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ABSTRA' T

A'large scale, national instruction
handicapped children was initiated in

, the Handicapped and maintained for a pe
which was comprised of regional, state,
centers Provided a beginning base of kn
and priorities'for instructional materi
children. This paper reviews the knowl
direction to future work in the area of
fbr handicapped children. 2

1. materials support program for
1.64 by the Burea.0 of Education for

iod of ten years. This program
and local instructional materials
wNdge on the needs for, uses of,
is for use in teaching handicapped
dge base and providbs insight and
materials evaluation and selection
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INTRODUCTION

'Since 1964, via the nationwide network of special education instruc-
tional materials centers (IMCs) and learning, resource centers (LRCs), a
considerable effort has been made to provide teachers of the handicapped
with instructional materials and aids to assist them in their role. This
effort has_seemingly been based on the premise that there is a direct re-
lationship between the quality of instruction a child receives and the
qualify of support (including instructional materials) that the teacher
receives. Unfortunately, the accuracy of this premise has never been well
tested and the myriad variables that affect this premise ve never been
well identified, nor has their impact on the education o handicapped
children been ,well documented.

This study',, though limited in scope, has addressed evera questions
related-to teacher use of:instructionalmaterials, and er matters re-
lated to special education learning resource centers as they support-the
instructional efforts of teachers of the handicapped.- Those questions-
are: .

ti

1. To what extent do teachers of the handicapped use the in-
structional materials made available to.:them via special
e ation IMCs/RCs?

2. What Mate-riais, by, name, are most ,frequently used by teachers
of the handicapped ?

3.P.What is. the -extent of use of instructional `materials '.by sub-

ject area?'
, .

4. What is the extent of-use of instructional materials by
handicapping condition? What materials appear to be most
appropriate for----Varying handicapping conditions?

5. How do teachers regard the materials' available to them, at
- *the IMCs/LRes?

6. Whatfactors influende teachers' use of imc/raqmatrials?
7. What factors relate to and/or influence the puePhase of

instructional materials?,

A
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METHOD, °

Three major efforts have peen madW. gather data on these ques- '

tions:

1. Measurement of teacher responses to the instructional materi-
als they used. iFn 1400 and 1500 responses, from approxi=
mately 500 teachers of the handicapped, were gathered using the
SEIMC Materials Use Response Card (see Appendix A)0-,
Teacher interviews. Approximately 650 teachers of the handi=

't

capped were interviewed (either in person or by phone) and,
among other questions, were asked to identify those-materials
and services of the IMCs and LRCs that they found to be most
valuable. (See Appendix B. This instillment has changed in for-

mat'over the years, but the ce.tent has remained essentially
the same).

3., On-site evaillati,o.ns of IM s/LRCs. Twenty-five IMC/LRC
tions were 'Studied, e using the,C011ection Monitoring
Form (see Appendix C).

The ata reported below were, gathered over a three and a half year
period, a d represent responses of teachers and special education IMCs/
LRCsj.n. egon, Washington, California, Idaho, Wyoming, Alaska, Hawaii,
The Unit d State5 Trust Territory of the Pacific, Guam, and American
Samba'.

,
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;
RESULTS

/Xs

#

QUESTION 1: To-what extent do teachers 'of the handicap ed use t e in-
structional materials made available to t em via special'
education IMCs /LRCsT

The variety. and differing adequacy of the many record keeping systems
in use at the different IMCs/LRCs make it extreme,y difficult to identify
precisely the extent to which teachers use the i dtrUctional materials
availabld to them. Nonetheless, several"bellp rk" figures have emerged
and are reported here as having substantial va laity an reliability.

Use la Total Collection

Generally, it seems safe to' aSsitrie t
>,.,

randomly selected-I
in any given ar,

the materials of any
never be checked out
A surprising number, perhapd as hi
tion will never have been checked outcheckedout over the last three-year
tion ofma,terials not in fiequent u

,'

at 7q per t to 80 percent of,
C/LRC Q lection will either

or will be checked out only once.
one7third,of any given collec-
t all, or will never have been
Table 1 details the disposi-

e

.:----=,____--7.---7...-..-- ---
.. . /..._-__-.---r.------- - ,

-.<-- _I ''''. ''
.

/ Y
9 ' DISPOSITION OF TERIALS

NOT IN REQUENT USE

ft

0

Cr

IO

desirable/unkhown to patro _

arts broken or missing
Out of date.
Stolen orlost '"

Highly specialized'-,

-Percent of total Collection:

,*Tliese percentages a

ollecionStud'

25 to 30
26 to 25/

13
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appro mations based on the



Use as a Function of the Aize of the Collec

2 't .-

There appears-to 1Se a direct rel.ition hip bet een thesize:ofjthe
collection and the extent to Which the Mat rials,within that collection

' are` used. .., .

As shown in Figure 1, the.various 6 lections of materials were
,`distributed Thtoifrequency distributions acCogding to,size; the smaller
the collection, the larger the mean, per/,item use.

i

9-

4

ti

=20 201-500 501-1000 --. 1001- 2500-ac
,/2500 above

----
Numbet'of Materials !Dor-Collection

0

Figure t. Annual use as +a function of -the size of the col ti

.," Upon studying Figure 1, one might logically.conc de that, given.a

,stable popqlation of teachers, as the collection increases in size, the
, per-item uthe decreases since there'are more materials, from which tolch ose.

! .

In.that regard, two considerations seem worth mentioning. 'irst, it
is unlikely that-the doWnward trend would be, as,dramatic as that sh

.in Figure.1,!'dnd second, it is-interesting-to not that the number of ,-

materials, and-the individUai Materials checked'out; do not change ,

mar,kedly.w4th the size of the dolldttion. In other' words,-reg dlesS of

the sizeof thp.Colleetion,,the,same materials are,Cfiegked o i and.they

are checked out with nearly the
,

s)ame frequey (sec 4igre ). The, maior,
, .

factor Affecting ehe frequency with which miteri'als ar- dtked.out',
. _

2.,
..,.-,

rc

a:

i

..
dr. ,

. ..1, ' .,

' /s\ 1 ;:
"I .4 4
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High Frequency Use
-Materials ;

(NOTE:* This is only.,

-an'iaus-6,ration.)

t.

.14

Figure High frequency use materials apRear to remain stable iirespetc
,tive of 'the 'site of collection;
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appear'to be the characteristics of the materials, rather than,,the
number of materials available. Thig would indicate that the-blze of gh

,instructional materials collection would be relatively unimportant so
long as it contained those materials that teacher's found useful.

Parenthetically, it 'seems appropriate to notethat-regardlebs of_
--the size or the collection, a fregUent suggestion (appeal?) of those

interviewed has been that materials be purchased for which there are.
data (at least teacher inputs) that 'verify that the'materare re-
lated to the specifiZ1 needs and abilities c1f the children.

sr

QUESTION 2: Ahat materials, 6y' name, are. most frequently used by
of the, handicapped? .

.

.
.

- ,6* 9

1 Though'there'may be sorpe-danger in identifying materials by name, in-
ve tigators feel juitified in doing so given the. fact that a relatively

.

s,,...11 number of-materials were repeatedly named by the interviewed teacheri
as being the most p6pular ad highly regarded. It must be emphasized that /

110 endorsement pf any product; material,'adthor, or publisher; is intended by
this actiont AlSo, it Should be noted that not 6-Very teacher and not every
IMC/LRC collection reflected thefindings reported below. Lagtly,_the vast

.-

majority of materials checked but byrEeachers were rated,high (see Question 5)
regardless of their freguency.of use.1,

- :

... - Read _212_-ts____ '.

..,

Programs (Listed in rank, order)
DiSTAR -
Science Research Associates (SRA) Basic_Reading Prpgram
Bowmar' .

Sullivan Behavioral Research Laboratories (BRL),
'Peabody Language Development, Kit (PLDK) . .

G,inn 100 Basic Readers
Systems BO .

: .:.. -
: . I

Series and Skill Development .Materials (Listed in rank order)
A Checkered Flag.Series

Tom Logan Series
Palo Alto Reader
Spising6bard Series

Grademaker-Mystery Series
Target

4

-
Dan Frontiet 'Series, Jim Forest Series,. Zports,Close-ut4, Cowboy Sam

I

1

,"

l
,r

1.
. .. ,

This list lacks specificity

N

to the extent that ,in some instances materials,
..were identified'in ratherloroad-terms. 'For example, "IASTAR" and "DLM" - 4,

were frequently" mentioned, but he teachers'eld'noticguld not alwayt idtntify
the specific DISTAR or bLM it being used. efurfher study. in this area'shou4g.

address this matter. '

. ,
- . ,... ,....i

% 1
t-

,
, .

,.....

- . . :.
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. Aids to Reading and Language Instrucion.qiistedin rank order)
Developmental Learning Materials (DLL
Children's,Prss Materials
Bell. and Hpwe,11 Language Master ,

Format 1
Teachers frequently indicated the need to use games and puzzles
to assist in reading andlanguage instruction andthe need for
high interest, low vocabulary reading materials (far_ girls as,
well as boys!).

Ariihmttic

DISTAR was the most frequently cited arithmetic program mentioned by
name. Other arithmetic programs were mentioned'only infrequently.. '

DLM.materials were cited most -often as aids to arithmetic instruction,
and, as with reading, games and puzzles were frequently mentioned as being
useful and effective. 4

of

Science

The Biological Scien7ces Curridulum S BSCS) Me Now kit was the-,

only repeatedly mentioned scienc trUction material.

411
- - -

Perceptual ! tor Materials
-x

The Freistig materials were most often mentioned by name, with the
DLM materials being next. kv,

a

Materials Commonly Mentioned in the Various Collections

e
TheThe materials listed b- ough not high frequency items in mat 'els

collectLons.generally we -ed by teachers from numerous centers s .

being valuable:
...1

.

t
.. .

i

Reading and Language (Listed.in random order)
T. Stanwix House , -

. .--

ft Folleil
.

.

Continental-Press . -

McMillan Language Skill Serie
Lift -Off Series
Laidlaw Language Series
Program- Builder .y.

Phonics We Use 'N
..

'Montessori Materials --,

4

.

dthark Reading '-

atiomal Developmental- Laboratories (EDL) fntrolled Readers
IFUnctioEal Basic Reading Series

. .

..

tZ ;44

4 ; rf

4



1.

-10

Reader's Digest Readers
Scott Poresman- Readers
1Dolch Materials.

Pace Setters for Reading

,

0Arithmetic (Listed in randofft,order)

Money Makes Sense
Continental Press Materials `

Montessori Materials 4
S

e
ti

QUESTION 3: What is the extent of Use of instructional materialS by
.

subject' area? O. ..

Here, again, precise figures are impossible to cite. The figures in
Table 2 are approxitations,-but the eVidencel'uggests that they are-generally
accurateand.account for the variations t4t exist from center to center.

;*.c."

4

,TABLE 2

EXTENT OF USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
BY SUBJECT AREA.

Subject Matt ea
by Percent

' 'Reeding and Lang1.141a,

Arithmetic
Social'Studies
Science

.7, .

k All Others
. Percent of total collection

55 to 65
15 to 20

-

10 to 15

5

,5

90 to.110

i

QUESTION 4: What ,is the extent tonal materials by handi-
capping conditio Aet61.51s.appear to be most appro-
pridte'for vapy haadicapOing.conditions?

---E;cient -:of Use -1

.

Except for-the visually anti auditorily impaired, there does not appear
to'be any significant.(or even casual)'relatiOnship-between a given instruc-
tional..Material alp a given handicapping condition. What"works'well" with
a child'6Vassified as Learning Disabled appears to "work" equally well with
a child c4assified.as EMR (educable, mentally retarded). kchild's
handicap,therefore, (with the exception cited above) appears to have no
bearing Whatever on.the Selection of instructional material6 to be used'in
teaching that child: Selecting appropriate instructional materials seems
to be priori -aiy a matter of supporting instructional efforts in the subject

.

matter areas rather than matching'materials to unique characteristics, Given
the work of Armstrong 41915) and Hirsch acid ApTstrong (19i5), thii area of
concern appears to requiresubstantially Moreattention.

, ti



QUESTION 5: How do teachers regard the materials-available to them at the .

IMCsaRCs?
1- . -.

. .
.

In describing the materials that they had borrowed from '
the IMCs/LRCs, 90.7 perc nt of the teachers recorded positive responAs,
and 9.3 percent recorded negative respon,ses.:.

.

When asked kf theytwould use the material again, 87.8 p nt said, i

they would, and ;12.12:percent said they would not. When asked if e.
materials they hadfborrowed were as readily available to them through
sources other than the'IMCs/LRCs, 92.5 percent of the teachers said no,
and"7.5 percent said yes.

These responses suggest that IMC/LRaimaterials ar enerally seen by
teachers as-valuable, and that without the IMCs/LR , the aterals would
be less readily available for use in the classr.. ms of the handicap_ d.

QUESTION What factor,5-- nfluence'tea:Cliers' use of l'I1C/LRQ materials?

Although tidire vndoubtedly others,the factors cited below appear
to be among the most important in influen.-,ing teachers' use of IMC/LRC
collection's:

,

-
1. Proximity. Itals'generallY the case that the closer the

center is. to the teachzrs, the'more the materials will be
used. (NevertheAss, it is not impi5ssible to find situa-
tions where teachers working cldeeto an IMC/LRC--even in

. -

\avail themselves of
the effect of prox-1
ecidcktion.instruc-

ese-.data are

the same building -- seldom, if ever
the materials.) Figure 3 illustiat
imity on the. utilization of a special
tional materia s collection. Although .
regional in s pe, they appear to be rep? esentatie of
special. educ ...ion collections generally, ekbept dn.-those

situations w ere a stable materials delivery ystem iS---..,,
--..

.available, .

---,'2:-Materials eliver In t se situations where mate 'als
,. .

-s.- are deliv red to the t chers, freque cy of use typica 4
increase- and.prox ity to the coll?.. on is less influen=.
tial y. g most su. essful delive.+2Nvstems appear to be.'
.. 4,

tnese.' fisted in or.:r of priority),:' (1) IMC/LRC staff < ,.

in thi situation, mat riaIs are personally delive to
the tachers.by,members the 'IMC/LRC st . (2) Distric "-.

''' Cour erg '" School-district's ten have a delivery service that '.
vis'ts the-schools 6n a regula y scheduled basis, usually
at east weekly:, 03). Mail. Thou.' this service is dye A
t everyone, costs ottdrre rohibit e. ..

3. 4C/L12C Staff. Materials ar mare li e- to be used in
ituatiqns where knowledgeable, triter staff arealttilabit.

to help-teachers%locate and select terials,. and to-demon-
strate their use. : - ''

Knowledge of the collection. It is generally the case thaE-.
.

the more aware teachers'.are of the materials availablipb,
them, the-more'likelit"--they walls. be to avail-rthi:unsellies-of

$

t.

those materials.

1
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was houted,On-the campus of the University. of Oregon)

i

st;,. e ;c
'-'5; Knowledge of the4:individual materials. The rate of materiels

checkout appears ,to be a refleCtion of how familiar the ,'

teachers are with the materialS li.e., how to use tlem,"for .

what instruction irpose to use them, etc.). ..,

6. Manner Which materials are idenWiedcfor inclusion in
1

the collection. Materials that are-acquired arbitrarily,
by IMC/LRC personn 1 ("catalog buying") appear sco get les
use'-than materialS that'are suggested for purchase by thole',

.
' whowill be ukingl hem. There is ample evidence to suggest

that it is wise toy and ct a materials needs /perceived needs
assessment,' and the ,pu chase materialdaccordingly. (Never-. .(Never-
theless., the extent to w ich a si any material is used is

'related to thedexte't to hich tea s arekmade aware of'
''.. its-availability-and_ho se it.) _s_-:3'

o
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Promotronal efforts. It may be unfortunate, but teachers
appear to "consume' instructional materials in much the same
way that they consume any other:goods or services Ji.e How
does it look? How does it Make me look? Who as recommended 4 -
it? etc.): Consequently, Center personnel'who'4push" their
materials tend to find their materials being used more fre-
quently
Access to the IMCARC. Collections that are difficult,to
reach because of stairways, lack of parking, rough walking
surface's, etc., tend to be ts,ed less than those with easier
access. , - ... .

9. IMC/LRC facilities. Materials tend to get ,used more'fre- .

quentiy lahen they are housed in facilities that have.g0equate
shelving, browsing room, previewispace, lighting, and tem- ,

. perature control.
10 Availability and condition of materials. Ileachers tend to

lose interest 'n,Using IMC /LRC materials if they repeatedly
have, trouble 1 cating/acqgiringlthe materials they want, or,. .-
once located/accuired,'find the material to be unusable due'

.

to damage or missing parts.'
ti

,

QUESTION 7: ghat factors relate to and/or influence the purchase, of
instructional materials?

Several factors emerged which appear to relate to and/or influence
the purchase Of instructional materials for, an IMC/LRC collection. Several,
were obvious, such as the availability of funds, instruction- needs and
awareness of IMC/LRC staff of materials available for purchase. A less
obifious factor, however, is detailedin Figure 4, the per-item cost of in-

.

structional'iraterials?as a.function pf the size of the collection.
though this is an area that needs further study, thbre is reason to
believe that the per-item costs for small collections (which are usually
the ffewer Collection) are Substantially greater than the per-item costs -
for larger bollections.(which usually have been in existence for some .

time) .

No definitive data have emerged to explain the costs-per-item
erentials:-as a functionriof the size and age of collections- However,
p sal of several acquisition records revealed that in many cases,:

materials collections 'apparently originated as.a result of the sudden
availability of a substantial amount of money, making it possible to
purchase Mbre expensive. materials at the, outset. This appeared to be
followed by the purchaseof less expensive support /enrichment /variety
materials.- In time, however, as Materiafb began to experience "wear.
and tea," repladement costs (and probably inflation) tended to deive up,
the per-item costs. It is hOped that this analysis, though adMittedly
simplistic, may giveSome direcion to further study- in th a.

19
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' IV

CONCLUSION.
0

Teacher use of.'instructional:materials a Subject that,is in' need,
of considerable study. Certainly, frequency of use.isnot an exclusively
viable measure of the.appropriaeo use of instructional materials. It is

-possible that day in and day,out,,great numbers of instructional materials
are poorly and:inappropriately'usedlwith handicappgd as'Well as "regular"
students. .

In pursuitof more functional' knowledge, this investigator suggest.
that Studies'be conducted that arg addressed to,i4entifyingend theri
matohinappropriate instructioal'materials to,specific,learner.illeeds,

.

Such knowledge, in the hands of trained and competent,teachers;ewould -
bertainly,bear a -Cjreater impact on;the educatiori of handicapped children
than would the simple availabilit.of /arge numbers of instructional
materials brightly packned arid neatly shelved:.

,

-e

: 1

/
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.

suring:Teacher Responses

Lnstructional. Materials

1

Glenn Latham, s;1.

zTrying to evaluate instructional' aterials as "good" or "bad",
. ,

"effectiver,' or "ineffective" for instructional pur oSes is proposed'
to be. an impractical effort given existing. evaluation tech,nques. ,

As an alternative, ,measuring and
to the instructional mater is they use
procedures'and instrumneation to do so,are Ilescribed.

. ,

rr

is pro,poged. -Sugge

Z.

reporting teachers .reiponses
-ted

.71
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`MEASURI,IJG TEACHER RESPONSES

TO INSTRUCTION' ALI-MATERIALS.''

The evaluation of .instrubtional materials has been a persisting .. I,

cbncern to all llevels of public. school education. -.A review of the
0 7

literature on the subject leads one to believe that everyone is talking

i"about it,' nearly everyone is dOing something-about it, but no one

seems to be g ttinO very far at it.' This writing, hopefutly,will shed
.

some light on at last one aspect of the problem -- measuring teacher
, ,

eaetions to.instructiona terialsand help point the way to .more
produCtive research.

- The* problem

Efforts to involve. teachers in the 6 uation of instructIonal,
materials have focused for the t part, on Offing teachers to record

-

6itheir reactions to a gi materialaterial on some type of "materials evaluation".
form. Typically, ting useful .data via, this, means has been fraught .i j-

with -two prevailing problems:- -(1) designing ari instrument that nieasurei.
the worth of a giyertimateriai for instructional purposes, and (2) getting
users of instructional materials to:adequa.tely.coinplete and return the

,
evaluation instrument so that the datadan.be analyzed:4

0 -.- .

A carefulrevie/w of over 30 instruments used throughout tire .couittry-,II.4,

has revealed.a-I'Varity of approaches to assessing the vafue.Of instructional

materials' to:r,educational purposes. .Althoughatl the ijistrumeots are 150'

0 I.
common in.a.number of ways, one obvious, commonality is that they do .

not measure the educational value of an instructional material. other
'; ,words, in no wary can the data ftpm such-instruments be interpreted to

N ' - .,n identify. a given instructienalmaterial as "good'.' or !:poOr";)"effective".
.-.,

'' or "ineffective, "s a an aid_to learning'. .What.they4ppear tO measure is.
0 ,,, . .. :,

a teacher's perceptions of:the value or.v"orth of instructional materials,
1:-) ' 4,AS aids tojearning. This finding has prompted a suspiciou's view, toward'

In,
.. i

the accuracy of:thesterm:"Inaterials eyaluatiqri:,' :',A rnore accurate term,
. A : > :

V
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thOTugh somewhat clumsy, is user reaction. Indeed, we can, and AO,
measure use r reactions.and we are able to do so with some degree of
sophistication. The day-to-day involvement of teachers hoWever,,in
'actually determ'iinglii4 value of inkructi,onal material .i (i.e.; "gP061", ".
"bad, " "effecti' ; " "ineffective) does riot appear to be a reality at
present, though the need for such is overwhelming. ,

Though it is possible "to measure user reaction to instructional
materials, the'eritical matter, of getting teachers to record their reactions.
on an "evaluations' instrument, and to get that completed instrument

et

into th'e hands of those seeking the data, is a probleaP of perplexing and .., .
.. _

frustrating proportions. Typically, teachers could not care, lesg about
the concerns for data of those collecting "the stuff. " AS o teacher so,
"1:1,i,,ssw espectfully." noted on fan uncompleted form, "I am o damned tired

sle

of,filling out these rotten}, irrelevant,,fbrms that rdira ga.without the,
A I if'use of the material tlya'n be faced`with another one of theses!" In aword,

A teachers see'rio p y-off fOr the time ancl-enereSpent'in providing such
data. Such a

task of for

materi-

-Th StUdy

- e

4

rcumstance has led teachers to view' as punishi pe
. .

ally responding. regarding their, experiences with:instructional 4'
. . .

, .. - , .
. ,. ,er---- ,

1/ To investigate the dimensions of these two problems (designihg

an-instrumenttthat.measures. the worth of a given =material for instruc-+
. .. .

tionai. purposes, and getting uSers'of instructional materials to.adequately
. ,.,/

icomplete' and return the'evaluatin instrument), a two-part study was
..

conducted.. irst, an item.analysis wale completed Ofrovertthi';evalu4ion"
,. .

. .

*

inStrUMehtSiihiehhad b 9- en t' 011 eCtede,1 r.On, th i 6
,
g h 0 1 t, t 1 e . '*ion: It

was .hdped that such'an anaiysik.l.vould reveal the:eXtent toJ .. kb the'
instruments in question really.dicrineasur'eAe va.lui of
rinOtrtictionarmaterials.

,./

A ,
,--- C. i

. °

/3: e \ _--k - ..I
. A 441_4.

--t-- - 0---- -lc pt. A-q .:0 I, .

et.

, A AN ;
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The second, part of the study focused on teacher reactions to trie

forms. Teachers were selected at randOin and interviewed regarding.

Weir feelings about filling out the.'materiaLs &valuation forms. They

23

.
were asked, very simply, ''flow do you

.
feel about completing such materials

evaluation forms: as these (they were SIOwn-typical forms) on materials

you'haN* usedwith yod.stnints ?",

- ,

Item Analysis
.

items tended-to fall into tlebroad categories--items
seeking topographical data, such as-the type of students with

`.

who,rn the

material is being used, age of students, 'subject' beir taught

items' seeking teachers' reactions to the materials, such as "How relevant
was the material for your instructional needs ?" "Would you use the
material again ?, '' etc. The "reaction" items tended also to be dichOtotpous,

seeking teacherS' responses to the practical aspects vf the material, sIch
...

' pas durability, cost and ease of use,_ and teacher responses to the instruc-
tional value of the 'materials, such as, Is the material well se uenced?, "
"Does it allow for appropriate'practice?, "Is the use of thkgate
*reinforcing to'the children ?, '1 etc.- The usual cla8Sification of items
contained in typical. "thaferialth'evaluation" forms is shown in Table 1.

.

As noted earlier, ..the results of this analysis raised grave4oubts about
.

the evaluative capacity of such instrurrients to identify a given instructional

'material as.."g41".6r,wbad,." "'effective" or "ineffective", for ingructional.
purposes., The overwhelming trends were toward the gathering of informa-

- tion .about the instructional setting and teachers'' snbiebtivereactions to

.

.

"I'eac er Interviews'
, .

Teich'er respbuseS to'siustion relatedto. their feelings, about
I '

"materials evaluation"instrumeRts stab:ilized- quickly. It was amazing

!towmany aiffe.rent ways teachers could indmare that they did not like.

.
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CLASSIFICATION F ITEMS CONTAINED IN -

TY-PICAL IviAllE111 4 EVALU-ATIO`4 FORMS:

AN ILLU RATIoN- .4

.

*--

,/

.

.

Topographical

._
f

Type of Students

MIR
TMR

Age of Students

Grade Level.:
Subject Matter

.

. is
.Teacher RO.action

:

Viactical Value
,

-. InStruttional
,

4
Dutability -...---

. -
,.

Cost

-\pA.,ottIse
A

,

..

. '- ''Reliablg!

.

/ ,

tqlienced
,

.

.
'

.

-\Reinforcing

;

-

-
,

A

...

..

c

...:

f

- ;

CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

OF MOST IMPORTAIQCE TO TEACHERS

.

Practical Characteristics,
,

_Instructional Charactethstics\. .

. 1. Effectiye ' 1. Contains instructional.,,- -. objectives
2. Motivating to-students ,' 2, Tasks are sequenced
3. Cost ,`--- - 3. -Reinforcing to .studentS"

: 4. Adaptable 4. "Allows for immediate
-- ti,

5. ____ -

-feedback -. 4
... 5.,___Has tranSfer value,DuratIle___

6. Interesting to students
7-. AVailability ...*:`

..

6:7--.-rontent is valid--;--:,..
7. Allows for-appropriate. -.-----4.,

-,-, .
.8. Relevant

practice_ -....--
8.' 'Relfable .

-
9. ;.Under_stanciple., -,,

'10. EaSYtouse .

4. gaS al-S-R Format
10. Disability related

11. Allows for student - '11. ' Allows for ongoing, evalirr. -.
teacher interaction . . ation .

12, Contains a teacher's 12. Provides a multi- sensory'
manual .- .. . .- oapproacWtoinstrqction- '... :.

_.__ -- ._ -

, .



_ I

=

something. An initial intent of this part of the study was to interview

25 teachert, but after 12 interviews, it was concluded by the author that
d to purue the matter further was_a waste of valuable, time, energy, and

1.1

resources. (I am avlae of how unscientific this is, but a person 'cam

take jut so much abuse.) In a word, teachers dislike filling out such :

forms. The following are r:epresentative of.teachers' "They
take too long.." seldom_ know what to write." "They don't make.

'Sense." just refuse to fill out any more --of-t
. bother. I have more important things to do. " "I fill those out and that's

the end of tt. dgver get-any inforthatioh back tb do me any good." "I.
some people, but it sure- * t
is no wonder that sb 'few

25

suppose that this inforrnalion is important. to

isattIO me. " With-feelings such as,these, rt
. .

,

teachers' will trouble themselves to cOri.ipfete and return the forms.
The fact that so many teacheisyegarde'd theinstfements as

$:

irrelevant and of no value to them 'prompted the author to examine ..65(14 ht -tow ch items in the instruments were consistent with what
teachers regarded as important. To measure this, 37 teachers were'
asked to.4st those things that they would like to know about - instructional

materials, assurning,that itWas possible. to get such data. Their
responses were eosnpared with,those items found in existing materials
evaluation forms. A comparison .of grouped responses. revealed that
only_ 27 percent of the items on the "Materials evaluation" forms might
yield data of interest to teachers. It is hardly any wonder that teachers

-I,

refuse to.trouble themselves to provide so much data for others. that
have so little relevanceto themselves.

The characteristics -a instructional 'materials which were ictentified
most frequently as ImpOrpnt by teachers interviewed are listed in Table /.
The list is, dtchOtomized and each' column confains,thelwelVe- character-

eisticscof greatest importance.---:' -_,._ --
....

,. , ,.. .--These lists were derived in the:Jo/lowing 'manner: Vinst the.... ... ...- ....- -.
teactic,rs were asked' to list, separately; those practii.al and iiistiuctional

, .

.: , f
1

roa

.1
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. .

characteristics of instructional ina.teriali which they felt were of most

importandejtO thoiri; Second, they were presented-rith composite listS"

of all characteristics and asked to rank them in their order of importance.

Ear...11 fist contained the twelve mast frequently.mentioned chaxaCteristids.

'It should alsO be noted that most "materials evaluation" forms solicit

'teacher responses to most,f these items; but they db so,ctypically, in

such an undeSirable way that the task of responding proves offensive.

This, coupled with re t,&s. for a plethora of other information. of. little

or no interest" to the teachers,_ compounds the-problem to tlie.point.61- s

Waking the matter

*

a

Irripojtani.Consideritions

Although existing Pmaterials evaluation': forms really do-not

determine the value of materials for instructional purposes, and ex4en
..

though teachers dislike responding to "materials evaluatiori" forms,

one ihuso.t,assume ihat the reactions of teachers about the instructional
...........__ _.

. . *

.,, : ,

!flat als they use are not valuab and should not be. gathered. As eon-
e

sum rs, we appreciate-and valu the judgments, feelings, and opinio.

.of u,,r,,peerkabout goods and services that are available to us. 'hat is

needed is a.datargatheringprocedure which has integrity, is palatable,tocc

_the respondent, and.provides for the cycling .of the data back to the

respondents in a way that is both meaninliful and helpful. The following
siderations- are related to that need.

4 '

, . ,

Teachers' Concerns

Initially, attention should be given to the developMeneof an inatru-. ,

, ment that reflects teacher concerns. Evaltiatiorispecialisis nee4, to

L s

J

get out of their, isolated bailiwicks and find out what:is in tlie-mincts of
,

,the consumers of instrtietIonal materials. ,,It is ObVious to the atIthor,

at least,. thatpreeidus little of this has been done.
. '

7.

A ..
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Instrument.Design
.

. .

There appear to be some obvious characteristics of existing
-"evaluation" im,truments which make them inifnediately offensive to the .

.

respondent. First. is
.
lengthf- Multi-page instrumentS are'simply unattrac-: .

tive. Pilot studies by the author suggest thaphe shorter the -instrument, .

the'better, pieferably leSS than one full 8 1/2 x`ll page in length. Secondly,
.. 4- , .,..

teachers react negatively to instruments. that require written responses.
...-.. , .

If it is at all posSible, and there is every. reason to believe that it is, .
...

the teacher Should .be"..able to-respond by cleckin%items listed.. Allow-
P.. 1 .' .

ances slio-Uld bet thade far open-ended responses, the itemsliSted were
. not adequate.. A written response is both Thysically and mentallrtirine..

is time - consuming, and is often so 'ambiguous" as to be Useless to the

evaluator. A third characteristi4 of instrumentdeign which oaetturn
teach4s oft, " and which requires careftil-Considiratio , is general

,s

r ,
ante. A neat,- typeset, easy-to-read, easy-to, lik:atrurnent

that is quickly y74sized up" by the respendent.and,seen as non-threatening

appears on the basis of initial field testing more likely to be completed
,and returned by the'respondent. _In this regard t was i4teresting to note
that sore teachers viewed th "evallation instrument" in much the same
light as they viewed an examination, suggesting that care be taken to make

7 4,-

sure that the format of an ifistrin nt. be designed to avoid its being
confused with a test. Lastly; teach '.s appear to react negativel-Y-to

instruments_ that contain numerous, items. In fact,. there is,evidence to
. .: d.

. . r . .

suggest that more than 10 or 12 items are, too many. While field testing
. .

,one instrument, for example, every item. to which a teacher might have
responded was'nUMberIZI, and totaled 52. When teachers saw the number

'52, t.tidy tended to grow weary immediately, .eidn'tllough the instrumbnt

a
Was no larger than an.IBM punch card. The ifistriipent ivas,re-designed,
items were grouped into 10 areas and only the areas were.mimbered (see _(

.
a

Figure Under these circumstaInces, the instrument was much more
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acce ptable, ,even though the task for the teacher and the Size of the ,
ment, remained exactly the sarrie as 'before.

. e

"1.)Data:Cet ch on Procedures

There is probably nothing that can be said with -more certainty about

teacher reactions to data - gathering instruments than that they loathe the

ce

task of repeatedly filling, out a,form every time they use instructional.

materials. And yet this is what they-are repeatedly asked to do. To deal

with.this, a simple research procedure is Showing promise. Over three

randomly selected periods of time durint-the school yea two weeks, 'dr

10 consecutive school days), one for each nine-week school session, .

teachers are being asked to complete a Materials Ise RespOnse Card on
each material they use only during the three selected periods. Under
these conditions, they seem to be' more willing to cooperate, ,kribwing that

they will not have to shoulder this_puidetrindthnitely. It would be assumed

that such a procedure would yield less data, but this does not appear 'to be

the-caset _over the long,run. Rather than'a lot of data, coming in at the.time

an evalUation procedure is initiated, but-then falling off drastically over

time, as happens with. continuous data-collectibn procedures, an intermittent

data - gathering schedule seems to encourage a higher- response rate over
4,t4,

shor eriodsloCtime, aS.illustrated in Figure 2. Over long periods, o f

e, three to' four ye4s, it seems obvious that randomly selected ,

N.
samples of data would yield a pattern of responses that would be.hig.hIy .

representative of the, population,, and would be Useful in aiding teacher?'

in the selOtion oinStruCtional materials.

_ e

:Feedback toy Teacheri-.
.4

As observed .earlier, a coMmoncompiairit of teachers, is ihal their,
1.

involveMerit in "Materials, evaluation" is one-Way, and thaeis.aivay front:
,

them.' It isloroposed therefore, 'when...teachers are asked to proVide data

=3 4.
4.:
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< oFigure
--ILLeSTRA.YEDIiESPONSE RATES OVER TIME,

USING CONTINUOUS .SAND IITERMITTENT

, DATA :GATHERING SCHEDULES
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about their experience with instrUctionafMaterials, thatthey be assured. .

that their responses, and those'of their peers; will be _routed back-to
-t,kein in a way that will aid them in -their task of iecting appro e

materials for their'instrUctional rietd s day of rapid'
Computehied data analysis*, t e is n nd t. a resour es available
to serious evaluation sp. cialists in he .acc of such a task.

Ttach,er Us of Data
- -

Although teachers expr-ss an interest in receiving feedback about ..,
6eer responses t'o instructional materials, and although there' ig'_reason

"to suggest that such feedback dantkprovidea in an understandable and
cogent way, we are still nol:sure that-once-teachers have such data. that
they can or will: use those data to modify theli interaction with iristruc

V' at

maie'riale._-Lirttle is known about the siyhamics involved in the

aeci-sipn- making processes of teachers,- and before feedback abotit
instructional. materials can be meaningful; it appears that more needs

.(
to, be known about these processeS. - .

,

Conclusion
- -

it is a,phenomenon that in this erabf Naderiked dansu er protec-,
lion, at a thane when teachere,are bombardea* as.never before with .

appeals and advertising pitchee,frorn scores of publishers to buy, their
tens of thousands of materials, that so little is said. and less is known
about- the 49.cumented worth of products. What we need
is a "godarSchoolkeepers seal of approval" Stamped on each instructional
material after it has, beendetermined tobe field-worthy and psyc,hologitally

tat well as-physically safe fdr,stu-dents.

-

.6.
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LRC'

e of Distric

CLIENT PERCEPT

A.

S. OF LRC SERVTCE5,

°graphic Information/

ti 4
2. Name of School

//

City , State

4 Cheek-all of t e following" that apply

Regular Class Teacher

Special Class Teacher ..

Its r.=
efant/Consulting Teacher

- .Ancillary /Support Teacher

Specify

5. Sdhool plcement or

Preschool

Pr imary

Intermed3iate

Junior Hi.0

.6. :Type-and number

.

e

.

grade level

0

4 p

to you.

Zip Code,

41,

.

%Resource Rbom Teacher
,

College Faculty
, -

' College)Student

Other.

Specify

of.your class.

0

Check al], that apply.

Senior High

Combination

Spedify

' Other

S#ecify

handicapped chilaren with-whomkyou work.

physically Handicapped

_ Visually Impaired

Auditorially Impaired

E.D.' Multiply HandiC'apped

. Patron

4
gre you aware of. the
your -area?

.Speech Impa,fied-

7
. . HospitAlizd/H6meiogund

Other

'1SpecifY

Awareness of. Center Services
` .

vicesqmailible to you through the IIRC

-

.

.Page 38 r
.
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, f
.;

2.. yow%Gerethecenter ervicesW,I,ply.
- -,

-gChool adminiStration'l-
a

LRC FecslOnnel

. c,.

,.
''.,

. .' Ancileary4SupPort ersonnel
.

, .
.

. p-'-----
Other Teachers

,

. 1
,L s -. 35,

-------:

brOught to your., atte tion? .Check all that

Workshops

Newsletters

Brochures

Displays

r
College Course's.

Other

Specify

a

" C. On-Site Assistance ..

, ,,

, . .

. P.. : 'J., how many times this school year has scmecne from.the,Cent:er come to your. .

caaSs/sshool'to assist 'you .

If none, why?

N

. .

2. Whichtof the following services were delivered/

Materials Demon§tratipn

IndividUal Student ProgramMing

Student Assessment

. Materials Loan

Materials lection

I5en
.

vior Management and
Classroom.Control

MaterialS beVelopmerit

Other

SPecify

0

3. are you doing differently in your classroom as a result of"thiS service?
-

N r.
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v E

. .
..t'

.

. ,. .
.,,

. .
.

. - ... .

..

extent

: ,.
, .

,

4. . To what 'did you find ,the.11 services useftil?'., N ,A.
.

. - _ ,
_.

.

1 ''.
s, ''Z,

. -3 . .: 4' -..," e'5 .., - s'

r:
t Not At - ' , ety li,'. Somewhat Quite'

.
very

All_ , Little .
Useful Useful.,,o

.

. . . . , , E' :0 . ,
E... .

,

.

Se. Mhich'sekvice as most useful'?" , .

,.

,,,,...___, i
. ,

. . ,..,
. . ,

.
. ,

. tr
4 .. :

Why was it Imo useful? :-,

Y
I's:

, . . : .fr

. f

.
i .

,;.

... .

.. t- . . . 4 C.

6. 'Which service ,was. least useful? ..
., ,

.-

I

.

'Why was .it least useful?
rt.

r

`'..
r t

D. In- center Assistance
0

4., (-r . . .

. ,
-.... ,

.

'1..
How many times this school fear have you visite the center?

. , ,

. - .(

/7 -if none; why-?44%.
. . % .; ..!, ..'

,,, ,
_ .. .

r-
-:, I -'---

. .

.44,1hiAgKc.Xof the following services did you receive at 'the center?,

g M;,..

,,..
: . .

.,

aterials Demonstrtiork .
BehaVior Management, and'

c ClassroomControl ,,

.
-.1,.

N
. Individual Student..Programm4ng -,, '..

, O.'.

....
.

°Materials Development'

4ii Student Assessment 4
,

e
I.-2

. ?,:l

",.
. * Al '' '' Other

.

..- ..,Materials Loan .

i'... :. ,.

,,, 4. -'Specify
h

)
1 '-'- Materials Selection .

.

r , . .f. f
3. What are you doing' afferently in your olasspom as a result of these

' , v
services?, . .

.

N

5*

9

s Page, 40
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.
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* 4. 'TO what extent-did yOu find these services useful? .

-

2

Not it- Very ,

Al l Little 1,-

5. Which,serv*e was host useful?

3

Somewhat

_

' 4

QUite
Useful

5

Very
Useul

11 '

Why was it .most useful?
o-

o

6. Whic h servi& was least useful?
.

Why ioas it least useful?

Materials Loan

37-

!

k i .

.
,

How many times during this school year have you borrowed materi,als from the
- f..-

LRC?,
i

:
ti

1- If none, WEY?-7 ,

. _
. ..

': 2: Which- of the materials
.

you
,..---

borroweddidy4u find most useful? If possible;,
,identify then by name. . _

, .,
.

,. 1- -

.. .

n

_4

I

r .

V,-

- Page-41 7
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f" '

-1'-
1

,
,

*3. Which of the ials you borrowed did you- find least useful? If .

- ----F--- rosibla,_ y_ them ,by_narne.__",

J0,

il .
What percent (or how many) of the materials you requested were available

to you on the -date you wanted then? If necessary, please estimate. If

your answer is stated as a percent, So indicate.a0, .,

. ,r . .

5. What percent (or how many) of the materials you requested. were available
to you within ,2 weeks of the date you wanted them If necessary, please

estimate. If your answer -is stated- as a percent, so' indicate. -`.. . . I

, .

... .

..- .

What peicent Jor how many) of the materiels you requested were available

- to you later than two weeks of the date you wanted them? If necessary,

please estimate'. If your answer is 'stated as- a'percepti: so indicate.

1

7. To what 'extent did-You find materiali loan services useful?

1

Not At
All

Very
Little

3

'Somewhat
4
ite

Useful, Udeful

If .1 . 2 de 3, please explain.why.

. ..

1. How.many r equests for information have yowmade, Of the LRt-this school year

(such ;as .information about educatt?naf,,, diiagnOsisi educational presdription;

educational programming; thedia- and materials,- etc:) ?- - -. .
. . .-,

2. What percent (or how many) cif these requests -did you feel receiVed_an

adequate response? 'If stated- -a-s- '-pe.i.cent..;..-s-o-iridica:te.

)

. . .
. _

...: , ...
F. Information Services ,

. ,

-,;
% . - . - ,-..

. _ ,
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3. If thdOLRC has been 'Unable to fill your requests for information, have you-
been referred to other agencies or individuals for addftionar help?

Yes No

If yes, where and: for what information?

. .

Khere--,
.

3,
r

What' Ihformation
.

ti

.;

. 4., Wich of the following "information2al mailings have Y ou received during thisI

-school year?
.

,-

/ ,Brochures ALRC/R.CcNewsIettr
. , .

, LRC Newsletter-, Other
/ .

,
, (-- li

, -3-

'.
State Newsletter I,.,

,

r r _

5:- Do you-read- them? Yes --- No

If No, ,please-ex6lain why not.' :

s f

Specify

-

.6. What Actionthave-yob taken as a resat of information received ficM these

,

.

- .

. r

7- To What' extent did you find information services useful?

.

4 3. 4 .,

Nat At:".. t -''...; Very' ..- Somew"hat.
.

., -.4-

`"----Al ' , Little Useful` o
I O

Us'eful;
. ,_ .

If 1 -2 , 'or ",3,- ,please exp=lain Why.

t

4 3 !
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'40

vac

.

zr

0

1.
,

G, In-'Service Training

What workshops sponsored by the LRC have"you attended during this school
.

year?
1.

it I I

r

- .;------. .
, , . . .,.

2. What are you doing diffe'vntly with your students as a resglt of the
...

* " :knowledgd/ikill.A.-ehat you acquired,:froM the workdhopsyou attende
....a ....--- s

_ .

- .

3. if you are a student; how have:-you
of -your stales? *.

1.

used the services.of.the LRC in pUrsuit

4'

EvaluatintMaterials 4

,

.

v.
Completing,Cotrse Assignment

,

a a' ,..,
Developing EduCatior54xOgrams

, Assessing Student,*Progrese

-- , ',

=4
.

To what extent ,did4 you find I n -.servioe rAininggrVices usiallZ
-,-- a -

.: ; ... ..
1 1 4

. ,

4: 4

Noe. At ,-_-_.Ve:ty -S6rne'whate : :q Fite' * y9rli
k All - - ' Littfia,,' .1 _ '-'... ug...,

-, .....

UsefiA. ' :.-,.
4 :t I

.. . '`: ''' .r.

. 4 .7.

P - . q ' i I.
If:1, 2, ox 3, pieasetwfain'why%

N
, =

t
.

.`-
,B6rrowing4aterials for Use
,in Student Teadhing/Practicbm

I*

;.1:

'
1, =

General TsaCtions

.0
availablefrom.any

' . -".

-.=

.

, Are -the sdrvices Otfered

Yes

- .,
'L...

, 7

-No

tiie*C
t

4 .

.

40,a4e - -
, /

4

4 4

otherSoUrce?

-,

a..

.- \ tr.;

. t.
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It yes, where and what services?

' ?Mere What Services

-,

2. If the lack of time, money, and personnel were not problems, what
additional-sezviCes, pr 'changes in existing services, would you want?

.-
.

,

', 1 ,
. . /

, ,

is

OA

t-

7.

4

6 '

e

z

e;

'f

_
4 :
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APPENDIX C

AVAILABILITY, ACCESSIBILITY,, USE,. AND

CONDITION.0ETI4CLUt&UTEMS,
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