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ABSTRACT ,
’ _ Three studies assessed the effects of behavioral
objectives on the performance of remedial readers. Subjects were
three groups of 16 pupils who were participating in a reading-center
tutorial program. During the two-month instructional period, half of
the students were given behavioral objectives and half were not. For
the post-instruction assessment, two tasks were developed for each
pupil. On one task, the pupil was informed of the specific behavioral
objective; on the other, similar task, no- information about -
objectives was given. Results indicated that pupils who had been
informed of behavioral objectives during the two-month period prior
to assessment performed at a high level on both tasks, whereas those
who had not been previously informed of behavioral objectives did
less well on the tdsks for which no objective was given. This was
'interpreted as supporting the assumption that information about
behavioral objectives increases pupils' performance. (AA)
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Behavioral objectives are a dimension of sémmunicatiﬁn; One of the
advantages of a behaviorally stated objective is that it enables the teacher
to clearly communicate the instructional intents of a particular learning
activity to the learner. The reason for communicating behavioral objective
information to the learner is based on the assumption that the more a pupil
knows about what to do, under what conditions he is to do it, and what is

acceptable performance - the better performance will be.
PURPOSE

Mager (1962:5 suggestéd "1f you give each TEarner a copy of your
ebgeét1ves you may not have much else to do." The purpose of this investigation
was to test the efficacy of this assumption with 48 remedial read1ng subjects. |
The  following hypothesis was tested: There is no significant dffferque in |
paired task performance between subjects informed of a specific behavioral |

objective and the same subjects when they have not been informed (uninformed)

of a specific behavioral objective.

- - RELATED RESEARCH

A review of research offers inconsistent conclusions on the previous
hypothesis. : Walhesser and Eisenberg (1972) reyiewed fifteen studies which .
pr1mar11y referred to mathematics and science tasks. It was found that 53

| percent of ‘these 1nve5t1gat1ons supported the hypothES1s and 47 percent did
inai support the hypothesis that teiTing the learner the behav10r31 ob;est1ve- R

increases achievement.
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Four other Tnvestjgat1gn§ were identified wh?ch tested the hypothesis with
Vrégding tasks. These investigations revea]ed a pattern s1m11ar to the pattern |
found with mathematics and science. Laswell (1965) concluded that goaT getting

had no effect upon the reading rate and comprehension of fourth grade pupils.
However, the goal setting students expressed‘enjﬂyment with the reading task
and was more willing to continue: By contrast, Pawers (1970) concluded that
third and fourth:grade pupils who participated in an 1ndTV1duaT goal-setting
conference once a week achieved significantly h1gher on a reading skill develgp—
ment test. . |

Kalish (1972) investigated whether the use of behavioral objectives by the
classroom teacher would facilitate the achievement of fifth grade students in
.map reading skills. After using béhaviora] objectives for ten cansécutive periods, ..
no significant'differences were jgund for pupils who were g1ven objectives at
each instructianai-per1cd! The effects of the use of repeated perfarmance
objectives upor reading maps, tables, and graphs was studied by Ferre (1972).
The most significant achievement ga1ns were found when ab;éct1v95 were présented

daily as contrasted to not at all or at the beginning.of each unit.

N;Zg\fDR THE STUDIES

Because of the inccnsistent and conflicting findings, reading teachers
and clinicians have been confused about the usefulness of informing sub:ects
about behavioral objectives. Th1s 1nvest1gat1on foers empirical data wh1ch
| will assist readlng teachers and clinicians in making decisions about whether
they should inform remedial reader subgects (before they begin a readirg act1v1ty) .

abéut a specifjé behaviera1 DbJECt1VEi
THREE INVESTIGATIONS

Three investigations were under taken;to_test'the~y31idityjpf Mager's
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Wassﬁhptinn._ The investigations were designed to test whether the pérférﬁénce of
remediaﬁéreaders would.be higher if the subjects were given behavioral objective
information on one of two ﬁaired tasks.

-Thé first investigation was originally designed to determine if subjects
1who had not previausiy:}éceived behavioral objective information would do better
on one of two paired tasks when they were given behavioral objective information.
However, it was found after the data was collected that 75% of the tutors had
repeatedly informed the subjects of the behavioral objective during the first two
months of the tutoring sessions. Theréf@re, a second investigation was under-
takeﬁ and the tutors were given specific instructions at the beginning of the
.semester to never inform the subjects about the behavioral objective for the
reading aﬁtightyi Data on paired task performange was again collected after
the subjects had been tutored far two months. A third investigation was under-
taken to replicate the .first two. The subjects were divided into two groupsi:
Tﬁe first group was given behaviﬂfai objective information twice weekiy for

two months (to replicate the first investigation) and the second group was

‘the second investigation).

SUBJECTS

The subjects were three d1fferent groups of 16 pupils with reading problems

who were being tutored 1in the Reading Center at the University of Kentucky. The
“average grade placement of the 16 sub;ects in the first investigation was 4.8 with -
a range from one first grade sub;e:t to one aduit, The average IQ on the Peabody
’ _Fiﬂturellnta11igencé Test was 96.6 (Dunn 1965). The average grade equivalent
‘score-was 2.8 Qn the Oral Read1ng Test of the Gates-McKillop Read1ng D1agnast1c
Test (Gates- McK111ep, 1962). D1fferences between grade equivalent scores on the-i

Comprehension Test of the Gates~MacGinitie Read1ng Test (Gates—Mac61n1t1e 1965)

1]




_and actual grade éIECEmeﬁt showed that the level of achievement was 2.2 gfadef
equ1va12ﬁts below actual grade placement. -
The 16 subjects in the second 1nvest1gatian were similar to the subjects
‘1n the first. The subjects average grade pTacement was 5.8 with a range from
one subject in the second grade to one SUbj%Et in the tenth grade .The average
Q. was 95.4 on the Slosson Intelligence Test (Stosson, 1962). Tha averagéégrade
equivalent score ‘was 3.0 on the Oral Reading Test of the Gates- McK1]1np Reading
Diagnostic Test (EatesﬁM:Kiligp, 1962). D1ffereneas between actuaT grade pla:ement
and the Comprehension Test of the Gates-MacGinitic Reading Test (Gates-MacGinitie,
1965)showéd that the level of achievement was 2.6 grade equivalénts below actual
grade placement, A
~ The 16 subjects 1in the third investigétian resemhled the first two groups
of remedial rcaders. The average grade placement was 5.1 with a range from
one subject in the seccnd grade to one subject in fhe tenth grade. The average
| 1Q én the Slosson Inteiligence Tést was 104.3 (S1psscn, 1962). The average
~ . grade equivalent score was 3.0 on the Oréi Reading Test of the Gates-McKillop
, Reading Diagnostic Test (Eates McK111op, 1962) Differences betﬁeen actuaiv
l grade placement and the Comprehension Test of the Gates~- Ma¢G1nitie Reading Tést
(GateséMacE1n1t1e, 1965) showed that the level of ach1evement was 2.5 grade
equivalents below actual grade placement. _ The third group of 16 subjects was
divided into two groups of eight using a blocking technique based upon intelli-
gence scores and the dis¢répansy between actual grade placement ana sgofes on the
Comprehension Test of the Gates-MacGinitie (Gates-MacGinitie, 1965).
The 48 subjects were selected from a pool of over 100 subjects who were
feéted.éhd diagnosed for their reading problem the previous semester. The
48 subjects were selected on the basis of their willingness to come to the.
Read1ng Center and whether the reading prgbiem was severe enough to warrent

remediation. As a result af the d1agn0313 during the prev1aus semester, an

v i




Exten51ve case study of the read1ng problem was ava11ab1e on each subject. The
case study included background 1nformat1on, test data, analysis and dlagnos1s

of the reading prab1em, and suggestions for remediation.

TUTORS

The tutors were graduat& students enrolled in a graduate éaérse in reading
remediation. A11 of the graduate students had Enmp1eted a prerequisite course
on the diagnas1s of reading d1sab111t1es! Each of the tutors were randomly assigned '
to individually work with the subjects and did not work with subjects that they

had diagnosed the previous semester.
PROCEDURES

A réquiremént of the coursé in reading remediation was to develop specific
béhaviara1 objectiveé for each tutoring session_v The instructor spent three 2- .
hnur class. sessions %11ustrating and diséﬁssing Eehaviara1 objectives. Prior to
the above class sessions each tutor was required to read Mager's book, regar1ng

Instruct1on31 Dbgéct1ves (1962). The instructor also held 1nd1v1duaT conferences:

with each tutor to assist him in preparing instructional obgect1ves
Each behavioral objective included the following three parts as suggested by

Mager (1962:53): "1. An jdentification of the overall behavioralact., 2. -;mpcrtanff
 conditions under which the behavior is to occur, and?B. The criterion of acceptabie .
-perf@ﬁﬂancg“ e B , e w____,,__l:;;_;

;Néar the mid- pﬂ1ndggf the semester, the 1nstructar asked the graduate tutors -
to develop two pa1red read1ng tasks which wnu]d take apprﬂx1mate1y ten m: “utes to
implement. The tasks were to be activities that the tutor would norma11y ;0 during -

- the tutarinngéssicni‘ The s1m11ar1ty of the paired tasks was verified before

1mp1ementat1an by the 1nstructor Behavucra1 ob;ectives were deve]aped for eazh QF

,,thg‘pajggd tasks and each cr1térian of acceptab1e perfarmance was stated in percentage;
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The criterion of acceptable performance was the same for each of the paired tasks.

The type of ta: 5 varied from subject to suybject. The skill and frequency of

each skill (for paired task performance) was as follows for the 48 subjects:

Skill Frequency
Comprehension 13
Sight Words 12

/ .Long or short sounds of the vowel 11

& Consonent digraphs 4

\X Syllabication 3
Consonasit blends - 2
Oral Reading ;E
Letters with two sounds ' f'

vThe procedure for iﬁpTementetienveF the teeke was to ask the pupil to do one
of the paired task without informing the subject of the specific behavioral objective.
On the other paired task, the tutor asked the subject to do the assignment and
orally informed the subject about the specific behavioral ebjeetive; The order of
’the two paired tasks was randomly assigned to test for order effeet

An example of one of the behavioral objectives which was used will fel]ow

Given a two page story from the beek,_A Pig Can Jig (Rasmussen and Goldberg, 1964)

and ten minutes to do the task, B will be able to orally pronounce 54 of the 60

words (90 percent) without assistance. The subject was informed of the objective

_in the following manner. _B, today. you're going to read-a -two page Story from the

book, A Pig Can Jig. You're to read the story out loud, by yourself and in ten

minutes or less. I don't want you to miss any'mare than six words on the two
pages. |
The dependent ver1ab1e was the perrentage of. pupil perfermenee The independent

ver1eb1e was informing the pue11 of the specific behev1oral objective.




RESULTS
~ Subject, criterion of acceptable performance, uninformed performance, informed

performance, and informed minus uninformed difference for the ti.~e investigations

has been presented in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4. B
INSERT TABLES 1, 2, 3, AND 4 ABOUT HERE
& o e e e e e e e o
J
<
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Table 1. Investigation Number One. Performance of Sixteen Subjects lho Had
been Informed of Behavioral Objectives Prior to the Paired Task
Investigation. :

SUBJECT - CRITERION OF UNINFORMCD ~ INFORMED INFORMED-UNINFORMED
ACCEPTABLE PERFORMANCE — PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE DIFFERENCE

WM 100 100 100 0
RB | 100 100 100 0
CR | 70 70 90 +20
KD | 95 _ 95 100 . +5
BT 64 ~ 10 i3 21

HB 85 o 72 86 +14

8D | 88 100 97 ~3

UN 100 - 80 - 100 120 .

ZD s 95 97 95 - a2 R
MC / 80 90 - 80 S R

BY 90 o5 .- or +2
T8 | wo -9 100 + 4
WT s 100 100 S0
B 99 97 97 0
- WB 100 83 92 49
MR 100 86 2 . + 6

=91.3 X=94.1
=10.2  $D= 7.1
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Table 2. Investigation Number Two. Performance of Sixteen Subjects who had not been
Informed of Behavioral Qbjectives Prior to the Paired Task Investigation.
: - —_— ’ . - ';-,, 'h

SUBJECT " CRITERION OF UNINFORMED  INFORMED INFORMED-UN INFORMED
ACCEPTABLE PERFORWANCE ~ PERFORMANCE . PERFORMANCE . DIFFERENCE

2
%,
= S I—

MK ~80 _ g0 - . 70 ffz -10
CE 100 100 100 v/ 0
RM . 90 . 86 100 _ +14 -

“NB * , 80 - . 60 70 +10 -
0K 80 : 65 ‘50 - 15

75 88 100 ST L
80 42 92 - +50
88 25 38 +13
90 : 87 100 +13
. 100 00— 100 0
g8 __.— 100 100 0
91 73 100 27
95 100 100 | 0
100 100 90 -10
887 75 100 425

SD 80 .60 90 _‘ +30

4
.
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Table 3.- Investigation Number ThreeéRepiicatian of Number One. Performance -
of Eight Subjects who had been Informed of Behavioral Objectives Prior
to the Paired Task Investigatian.

SUBJECT ~ 'CRITERION OF UNINFORMED ~ INFORMED - INFORMED-UNINFORMED
ACCEPTABLE PERFORMANCE - PERFORMANCE ~ PERFORMANCE . PERFORMANCE

GR 80 60 .60
FB 82 , 46 91
BJ | 90 96 92
.. SA 100 100 100
WA 88 : 100 100

L
—
+
s

oD OORMO

1

oD 100 . 1 100 100
Up : 94 96 96
cJ 90 ; 90 80 -

L]
el

DR e




Table 4. Investigation Number Three-Replication of Number Two. Performance ¢* -
Eight Pupils who had not been Informed of Behavioral Objectives Pric.
i f to the Paired Task Investigation. _ ( ’

-

SUBJECT - CRITERION OF UNINFORMED  INFORMED . INFORMED-UNINFORMED
p ACCEPTABLE PERFORMANCE  PERFORMANCE PERFORVANCE ~~ PERFORMANCE

YC “g0 | 90 100 . +10
BS 88 . 75 o8 - +7
PR 100 N 92 100 s+ 8
MJ 00 - 50 90 . +40
sD 85 57 87 430

cB s sg. 83 - 425
W - 83 i 75 83 L 47
TP 86 . 50 86 436
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S Far eorreTated maans with repeated measures. " The repeated measures tested tD see I

1s there was an nrder effect re1evant to ask1ng the pup]] to do. he uninfbnned

task f1rst and 1nformed task secand (or vice versa) in the research des1gn. There s

_was no- s1gn1f1cant order effect relevant: to plaeement of the un1nfarmed or 1nformed

task first in the three investigations. o j;

75;; ssclhe»tests*ﬁt’S1gn1f1eante—repanted in Tables 1, 3 and 4 show Esgef*h
thesis was accepted far subjeets who had been 1nformed of behav1ara1f

% proposed nu11 hypo

: abjeet1ves prior ‘to paired task performance as shown in 1nvest1gat10n number one. |

n 1nvest1gat1an number three (reportedslas¥ab%e‘3)“ Hewever, the -
mE .

Vand rep11eated i
:prnpnsed null h_ypathes1s was FEJECtEd ‘For @eets who': had nat been 1nfarmed of

ctives pr1on ta pa1red task perfonmanee as shown in 1nvest1gat1on

‘P_behav1ara1 obje

| ?H;number twa and nepTieated in 1nvestigat1an number three (reported in Tab1e 4)

o DISCUSS TON

These Findings have a 1091ta1 exp]alnat1an.‘.5eeause lig pr1or tend1t1on1ng,;;?;4

e

;the/un1nformed task a h1gh 1eve1 of asp1rat1an wh1th resu1ted in a level bf per-

‘fanmante thCh was s1m11ar to the 1nformed task (ae seen in- Tab1es 1 and 3)

,_contrast the subjects who had nat been prev1nusly 1nformed uf behav1ara1 DbJEEtTVE

s

:seéid*natttarry into the uninfo

rmed task a h1gh level of asp1rat1an because they

had net been ennd1t1aned with behav1ora1 ab;eet1ves pr1ar to the un1nfarmed task

perfarmanee. Therefure, there was a s1gn1f1eant d]fferenee between peﬂfarmanee

: Q; on the 1nformed and the un1nformed tasks (as seen .in Tab1es 2 and 4)
In shart th; no s1gn1f1tant d]fference flnd1ng w1th sub;eets whb had been )

an 1mpartant F1nd1ng'

: infbrmed of behav1ara1 objectives over a per1ad nf t1me was

far a two month - per1ed he]ped

7'I“f0Tm1ng remed1a1 neaders of behav1ara1 obaee‘{Fﬂ
.on. the uninfbrmed ta
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Lthe other hand, remed1a1 readers th had not been 1nformed of behav10ra] objec- -

Y S
tives for a two manth period -had significantly Tower perfarmance on the unin-

: Y
formed task. However, perfcrmance qu1ck1y and significantly increased when “the
L

previously un1nfﬁrmed subjects were- given, behavioral objective 1anrmat10n for

the f1rst time. The rep11cat1on of these resu1ts in the ‘third 1nvest1gat1on

enhaﬂces the validity of these findings. i_ff -

In conclusion, these 1nvest1gat1ons w1th remedial readers support Mager §

'¢(1962) assumpt1on that learner performan:e is 51qn1f];ani1y,1ncreased when—pupils

~are given 1nfnrmat1on about behavioral obgectTves.' Eecause the f1nd1ngs were
;rep11cated w1th d]fferent teachers at a d1fferent t1me, it seems 1og1ca1 that
other reading teachers and c11n1c1ans can s1gn1f1cant1y 1ncrease remed1a1 reader

performance on réading activities by 1nfgtm1ng pupils of the specific behav1ora1

7

. N

objective.

Pﬁd1t1ona1 unanswered quest1ons re1ate to whether the same results would be

Faund w1th _groups-of- pupﬂs1 average and abQVE average pupils, pup11s at a11 grade ;
levels, and if long term use of behav1nra1 ‘objective information causes s1gn1F1s N
cant increases with measures such as standard1zed reading tests. Add1t1ona1 '

- investiggtions need to focus on these.quéstiansi' ) ;

v
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