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3 model for evalua*lng the extent to which

instruction iSvrndlvidualized is described.

. The model is based on a

concepxualaza*ion of ,individualization which focuses on observable v
teacher bghavior resultlng in the manipulation of classroof
environmental and_ instructional variables to meet the needs of
individual learners, PQr evaluation purposes individualization mpas
corsidered an attribute of instruction. An evaluation instrument was
developed and field tested. This indicated that teachers and others

can employ the nodel’ rellahly. The model appears to be valid and have ]
heuristic value; several implications for the use of the model are
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Dlscuss1on of 1nd1vﬁdua11zed 1nstruct1on oftert results in what fFrase (19?2)
_called "a concatenated assemblege of pedagogical phrases" (p. 45) This seems to
have occurred because there ts such qavar1ety of be1?efs and opinions abouf'what
" constitutes individuélized instructidﬁ. Forleﬁample, PSI, Project PLAN and IP}
are portrayed as indiyiduaiized-insgructionﬁl approaches, ‘?et each differs from
:_the others both in the quality and the nature of instruction. The COHfUSion’ébgut ‘
individualized instruction is further comﬁoundeﬁ by the current "fad"” status of

individualization. That 4s, if a teacher, publisher, or other educator wishes to

=~ get anywhere in the world of education, the tag "individualized" is manditory; or ///

no oné wi1l pay any, attention. Llittle matter whether the label:is appropriate

Ll

since the confusion is.s0 great-that'one could probagjy‘find support in the educa-

-
tion literature to justify almost any use of the term. .

This confusion has created two related problems. First, there is a need for
. ).
a clear tonceptualization of exactly what individualized instruction is and what *~

.

" it means to the classroom feachér. Second, practitioners (teacher, principalss..

[] . . . .
and administrators) need a procedure for determining whether or not a program 1s.

-
1Y

indeed individualized. To meet these problems an evaluation model has been deve-

}
Toped which can be appl1ed to 1nstruct1ona1 programs to determine the extent to

which the program is individualized.. The model d1ffq\f from most evaluab1on mbdels
in that 1t focuses on the concept of 1nd1v1duallzat1on rather than on’ the product(s)

- of the instructional program. As such, the model is.oriented toward the develop-
* i

ment and delivery processes of instructional programs in terms of - -thejr 1nd1v1-

\ddaifzed nature. Such a mode]_can serve several purposes for both developers and .

3%£§va1uators. For example, a developer can use the model as a guide to systematically

'
N e
LI

individualize instruction in a purposeful manner rather.than stt choosing common

v
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individualjzing strategies. The model can*also serve a heuristic purpose for
conceptualizing the purposes and processes involved in individualizing instruction.

In addition, program evaluators can use this model to determine if instructional

programs are developed to meet overall educational goals ‘gnd Durposes._.Einqllx,L___J_ ,
use of this model opens the process of individualization. o fﬁreful scrutiny and, ‘
- as a result, individualized programs should become more comgatible with the wishes. ]

of both'administratoii and practitioners. It may atso promote systematic study of
] iﬁdiviﬁualizainn since the identified.variab]ésocan be systematically manipulated

under controlled conditions, ' o "

»

For the purposes of this model, indiv{dualﬁzediinstruction is defined as a

. - ! ’ - 4 'R ! ' -
process through which variables in the instnuqtlgﬁfj,m1lgeu are systematically ‘
manipulated as a function of the needs of individual learners and.the instruc-

. - - . . ) ;
tional objectives. The concept of individualization becomes managgablefbecause

there are.a finite number of variables over which the nstructor has <confre).
. - T_— """--....__ .

These variables are divided into two classes -- environmental and instructional =-

. and are manipulated to accommodate iqdividua1 student needs and unigle differeBEEsi

in order to maximize the probability of learning; Since the

variable results in observable change either in enviropmental arrange

N

3

pf every other variable, theref@re individualization -

a matter of degree. A program‘may have many or all, var :

-

to student‘needs or only oné or two. In addition, each variabTe can be maniﬁhlated 'y,
to a greater or lesser extent. The extent to which each variable can.be mnipula- - ..}

ted is continuous and'céq be conceived of as infinite. However, for He§tfiptive

»
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and evaluative purposes a scale organized into a conceptual continuum of manipula-

tion is presented ' ' - e

~

rAs an 1nstruct19na1’jr9cess, 1nd1v1duaﬂ$gat10n requires that the instructionail

-_and environmental variables be arranged tn a manner to maximize the probabIIIty,of

"each individual Teatning what is .intended. The‘ba51c procedure Lp develop)ng an

individyalized program is the arrangement of these variables. The continuum
- L

{ eaaste in terms of- (a) how many variables in each category are man1pu1ated ‘
(b) the extent to wh1ch each is manipulated, and (c) the qua11ty of the manlpula- S
tion. :The first d1men51on, how many variables are manlpulated, is based on the
total number of vafiabTes_manipulated and may range from no variables to all

- variahaes.q Sihce there are a total cf.TS of these variables, it is possible to
have a total of 13 variables manipulated (see Table 1). The second d1men51on, the
extent of the man1pu1at10n, ds based Pn the notion that man1pulat1on of each var1able
is a mattef““f degree, S1nce 1nd1v1dual1zat1on is 1ntended to acCOnmodate individual
needs, this cont1nuum 1s conceptua11zed along a cont1nuum of accomnodat1on of
1nd1v1duals. Fon example, the contihuum runs from no manipulation to complete

¥

¢ . arrangement of the Varfab+ecio meet individual needs. This had been divided into a

five point scale which characterizes the extefit of the manipulation of each variable.

It is recognized that complete manipulation of all 13 variablgs is not only ideal-

S -

-

] : . .
istic but probably unattainable. /yowever, for the purpose of conceptualization,
this 1deal f'?m of 1nd1v1dual1zat10n is presented as a goal toward which to str1ve .

That is, a teacher shou1d attempt to mandipulate as many variables as possible to the

1 1

greatest'extent,poss1b1e, rea1121ng it is probably impossible “to manipulate‘all

A 'fa¥iab1%s for all studdnts at all times.’ s

- - e - ,'

. t_‘ i N N + . ..---"""-——_‘ P R .
The" third di ension, thé’qua]1ty of the manipulation, relates to the information




Decasaon 1nformataon is drawn from three major, sources: empiracei—datav 1og1c an

student assessment. This continuum is important since individualization requires

used in deciding how the variable will be nanipulated This. continuum consists

of a range from use of no information’ td use of an exemplary amount of 1nforma ion.

_considered and reasonable decisions based on sound information. This continuum

- The other end of the contanuom involves the use of no data with fio art1cu]ataon

- present (e g. qoant1tat1ve or verbal); and the quality of the attpibute-(e. gN

\ .
. practical or theOretacal) Nlth 1nd1v1dua1lzat10n considered an attribute of. N T N

!‘.\

increasing ability to art1culate the application of this data to pﬁatt1ce, defines

is relatively compJex and judgenental, but is conceptualized on the gquality of the
information. The upper~end of the continuum necessarily includes logic, empirical

research resu1ts and assessment data. n addition, the instructor should be able

\ . -
to articulate how the data were used in deciding to arrange the variable as observed.

of why no data-were used. The 1ncreas1ngly good use_ of data, as well as an T

]

progress on this continuum. ° K . . \\\

" In evaluating the 1nd1v1dua11zat1on of instruction the not on of 1nd1v1dual1-

t
may be considered an attribute of an 1nd1v1dpal. Evaluation of this §r1bute

]

‘ -
zation has.been conce1ved of as sim11ar to an attr1but§1ﬁ For examb{g;:ﬁntell1gence

]

could attempggto discojer'now much of the attribute was present, what aréas were °

1nstructlon, the evaTuation process determines: {1} how much 1nd1v1dua11zation { A

is present (2) in what ways it is present and (3) the qualaty of the Dresence

To guide the eyaluat1on process.an.evaluation 1nstrument has been developed, the
instrument focuses on systematic observation of EEErEEHQViOFS'Of the,educator - N
or 1nstructaona] product ose of the instrument—provides a descriptive picture

a

of the 1nstruot1on be1ng evaluated in terms of how much 1nd1q1dua]1zatlon is

presert. : Lo [ s S
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Method

The eva1uat1on.1nstrument was field tested with 15 pairs of student teachers

-u—;.....

in_an elementary educgtion teacher tra1n1ng program. A three haur training was :
given during which the procedures for use of the evaluation instrument and

L]

scoring was presented as described in the instruction manual. C]assroom,programs;

. il
were then evaluated. The manual is -available upon request.

——

! -

‘ Results
The instrument wasygmp1oyed with genera44y high re]iabj]ity; averége-agreement
for all pairs was 83%; range was from 52% agreement to 100%,agreement. General
agreement on some dimensions appeared to be lower than-on others. The dimensions
of representat1ona1 mode and content of objectives appeared to have lower rates

of agreement than the other d1mens1ons

* Conclusions . . a

This evaluation model appears to serve several useful functions. First, it
b . .

casts the concept of individualization into a reality base. That is, individual~
1zat1on is defined as specific actions taken by teachers to accommodate individual

differences. These actions are comprised of manipulations of variable features

of the/jhstructional mileau. As a Fesult,it is possible to conceptualize individ-

fualiiat1?n/1o a comprehensive manner-‘as well as to pract1ce individualization.

Second, 1nd1v1dual1zation is conceptual1zed as a matter of degree That is, programs

may be either highly. 1nd1v1dual1zed or, m1n1ma11y 1nd1v1dual1zed Such a notion
N

makes possible the'planning of a progress1ve1y individualized program And, when

1nd1v1dual1zat1on is.a programatic goal, it is possible to assess the progressive

» degree of individualization developed over time. Such. g notion‘shou]d be beneficial

to both developers and evaluators of L"Str"CQ\f" Third because of the clarity of.
7




. and the justification for this action. As a resylt instruction is not portrayed .

- -

;
the concéptuaaiiatioﬁ, the mode] has heuriStic value. Oncg_ea;thariabIe is
identified and defined, ﬁpecifiq'ya}iables can pe‘chosen on which to begin or
increase the\levei of n i;idualﬁzation, This makes the process of indi;idua]-
ization a matter of‘épnsc1ou; dééi;ion maEing'on the part'of_ﬁhe developer.

An additional ad§antage bf this qppﬁgach,is‘jéé comprehensive manner in
which iﬁe brocess of ingj§iduali2ﬁtioh is:xreated. Téis iﬁﬁ]ﬁdes the man%pulation

LS - ) .
of variables to individualize instrvction, the degree to which each s manipulated-
*. + L] ks .

L™

. B - PR
as a unidimensional enterprise but as a-complex process requiring careful and

reasoned development. When using the mode! for a deQéIopmentaI guide, each -

o

qimension may be systematically planned forland attended to. Such a procedure °

w

should'resuii in more accurate and careful instructional devélopment:~ For example,

as a-consgquence‘of using the evaluation model, student teq&:irs became aware of

. how many ways in which instruptﬁon could be individualized. They also became aware

-] . > . . .
of how each variable could be justified. As’a result, these students' teaching

%

%trﬁtegies more closely approxihateQ a rational and systematic appyoach to inStruc-

tional. development.

-

Several training problems were encounfgreﬂ¢1 The méjor probleh appeared to be

insuring that evaThators.atg»cqmpletgly familiar with g]] the 1denx1f599%V%rﬁables,

< L] A e
 Particular g@gha&%§”§hou{d be giveﬁvto variables which are not commﬁﬁgyatansidered

T

,,--"""/ - ) ' . -
suelr ds "representational mode" and "content of objectives.tPreséntation of

muTtiple examples of these variables m his problem. Other problems were

mainly procedural and 3qe+udéd'the-need for intg;yiew techniques to gather just-

ification information and the need to gain ﬁami]#arity with, the recording procedures.

These do not appear to be serious,proﬁlems and can probably be adequately compensated

L

¥
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with pracfice under controlled conditions. .

R Y R .
The complete text of this report is available as well as the administration

manual and the evalfiation instrument upon request. Send, requests to:
A 4, Sherman
College of Education,
Virginia Polytechnic Institute .” o
ang State University ~
- . Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 .o
. "
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Table 1

The thirteen identified var1ables»wh1ch
‘may be manipulated to individualize

instruction
Variable

Representational ‘Mode. - |

‘ by
Message Channel
*

y
Content of Objectives

. Establishment of Objectives

5. Goals

6.

Strategigs

‘Definition .

The way in which information will

be represented to the learner; based

on a continuum from concrete to

abstract. . v K

,

The means through which inforMation
will be-communicated to the learner
(auditory, visual, tactile, ole-*

factoty; etc.). :

~a. The familiar notion of content
or "knowing what" or the

suhject matter of the objectiﬁes.

b. The mental proceSs of the
objective .or focusing on the
©."kndwing how" or level of
objectives such as is done - -
in Bloom's Taxonomy. '

-

a. Who g;ts 0bject1ves, that is,
the leyel of student participa-
*t1on #n the objective setting

process. ° ..

\
b. How are objectives set; that is,

on what basis are objectives
set (i.e. pre-determined
according to.an. instructiomal
program or based strictly on
student needs), .

Purpose statements which guide the *
development of,an instructional
‘program.

* The actions thé‘teécher takes to
impiement the ina&ructional process.
. * ".




7.

8.
9,

1D.

.

2.

13.

Assessment.

Evaluation

f‘

Remediation

Time

Space

Grouping .

Resources

‘11

‘'

2

. appropriate for correcting eryors. p

c. Human: individual$ available to

. . ¥
. 1‘ :
. .
" L]
- . . /
N o a .
¥

. A .
The process of gathering decision
making information in order to
determine how variable features N
of the instructional mileau should -
be manjpulated.

Collefing information relative tou__
student achievement of objectives.

a * ‘
Providing students with exper1ences

a. Time ailowed for completioh.of
objectives .

b. Time ailowed for 1nstruct10n

a. The des1gn of /e physical area
des1?nated for learning. '
b. ~ The design of the phys1ca] areas +,
“for activities not associated
with classroom learning (é.g.
~playround, cafeter1a) .
- NN
The way in which learners are .-
grouped for.instr, ct1on '
and other activiti .y

a. Textua]‘*pr1nted sound or v1sua1
learning materials whiCh are an
intricate part of the 1earn1ng
program " .

b. Wérksheets: materials prepared to
provide for student responses

support and facilitate the,
success of the 1nstruct10na1

program,

d. Other resources

tape recorders, overhead projec

etc.

L 4

-

. T

: this includes '
machinery 1ike film projectors,
s, h . ‘s,




