actqv1ty
co T |
. = Overall, the augdio review ratings were positive; however, it N

was felt by many participants that‘the”ﬁuestions_were too easy

and were often unrelated to the video program.

v

- The ]ater ]aboratory act1v1t1es (sessioﬁs 7 through ]2) were
v1ewed more pos1t1ve1y than the ear]1er laboratory activities -

(sessions 1 through 6); it appears that the»best TV programs - -

are,associated with the best-rated laboratory sessions.. Do




’techn1qﬁes.
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LaBbratory activit1es andvmateria]s.that dealt with teaching -

.. methods were more enjOyab]e'than'those that dealt with diagnoétic

1
8

Participants fe]t'thatvthe twovinformation systems, Select td |
~and the Texas Retrieva] System, were usefu] as sources of
1nformation, that the procedures fqpuuse were exp]ained

adequate]y and that they were easy to use: o ‘ y

. . i < yo
’ o ' P .t @ .

Part1c1pants were favorable toward the use of 1nformat1on

‘ systems but felt. that the utility of such systems could” be

™~ g'
increased by 1mprovmg turnaround t1me on searches run,

e PR
R .

The on-site referénce materials were felt to be complete and .

very useful.

-

'The‘vaTue of 'the ltve; 1nteract1ve seminars seemed to 11e

“in the ab111ty to 1nteract with "expertc" in the field of

diagnostic and prescr1pt1ve read1ng
k’ L

‘The/participants felt that they 'had adequate opportunity

to ask questions but that important questions were per- I

haps,not_asked.- Too, it was felt that much of the Mater1a1_

discussed during the seminar§ was redundant. N

o

The eva]uat1on des1gn 1nc]uded too. many forms Revision
of the des1gn to 1nc1ude fewer administrations of ]ess&forms

/was suggested._

4

e
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In extrapo]atihg from the foregoing conc]usions, the reader shpuld
rkeep in mind that certain extraneous and unexpetted Variab1es, such as
equipment ma1funct1ons, 1nf1uenced the eva1uat1on data gathered for many
aspects of the course. Further a1though'var1ous eva1uat1on lnstruments, C
" such as,the Observation Log, attempted to acoount for these var1ab1es by
\ ~ providing space for a wr1tten‘descr1pt1on or exp]anat1on of spec1a1
| prob]ems,‘it is‘rery difficult to'ascertaih either how many areas of the
course were affected;or_the extent. to which participants' and site ° S
coordinators' attitudes\were affected. qu, since "hindsight" is a1ways
better than forsight, our experfence in the total course development and -
operation hds 1ndicated several areas which could beAimprored upon from
[ the standpo1nt of pre-p1ann1ng l
?A | -~ Inthe following commentary, the authors of this report and
.| ~ others 1nv01ved in the course ref]ect on prob]ems of this nature and
'offer suggestions, shou]d the course be offered aga1n
As. stated previously, equ1pment malfunctlons generated a great; )
'~ deal of frustration for both partic1pants and site coordinators. For i
'ekamp1e, the.four;channe1‘audio reriew was never really functional fn '
the’ des1gned manner soO conc]us1ons as to the usefu]ness of this. system
can- be on1y ten%at1ve at this time. However: the need for competent
vequ1pment ‘design and 1nsta11at1on cannot be over1y stressed
Another. prob]em .area concerned the role of the s1te coordinator

’It seems. that many part1c1pants m1sunderstood the site coord1nator S ¢ e

) fa1r1y passive role, that of mon1tor1ng course act1v1t1es Instead

many.. part1c1pants expected the site coord1nator to serve as 1nstructor




~

»rather than as a facilttator. Fromomany-informa1 contacts with the site
coordinators, it ap..ars ‘that they were not completely confident about
‘their role of operatdng a]] the equipment and guiding the 1aboratory_
sessions. A1thoogh a one-week, pre-course workshop was held for the site
. coordinators prior to the course, it is(felt by many that this was. in-
sufficient time in.which to train them to be efficient coordinators of
- a complex coorse.~f%hey.5uggested that a more carefully designed pre-,
course.instruction for site coordinators be planned to assist them in
‘mgre effect1ve]y fu1f1111ng their roles. : ' _> o : . o "c e
i ﬁ s : Regard1ng the c]ass sessions, one recurr1ng comment received from ? I

the part1c1pants on the IFQ and from the s1te coordindtors on the 'SR was -

that. there was too much to see and do each day. The part1c1pants often~

)
| - d1d not 1ike the amount of work that was expected from them in terms of
, pre-program preparat1on, 1aboratory sessions and\homework ?erhaos somer
of the work load could be cut so that these activities would support only
the key i@éues of the video p;ograms and not try to'expand upon them. -A
recommendation made was-to have more class meetings and do 1ess_atkeach;é
' meet1ng ” . | o
W1th regard to the v1deotaped programs the reader w111 reca11 : e
' that the data from the TLQ (Table 7) indicated that the four lowests
| | rated'programs were programs 3 5, 6 and'Q These data were‘compared with
l - " comments made by Paul LeVeque, producer -director of the DPRI TV programs.
It was h1s feeling, based on a product1on/techn1ca1 v1ewpo1nt

‘ .
- - s

that programs three (Standardized Tests), six (PrescriptiVe Instruct1ona1~

\
#

~ Systems), and nine (Word Recognit}ini;oojtainedoontentthat was hard to,

* . . w © . ¢

g
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v1sua11;e in an exc1t1ng and attention-holding manner (see Apbendix A,
Item A). He a]so felt that wh11e program five (M1scue Analysis) contained
much new and_comp]ex material, its low rating jsee Tab]e 7) was due in |
part to the loss of the seninar that.was to follow the broadcaét of
program five (see Table 3). The seminar was to further explain the use
of the Miscue Analysis,<and the program waa insufficient without the

seminare

8

"Mr. LeVeque offered some suggestions as to wny some programs

were rated high. Programs two (Informal Tests), eight (Reading Readiness

and Beginning Reading),tten (Vocabulary),. eleven (Comprehension), and
twelve (The Total Reading Program) conta1ned practical, usefu] 1n?ormat1on,
’and the 1nfo ation presented contained many c]assroom f11m segments
show1ng Appa]ach1an t chers at work. He fe]t that the teachers 1n the
DPRIncourse founq appj?ed topic§ that were 111ustrated w1th‘c1assroom
scenes to be the.mostuinteresting." | | |

. - y

-
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APPENDIX A | }
Item A - ’/r\t:EB
- DPRI Course Content and°0bject1veé y L
N : _ ',

The topics and objectives for each of the twelve programs are:

- PROGRAM 1 - DPRI INTRODUCTION , ~
I. Identify reading sub-skills

I1. Ident1fy the parts of’ the d1agnost1cﬁprescr1pt1ve read1ng
.. instruction model

III. Rea11ze the 1mportance of early d1agnos1s and correct1on of reading
prob1ems .

- e S B %:

PROGRAM «2 .- INFORMAL READING TESTS
1. Recognize the advantage of informal reading tests
IT. Interpret the resu]ts of informal reading tests ’ '

III. Identify the sequence of act1v1t1es involved in constructing
an 1nforma1 reading 1nventory o

The Potter and Rae book, Informal Read1ng D1agnosis, w111 be used.

H

PROGRAM 3- STANDARDIZED TESTS

1. Ident1fy the procedures necessary fov/effect1ve administration of
standardized tests

II. Interpret the results of standard1zed tests
III. Recognize the strengths and limitations of standard1zed tests

The Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I and II and the urghz-
Durrell Read1ngﬁRead1ness Analysis will. be used. :

/
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PROGRAM 4 - NORD RECOGNITION TESTS

I.

II.
1.

PROGRAM 5 - MISCUE ANALYSIS

= 1.

I1.
1.

Interpret the results of the Wisconsin Des1gn for Read1ngﬁ$k1]]
Word Attack

‘DeVe]opment

Connect d1agnos1s to the instructional materials

"Identify the the 'sequence of activities involved in going through

a complete test-teach- test instructional cycle using the WDRSD: WA

The Wisconsin Design for Reading Sk111 DeveTopment Wogd Attack

‘w1]1 be used

s

' Identify and do the sequence of act1v1t1es 1nvo1ved in adm1n1ster1ng

the reading miscue 1nventory
Categorize reading miscues ' o

Compile the results of the'reading miscue inventery on coding sheet

The Reading Miscue Invehtory will be used

PROGRAM 6 - PRESCRIPTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS

I.

[If
111,
Iv.

e

Translate test results into words (descriptors) that.can be used
to find materia]s in the retrieval systems . 4

Ident1fy the sequence of steps 1n the process of, mater1a]s se]ect1on
Determ1ne which §k1]] descriptors are most appropr1ate for each student

Recognize the strengths and limitations of different retrieval systems

* The Select Ed and the Texas Retrieval Systems will be used

. o
TeE -

PROGRAM .7 - DPRI MANAGEM'ENT

I.
I1.
I11.
IV,

Identify severa] patterns of group1ng
Assess the strengths and ]1m1tat1ons of group1ng patterns
Determine the ‘most appropriate grouping pattern in a given s1tuat1on

Recognize reasons for using a grouping pattern in a given situation

[O8

3
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{ -cg PROGRAM 8 - READING READINESS AND‘BEGINNING READING ‘

I. Identify activities used to teach reading readiness and beginning
' ‘reading

II. List advantages and disadvantagesAof the activities

[ " III. Determine which activity is most appropr1ate for a g1ven s1tuat1on

The Teachingﬁof Reading.will serve as a resource for programs 8 TT

PROGRAM 9 - WORD RECOGNITION N K
l - 1. Identify activities used to teach word identification . |
II. List advantages and disadvantages of the activities

III. Determine which activity is most apprOpriate for a given situation

PROGRAM 10 - VOCABULARY
I. 'Identify'activities used to teach vocabulary

I1. List advantages and disadvantages of the activities

II. Determine which activity is most epprOpriate for a giveh situation

PROGRAM 11 - COMPREHENSION
I. Identify question strategies used to teach combrehension

II. Write questions to stimulate student responses in various categor1es
(i.e. knowledge, translation, etc.)

L IIIariQ@termine the most appropriate question strategy for a given situation

El

PROGRAM 12 - THE TOTAL READING PROGRAM
I. Identify ways to encourage parental part1c1pat10n in reading programs

I1. Determine ways to integrate trade,and library books in diagnostic-
’ prescr1pt1ve reading 1nstruct1on

III. .Recognize the strengths and T1m1tations of DPRI
IV. Determine ways to implement diagnostic-prescriptive reading'

instruction in a total reading program

hY

7D
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1 . ' ‘ ‘
’ - j

~ ' , - Item B

The Pre-Program Preparation, Laboratory'(ﬂnciliary) Activifies and’

Follow-up Activities for each DPRI Program

PROGRAM 1 - DPRI INTRODUCTION
L. Pre-program P;epafation'
A. None - : . | ' i
117 Ancillary Activfties o |
A. Materials needed
1. Examp]e 1ist of prob]em§
B. Activities ‘
| 1. List préb]ems &ou-have in teaghing reading

CIII. Follow-up Activities

' ’ A.\'None

'PROGRAM 2 - INFORMAL READING TESTS
I. Pre-prOQram Preparation for Program 2, Informal Reading Tests
Je Matefia]s\needed

Informal Reading Diagnosfs, Potter and Rae

1.
2. 'How to Judge Readability of Books, Tape Transcript
3. Fow to Judge Readability of Books, Student's Workbook
4. TCreating Questions for Informal Reading Inventories”
5. "Question Strategies for Teaching Reading as Reasoning”

6. .Informal Reading Inventory, sample by Rizk - .

7. Interest Inventory
8. The Teaching of Reading, Dallman
9. Pre-program Generalization Sheet

B. Activities . ' ‘ v
e - - o

1. Read Informal Reading Diagnosis o e

2. Read How to Judge Readability of Books, Tape Transcript
3. Read How to Judge Readability of Books, Student’s Workbook
4. Read "Creating Questions for Informal Reading Inventories”
5.

ReanQEéstion Strategies for Teaching Reading as‘Reasoning"

[ 0
4 4D
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6. Read the Informal Rehding Invertory, sample by Rizk
7. Read the Interest Inventory

8

Optional: Read Chapters 1 and-2 in The Teach1ng of Reading
9. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

II. AnciIIary'Activities,

. 2 A. Materials needed e _ ¢
" 1. Informal Reading Diagnosis, Potter and Rae
2. How to Judge Readability of Books, Tape Transcr1pt .
3. How to Judge Readability of Boo s, Student's WOrkbook
4. "Creating Questions for Informal Reading Inventories.
5.  "Question Strategies for Teaching Reading as Reasoning"
6. "Informal Reading Tests"
7. Informal Reading: Inventory, samp]e by R1zﬁ
8. Interest Inventory SR o r

o » - -
B. Activities ‘

-

1. ’Constructvan Informal Reading Inventory ;'
2. Construct an Informal Test for diagnosing a skill

I1I. FoIIow’up Activities -

A. ‘Materials needed .{ : 5
1. InformatReading- Inventory ' .
2. IRI Record Sheet . <
3. Informal Skill Test . .

B. Activities

3

1. Adm1n1ster FormaI Reading Inventdry to eIementary student
- 2. Administer InformaI Skill Test to elementary student

<

PROGRAM 3 - STANDARDIZED TESTS

I. Pre-program Preparation
© A. Materials needed

1. Murphy-Durell Reading Readiness Analysis, (MDRRA) Specimen Set
2. Stanford Achievement Test Level I (SAT-I) Specimen Set

3. Stanford Achievement Test Level II (SAT-II) Specimen Set

4. Pre-program Generalization Sheet C :




?007\

B. Aétiv{tf%s e e

1.
2.

3.
4.

" II. Ancillary Activities

: s
Read the Administrator's Manual for MDRRA and the
Accompanying student test booklet
Read the Administrator's Manual for SAT-I and II, and
accompanying student test booklets
Read Norms Booklets for SAT-I ahd II
Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

o v,

A. Materials needed

1. Murphy-Durrell Reading Readiness Ana]ys1s (MDRRA)
{ __ Specimen Set
: 2. Stanford Achievement Test, Reading Tests, (SAT-I)
| Level I, Specimen Set - o
| 3. Stanford Achievement Test, Reading Tests, (SAT-II)
’ Leved II, Specimen Set ‘
| . ' :
% B. Activities ' '
';5 1. Administer either MDRRA or SATRT to partner :
EA 2. Complete score tables for MDRRA and SATRT I and II
I11. Follow-up Activities
A. Materials needed oy,
1. MDRRA or SAT-I or SAT-II
2. Read "Measurement Terms For Classroom Teachers
- 3.

Read "A Glossary of Measurement Terms"
<o . .

PROGRAM 4 - WORD RECOGNITIOp T;LTS

-~

I. Pre-program Preparatian :

A. ”Materials needed v v

o
.
—

Teacher's P]ann1ng Guide; Word Attack, W1sconsin- :
Design for Reading Skill DeveTmeent ,

Test Administrators' Manuals, Levels A, B, C, D;
Wisconsin Jests of Reading Skill Development

Test Booklets, Levels A, B, C, D; Wisconsin Tests of
Reading Ski11l Development; Word Attack

Pre-proggam Generalization Sheet

o R
pejw Cu
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B. Activities

1. Read the Teacher's P]anning Guide; Word- Attack
Wisconsin Design

2. Read the Bdministratdr's Manuals, Levels A, B C, D;
Wis A%S1n‘bes1gn' Word Attack

3. Read the Test Booklets, Levels A, B, C, D; W1scons1n
Design; Word Attack

4. Comp1ete Pre-program Genera11zat1on Sheet .

II. Ancillary Act1v1t1es
A. Mater1als needed - _ . A .';. L “»v P
1. The Wisconsin Des1gn for Reading Ski]] Deve]opment

Word Attack (WDRSD: WA), Specimew’ Set plus Manual
2. Skill Deve]opment‘Guide ines; Leve]s'A; B, C,D

, B. Act1v1t1es
9 ~+1. Read Guideline for appropr1ate level '
2. Test-teach-test classroom partner us1ng WDRSD: wA B S

III. Follow-up Activities '
A. Mater1als needed

| * 1. WDRSD: WA | |
( . . o _' o T s
4 B. '

Act1v1t1es a v . T

1. Administer WDRSD: WA to e]ementary (K-3) student
2. Qutline appropr1ate mater1als 'you wou]d use to teach a sk111

/

PROGRAM 5 - MISCUE ANALYSIS o N o -
I.~ Pre-program Prgparation -
L ~ A. Maferials needed .

1. Readﬁng Miscue InVéntory Manual, Goodman and'Bﬁrkg

. 2. The Teaching of Reading, DalTman o . o . )
. 3. Pre-program Generalization Sheet R4 p :
B. 'Activitieé . | ' o . ) - : g

1. Read the, Reading Miscue Inventory Manual R o
2. 0pt1onaT ReaH’Chapters 3, 9A, 9B in The Teach1ng of :
_ ‘Reading _

- 3. Complete Pre- program Genera11zat1on Sheet ’ : .

\

| | . | ‘*;q)
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II. Ancillary Activities .
0 o ’ v

A. Materials needed

1. The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development:

- Word

Attack (WDRSD: WA), Specimen Set plus Manual -
2. SkiTl Deve]opment Gu1de11nes,Levels A, B, C, D

-

B. Act1v1t1es.

1. Read Guideline for appropr1ate level ' '
2. Test- teach test c]assroom partner using wDRSD wA

IIT. Follow-up Activities

fj' A. Materials needed®

1. WDRSD: WA - Ce
B. “Activities
1; Adm1n1ster WDRSD:’ wA to e]ementary udent .
2. Outline appropriate€ materials you would use to teach
‘a sk111 A

|

"PROGRAM 5‘- READIN@ MISCUE

I. Pre-program Preparation
A. Materials needed
Read}ng Miscue Inventory Menuai, Goodman and Burke

The Teaching of Reading. Dallmah -
Pre-probram Generalization Sheet

wWwn—

B. 1. Read the Reading Miscue Inventory Manua]
* 2. Optional: Read Chapters 3, 9A, 9B in The Teach1ng of

. Reading
Qi Complete Pre- program Genera11zat1on Sheet

II.a'AnciltaryvAct1v1t1es
A Mater1afs needed

Reading Miscue Inventory Manual
BTank Selection Worksheet |
Guideline Selection WOrksheet
Retelling Outline .

. . Guideline Retelling Outline
Blank Coding Sheet

oxm-&:-wma
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7. Guideline Coding Sheet ~ % |
8.. Synopsis of coding sheet answers

9. Blank reader profile
0

Guideline reader profile

Act1v1t1es

1. Listén to tape and mark se]ect1on worksheet
2. Listen to tape and mark retelling outline
3. Complete coding sheet

4, Complete reader. prof11e .

¢ 111 .EoTlow-up?Activities (0pt1ona1).

*

A. Mater1a1s needed

1. Selection Worksheet (student constructed):
2. Retelling Outline - : ' .
3. Coding Sheet
4 Reader Profile

B: Act1v1t1es

1. Make select1on worksheet

2. Complete retelling outline for your selection
3. Administer your RMI to e]ementary\student

4. Code and profile results :

B
PROGRAM 6 - PRESCRIPTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS

P

I. Pre- pr09ram Preparat1on
A, Mater1als needed

o 1. The Teaching of Read14g, Dallman
- 2. Thesaurus, Select Ed .
® 3. Thesaurus,‘Texas'Retrieval
49 Pre-program Generalization Sheet

B. Activities

1. Read Chapter 17 in The Teaching of Reading
2. Read Thesaurus, Select Ed

3., Read Thesaurys, Texas Retrieval

4 Compl‘%e‘Pre program Generalization Sheet

A
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I1.- Ancillary Activities “
A. ‘Materials needed . e o ) L
. : . . _ ‘
1. ' Description of PMRS T : '/ : i
2. Six case studies ° : e,
3. Thesaurus-Select Ed - R
4. Thesaurus-Texas Retrieval System.
5. Sample Synthesis Form for Wayne , .
6. Sample Retrieval Request Form for Wayne
7. Synthesis Forms (2)
8. Retrieval Request Forms (2) ‘
. 4
B. Act1v1t1es L S L
1. Read Descr1pt1on ‘of PMRS - ~o- )
2.. Translate test results from two case stud1es into descr1ptors
©and that can be used to find materials in the retrieval systems
1 3. Compare your retrieval se]ect1ons with those provided :
fII. Follow-up Activities \ ‘)' ’ |
A. Materials needed | A . .
1. Test resu]é& for_your student o ‘ T qhtf‘
2. Thesaurus-Select Ed - Co o ‘ ECAN
3. Thesaurus-Texas Retrieval System . . . v
4. ‘Retrieval Request Forms . ‘ , o o
B. Activities ’
1. Translate test results for your e]ementary student. into
. “descriptors that can be used to find materials in the
-~ retrieval systems - ‘
2. Make out a request form like Wayne's and1g1ve to s1te
coord1pator to send to the RCC o
’ ) .,"'
PROGRAM 7 - DPRI MANAGEMENT : - '
I. Pre program Preparat1on
A. Mater1a1s needed - o . U
1. The.Teaching of Reading, Dallman - . ~ * . —~
2. Pre-program Gen®ralization Sheet *
3. “Example independent activity
B.. Act1v1t1es . , ' ‘ . Lo
1, Read €hapter 13 in The Teach1ng ‘of Read1_g_ y
2. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet T .
3. re an independent activity to share with class, o EON

€, .
Cone e
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S/ I Ancillary Activities ,‘\-«\
C gw// ‘ i;qyil 'Materials needed ;
//<j." L E;‘ 1. Your handout of an 1ndependent act161ty
= o B. Activities B | o,

1. Discuss one of the f1ve dec1sion mak1ng quest1ons with
your partner
o 2. Discuss with the class .the advantages and dwsadvantages
e g of the various-grouping -patterns

3., Discuss with the class independent activities which can = .

be used while you are working w1th a group and then
exchange handouts

o P
"III. Follow-up Actjvities'h

. A. Materia]s needed
1. Descr1pt1on of S1nc1a1rv111e reading program
-~ 2. Examp]e "My Group1ng Pattern Problem"

B. Activities 2

1. Read the descr1pt1on of the “Sinclairville reading program
. .. 2. Briefly describe the class you had this past school year
N .. and show how you grouped them for instruction. Then -
A make suggestions on how you would change your group1ng
\ patterns 1f you had the same group next year.

\ - \ \‘\

RROGRAM 8 - READINESS AND BEGINNING INSTRUCTION
\ ¢ v

o 1. Pre-program Preparat1oq , N

ft“ A. Materials needed

/'The Teach1ng of Read1ng, Da]]man
2 Pre-program Generalization Sheet
3. ExampTe act1v1ty for readiness and beg1nn1ng read1ng

B. Activities . S : .
1. Read Chapters-4A aqd 4B in The Teach1ng of Reading
2. Complete Pre-pueGram Generalization Sheet .
3. Prepate handout of echn1que used for teaching-a
' read1ness and beg1n ing, read1ng aot1v1ty




~

6 v
II. Anc111ary Activi£1es p
| A. Mater1a1s _needed o ~ o }ﬁ/
1. Your handout of activity for teach1ng a read1ness or
\. begirping read1ng skilll
Y Act1v1t1es - S

@ o :
1. The five class members for Program 8 rep t on their-
activities e ~
2.( Class members exchange their handouts - o,

IIT. Fd]]ow-up Activities
JA. Materials needed

'1. Suggested activities by classmates
2. Example summary of readiness.activity .-

. B. Activities
1. Read the suggested activities \
2. Do one of the-readiness activities with your K-3 student
and write brief summary of the strefgths and weaknesses
- of the skill activity.-

b

»
N\ . A ]

PROGRAM 9, - WORD RECOGNITION STRATEGIES
I. Pre-proqram'Preparation ' v
| R. Mater1als needed ' o ,“ T .,

\The Teach1ng of Reading, Dallman
2.' Pre-program Generalization Sheet
3 .. Examp]e activity for word .recognition skill -

5
L 4 L

Q Act1v1t1es - | . Y x

. €y
1 E Read Chapters 5A; SB” and 15 in The Teach1ngﬁoﬁ Reading
¢+ 2. Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheei,
3. , Prepare handotit of technique used for teach1ng ao word
v recogn1t1on sk111

- ®

. ‘ - . .
I1. Rnc11]ary ﬂct1v1t1es j‘ : .
V'I_A. Mater1als needed \ LT e
. “: Q*?-'.] % Your handout of act1v1ty fo@ teaching a word ) gAm;’ a
. ' rec09n1t1on skill . ' | o
4 ’ : . .
4 “".v,'a g - . &‘; - h .”)
E - .



B. Activities

- ) . ) & .
1. Discuss in class the advantages and disadvant ges of
- these five approaches to word recognition: p nics,
gaming, patterning, Distar, and Fernald
_ ~ 2. The five class members foy Program 9 report on the1r -
' activities™ ~ .
- 3. Class members exchaﬁge.hgndouts

- III. Follow-up Activities.

A. ’Materials needed

9

1 Suggested activities by c]assmates
2. Suggested games by Montgomery

3. " Fernald Approach summary

4. Examp]e summary of word recogn1t1on act1v1ty

“

~B. Activities ' .
'1. Read the‘%uggested act1v1t1es . :
. 2. Read-the suggested games by -Montgomery .
// 3. Read the Fernald Approach summar, o
/ 4. Do one of the word recognition activities with your

"K-3 student and write brief summary- react1on of the
skill act1v1ty

R

PROGRAM 10 - VOCABULARY

- I. Pre-program Preparation -~ - rig

AL Materials needed ‘
' "Act1v1t1es for Increas1ng Hearing and Speak1ng
Vocabularies," Wise ’

—
.

/ ; 2. "Stimulate Reading With a D1ct1onary," Miller .
a 3. "Vocabulary Development in The Primary Grades," Bougere
4. Pre-program'Generalization Sheet - .
5. Example activity for vocabulary skill
B. Activities | o

W3

1. Read "Act1v1t1es for Increas1ng Hearing and Speak1ng o
Vocabularies" o

. Read ”St1mu1ate Read1ng With a Dictionary"

Read "Vosabulary Deve]opment in The Primary Grades"

Complete Pre-program Generalization Sheet

Prepare handout of techniques used for teaching vocabulary

am

TP WN
- L3 -

r
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II. Ancillary Activities
A. Materials needed
1. Your handout of an ‘activity for teaching vocabulary

. B. Act1v1t1es

1. The five class members for Program 10 report on their
activities -
2. Class members exchange their handouts

III. Follow-up Activities
A. Materials needed ‘ T

»

1. Suggested activities by classmates
2.. Example summary of vocabulary activity

B. Activities

- 1. Read the suggested activities 

2. Do one of the vocabulary activities with your K-3
student and write brief summary

" PROGRAM 11 - COMPREHENSION

.~ I. Pre-program Preparation

A. Materials needed : ”

1. "Quest1on Strategies for Teaching Read1ng As Reasoning
Eberwein (See Program 2, Ancillary Materials)

2. The Teaching of Reading, Dallman ‘

3. Pre-program Generalization Sheet

4. Example activity for comprehension skill .

: B..:Activities

- 1. Reread "Quest1on Strategies for Teaching Read1ng As

" Reasoning". Choose short passage and develop comprehens1on
-questions. <
Read Chapters 6A and 6B in The Teaching of Reading '
Complete Pre-program Genera]1zat1i§iSheet

WM

Prepare handout of technique used for teaching.a
comprehens1on skill

I~
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IT. Ancillary Activities
1 oot
A. Materials needed - f?
1. Your .comprehension pasSage and questions
2¢ Your handout of an activity for teaching comprehension
B. Activities
f. Read partner's cqmprehenSion passage and questions ahd
~write brief critique of the questions
2. The five class members for Program report on theik
“activity
3.

© III. Fo]]ow-up Act1v1t1es
.A'

B.

Materia15‘needed

1.

Class members exchange the1r handouts

[ -2

Suggested activiTies by classmates

2. Summary of activity for comprehension

Activities )

. ! ! a8

1. Read the suggested activities '

2. Do one of the comprehension activities with your K-3

student and write a br1ef summary- react1on of a skidl
act1v1ty : €

PROGRAM 12~ THE TOTAL READING PROGRAM

1. Pre-Rrogram,PReparatioh

A.

Materials needed

1.

Ly
. 3.

The Teach1ng,of Reading,. Da]]man

2.. "Parent Assists to the School Reading Program"

%. Pre -program Genera11zat10n Sheet

Adt1v1t1es ‘ v ‘

1. Read<Chapters 16 and 17 in The Teach1ng of Reading
Read "Paren® Assists to the School Read12? Program"
Complete Pre-program Generalization Shee

. \;

-

;3:‘(




I.

I11.

Ancillary Activities

A. Maxer1a1s needed
__’\1.
1. How I Would Change My Reading Program, example

1. HWrite a short report describing your read1ng program
1ast year, and alternatives for ‘teaching reading this year.’

B. Activities

Follow-up Activities L | L 3
A. None | ‘
. Jo.on
P C
’ \
| @ " , S
4
,\i:; ‘ o ) . i
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APPENDIX B

Appendix B contains tables of item means for all of the instruments
reported on in the’text. In each table, individual 1tems and a paraphrasing
" of the item wordings are inc]udedu On the aEtua] fnstruments some bf thg

items were phrased riegatively. In the tables, the phrasing of‘fhe items

has been changed and the meansihavé,been reversed to-él1ow‘fok the korrect
interpret&tion offthe ratings;. In the coLngs‘of these tables are the w—
DPRI programs. The item means are in the body of the tables. The means
were obtained by averaging over the number of‘indiﬁid&a]s‘whb résbonded to
~each item. .For éqch table, except Tables C'ahd E, statistica]lkests_weré
run to determine which program means f?r each item'were significantly |
higher or 1owervthan‘thé other program means. For Tables A and D contrasts

o~

were computed that compéred one meén-against the combined mean for the

‘ v ’ | Y 4.
remaining means on that item. For Table B, t-tests on successive pairs

" for each item were run. Far Tab]e F,'Tukey - HSD tests-on successive
pairs of means we;g run for each item. '

ko
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 TABLE B
ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR IFQ: DRPI COURSE

Program‘Numbers
Item :

1-51 6-91(10-12
& Sem'1| & Sem 2| & Sem 3

0

FT. Pre-Program preparat1on compared Mean 3.72 3.58 | 3.79

to work assigned in other s.d. . .86 | ..92= | .96 -
graduate classes 1 N 184 233 - 252
2. TV Program compared'tO'a Mean | 3.47% | 3.86 3.97%
graduate lecture - s.d. 1.10 .91 .95
o ’ o , N, - 158 |- 233 252
3. ~Four-Channel Audio compared to Mean 3.60, . 3.%57 3.53
‘class 'quizzes followed by a .| os.de 112 1,19 | 1.23
discussion of the answers . N. 143 - 233 252
4. Laboratory activities compared | _Mean 3.81. ‘_3,70- .3.80
to laboratory activities in o 5.d | .89 .89 | . .97 °
" other graduate c]asses ‘ ‘“”‘N“' 181 233 252
5. On-site reference mater1a1s . Meann 4.10 4:00 | 4.08
compared to materials plaged on | s.d. .| -'.94 .90 .90 -
- reserve by other graduate S R R 233 | 252 . .
' * instructors . - T . . .
. 6. ﬂRetrleval systems'materda19 . Mean .| 3.81 . 3. 91 3.75
. compdred to materials used to 7| s.d. 925 {»- .95 1 1.23
. ohe]p stuﬂents B {- N o142 91 4 222
' ® 7. Telev1sed-}nteract1ve sem1nars - | Mean 3.40 | 3. 44-QL‘ 3.59
‘> . compared to graduate seminars s.d. 1.05 | 1.02 1.10
- and c]ass d1sucss1ons L N . »113 . 198 o222 -
8. " Homewdrk ass1gnmehts compared = Mean-. 3. 61 ~‘3;58‘_ - 3.76
“to other graduate c]assés ] oseda {099 99,4 1.1
SRR . . L ANT 165 192 | 222
R - : \t , . , \\ ‘.
9.<_Unit tests compared to instruc- Mean "3.82 173,59 - 3.88 .
tor made testg tn other graduate s.d. .81 -~ .94 .1, .93 -
. classes o .0 N7 1657 193 222,
a)il oL ) ) = * * — T - ‘ - . - - .
*t ~test. between these two I sans Was 1.57, this is significant at,.10 -
' 1eve1 S L "ﬁ A *
\\/,~~;J Note: 5 po1nt Likert scale o = unacceptab]e -~ 5 outstand1ng
o e s
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e - TABLE E N
-~ MEAN RATINGS ON ISUSQ: DPRI COURSE . - B
C. a v (N 236)
Item < . o i , S -_ ' . Mean - ' }
, . \ - T . . ° - _ .
. o P P
. 1. The Select-fd training paokage adequate]y exp1a1ned the
- use of this 1nformat1on system. . . 4.11 * :
2. The Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System tu&1n1ng package Lo :
adequately exp1a1ned the--use-of this 1nformatTon system. T 3.90 /
31 feel thatJthe information request form for the Se]ect—v o
.t - Hd information was c]ear in its format. . 4.11 <
4. I feel that the 1nformat1on request form for the Texas :
Computer Retrieval System 1nformat1on was clear in.its : ‘
format. . _ . : o 3.87
_ ' ' ' |
5. 1 feel that it did not take too 1ong to receive information .
from the Select- Ed system. A 3.09
6. L feel that it did not %ake too long to receive information -
-~ from the Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System , ‘ _ 3.01. -
7. The Select- Ed information search’ prov1ded me with the ’//// R
1nformat1on I wanted o < 3.35
8. ’The»Texas Computer Retrieval System information seareh :
i provided me with the information I.wanted ’ . 3.30
é. ‘The Select-Ed 1nformat1on system gave me more 1nformat1on :
than 1 expected - . : . - 2.97
10. The Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System 1nformat1on system S
gave:me.yiore information than I expected. , RN - 3.05
1. The Se]ect—Ed information system was easy to use -’ . 3.80
iu _
g 12. - The Texas Computer Retrieval System 1nformat1on system ,
. a ‘ was easy to use. S o Do - 3.5%
! - : “ Ral
13. The information rece1ved from the Se1ect Ed 1nformation
v system was easy to interpret. _ 3.3
: \
14, The information rece1ved from the Texas Computer Retr1eva1' 4 )
8.

System information system was easy to 1nterpret , 3.

-




seykyyy','

TMBLE E -- CONTINUED = %

~Ttem . ¢ . ' 7 ] ' - Mean

15. The Select-Ed 1nformat1on system prov1ded me with useful

information.  ° . v . o . - 3.44 .
.\16."The Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System prov1ded me w1th
0 .'useful information. . , o 3.36
B 17. The Select-Ed 1n£ormat1on system is we]] worth the t1me
. and effort it took to use it. . L : 3.51
. v . \ f c T
v 18. The Texas Computer Retrieval System information” system'is .
- R ,we]] worth the time and: effort it took to -use it. ‘. 3.45
,uu,_' -19. I rece1ved conf11ct1ng'1nformat1on fron the d1fferent i »
~ information’ systems. : _ . 2.2
20. If the Se]ect Ed information system were ava11ab1e to me, . ,
7 in my schoo] system, I would use it. o o 4.35°"
s 21. If the Texas Computer Retrieval System tnformat1on system .
: ; ‘ " were ava11ab1e to me,. 1n my. schoo]l system I wou]d use it. 4.16
T 22. 1 feel that the Select- Ed information system is extreme]y g
. «benef}c1a1 to me as a teacher. T 'v . 4.07
) . 23... I feel"that the Texas Computer Retrieval System 1nformat1on )
¢  system\js extremely benef1 ial to'me as a teacher. - © o, 3.86
24 1 would recommend ‘the Se1ect Ed 1nformat1on system to my v -
\\fellow teachers. . .. w0 4.13
‘.25; .1 would recommend the Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System '
. informatfon system to my fe]]ow teachers - o 3.9
e i ot L A ST
¥ Mean for Select- S . » - T 3.69
_’Mean for Texas Computer Retr1eva1 System ‘"‘ R J/.3.56
Note: 5-point Likert‘sca1e 1 = strongly disagreeue—'S szhogg]y_agree
A " ) s
J s ¢ »a..f .
. _}a&;’{;w . " .. 1/’ ‘ ‘
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“ 1] ' 4‘ - \ - 3 V ’ ) - ’ \‘
' L . OTABLEF L) T
hed . . ’ [ » . ’
: ? . MEAN RATINGS ON SQ: DPRI COURSE * . 4
"Q‘ ’ A Lt X .v-: . AR f
‘. . o N - Overall -
Item . . 1 271 3 Item - .
) to . ‘Mean - : /
. ! : \, /
. : - ‘ : ' "
. Pretaped f11ms va]uab]e Supp]ement 2,3 1. - J ' /
. to course maber1a1 v 3,411 3,83 * 1362 , /]
- . g . S
-2 Sem1nar presenters did provide 2 .2 1,2 s L / {
" adequate question responses. %63 3,70 4.14] 3.83 - -/ / .
3. 'Questions sent in were valugble in 3 2 o // B
- . h1gh11ght1ng 1ssues 4,0l 3-89 | 4,21 4,04 -/
5 o . o /
4. Many 1mportant quest1ons on t0p1c - 31 . Lo /
~ , were raised. '2.85'4 2:% | 3,15 ] 2,99
C 5. Sufficient opportunity to contribute ’ n |
|  questions. , | 4,30 4,44 |- 4,47 | 4,41
6. Adequate time allowed for preparation | 2,3 10 K
and transm1ss1on of quest10ns 4,111 4.4C1 4,37 14,30
. g}k ‘ s a . s k
DT ; : 3 3 1,2 - e
7. Seminar discussion 1'nteres-t1'ng e 13,881 3,901 4,27 |4, @
8. Sem1nar presentat1on Was well » 1 3 3. 1,2 .
... organtzed. |4, @] 4,18 | 4,43 [ 4,23
’ 9. Sem1nar discussants expressed . .o+~ 3 'i§ d,2
‘ themselves ctearly. . - . 4, i 3.% 4.37'Nl4.13
. ° - ﬁ' . N
A o | | 2l L3 2, T,
N 10~ Presenters expert .in content areas. 4,471 4,19 4.5Ct 4,38
. T]S Seminar- he]ped to better understand \ 2,3 | ‘1}- 1 ;
.. _course. . 3,52 3.8C| 4, (43,80
n - 2. Sem1nar compares. favorab]y to on- . R ) ) A .
- s1te seminar. . - 2.%512.9%51(12:%2.% ‘
- ' .\‘ . * . . q\ b\
. 0 13. Got,more out of seminar than . |
. ppgtapgd lessons. | 2,591 2.4212.4412.8 >
o .14, New material was 1ntroduced 1n ) | -
) , 2’- 98 . 3-29 3!13' ‘

the seminar.. . %
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" ~ fTABLE F -- CONTINUED
. < Sl “%  |Qverali -
Item ~ ~ 7 l : 2 3 , Item |
. ) - ‘ ' Mean
g hd A '
15. 0pportun1ty to generate questions most | . N ; |
valuable aspect of” sem1nar 3.73 13,631 35,79 3,]’2\1
. . .. N A N
o Ny . - “._. . ‘3 . - : _] v/
16. Time for seminar not too short. 3.7013.88| 3.99| 3.5
17. This was a good time in coursé . R N ' ' |
sequencé for semihar. - . 3.86 13,83 4,083,935 o
18. Wish more ofate1evised lessons : i - B ." N
| were seminars. . . - 2.84 12,63 2.73| 2.73,
19. Seminar presenters were aware “of .3 3 1,2
{ actual classroom and commumty prob]ems,},ﬁ} 3.731 4, (9 3,82
- 20. Did have a good grasp of new: mater1a1 2,3 1] 1
presented in this seminar. 2.,82:13,76 | 3.94| 3.53, .
21. FT]m sections of 'seminar better v, . i . ‘
: than discussion sections. 12,72 120611 * 2.66
’ J ) ‘ - . ! ’ . .oN
' Number of Subjects -~ * . [-1944 2111 219

' . Superscripts associated w1th a g1ven seminar mean 1nd1cate the other
seminar means that d1ffer ‘significantly (p < 05) by TukeyrHSD test.

*No pretaped segments used in sem1na 3.

Note:

~ 5-point Likert scale 1 +=-s rongly d1sagree -- 5=

L]

tsterg1y agree.
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