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Course content validation was developed as a
dlagnostlc model to ascertain the extent and quality of ©
implementation of individualized instruction at College of the
Mainland (COM). This process'dlagnoses the quality of instruction as
judged by instructional peers at other 1nst1tntlons. Content raters
are sent course . syllabi, course documents, selected examinations, and
descriptions of the course targst group and COM student body, and are
.asked §o *fill out a checklist including questlons relating to the
course rationale, learning objectlves, learnlngfactlvltles, ‘testing
techniques, and course organization. To date, 27 courses have been
sent to 135 raters througkout the United States. The-116 rating 0

checklists which were returned represent an- 86 percent response rate. o

The raters felt that the courses at COM have well-developed

e

behavioral nbgectlvesT—and—%h&t—the—course—objectives are relevant,

t

£

challlnglng, and appropriate for the target group. Overall, content
standards are high, and: these hlgh standards are reinforced with

. rigorous testing procedures. However, only 15 percent of the raters

encountered courses which are open-entry/exit in format, and only 11
percent encountered self-paced courses, implying alternate learnlng
activitiess Tabulated—responses to 24.-0f the 27 checklist questlons
are 1ncluded in this document. (Author/NHHN)
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e 6o11ege of the Mainland is undertaking a comprehensive

o

effort toward improving instructional effectiveness. Instruc-

tional improvement is net a novel process at the coilege> Over

| - the last five years there have been ‘humerous programs directed

o -

toward the betterment of instructio ‘ Exteﬁ81ve'in service
training has provided faculty much eyposure to the nature, scope
and strategies of individualized 1nstruct10n.

' College of the Mainland has méde an institution-wide com-

.mitment to individualized.instruction. Briefly stated, instruc-

tion is individuaIized when:

LN .

(a) 1earning outcomes are specifled in terms of

. behavioral obJ%ctives, /;"

(b)—studentscan master obgectives through -

. - alternate learning activities; and,

— . et s

) (e) students can learn at their own pace (this

criterion does not imply that students be offered
;77”4““““*“'t o 1ndependentrstudy" mSelfapacing»iswsuggested .
. #s a result of\;esesrch‘findings‘yhich support ~
. the contention that'iesrning'rates vary from

- | ' individual to individual). N

Despite a long stqnding commitment to individualized instruc-

tion, the extent of implementatlon is not known It was to ascer-

»

tain the level of instructional development that diagnostic models

+ .
»
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were designed and applied. - o ;é

g

One such diagnostic model is course contert vaiidation. !

-~

This process serves to diagnose the quallty of instruction ‘as -

-

,_MHWAM“_MW_judgcd by instructional peers.

‘;-f“o b

.
-

L In designing the strategy for content validation several K
‘criteria were considered: )
- ' (1) Content can best be validated by persons -
having expertise 1n the JnsEructional
~ specialty being diagnosed;
(2) Objectivity req01res that content vali-
; , T datlon be done by persons outside the

. . ) , 1nst1tution. : ' B

v ' -(3) It .ig important that persons sélected as

s 1

. * .course content evaluators have a well-

+ s

‘developed undézstdtiding of individualized

' instruction. . A o
. S R - - : ’ N
. \ . ) .
. .o Content raters were selected on the basis of these criteria.

q

N "Each rater was sent the follow1ng

' i * course*syllabi _

ola
w

‘course docunénts

* selected examinations ~_

3 * a2 description of the course target group

’ * a description of the student body at C.0.M., and

Lt * a checklist. .




: need not be duplicated here

'}

” . )
ended response. «

. ‘ v .
Devélbpment of the checklist-was discussed“extensiVély in

thez@reface to- the Findings of Round I of course validation and

‘

The checklist contains questions
relating te the rationale, learning objectives, learning activ-

ities, testing techniques, and organization.of the course being

’ LA

rated.

s

Since indlviduallzed inStructipn is a rather complex concept,
a number of items were included in the'ratlng instrument to de-

termine the level of an cpen-entry/exit, self-paced instruction

The ratlng instrument contains twenty seven questions. Twenty

four questions require structured responses, three permit open-

1
-

- . * . .

.

.

-

' * 4
To—date;—tworounds—of courses have been rated for content

and organization. In Rounds I and II, twenty-seven courses were
. N :

.. Sent to approximately 135 ratexs throughout the United States: -

116 rating checklists were returned. This‘represents a very

v e

favorable response rate of ,eighty-six per cent.

-

~
<

v

of the rating results.

: j~“““Following is a question by question déscription and discussion




- ROUND I - C

» Pt e =y “t -

. ) - ‘i’, * ©
- / .
“Auto 165 - "Auto Air Conditioning . ‘ ,
: . Biology 141, 142 - General Biology RS o
- Business Communications 231 - Business Commurications .
‘ Economics 231 - Principles . K
Electronics 141 - Eléctrjical Electronics Circuits I .
. ‘ English 131 - Composition & Rhetoric in Commwiication . -
' History 135, 136 - U. S. History- o
Nursing 161 - Physical and Mental Health and Illness ‘ Lo

Nursing 262 - Physical and Mental Health “and Illness
P, E..111 - Foundations of Fitness and Health
. Psychology 231 - Infroductory

vy . “%5 .
. '..
‘ﬁ -
o k}
. ROUND 11 o .
o . ‘3 a ) . .’ v v . S
) ,
__.4.‘ Art 131 132 - BaS]'c' Des"gn I ];I. e s ‘::;..":",_f_' :”__:.__‘__‘:‘ S S
o Chemlstry “T4T, 142 < General Inorganic - . " ) E .
. Coopérative Educatlon . - ‘S ’
English 132 - Comp081tlon and Readlng . LT : _/ ‘ .
- Introduction to Business 131 - Introduction. . . ) N e 2
' 7 7 Mapagement 231 - Principles o)
o Marketing 231 - Principles . . T . .
- ‘% ‘. Math 231,.232 - Calculus I, ‘II , - t /
P, E, 117 - Beginning Tennis . N N
) P011t1ca1 Science 235, 235 - American, Natlonal and State Government
, ..Sociology 131 - Introductory ° ” . -
Speech 131 - Fundamentals of Speech T a o
Psychology 233 - Child Growth and Development . [
- Q ' -
- © Q
v L4
-4- - . *
- \?,
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UESTIONS . R . o . ) .
‘ 1. Does the syllabus attempt to justify the course content tb the . o
Student? L0
. . VALUE ~+ CODE - ,PERCENTAGE . e
. “No justification 1 2 S {
- ' ; A ‘2 \9/ t ’. . ' .‘,
o M v hd \-“, ¢".~ L , Ve
3. L 19T .
U S ST . ‘
o A oo .. ‘ 4 . 37 - : .
. ) 5 . i,o
) Excellent justification 5 33 - d
« - .Raters weére. asked about the éxtert to'which course Content

¢ . . .o

was justified for students. Generally, it is recognized that ar

rationale provides positive inducement for students to‘undertake

A4
the 1earning process. Eighty-nine per cent of the raters assess- )
ed courqes—whieh—previded—average—and*above average-justification o
N of course conteng to studentg. * -7 - [T o/ - ' ’ ;
R o . K
;L:Wﬂ"2 -Are-the outcomes referred “to in the object es -specific andj““”““"%“’“““'“%
. measurab1e9 .- N ) oo
| U vALE. ¢ cODE PERCENTAGE ;
Vague and Unmeasurable 1 4 7’ . : R
K ] . ) : {7 )
* - . "3 4 '
' b L3
S \ ,Specific'and Measurable 5 - 750 - i - .
This question sought to‘ascertain the eitent to which learn- | o
- ~ing-outcoﬁes, (not necessarily "ebjectives') were specific and -
nmasurable. Well-written course'objectives sﬁould describe term-
§ :inel behaviorsnwhich are bothisoecific“and measurable. .Eighty-six R

1) . L) .
. ' - . -
|




per cent (eight'out of ten of the ratsrs) encoun‘;red courses

';~' average and above averagt in specificity and measurabi11t9

4

------------
[

5, How would you des¢ribe the términal competencies of the course?

o . - ngue . Code . Percentsge“ o v‘ o
~ Simple, Rote, Memorization | ‘ 1 L
‘ ‘Lacking challenge ] _ 2 4
, L .' 3 .21 .
e . 46 |
Challenging,-requiring > AT ‘ _ ’
Complex Mental Skills 5 [ 28 - '

.
- . ‘. .Y

. Difficulty of terminal competencies wa§ ra;ed in‘this question, *

Raters tere asked to Judge the quality of Objectives' contént. “Oniy .
" B =
five per cent encountered competencies which were considered s1mp1e

rote ox unchallenging The remainder rated courses whieh were average

7. or aboVvé average in requiring compIéi‘mental skills*and~cha11enges~ -
-« to 'the learper. . P

q . . ' e e e e e e . - " .
e . . ”

-

k. Do objectives follow a logical sequence from ease to'difficulty?

Value Code Percentage
S No . ) 1 6‘[ £ - Y ‘. . “'.’
) . 2 "6
. 3 4 ’ .
P R ) ' -
. | 3 . 4 38
Yes . 5 36 '

o -

. ' A wéll-constructed course should ideally'progress_grom a start- -

w . . . - - . . -~
. ing point of relative ease, to more sequentially difficult tasks.

RN

In this fashion, initial success is likely to be experienced by

o ~ students. As students develop more positive ﬁeeLings toward course

1 L

. -6~

- * L
- - ¢ . MR
- - *

L4




content thé/ w111 in all 1ike11hood be better prepared for more
difficult cogni*ive obJectives later 1n the course. Eighty eighq,

per cent of the raters encountered courses that have average or:

above average organization élong a: progresslqn from ease to dlfficulty.

., . - e m e e e e e e
y .
N L v

5. 1Is there any effort to maKe the objectives relevant to the student? -

a - - Value . Gode Percéntage .
2 N?: . f“ 1 1 . . ‘6 o ey ]
] . . -, .
% w 2 15 -
T3 ) A b
1%
; ) . . - 3 a13 -« . :
. . oot ’ L ) ? )
. .o | 4 24 Lo
- < 3 - 2 !
. . . v L3
Yes -5 N 42.

»

| , Numerous, well-supported arguments have been'advancedito‘sugl
“ ! T -~ ' ) &
: gest that learning is more likely to occur when objectives attain

relevance to students. Seventy-nine per cent of the ratens evalu-

-
~

: ‘ ated courses _average and above average in.terms of offering rele-

o e, .

’ vance to students. 4. - .
L] N \v ----- 1‘— - - -
6.. Given the student target group, would you use the same objectives
; if this were your course? 7. e, 7
.Valuye " Code ‘Percentage ‘
o None R 1Q ) - 5 . .
) ° 2 ) 10 . ) .
o . 'S N o e , . N
] 3 27 -
" : ‘ . 4 - .42 . I
All 5 .- - 16 :

¢ In arder that:multiple*assessments of each element of the
course be obtained, raters were also asked 'to judge whether they

. \ " a -
* 9 v A ) r
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4

’ would use MALL",

.
- <

would . use similar obJectives for a similar course Sixteen per cent'“\

Five per .cent would use "qgne" Eighty-five per

cent rated. obJectives average and'abova average in "Ec¥ms of adoption

14

for simflar codrses and targetlggggb L e A

* -
. ' . « 1%
- - . ~

- em e e e e e e e

RY
.

If a studént mastered all requirements of this course with an "A"

w?at grade would you assign if'students performed identically- in your
class?
¢

)
(N -

Value T Code'

Percentage . .
Re OA

> oY
W

o A : :
o o 94 . ‘ -
A relatively broad content assessment should derive from a t
judgement as-‘to- how well an HA student in the course being rated

would do in the rater's course.

1A
A° 'Q

Raters~would award stuﬁents
at 2 level approaching statistical significance at .05 probability

In other words there is substantial probability that raters would

not award less than an "A".

If a student mastered the course obJectives would he/she be pre-

pared for the next course in sequence (ifaany) at_ygurﬁggllege9 )

'y

Value

v

No

-

-

Code
l \
2 .

) Percentage T
.0 ,
1 : )
7

-




- The extent to which the course under scrutiny would prepare
a student for more advanced classwork was evaluated. Ninty-two

- per cent of raters judged students, to be above .average in prepar-

kg

ation for subsequent courses. SRR . o .

@ 4 - i Re)

- 9. Would a senior college accept competencies required.hgre’as eguiv-.
alent of its,own colirse, if applicable? » T ,
. _c ¥alue - Code . Percentage .
Cle \'. No ) 1 . 4
- ' 2 :
¢ é. * A . N »
6 -
, - a ‘ ////21 .
! '\ e Yes‘ 5 . . 67
Since’ each questlon of the 1nstrunent“might poss1bly be in— ~
Y terpreted out of context multiple weasures.of course content -
~  quality were‘sought. . » ) LT .. e
X . “Minety-four per cent of raters'Telt dourses would serve
[ - students well in ccmpérison to similar senidr.coliege courses.
. " . * ( A .
10 What is your overall evaluation_ of the content standards’ described
_‘“‘in“the—syiiabusi _ NN o . :
- L Value ~ Code 'Percentage - .
*Poor, very low standards 1 \ 1
M - t
. ) 2 2" . .
. . ’ - ]
. f , -3 10 . -
‘ ' s 4 35 .
‘Excellent, *high standards 5 52 e
. 1) ¢ . 3 ::“ ’ 11 Yy - . Pl
[N -~ } . , * - . . ..
4 ~9- r N

s,
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-

A f1na1 quesgion addresog?g the quality of course content

3y o L«

|

|

\

|

|

' . dealt with overalr 1mpre331ons. On a continuumnflanked by poor - o
low standards, and excellent ~h1gh standards, 97 per. tent of fhi .

\ ;be raters Judged tourses average and_above average'in terms of .| .

v . DY A o e . 8 - . “ . . .
excellence . ' » * ' . .: ) P r . ) o

., - e e o v e - - - * e e M

' ”~ [ . . .

- llc‘ Could a student ‘enroll or complete.thls course at any t1me°

. “Value * . Code Percentage, R :

0 .
[ s, . . .

. ' Yes l‘ . 15 -,

. e . . " < () . .
. No. 2 w47 L
. v ro, L. I " ' . : '
.. Not ' Indicated 3 - - 738 ., ;
- w ! . L A .
N : Course"organlzat:on prov1des a measure qf ‘whether or not
. L,

individualization has occurred ldeally; ip a truly 1ndiv1dualizeg .
. ~course, students should be able to progreSs at thelr oWn rate of

learning. This is not to imply that 1nstruct10n need be "independ-‘ \

© -

ent study." Community college students are often unable to gener-

ate motlvatlon necessary to carry them’ through a. semester of loosely

non- supervised activity. However if it is p0331ble -for.a student

.to enrcll and complete a course at d1fferent points in a semester

. without penalty, then some instructlonal development'could be‘fald ‘<o

" < to have occurred. ) . : . ' e

Fifteen ner cent of raters encountered courses which permit

‘ open entry-exit: . ‘: . ﬂ‘ T M
. , .

»*




‘ ‘Value
. ' -9 SR

No

Not indicated

¢

Ll

should he allowed more time to do so without penalty'

Code

3"

. PR N . L ®
If students are unable to -complete a coprse on time, they

Percentage N
R ]-.1:«.—— _-_“ J— _..»... . e .,.__. -
53

34

Al L

-

Eleven

per cent of raters evaluated courses which allow students to

. - . - -

- e e me @ e e e e

extend past semester time limits and still receive an "A"

"Are alternate learning activities provided 90 that students could

complete the course without attending lectures?

. ' - Value

N -Yes

v I
e

CaEn L - NO
LI ;\it‘f‘& -

L
Not indicated

%

é

4t

Cooe

2
3 ‘.ﬂ" ‘~-

<
el

- alternate learniny activ1ties to lecture.

14,

t

‘attending what may bgy interpreted as'a s ingle lecture.

qualified - asking whether or not: a c

to ascertain the overall extent to which lectures wexe the sole in-

instructional vehicle.

Y

-

\'\—..\
ourse cou

Pexrcentage RS-

19 -

7 56
25 _

o & ‘

About one in five raters-enroﬁntered courses which offer students 5

I3

This question is rather un-

It was intended

<
, .

-
[y

N
Do learning activ1ties prescribe active or passive learner roles?

I S Value

)

L Active.

h . e

et - - Passive

Code - :

Percentage |
45 )
22 . 3§
19 . e
10- - A
4 * ‘-.\

-

Id‘beNcompletedawithout______

K]
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“To the extent that "good".instruction is known to occur, a

—

student should play an active, rather than passive, role im the )

1earning process. Eighty-six per cent of the'raters'felt courses

to be average or above 4verage in presrrlbing that students play

-

1aan actiVe 1earner s role

- e e e e e W e e

..15:_ According to the ssyllabus media are used: g ‘ W
R A Value Code _Percentage ’ -
‘ 2. ) . '
Nevex 1 7
2 v 9
t LY N . '
) : . 3 27 : ‘ e %
- : ' : , C LR
. . - 4 43 o T
- Wlth Frequency T 5 1 . .

- . »

R E thla use is regarded as a des1rab1e concomltant of 1nd1v1dua112ed

D

<

instruction. Seven of one hundred of the raters Judged courses which- .

p

never use medla. Eighjy- four per cent of theé raters scored courses’

-r

average and’ above average in frequency of mddla use. °.

L]

. °
<, . L e T Y

- ° "+

16. Could a student select from alternate 1earn1np activities to master

obJectlves° 0' . ‘ » K ; B -
v ! L Yéléi° Code : Percentage '
Yes 1. _ 48 ER . C ,.
. No , ' 2. . _ 34 . J‘ ‘
o ~ Not Indicated 3 | 18 |

e

On a less global scale, fifty per cent of raters encountered ©

courses which offered alternate 1earn1ng act1v1ties for mastery

. e

N 1 of’ sbme obJectives. ) A\ , .o

ST ) j14
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o ' ¢

17. Do'learning°activities_provide opportunities to'master the specific

e tasks?oo-o—- .- e [ S -
' Y 'vValue " Code - Percentage -
Co ‘ " No 1 6 :
P - : : '
. 2 3

L3 -

o 4 29 |
Yes s 48 . : T

Appropriateness of learning tasks, in light of objectives was

evaluated Only nine per cent of raters scored courses below average

-

~on this’issue. Seventy-seven per cent scored above average.

e

L. . % . <.
N . L. . - . . 7

18. Do tests require students to put learned material together in new

<

. WayS? v‘, [ ‘." ’ ;7 ' . LR ’ ' « C t
" Value . Code -~ ~ Percentage 3 C o
T No ; 1 N 14 s [
" Sometimes 2 ~ . 58" / i
 Yes 3 . o8 -

P . N - B .

. . While objectives may be-of very high quality in structure and
“ A of the extent to which obJectives are achieved Objectives might
resound of challenge, complexity and higher order mental skills, but -
without the evaluation system to“measure mastery, they may beohollow.
| One index of test quality is to gauge vhether tests require
. students to deal with concepts in-a different manner from which they

° wetre learmed. Elghty -six per cent of the raters encountered courses .

content it is equally important that tests provide an accurate diagosis .

-in which tests did require recomposition. L
. S
B < -13- . >
Q. : - S o : S, .
_ERIC L s A . .



19. Do tests require students to answer questioms. not speclfied in -

L4

_?objectives? . o R L
| Value Code : Percentage
No 1 . ’ "519\ .
Sometimes 2 .27 g

3

About ‘four out of ten raters felt questions went beyond

13
-

the scope of objectlves.

A\

.
4 - e e e o o e e e

£

on

20. Are’ there enough test items to evaluate mastery of the objectives

}

in each unit? .
. "@  Value . Code Percentage’
5 No .- LT w7
T Sometimes o2 23 N "
. Yes 3. 67 T
% . .
) Only ten per cent of the respondents felt there were not
) 'enough test 1tems to evaluate mastery of objectives. ;
[_ ] ) ‘ S e e m — 3 )
21. Are the test items geared for the level of competency called for
;.1n the - obJectives? ) ) ' S ‘
' ' . .1
AL . Value Code - Percentage
. k o L Sl :- .. ) « . * .
. - {- . s ‘ NO / l ¢ 3 . _ = ¢
. £ Sometimes . 2. 12 ;
Yes 3 - © 85 v
e : . vy
g
. v




i T S . ‘ .- 7 ) 3 .

[

Tést items, “according to raters, are geared for the level of
~1w—”‘“competency called“for“in objectives. Affirmative responses are -

ptrobable at the OS 1eve1 of confidence.

.

- . s e e e e e ; - ‘e o=
2 N

[

o 22, Given the same objectives, how would studentsd in your class consider

the test items? ' T

. Value .. -Code . Percentage .
Extremely Easy 14 : 0.

2 7

3 49
b 37

5 A A . N

L2

Extremely Difficult
One would not expect a rater to Judge that his/her students
would find test items "extremely difficult " Such a statement
might sound .as if the rater's students were not up té par. However;

‘ seven per cent did rate questions as extremely difficult Ninety-

three per cent rated test items average and above average in diffi. ~

culty, and none asserted test items were‘ extremely easy." ) . o

----------
- L] -

23, G ven the course objectives, would the student target . group be able °

to complete ‘the test in the time allotted? " L
Value . Code - Percentage“ .
. =t No . 1 2
' Possibly L2 -

. Yes S 3 60 . ' ' PN .




.
iS‘

Two per cent of the raters felt tests did not give students

o

adequate time for completion. The remaining ninety eight per cent
responded "possibly" and "yes"

.
-.i

24,  Generally, how would you déscribe the.test items?

Value Code Percentage
‘ Very peor1§ written "1 -: 3 T
‘ 2 s | , .
» L3 18 ' ©
i ,Extremely wellfw;itten ,Q é" o, 21 o _ ‘ .

Py

Raters,were asked to render an overall evaludation of test items.
On a.continuum bounded by "Very_ﬁborf&}writteh", three per eEnt found
poorly written tests,‘tWenty per cent fOund tests.to be extremely

well written. Ninety seven per cent. test items average and above

von . . S

-~

" average.

~ > ‘
* . . . ¥
2

s
.

o - - —

Questions 25, 26 and 27 reéuestedAaP“opeh—ended'response from
raters. Raters were asked which otjectiﬁes should be deleted,.énd
| which should be added, In addition: broad and general comments as _ (
to the oveiall quality of the course were solicited. These chments ~
would sérve only a limited anemkmal purpose in the overallwsummery. *

Ehey can be perused verbatim 6n individual cdurse‘evaluations.;
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rated courses which permit students to leard at their own pace, with-

SUMMARY . - . L

Courses- rated/in Rounds T and II have well- ~developed behavioral

[y

ohiectiyes.~ Course objectives received favorable ratings in terms

of relevance, challenge, and-appropriateness for the target group.
Requiremen s f§f oourses rated inﬁRounds I and II are demanding. -

"A" students at C.0.M. would be "A" students' elsewhere. Students *

completing C.0.M. courses could be expected to do well at universi~

ties anhd otheZ Comnfunity Colleges. Overall, content standards re~

ceived excel{ent ratings. Only three in one hundred raters encoun-

-
tered courses_below average in.overall quality.

- 4
Content 1is one‘element instructfhnal.delivery techniques are

, ")

f 1y fifteen per cent of the raters entountered courses.

3

another.

which are open entry- /exit in format., ‘Even fewer, eleven per cent

s : o \ -

~

out penalty . : < T IS

_‘structiocn is that' alternate learning techniques be made available to

A n£cessary prerequisite of open entry/exit and self paced in-

~

students, while some portions of courses can be accomplished with

altern?te activities, 1ecture is the predominant instructional de-

livery strategy. Extensive use of media is not apparent from the

AY
A .

materi ls- supplied to raters.
JTests do not appear to be incongrous with objectiyes. ”Raters
found test items to be consistent w1thvterminal behaviors specified'

i ) N
. -
. ~ N
.

4n course obJectives. RN R




A .

e tings received in Rounds I and II yield several ‘conclusions :-

°

4 .

~ P,

' ‘i>. (1) ‘Course standards are demaﬁding to the extent that’
they constitute more than adequate preparation
oo B for transfer. } ' , >

< ! -

(2)  High sstandards are reinforced with rigorous

o . s s

testing procedures. N

\\”*iKQ) . The area least favorably, evaluated cbncerned class

-$tructure permitting alternate learning activities and -

. - »i L
-~ . R

\\
N Q i B U .’-—_‘_A‘#,.,,,—M“,M,_/—-,- P
>t-_. SR e e —
e e - - ]
e T - |

o;ogy, requires further eiaborarion'and an attempt to explain
the diacrepahe%; One factor ma& be purely semantics. That is,
the term "behavaoral objecrive has been clearly defined (by )
Mager .and others) and has been used to the extent that its

pmaning approaches universality. However, "self-pacing' lacks »

" the clear definitional parameters which“characterize cbjective@.m‘

Ve P

‘It may be interpreted as complete student independence from

P
£

faculty gﬁidelines, or it may represent re-cycling ox re-testing
within units of varying lengths. ’ \

-

The "presencé; or absence of lectures as components of an
N ‘:; \~ . N A Y




~ ‘.

individuallzed course of instruqtion has frequently been a point

of contention. In Postlewaithe ] early work on audio~tutor1a1

4 "

biology, a-pioneer.eﬁfort‘inwselfspaced instruction, his first

i
major revision was to reinstate both general assembly:sessions

e

and small group discussions. Subsequent research has supported the oo

g
Ygew
£

need for inltial lecture sess1ons§to oricent the students to the

.
<

i
use of an indiv1dua112ed format_ \ °
Therefore, the results of oufs1de evaluation to date should

serve as signals, suggesting that‘self—pacing and ‘alternate

learning activ1ties should be exa ined but it should not be

,—-»T‘—"_“”
* —

accepted ‘as definitive ev1dence—tFat”these components are below
. M v
e —pdF. © Not only should the components be examined, butvattention

v

o shoold eiso‘belafforded to the ajfinition of these terms in the

‘course documents, and to thé proportion of lecture and alternate

* : hd

activ1t es,selected for inclusiom in the courses.
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