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ABSTRACT

The primary object,tive of the study was to develop a weighted check-

_ _1_
lit it designed for use in selecting instructional materials for handi-

tapped students. Selection criteria identified by 24 authors were

reviewed and consolidated into a.103-item field-test survey; The field=

test survey was reviewed by a 15-member review panel and modifiedsin

accordance with their recommendations; State and local directors.of

special education programs were asked to assist in the identification

of a national sample of individuals responsible for selecting instruc=

tional materials for spwial education students. A 104-item research

survey was sent'to 1659 Libjects identified by 1oQal directors of sPe=

cial education programs., Subjects were asked to indicate on a scale

from 1 (low) to 10 (hifigh) the amount of importance they assign to the

identified criteria for materials selection when choosing instructional

materials for.students receiving special education services. A mean

importance rating and standard deviatton was calculated for each curve

item. Survey items were rank-ordered from most to least important and

proportionate scale weights based on means were assigned to each survey
6

item in order to create a weighted instructional materials checklist.

Demographic information solicited' from survey respondents was used

to develop a data base on whi_ch future research could be conducted. In-
.

cludea in the data base was ,a description of the sample population in

terms of type and age of student for whom materials are selected. Sub-

jects were queried regarding their position(s) in school district, sources

_/ A

used to obtain information about instructional rlatertals, the settings in

which the materials they select are used, and their use of checklists to



select materiols. In addition subjects were asked to.indicate if they

had received forma coursework or training in the selection of instruc-
t

tional materials and their perceptions of the value of thAt training'.
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CHARTER I

INTRODUCTION

For the "past 20 years efforts havebeen undertaken to assess and

validate the effectiveness of instructional materials (Komoski &.0fieth,

1972). One aspect of this, process involves the application of system:

atioproCedares formakiing appropriate decisions about the selection of

instructional materials. Among the namerous'articles addressing this

topic (Bleil,, 1975; Boland, 1976; Cohen, Alberto,' and Troutman, 1979;

Junkala,- 1970; McLaughlin & Trlica, 1976; Watson & VanEtten, 1976;

Wilson, 1978; Wfederholt & McNutt, 1977), most offer guidelines for

systematic.instructional materials selection; either through the use .of

-..,checklists or through suggested queStions tg be considered. Inherent

in 'all these articles is the notion that the educational needs of Nandi-_

,capped students 011 be better met if they are provided with instruc--,

tional materials- that have been selected in a systematic manner r"athrer

than a haphazard fashion.

The degree th which instructional materials are used in the class-

room was emphasized in an investigation conducted by Educational Pro-

ducts Irtformatiort- Exchange (EPIE) during 1974-1975. The study revealed

that,90-98% ofthe instruction in regular education programs involved

the use of- either print or nonprint instructixtnal materials (EPIE, 1977),

It'is assLiened that usage figures for specia] education students would

foe comparable.'

The relationship between teaching and instructional materials was
. ,

described as inseparable =-by Cohen et al. (1979) who statedt



The teacher and teaching: materials cannot bg separated.

'A .material can be successful as an instructional aid only

when its selection and,application are based on analysis

of its structural components. By asking relevant questions,

the teacher provides students with a material that is sys-

tematically designed to increase learning-opportunities.

Attention to sound pedagqgic pripciples when selecting

or developing a material will eliminate wasteful spending;

unnecessary production, and irrelevaht use of instructional

,time. (p. 11)

The Passage of PL 94-142, The Education for,All Handicapped Chil-

dren'Act of 1975,-assured handicapped students the right to a free,

appropriate, publiceducation. The role of instructional materials in

the implementatfon of the Act was explained by Lance (1977):

If we are-to actualize the concepts iMplied in Public Law

94-142, we must be'able to assess children in a wide range

of skills and under all sorts of conditions, state objec-

tives in behavioral terms, match needs to curricular needs,

analyze and sequence learning tasks, locate and obtain the

,proper media, evaluate and report performance, and onthe

basis of feedback) maice app riate program revisions;.

(P.

If the provision of appropriate educational materia implied

in P.L.. 94-42's definition of provision of an appropriate education,

individuals responsible for-choosing such materials might be held ac7-

countable for iheir choices in this respect. Thus, it would be advan-
,

"tageous for school systems to be able to,document that instructional
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ere chosen to net identified annual and short term goals in

the basi's of a sound. selection process.

Perusal of the literature advocating systematic selection of in=

structional materials reveals certain common criteria upOn which to

base purchase decisions (e.g., learner needs, teacher needs, time con=

e

straints, price; etc:). To date, however, no .research has been found

that examines whether or not.teachers or other individuals responsible

for selecting instructional materials use systematic processes in nibkitig

Such decisions; Furthermore', none of the selection systems _developed

th-,US far proitides the potential purchaser of instructional materials

with a rating scale which can be used to compare the materials under

consideration. While checklists and selection forms offer useful guide=

lines for the selection of instructional materials, the final decision

to choose a given piece of material is still dependent upon the sub-

jective judgment of the person responsible for materials selection. If

traditional materials checklists are Used, it is not known whether a

certain material was selected for use with handicapped studeints solely

on the basis of its price or because field-test data indicate that the

material has proven effectfve with a similar poi:oblation.

A numerical rating system for selecting instructional .materials

would help the practitioner avoid the purchase of what Bleil (1975),

identified as the "most expensive materialtk,you will ever buy..: those

which don't work" (p. 24). Considefing the availability of :approximately

500,000.nmprint and 5,060 print instructional materials on the market

(EPIE,J9.77) the potential for making incorrect choices is great.

The current research project was undertaken for the purpose of de=

velopig a selection procedure that would alloy.) practitioners to select



materials for handicapped students on the basis of objective criteria,

rather than subjective judgAent. To this end, the instrument would

offer not only'criteria for.decision making, but also a, weighting sys=

tem that would yield numerical ratings faC41itate t2e de=

cis ion making .process.

urpose
ti

As a part of the study, a survey was conducted of a national sample

Of individuals responsible for selecting instructional materials for

special education students. The intended outcome of the ,..eiearch pro-
.

/ ject was the development of an instructional materials selectiob check-

list that contained bOth Selection criteria and indices of the rel'ative

leVelS of importance assignecr.by subjects to those selection criteria.

Information was solicited from respondents to provide the basis

for the analyses of the following questions:

I. What were the mean importance ratings assigned ,to

identified selection criteria by subjects?

2. What were the mean importance ratings assigned to
_ 4 _

identified Selection criteria by expert reviewers?

3. What was the Correlation betWeen mean importance

tating's assigned to selection criteria by subjects

and expert reviewers?:

4. For what types of students did subjects report

Selecting instructional materials?

5 lWhat potentage ofsurvey respondents selected

A, ymaterials for elementary-Age, secondary-level
,

students; or both age groups?.



What positions in school districts or cooperative
.

were held by individuals responsible for selecting

instructional materials?

7; What percentage of individuals telecting instructional

materials for special education student§ reported havtng

completed fornial *coursework freceived training in tFf,Y`S

area?

What percentage of subjects indicated that they coh=

5

sidered formal coursework or.training in the selection,

Of instructional materialsto be of value?

9 What sources did subjects report using to obtain

information about instructional materials.

10. What percentage of individuals selecting instructional

materials reported usingia checklist or a materials

11.

selection form when making selection decisions?

In what settings were the selected instructional

materials used?

Answers to the above research questions represent a starting point

for determining th4 Oractices used -in the selection of instructional

materials for handicapped students. Furthermore, results of subjects'

responses provide teacher trainers with information about practitioners'

opinions of the need for additional training in the selection of in-

structional materials, for handicapped students.

For the purpose of the present research, the term "handicapped

students" refers to, any student receiving special education services.



S

6
ITA

The product resulting from this project represents an initial step

in'the development of n instrument designed to provide practitioners_

with ,a more objective means of assessing the value of instructional

materiars for spec:ial educationstudents.

L
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

One need only examine the increase i n the number of commercially

available materials to begin to appreciate the difficulty educators

experience when _selecting instructional materials for student use.

Komoski (1978) reported that in the early 1950's the dumb\r of commer-

cially available print and nonprint materials ranged from 1;000 to

26,000. A study conducted by the Educational.Products Information lx-

change (ERIE), (1977rrevealed that-by-19,6 apPrpXimately 500,0OO pieces

of.nonpririt and 5,000,pieces of print instruCtionaNaterials we

the market. These figures represent the number of materials desig

fox stu ents in grades K-12. To date; no information has been pub-

lished regarding ,the number of available materials designed specifically
4

on

for special education students.

The amount of time students spend using instructional materials j

provides strong evidence of the importance of such material* in school

programs.. Thus, it has been estimated that 90-95% of 111 classroom.in-

struction involves the use of some type of instructional material (Komoski,

1978). Although these percentages represent regular-class situations, it

isjassumed that instructional materials_usage in special education pro-

grams is coMparable.

t In spite of the documented importance of instructional materials,

the literature suggests that only a meager proportion of school budgets

is expended for the purchase of such materials. Wopdbury (1978), for

eXample, reported-that approximdely 1% of educational budgets is used

7
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for materials purchases. a ort by'the National Education Association

(1976)-showed that the "outlay or the items labeled textbooks has dropped

0-from 1.1 percent to an abysmal 0.7 percent of the annual expenditure for

each pupil" (p. 51). The 'said document repOrted that "statistical series

frequently show another item labeled other.teaching,materials and yeport

a per-pupil expenditure .of 2-3 percent of the total per-pupil expenditure"

(p. 51). These figures may be contrasted to the of'the

Joint Committee of the National Education Asso5iation,and the Association.

of American Publishers which called for at least 5 percent of Rational

average per=pupil operating costs.-t1--be spent for instructional .materials._

Given the rapid increase in the number of instructional materials .

available and the concomitant low budget allocations for:these resources,

it is not surprisin9 that numerous articles in educational journals have

addressed the need for instructional, materials to be carefully selected

using sound evaluation criteria. In a discussion of the need,for teachers

assume an active role.-in the selectiot and evaluation of instructional

materials for the haridic4ped, Dormant (1979) outlined some ofthe prob-

leffm teachers eri6founter in-this process. Among the pvioblems identified

were the following:

1. teachers actually spend little time selecting in=

structional,materials for handicapped students;

2. neither teachers nor teacher trainers. have con=

tider-ed the selection of instructional materials

to beta high. priority training need;

in many school- systems teachers are nat allowed nor

expected to be,*an active participant in the process
1

of selecting ihstructional materials for their students;

and



t.
4; some research has suggested that teachers do not have

the necssa ills to select instructional materials.

(p, 228)

The above problems were identified as a result of retearcijcarried- out

using samples of he practices ofregular classroom teachers and, thus,

do not necessarily reflect the practices of special educatiqn teachers.

Therefore, thei-e is a need "to examine the needs, attjtudes, andIi4:5
4havior of special ducation teachers with regard to the selection of

i-nstructional hlater als" "(p. 229).

LT

guidelines for Selecting Instructional Material

Some of the first efforts at encouraging teachers to systematically 's

t examine teaching materials re the result of the establishment of 4e"."-----
r

here

Special Education Instructional Aaterials Center '(SEIMC) Network. "A

major Objective of'the InstrUctiOnal Materials Center Network is to
-

provide the special educatin community .,with reliable information con-

ceriiirrg the. effectiveness Of instructional methods' and materials" (Moss;
--) I1968, p. 303).

.t ,

In keeping with, this objective, many. articles 'Containing suggested

selection and evaluation procednes' were written.by either SEIMC staff

members or consultants while the network Was operational..
. .

The literature describing.materials. selection processes may be

roughly diided into "fwo 'broad Categories items seeking topographfcal

data; -such` at the typ? of students wit -.whom the:material is bting used,'

)
age of .students; Subject being taught, etc., and items seeking teachers '

reactions to the materials such as, ' w releVant was the materials for

your instructional needS?' "Would you use the material again?" (Latham,
4

1.8



1974, p. 11). Within the "teaches reaction category" Latham differen-

10

tiated between items seeking teachers' perceptions of the practical as-
.

petti,of the material versus its instructional value. Latham (1974)

stated that a central problem associated with existing approaches to

determining the value of instructional materials is the failbre of such

instruments to in6a.$tire the worth of instructional materials. Instru-
,

ments cu&ently in use are only capable of measuring teacher perceptions

of e worth of materials and, therefore, should be regarded as "user

rear ions" rather than " materials evaluations (Latham, 1974, p. 11)'

4; In addition to attempting to Systematically examine the extent to

11- Which instructional- maperials,evaluation instruments measure the in-

structional value of materials, L ham measured, teacher reactions to

-filling out materials evaluatib forms,

The teacheis surveyed responded that only 27 percent of the items

on materials evaluation folns yield information that is of:interest to

them. nrther, tke teachers were req ed to list the "practical and

instructional characteristics" that were most ortantto them when

selecting. materials. On the basis of this information ist of the

12 most frequently mentioned practical and instructional characteristics

*as developed. 7

Latham offered the followirkq suggeitions concerning the develJp-

ment of An instructional materials evaltation instrument:

1: attention should be given to the development of an

instrument that reflects teacher concerns;

2. the .shorter the instrument the better--praErably less

than one 81/2 X 11 page in length;

0
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3. if is advisable to avoid instruments that require

wi-itten responsesthe teacher should be able t4

check th items listed;

4. the instrument shoUgd be a "neat, typeset, easy -to

4.

read, easy to look at instrument"; and
t

, 'if pqssible the instrument should contain no more than

10=12 items. (p. 13)

4:

In order to collect teacher evaluations of instructional- materials,

Latham proposed a system for intermittent data gathering designed to de=

crease the number of evaluation forms teachers were require.d to complete.

An important aspect of Latham's method of materials evaluation was the

.Jilphasis on the need to recognize that, typically; teacher involvement

in the evaluation process has ben "one=ways awaf from them" (p. 14).

atham- contended that if teathers are expecteeto provide input into'

the evaluation`process; they also_must be recipients of accumulated

data. Otherwise; it is doubtful that they will ever use that data to

select instructional materials.

liven Latham's appeal to more fully involve teachers in the pro-

ces of evaluating .1 nstructi nal materials, it is interesting to note

that his concluding statement r ains unheeded, "once teachers have

such data (that) they can or will use those data to modify their inter-

.
action with instructional materials" (o. 15).

Ward (1968) proposed the following five questions as a starting

point for teachers about to select instructional materials for their

students:

1. Does the material or device have sufficient attractbe-

ness or curiosity value for the children you teach?
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2.' Does the material lead to learnings o r accomplishments

which are in the mainstream of ybur pupils' needs?

3. Are the contents'and subject matter of the materials

accurate and'relevant?

4. Does the teaching val4e justi4the cost of the )material?

5. d6 the materials or the procedures which the materiels

suggest be adapted tovbetter meet individual or'local

needs? (p., 22)

Above all, Ward implored teachers to maintain a sense of objectivity

and to "be the competent professional who -selects and uses.instructiqpal

-materials in order to increase the learning of children" (p. 23).

.

12

dram and Abt (1969) deviSed a system whereby curriculum materials

for'secontiary-level students'could be selected on the basisof numerical

ratings. Four.areas--coverage, appropriateness, motivation, and cost==

were identified as the major criteria for. selection decisions. Major

and minor,subtomponents for each of these areas were also identified.

Thus, a teacher could rate an instructional material on a scale between
I

0 and 200 points. In addition, the authors' provided student and teacher

questionnaires to aid in determining preferences for curriculum materials.

Unfortunately, Crane and Abt did not describe how the,fdur criteria

or the major and minor subcomponents were chosen, nor did they explain

how weights were assigned to each of the selection criteria. Further-
.

more, no evidence was provided of the reliability and validity ofthe

selection process. However,*despite the shortcomings of their selection

procedure, Crane and Abt's work represents an attempt at_quantitatively,

rather than subjectively, measuring the value of educational proOucts.

4
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In another: effort to provide guidance in the selection X:inttrUt=

tiOnal materials aminger (1970) advocated the use of-modality leath=

ing the6ry when;Selectingi developing, and modilpinvinstructional ma-

terials ftitlearnIrib dihbled student4. The au or noted that .although
.

*

teachers are usually .familiar with -the theorettoal positions ptrposed

forAteaching the learning disabled;` no rationale exists for;how.to.com=
, ._.. _

bine educational theories and instru jonal matertal. Conte ntly, he

suggested that"students be evaluated in order to,determine.their-le'arn=

ing modality s rengtii' and weaknesses. .On thd_bgsi _of -such an eva)ua=

tion, instructional erials should be chosen to compleMent students'

ability to process information.

Tyler and Klein (1973) maintained that the absence of ooverrental
/ N-supervision of educational products,,"a lack of knowledge aboutNe

fields of curriculum and instructional materials ... disagreements among

the Rractitioners-in education about ;the formulation of/guidellne; for'

evaluating material'... ana a lack of knowledge about pantieularfields"

(p. 52) are all reasons why, in -the past, so little attention paid
.S.

r

to the selectionNol' curricular and instructional materials. 'Accordi

to these authors, the recentemphasi& 'On careful, selection of instruc-

tional materials is theiresult of 15.ysof curricular refoimi, an in-)
:t

--
creased awareness of the\tieed to attend to the students'' individual

.,
,

learning needs, and'a growing concern for improving teaching effective:

)ness with all students.

Tyler and Klein (1973) advocated that materials be evaluatedin

terms of "rationale, specifications, appropriatenest,'effectiveness,

.
.conditions, practicality and dissemination (p. 53). From these seven

areas the authors formulated 43 recommendations germane to the selection

-4
1)



of instructional materials. However, it was noted-that not all the

recomendations are consistently utilized by individuals responsible,

for selecting educational products.

In his concern with the problem of selecting appropriAte ed4a-
. t .

tional, materiats,'Blei.1-(1975)warned that there Willcontinue_to_be
.-4. _-fir. ,

..
.,

.,,unscrupulous'producers of edutational materialsias 1 g as there are

consumers who do not utilize vund selection proced6es. Cqnseciuently,

he suggested that materials can be effectiVelyvvalvated if:iobjecfive,
, ,

*
measurable standardS"6. 49y bre'utirqbd rather than Subjective judg-

The'first step ik.B101's list:of fundamerital components of

teaching. materials involves comparing the materiarto thOs.b fundamentals

and answering the ibt;:fc question; "no the materials fit, your needs?" '(I)=

-20); This represents what Bleil called the,"look for" part of the pro-
,'

_

cedure.: The second part of the process was described as the "look out

far",step. According to Bleil, a person selycting instructional ma-
_ -

terialt must- "look put" for fhe:folloWing:_ magic solutions, diagnostic

labels, fad words or phrases, and grade -level designations. Also, Bleil

recommended that individuals. selecting instructional materials seek out

the opinions of others-before deCiding,to purchase a given educatidnol

synoduct: as.sist the consumer in developim his "own specific apprai-

sal tools" fp. Bleil proposed a series of questions related to

_teacher needs, student needs, and general needs.

aleilalso distussed.some7of the issues related to the' validation

of instructional 'Materials. If the validation process has not provided

-information, it is useless. Also, "different categories of itia=

terials demand different evaluation levels" (p. 24. Thus, in addition
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to looking for evidence of validatibh of student performance; the edu-

cational consumer should also examine materials fbr e0dence of valida-

tion of teacher performance.

Cost effectiVeness of a product (i.e., as "price per unit of re

sults"; (Bleil; 1975, p. 25) is ahOther featUi'e to be Considered when

selecting instructional material: Attoi.dihg to Bleil, "in education;

it is a paradox that thousands of dollars can be spent for salaries to

invent something Which could be OUrthated off the shelf for $100;00"

(p. 25);

Overall; selection of instructional matet-ialt was summarized by-

Bleil as a two-step process: "(1) ask the right.questions, and (2)

be prepared to use the answers" (p. 26).

Effective instruction; according to Niedermeyet. and MOncrief (1975);

is dependent upon the careful selection of instructional products. The

authors proposed seven questions that must be answered in ot-dt to

scribe the elements of an educational products.

1; Does the product specify outcomes in terms of student

behavior?

2. IA s student progress measured frequently?

>
3. Has prodUct validity been verified across settings?

4. Are sufficient practice opportunities provided?

5. Is training provided for product users?

6. Does the prOdUtt prolfide a means of reporting.pupil

progress to parents?

7 I Are time and cost nequirements commensurate with

anticipated pupil progress?
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Ball (1976) outlineda series of criteria to be used by teachers

in selcting instructional materials.. The materials selection form

consisted of 50 subitems grouped within the foljowing, six areas:" (a)

promotes interactive qualities among students--materials are appropriate

and well done; (b) contains pre- and post-test Activities-1 (c) provides ;

teacher co rolled mechanismsl (d) provides instructional support;" (e)

verification validation is apparent; (f) provides followUp activities:

(pp, 209-211). Ball also recommended hat, in addition to the-reading

teacher, 'both prof ss -nal and ,l ay persons shRould be ihvolved,in the

process of selectippIropriate supplementary reading materials. Among

,,

the individuals identified'wett "teachers, 'reading ,conSultants and spe-

cialists, students, parents, curriculum specialists, and administrators

and supervisors" (p. 208).

Boland (1976) outlined,a number of steps for special education,

teachers to follow when choosing ,instructional materialS,. The first

step called for .an examination of the environmenti which was defined

as "the kind of teacher you are and the type of classroom-you haVe"

(p. 156) . The second step, which examined student heeds, involved a

series' of substeps,.i.e., identification of students' ages and levels

of performance; adademic strengths and weaknesses, 'and learning mo-

dalities'. In, addi tion to student needs. teacher.needs, step three,
..A,

were also considered to be important. To identify teacher needs,

Boland suggested that teaching responsibilities be determined and ana-

lyzed along with personal teaching strengths and weaknesses. The fourth

step in the process proposed by BoAnd involved responding to general

questions concerning the materials under conSideration. Examples of

this type of questions include: what type of material is needed?; how
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long will the material be used in the classroom?; and are replacement
o

parts and pieces available? After having responded to the preceding

four steps, the teacher must learn what materials exist by visiting

17

exhibits.of instructional materials; studying publishers' catalogues;

talking to materials Sales ,representatives or company consultants; ex-
_

.

amining advertising in professional journals; asking colleagues for

recommendatio and attending demonstrations of instructional materials.

Base rmation gathered during the fifth step, the teacher

is ready s tam ically to begin to examine the material under consider-

ation, For.example, the teacher must examine whether there is any re=

search'evidence to support the product''s effectiveness and how much

adaptation is necessary before the material would be a useful teaching,

resource. In this context, Boland listed 15 other questions related

to the physical and content characteristics of the material to which

the teacher should respond before making a purchase decision.

Watson and YanEtten (1976) developed a materials evaluation form

designed to assist teachers of the learning disabled in selecting in-

structional materials for their students. According to the authors;

a thof-ough materiali-analysis must provide answers to the following

1. What are the characteristiCs of the person for whom

the material was designed?

What is the material like? That is, how is it organized?

that does the learner have to do with the materials? HOw

does the learner get feedback on his performance? Holiis

learner performance evaluated?



3. What is required of the teacher? and

4. What data are available to indicate whether this

program-works or is worth the money? (p. 13)
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On the batit of,these questions the authors formulated a Materials.

Evaluation Form by which to judge instructional materials in the follow-
.

ing areas: Learner CharacI teristic5, Purpose of'the Material, Organiza-

tion, Format, Primary Sensory Path Used to transfer Information, Space

Requirements, Time Reqbirements, Learner Interaction, Learner Knowledge

of Progress, Evaluation and Data Recording Procedures: Teacher rnvolve-

ment Required; Teacher Aids, Potpourri, Efficiency Quotient, Field'Test

Data, and Research Data (pp, 14=17).

Although Komoski (1978) did not speCifically address the "howto"

aspects of instructional materials selection, it was his opinion that

:'in choosing curriculum materials, a school, gives literal and tangible

form to the curriculum decisions it has made or has left unmade, for ,.

any curriculum decisions left um-bade Will be made hy the materials'that

are chosen" (p. 46). Therefore, the process of selecting educational

products must yield materials that fit the teacher; the learner, and)

the curriculum. According to'Komoski, "the value of an instructional
r-

product in a particular school curriculum is directly proportionate to-

the investment that that school has made in the process of choOsi6g it"'

(p. 48). An important reason for carefu ly selecting instructional

materials is to avoid purchasing what Kgliioski described as "closet cur-

riculum, change;" tharis, "classroom- closets and school stueroons-filled

with tangible evidence of once-tried and aborted curricetlum changes, in

the form of curriculum materials once fashionable but now unused" (p.

48). Consequently, Komoski recommended that school districts provide
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inservice training for those individuals responsible for selecting

curriculum materials.

WoodbUry (1978) was primarily concerned with identifying guidelines

fob regular class teachers to follow in selecting all types of educa-

tional materials. In addition; she presented some interesting points

concerning the use of instructional materials in schools. Although, as

pointed out by several authors, students s end from 80-95%of the school

day using some form of instructional material, "there is surprisingly

little usable research on their actual use, nor is there/MuCh helpful

theory on the process of selection" (p. 6). One reason for this scar-

city of information is that the role of instructional materials in the

school program is seldom evaluated "independent of teaching strategies,

student behavior, and total classroom environment" (p. 6). Also, teacher

use of available instructional materials has received limited attention.

Woodbury characterized the selection of instructional materials as a

complete "decision making process, wiring a critical mind, a wide

acquaintance with existingmaterials, arpawareness of trends in subject

matter fields'and teaching methods, and an intimate knowledge otigne's

school population (both students and teachers)" (p. 7).

To facilitate. the selection of instrdctional Mater-illS, Woodbury

outlined the responsibilities that each of the...following groups should

assume in the process: administrators,,media administrators, purlsing

agents, curriculum experts, educ0fonal researchers and evaluators, par-
.,

eii&;--citizens, librarians nd media specialists, teachers, teacher cen-

ter personnel, and students. Furthermore, the author provided a list

of questions and resources for selection committees to utilize in the
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decision making process. A sample materials analysis form developed by

the author was also presented.

Teachers, according to Dormant (1979), often expelience problems

in selecting instructional materials for their students. At first

glance, it appears that there is an infinite number of materials from

which to select. However, a closer inspection reveals that frequently

there is no material that exactly matches the needs of the student for

whom it is being chosen. To alleviate this problem, Dormant suggested,

that the teacher must.have a firm understanding of each student's in-

structional needs based on an analysis "of the learner, the subject

matter and of the instructional environment" (p. 230), and "the kinds

and the extent of the analyses (being) applIbpriate to the student per-

formance desired" (p. 231).,.'e.g., a teacher desiring to teach the skill

of'shoe tying can hardly be expected 4tio spend three months analyzing

student performance in this area.

To facilitate and systematize the selection process, Dormant (1979)

listed five phases. The first phase involves an identification of stU=

dents' instructional needs. The information collected here would re=

sult in a compilation of attributes the material must possess. Such

attributes might be subdivided into the following three categories:

"essential, adaptable and preferred attributes" (Dormant; 1979; p. 233).

The second phase of-the process involves collecting information

about the materials under consideration from "peers; supervisors, uni-

versity faculty, parents of the handicapped, professional conferences,

in-service training sessions . commercial catalogues, professional

journals ... and from information retrieval systems (NICSEM, ERIC) "t
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(Dormant, 1979, p. 234). During the third phase of the selection pro-

cess the identified materials are matched to learner needS whereupon

they are "submitted to the appraisal of experts, particularly for an.

assessment of content accuhcy and appropriateness" (Dormant, 1979, p.

235). This step constitutes the fourth phase of the selection process.

The fifth and final, step requires that the material be used with the

student(s) forwhom it was selected. At this point, therefore, the

ultimate question is, "Does the material teach what it's supposed to

teach?" (Dormant, 1979, p. 236).

In Dormant's view, "The classroom teacher is engaged ina decision-
.

oriented inquiry of the most pragmatic type. Trying to apply the tech-

niques of carefully designed conclusion=oriented inquiry is not likely

to reveal any 'truths' but is likely to cause teachersto abandon all

evaluative efforts" (p. 236). There re, if -teachers. are expected to
. -

participate activelyjn the eyiTuati n of -cum cular materials, the

evaluation process must be classroom Specific rather than hilly thdt--

retical.

Komoski (1979) is one of the few authors who has addressed the re-

lationship between successful implementation of PL 94-142 and selection

of instructional- materials in the Individual Education Plan (IEP). Thus,

he suggested that unless there is:

(1) a supply of appropriate (effectivO' instructional

materials from which teachers can select4those materials

which will best sustain the energy of learners on relevant

learning tasks(, and.(2) unless teachers know how to make

effective use of such materials, the PL 94-142 mandate re-

quiring teachers to design and implement an "individual

30



education plan" (IEP) for each haytcapped learner in hit

or her classroom is unlikely to be met. (p.188)

Komoski also reported some startling dafa concerning teacher par-
6

ticipation in the selection of educational materials. Results of a stir-
_

vey of 12,000 teachers conducted by the Educational Products Information

Exchange revealed that: (a) 45 percent of the individuals surveyed in-
, I )

dicated that, they do not svlectiithe instructional materials that are

most used in their classrow4; (b)-- the remaining 55 percent (those who

do participate in the selection process) indicated that they spend ap-

proximately lane hour annually to accomplish this task; and (c) less

than half of the same 55 percent reported that they' had. received train-

ing in how to effectively use the materials that were selected.

On the basis of these findings; Komoski noted that regular classt,

room teachers are in an unlikely position to select materials designed

to meet students' educational needs. Furthermore, Komoski questioned

the ability of regular classroom teachers who are responsible for de-

veloping individual education plans to do sd effectivel.Y given their

apparent lack of training in how to select instructional materials,

the limited amount of time they spend selectiqg such materials, and,

in many cases, their lack of involvemeht in the selection process.

Based on interviews, the author concluded, that the above-mentioned

shortOmings related to material; selection were more representative of

the practices of regular teachers than special education teachers. For

although t4e special education teacher "rarely has had any more training

in theselection and use4Of instructional materials than the regular

classro n teacher...the:teacher of the handicapped tends to.give much

more attention to, and is much more concerned abqut, the effectiveness'
.



and appropriateness of a specific instructional material-than is the

regular classroom teacher" (Komoski, 1979, p. 192).

ccessfu implertentation of PL 94-142, howe'Ver, will not. occuri

merely as a resu t of providing teachers -with time for and training in

the selecti,on o 'instructional materials for the handi capped. Rather,
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chang,tkmust tak

materials and m4ng those o establish- the polities that govern the

id'ce Diffe0 tbosb,who develop and market instructional

-

adoption, selection, and purchase of instructional material" (p. 194).

For, 'os komosk-i stated:

if PL 94,-142 is'truly a orCed, noponlYwill classroom

teache-rs find themsetvks in need of the skills and tecli-

niques that wiFll enable them to build' 'individual educa-N
.tion plans', but they will also need materials that have

been appropriately developed and screened which will help

them to turn those plans into a reality_for each handicapped

learne (p.: 195)

Because educators suffer frdm 1

selection 'of instructional products0,

when examining such products: COnsequently, teachers "continue to be

of time for and training in.'"

y seldo RI know what to look for

influenced by the instructionally'less essenti-al Characteristics of
. .

-material such as packaging, prestige tff'author or develoeers and, of

course,the new apiproach tb. the content" (Korroski, 1979, p.

avoid falling 'for-such featura, teaCilers should ask "the bottom-line-

of-learning question": this material help a teacher (either my-

self or the person I'm sOecting this foe) to' change a learner's behavior

more effectively, more efficiently, or more humanely than the material

I'm now using?" (Komosktii1979; pp. 202-203).
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The relationship between teaching and instructional materials wag*
4r ,

described by Cohen,'Alberto, and Troutman 0979) as inseparable in, that

the instructional materials tie together the curriculum, teaching methods,

and students learning achievements. To assist.teachers in making worth-

while selection decisiohs, Cohen et al. recommended the use of an inquiry

model containing the following four question4s--who, why, what*, and how--

whereby the individual respopstbie for selecting instructional materials

shoyld be able to determine the inStructional worth ofehe materials

under consideration.

Each question relates directly to the following pedagogic '

concepts: (1) Who-,-refersito the target population; (2)

2 1

Why---refers to the purpose of the material; (3) What-,re-
c

Ters to the structure, format; methadology, construction,

!unction; and quality; and (4) How--refers to process,

management, feedback, response mode s), generalization,

adaptation,.and sequencing. (p. 7)

Schwartz (1979) found that teachers of handicapped high-school stu-

dents experienced even more difficulty finding suitable instructional

materials for thefr students than did teachers elementaryage stu-

dents. Materials for hi,gh-school stu is must not only be 'designed

to meet their aeademic needs, they must a so be in keeping with their

level of social maturity'. Finally, this group of students must be pro-
.

vided with materials that'slook like those used in the, regular school pro-,_

gram.

To achieve these goals Schwartz advocated dealing only with estab-
)

ished and reputable publishers and purchasing materials for Oich field-
. ,

test-data -are avaigable. Schwartz further suggested,that teachers conduct
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a "superfic0 evaluation" of materials under consideration for purchase,

that is, the material is examined in order to determine "obviousichar-

acteristics like the publishing company, author or designer of the ma-

terials and the date of publication"-(p. 20). During this evaluation

phase, the teacher should also examine the format and content of the .

material and decide whether or not the material appears to match his/her

own teaching style. Product durability and ease of storing should also

be considered before the material.is subjected to a "more in-depth con-

tent examination" (Schwartz, 1979, p. 20) covering the central theme

of the material and such considerations as whether or not the material

will fit the number of students who:will be using it, quality and rele-

Ivance of photographs and illustrations including racial and sexual bal=

ance. The final consideration in the selection process deals with the

adaptability of the ma*rial. Adaptability here refers to "variety

.of.ways material can be adjusted for classroom situations" (p. 21).

Hasazi's (1979) guidelines for selecting instructional materials

consisted of nine questions to which. the potential purchaser/developer_

of instructional products should respond before buying or creating a

new material:

1. Does the instructional program descril;e its. aims or

goals?

Does-the instructional program describe the enabling

skills or prerequisite steps requilred to reach the

final goal?

Are there provisions made for assessing a child's

entry level on the enabling skills and final gtals?

34



4. Does the instructional program require: frequent student

responding?
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5. Are there provisions for delivering feedbaCind correct

responses and'specific strategies for correcting errors?

Does the instructional pro-gram provide a measurement system

that contains periodic check points and provisions for, mov-

ing a child ahead, or reprogramming for skills not learned?

7. Does the instructional program allow for response to be

made in a variety of waxs in order to' demonstrate earning?

Does the instructional program suggest strategies for en-

suring that the'skills learned can be utilized across a

variety of learning environments?

9. Does the instructional program appear interesting

functional? (pp. 32-33)

Borden (1979) presented a model for materials analysis involving

the use of a grid system on which ratings of instructional materials

could be recorded. In this connection the author*alo proposed a num-

ber of evaluation criteria which could be used for instructional ma-

terials analysis. The criteria were grouped, according to the following

five areas: (a) Objectives; (b) Skill requirements and sequence; (c)

Instructional techniques and requirements; (d) Motivation 1 factors;

and (e) evaluation. While Borden noted that the above criteria were

suitable for his use, he suggested that other evaluators might ider4ify..
a

and use other evaluation criteria.

Wilson (i978) described the instfuctional materials selection pro-

cess in terms of a "curricular-student;teacher triad" (p. 374), that is,

35-
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each aspect of the triad) in some way influences the other two. In order .

to make a wise selection, the teacher must examine curridular, student,

and teacher variables. Wilson noted that while it is not uncommon. for

teachers to carefully attend to the curricular and student variables

they freouentlyNpverlook the teacher variable. Since "it. is the teacher

who must act as the catalyst to assure interaction amonglie other two.

componentshis/her desires, -knowledge; and competence must be con-:

sidered" (Wilson, 1978, p. 376). Specifically, Wilson suggested that

materials under consideration be examined on the basis of (a) biblior,

graphic information, (b) price, ec) instructional ared,,ld) skills scope

and sequence, (e) component parts, instructional Jevel, quality, Format,

'available support materials, time requirements, fiel1 test....ard- research

data, and methodological approach, and theoretical bases (p. 381). Since

the above criteria are not inclusive, an individual responsible for se=
.

lecting instructional materials may wish to add others or, expand and

adapt those 'presented;

Although Bender and Baker (1979) iiiere primartly concerned with pro-

viding guidelines for tN.e selection of'social studies materials, their.

proposed selection criteria are applicable to anyone r'espOnitble for.

reviewing and selecting instructional lAducts. According AD these

authors the following elements must be included in the selection pi-ocess:
- ,

1. Many persons should 15e involved in the process: the

professional teaching staff, -Childrts(1, admini_
6

stratorS, and even, in some instances, parents:,

2 Statements of criteria. for- selection of materials must

be explicit. These should be developed cooperatively by
. .0

those most concerned with and ihvolved in the selection
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of these materials. 'These.statements of criteria must

not be based on assumption or thoughtless expectations.

Empirical information about sources- for media must be f

expanded and critical annotations of'resources and col-

lections must be available and used.

More kinds of information must be used, including pro-

fessional analysis and user reports.' E/ idence of effective=

ness,-learney, verification, and instructional validity is

required to support this process.

Excellent techniques for examination and review must be

ibentified, quantified, and refined through use. Compre-

hensive checklists, rating scales, and other hard evidence

must provide the criteria of acceptability. Unstructured,

subjective comments will not.do.

Objective evaluation of materials must be increased.

Systematic evaluation and verification of materials

through use must preVail. Opinion and impressions will
e7

not do. (Bender & Baker, 1979, p; 363)

In summary, the guidelines called for prospective users to examine

materials under consideration in light of the following eight areas:

purpose, producer, authenticity, appropriateness, content, supporting

opinion; supplementary information, and validity.

The purpose of the previous section of this review was to describe

existing approaches to the selection of instructional materials. Latham

(1974) summarized the state of the art of materials selection in the
,

following manner: "everyone is talking about it, nearly everyone is

. I*
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doing something about it, but no one seems to be getting very far at' it"

(p. 11). Latham'S appraisal of the situation nine years po was a fairly

accurate one, and unfortunately, it has not improved since then. Guide=

lines proposedNfor materials selectioh have not changed appreciably over

the last 15 years. While this phenomenon may be viewed as evidencd that

the criteria identified thus-far are appropriate, no research has been
/

'conducted to verify this notion. Furthermore, no research st4dieS have

examined Whether or not those individuals who select instructional ma=

terials utilize systematic procedures to accomplish this important task.

While much has been written about the need 'fo system tic selection

practices, virtually no literature is available_ on which criteria, if

any, are currently diemed important by those responsible for selecting

instructional materials. further research- in this area, therefore;

should be directed at identifying existing materials selection practices

rather than describing what ought to occur. Without such information,

ilbprovements in materials selection yriKedures are unlikely,to be im-

plemented.

Evaluation of Instructional. Materials

I,. It is difficult to discuss -the literature on instructional materials

selection practices without also describing the materials evaluation

erature. In fact, the terms evaluation and selection have often been
(

used interchangeably. The remainder of this review iS; devoted to the

literature on eValuation of instructional materials.

An educational review was defined by Sche (1975) as "An activity

carried out by an organization that must choose one or several educational
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products froh many possibilities" (p,. 11. ,Schermer differentiated be

tween an educational review' and an evaluation stating that ".in a review,

very little time is spent rating each product,_' usually a matter%of hoars"

(p. 1). The author made a further distinction between an educational re-

view and an evaluation saying that "an evaluation--collects data 'about a

product or products, while a review uses whatever date and infOrmatiOn

are available in order to make a decisdn,aipong prodUcts" (p. 1); While;

in some instances, evaluation is carried out as part of the review peo-

cess, the review protess, according to Schermer, must be approached in

an equally. vystematic and logical manner as is a product evaluation.

The author identified and defined three categories of instructional ma -.

terial whch may be the subject of a review, i.e., products, programs,

and practices.

Reviewwmay be divided into two categories: single or mixed topic.

A single review is used to decide among products with the same or similar

subject Inattef,i-whereas max.eol topic review refers to-a selecti-enprocedure-

used to choose among products epresenting a wide variety of sub mat-.
_

ter. Schermer identified six kinds of decisions for which reviews may

be used: (i) to develop a product; (b) to .continue development; (c) to

disseminate a product; (.d) to package a program; (e) to recommend a.pro-..

duct; and (Wto use a product. The last' type o decision is theone

for which t6Chprs. schools, and school boards w uld utilize the review

procedure. In such a review the criterion of appro iateness is of-most
r

importance because the instructional product is being chosen for a:par-

ticular stUdent, school- building, or school district.

Evidence of product effectiveness is an aspect of the review proL

cess 'that it often overlooked by reviewers: In Schermer's opinion, the
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best prOducts are not, necessarily those demonstrating the ,greatest evi-

dence of effectiveness. Rather; "the products with the best evidence

tend to be the ones whose goals are tile most straightforward

and easyto measure, and the ones that are used in situations where

controls are easy to institute" (p. 13). Thus, reviewers who include

evidence of product effectiveness in the review procedure must be' aware

of the possibility of bias against those products whose goals are not

straightfon4ard and easy to measure.

Schermer divided the criteria-=uclin reviews- into the fajlowing

five, categories:

1. the effectiveness of the product;

2. the need for the product;

3. the intrinsic qual i ty;

4. the Practicality; and

5. the quality of supporting evidence. (p. 14)

Unless review criteria used as a product screening measure are

scaled, the reviewer has no notion of the extent to Whi.ch.each criterion

has been met.

Schermer suggested that review criteria be viewed .,,as "a checklist

cf things to consider" (R. 55), and stated that vs revi4ew criteria"' ,

in this manner is

probably more important than trying to -use criterlia to get

a set of numerical ratings which, when averaged with appro-
.
priate weightings; will give an overa9 ra Ong. Perhaps a

set of criteria which can be used .n thiilaY for all products

will some day 'be developed, but' wiRlipv% fou;id no sign of i

at present. (p. 56
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A model rating form originally designed for use in natibnal-level

reviews was presented along with suggestions for modifying it to make

iit applicable in '.a variety of review situations.

Brown (1975) proposed a intthOcr for analyzing, instructional materials

and curriculum programs wIiichAhvolved use of a Q sheet consisting of 31

questions. A Q sheet "i's a generic-term whic,refers taany' standard set.

of questions, probes or program elements to be used as thl'e basis for

systematic apalysis, in thit case, toMponents fan instructional pro-

gram" (p. 411). Brown,autlineci a:nuMber of situations in which a syste-

matic analysis of instructional materials would be useful for-the educa-

tional practitioner, (a) to examine-the :internal consistency Of

commercially available programS; (b) to compare 'the quality of two or

more instructional materials prior to purchase; (c) to determine if al

studeht is experiencing difficulty because he is using the wrong in-

structional materials; (d1 to develop a curricular history of a student,

or a group of students in order to identify those programs or materials

with which they,haVe experienced either success or diff'culty;(e) to

assist in identifying . appropriate supplemental materials for a student;

(f) to help in systematically identifying the strong and weak components

of a given instructional program; (g) to aid the practittoner in develop-
.

inb a systematic approach to materials adaptation; (h) to promote cur-

ricular research by providing the researcher with a means of systematical-
.

ly comparing or manipulating materials variables.; (i) Ito make, supervisors

and consultants appear less threatening when they, comment on the appro-
.

priateness of materials used in- an educational program; (j) to, assist

the practitioner in determining the similarities ?nd differences in new
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materials ;' (kj to,increase professional competence in the area of ma-

terials specifyeally. designed for Use with special education. students .

Wiederholt and McNutt' (1977) described some of.the difficulties

teachers experience in attempting to evaluate the appropriateness of

instructional materials for handicapped adolescents. Currently avail-

able .selecti.op guidelines have been designed to assist the teacher who

is looking for suitable materialsfor 'elementary-aged students, thus

few, if any, guydel ines for selecting instructional materials are avail-
,

able for older handicapped st'udents.

The authors proposed a two-phase approach to comprehensive eval-

uation, of imtructional materials for handicapped adolescents. The

first phase, static evaluation, occurs when a teacher decides upon the

instructional materials or program to be purchased and implemented.

Dynapic evaluafion, on the other hand, takes place after the student
1Ce

has used a particular material' or program for a period of time. The

purpose of this evaluation phase -is to assist the teacher in determin-

ing whether or not the material appears to net student needs and hence

whether the program ought to be modified or discontinued'. The auth

described five elements to be conside hen performing a status ma-

terials evaluation: "(1) relevance of the material to students' needs;

(2) readability levels of the printed materials; (3) language of the

materials; (4) prerequisites; and (5) motivation" (p. 13).0

'To cOnduct a dynamic aluation of instructional materials the

following four techniques were suggested: "(1) preipost testing; (2)

Oplytic teaching; (3) observation; and (4) interviewing" (p. 15). Each

technique requires that the teacher carefUlly and systematically examine
I

the student's interaction with the material being evalauted and decide

if it meets the student's instructional needs.

42
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As mentioned previously, no consensus has been.reached cdncernitg

what is meant by the term evaluation: Ward (1968) maintained that "when

a teacherideeides to use or not.use an available material, an evaluation

Is being.mad (p. 21) which, in turn, was considered to be the starting

point from which teachers might begin to practice more stringent eval-

uatits4 procedures.

(1979) described evaluation in far more global terms. In

hisestiMat

(every time corporate decision-makers in an educational

ate-riats company' decide to develop or not to develop,

t market or not to market, to revise or not to revise

a particular instructional material, that material has

en evaluated. And every time an editorial director

dicides to shape a material one way rather than another,
v-

that material' has been evaluated. Similarly, every time

a company sales 'representative decideS to recommend or

vat to recommend a particular material 'to :a prospective

Abrchaser, that material has been evitluated.. In addition;
A *

-

tve ry time USOE, NIE, or any otherpublic or private_ fund-

1,

-ig agency decides to fund the dissemination of o ma 1

fool not other materials, those materials lia've been evaluated.

fAewise, every time a teacher Chboses a material for class-

loan use from such a list, or from a publisher's catalog,
A

Jr at a commercial exhibit, that material has been evadfuated.

likewise, every time that teacher uses a material for a spe

14fic purp'e or decides not tgjgse it, again, that material

-4s been evaluated.; final 1y; although hardly ever recognized

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



for. that is is, every time a learner uses a particular i n-

structional material in.a purposeful way or fails' to so use

it, that material. is undergoing an evaluation that is far..,

more important than those evaluations it has undergOne prior'

to that moment. For it is ofily at this moment of instruction*

this ultimate bottom line as it were* that it becomes possible

35

to come to something approaching a valid decision -as to the

effective instructional value of a particular instructional

material . (pp. 197,= 198),

Moss (1968) described an evaluation procedure which relied on

teacher evaluations of materials use in classrooms as being the most

likely to yield valid information about instructional, materials. To

compensate for such problems as overalif. Cost', time 'factors, and various

other impracticalities inherent in an evaluation system that utilize's

only teacher input, the author proposed a system consisting of °five

levels Of evaluation input. Briefly; t first level of input comes

frem instructional materials center (IMC ) -' .rary, staff who, would, ana-
1,

lyze the physical characteristics of the mat= vial: The second level of
the evaluation scheme would require the same lib ary staff to work with .

other IMC personnel or consultants in preparing an analysis of the con-
,

tent of the material, behavioral objectives; task analyses, and ratio9ale.

Teacher input and information obtained from classroom observations wbuld

constitute the third level designed to yield information relative to the'

effectiveness of materials in classroom. situations. search studies;

the fourth' evaluation level; would provide "findings n learning var-
,

iabiles and effects; teacher reactions; instructional varifbles; and

effects of innovations in use of material, etc." (Moss, 1968, p. 305).

4
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Finally, the instructional .materials industry (i.e., publishers, pro-

duCers ofcmaterials, and authors) were identified by Moss at the fifth

source of evaluation input responsible for providing a rationale and a

description of'the population for whom a given material was developed.

According to Moss,, the instructional materials producers might also be

responsible for supplying some of the information obtained from the

other four input levels.

McIntyre and NelSon (1969) proposed a.two-step.apProach to the

evaluation of instructional materials. Immediate evaluation of ma -'

terials would ensue from having expert panel members complete instrUc-
.

tic al material checklists. These checklists would provide informationi

.

about "some aspects of the internal qualitieS of material, such as dur-
.

ability, convenience in storage, probable attraction to children, etc.",

(p. 25). The expert' panel members would theh be,Asked to determine how

well the material fit a given prograin's sco#'and sequence, ailld,to in-
-

dicate if a particular material was in keeping with th' educational

objectives of the special school or.class.

While McIntyte and Nelson (1969) considered this type of evaluation

intrinsically useful, y- suggested, that, ideally, instructional ma-

terials must, be evaluated t ugh an empiOcal framewilk ipcluding:
, 4

1. A statement of the educational objectives which might

-.e

be athieVed "through use of the item;

A. spvifitatiOn of the range 'and tcp4. of. children or
.

,

youth tO be inttructed with the' item;
1 -

A description of the degroe of teacher jnvolvement
_ II,

and/or coinpeteacies required. 10. '26)

a

rIr
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In additioh,o: the atithOrs advocated examining a material 's prob-

ability of success--that is, esmating whether or not certain educe-
?t

,thrivki-boals will be reathe'd Oven th pe of ttudents and caliber of
T

teachers who will us the material under Sideration. Furthermore,

it was suggested that tettal be evaluated in terms of its educe-..

tional effici ency, that is an eiralu

',terms Of theotime and effort' fequii ed to accomplish educational goals;

.

must look at a material in

Finally, t4e..auth4rs Dvtlined the steps necessary to implement a

'modt1 for-field-based: evaluation esIgned-to analyze instructional ma-

. Artals along he followin idu 4inienSions: (a) practical aspects of

the material (i.t., ease f use, conveniere, space requirements, etc.);

Ar.-.(bYatficrunt of teacher involmement.reqUired to achieve maximum educe-,
, ; i

tienal-benerfits; ('c) duraO1 ityll4inti (d) evidence that the material was

responsible for the a'170 rmient of changes in_pupil behavior.
o

AcInty (1970) stri "'evaluation as "the basis for decision

making, fnd as such, (it] in ludes t)oth description and judgement, and

collection Of pertinent data on which to 'base judgements!' (p. 213).

Accordingto Mantyre, evaluation and research are not synonymous terms.

In 'esearch, validity measures 'should be gxternal rather than internal

as opposed to evaluation which is not as concerned with other popula-

tions and 'settings (generalization), and hence uses internal validity

measures,.

McIntyre identified the fo1)lowirii four alioacheS to ,i,nstructi_Oal

materials evaluation: (a) tiilization of expert judgment;(b) etiin
of a panel 'Of experts to work. through an KIMC;' (crutilization of mas-:

V

tei- teachers in the field who would be paid for their services; and (d).

,

having teachers in the filld evaluate materials borrowed from an SEIMC.

46
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The author emphasized that *1 e type of- approach selected is de-

pendent upcifithe needs, objectives, and resources of the individuals

who perform the evaluation. Above all, the materials evaluation,pro-

cess must be "on-going, continuing.. and interacting...the data gener-
.

11

-acedI are used to modify the system,
;
'to- make decisions, to make the in-

structional system self correcting, and only data which can-be used are

collected" (p.. 219) .

;
Eash (1969) designed an evaluation instrument to assist in theI

selection of instructional materials.based On the notion that such an_

instrumnt must be capable of pinpointing instructional products that
. .

can he effectively iecorporated into thelfchool program. Thus, the

resultant instrument 4,as intended for se in the selection of a variety

of instructiona.V products.
A

Four constructs - objectives, organization of the material (scope
r.

and sequence); methodology, and evaluation - - formed the1basis of the
,

instrument. Included in v-r evaluation form ere provisiqns for a msum-

mary quantittive jud judg nt of the materials as a

learning package,.... any Juestions

ment and:evaluation procedures used

learning package" (p.. 1).
et

The proposed evaluition prac

)1=, A

hieh,elicit in,forTniatiOn on develop-.
the producer in creating the

required training of those who

Would eventually use the evaluati lint nt to- ensure maximum utili-
. ,

zation. Pie f flowing training outcomes serve partikular attention.
1

,
When teachers re trained: to systemati cal ly examine mate ri al s ,. they

f
also became more aware of the% intended use of 'those m9terials and, con-

sequently, were mole likely to use tf m,for, e intended- purpbse. As
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Eash noted, failure to attend to the intended use of instructional ma-

terialsA often a major reason why certain materials fail to meet user
:expectations. As a result of systematically examining instructional

materials, teachers'became aware that "scarcely any instructional ma-,

terial is a self-contained learning package for a range of learners ".

(p. 2). Such an awareness causes teachers to attend more carefully to

,

matching materials and students' educational needs. Furthermore, it

was found that evaluations performed by two-to three=member teams re=

SUlted more effective assessments of the materials than did eValtia=
4

tions performed_ by yldivi duals;

The evaluation of instructional materials was def;ned by Levine

(1969) as a "tool for providing *today's teacher with a means of getting

into the jungle (of instructional materials); finding particular ma-

terials.to meet her needs; and bringing them into the classroom and

making effectiv6 use of them" (pi 1). Levine noted' that while a range

of procedures have beeh identified to assist the teacher in evaluating

instructional Materfali little tkiderice has be;r1 found to.support the.

notion that one approach is better than another.

In an effort to remedy this situation, Levine conducted an Evalua-

tion Institute aimed at creating a library of maerial evaluations,

,while,at the same time systematically studying the eva uatIon prates .
.--.- f

) sixteen teachers of.4he educable mentally reta -Weretnyjtedlo
-

p r-
',

,,, i %4 A. ticipate in the Institute . -\ -

_Through the Institute(the author hoped to deitrmine: (a) if clif.7,-

o13forent types ()if, materials require. the use of different evaluative ad=
1.

ie,k
..'t . .

'",, ri R.; (b) whart criteria are identi,fied by the practitioner as impor:

Cant; (c) and wfiether,"or.riot'it is possible, through the use of a g4me
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format-, to make teachers aware of the variety of questions that must be

asked when evaluating instructional materials. In thce course of the;

InstitUte, the following criteria were most frpquently identified:

"cost of the material, whether it can be used individually or in groups,. ,

the type of child it can be used with, and yhether it contains student

appeal" (Levine, 1969, p. 6). gAlso, it 'was found that the criteria de-

veloped by Institute participants for instructional hardware and soft-.

ware did not di'ffer.

After establishiqg a set of evOuati,on criteria, participants were

requested to develop an evaluation form and later apply it to a number

of materials. At this time, par icipants were given an opportunity to

alter the Evaluation Form; However; onfy;minOr changes were -made.

The Main problem with this approach to evaluation was the artificial
A

environment in which the 'evaluations were performed. Based on the con=

viction that a more accurate evalUation could be gbtained -if materials

used in the clatsroom were included in the study, an ongoing evaluation

group--the Evaluation Network of Indiana Teachers-was established; As

a result of Network meetings concerning the usefulness of the Evaluation

Form in actual classroom settings, it was determined that the 'checklist

format was not inclusive enough.. Thus, bla spaces were recommended I

for the recording of pertinent information rather than a checklist for-
-

mat. *Based on tithe results of the-Evaluation Institute, the author con-

cluded that k was, in fact, posxsible to.deLlop a practitioner-centered,

approach to the evaluation of instructional materials without using highly

sophisticated evaluation instruments. If teachers are to serve as active
MO.

participants in the evaluation process, they must serve "as the developer

of evaluative criteria, as the evaluator of the material, as the developer
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of a_vehicle for dissemination; nd As the reader of the completed.eval-'
,

uation" (Levinea p. 11)

Baum (1972) repOrted the perceptions of teachers of the mentally

retarded concerning tiieir ability to evaluate instructional, materials,

their willingness to pa4icipate in the evaluation process, and their

judgment of the ability of others to evaluate classrooili materials. An

11-item Lnstructional Materials Evaluation Scale was mailed to 100 teach-

ers selected from the membership files of the Kansas SpecialsEducation

Instructio al Materials Center (SEIMC). Approximately 85% of the re-

spondents (92% of the membership) indicated that they did not feel that

teachers lack the skills necessary to evaluate instructional materials.

Over 95% of the survey respondents stated that other teachers' evalua-

tions of instructional materials were of interest to theni, and nearly

84% expressed an interest in using evaluations completed by other bor-

-rowers of SEIMC materials. Nearly 84% of-'the respondents agreed that

teactier evaluations of materials were ofmore use to them than publis

claims. Further, survey results- overwhelmingly indicated (nearly 9
ry

that teachers do not agree that principals are better evaluators of ma-

terials than teac4ers Slight1T fewer,teachers (82%) disagreed with the

statement that school psychologists are better evaluators of instructional

materials than teachers.

In terms of willingness to participate in the evaluation process,

the responses of the group surveyed were fairly evenly divisied as to

whether or not teachers have the time to evaluate, instructional prOduCts.

However, over 81 percent of the respondents expressed an interestln using

evaluations prepared by other teachers.

j0
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On. the basis of survey results Baum recon*nded that "the Regional

Center and its affiliates must take the initiative in encouraging teach-

ers to participatge in the materials evaltietion process and in demonstrat-
_

ing its value to teachers" (p. 50). To thisend, Baum recommended that

SEIMC's provide preservice and inservtce training to enable teachers to

systematically evaluate instructional products designed 'for use with the

retarded.

McLaughlin and Trlih-(.1976)eadvocated that teachers be included
i.

.in the process of evaluating instructional materials. Their review of,

the 1 i terature offerjd firrther support for the need for teacher involve-

ment and input in-the evaluatfon process. The authors suggested that

after a-given material has been used in the clasroom, it should be

evaluated by means of;a, structured checklist that is easy to read and

mark,, no longer than one page, and that requires from 10-12'minutes to

complete; ,;The form developed by McLaughlip and Trlica focused on the

evaluatibn of the following areas: "curriculum emphasis; content; ap-

propriateneSs, instructions; physical characteristics,- and general in-

formation" (r). 54);

Fetter (1978) developed an instrument des\igned to assist in eval- .

uating eiwaiety of instructional materials; ° The.instrument consisted

of items' to be checked and a series of questions about instructional

materials to which an evaluator was to respond by either checking "yes"

or "no". 5--

Instructional materials, 'according to Fetter, must-be examined to

detrmine whether or not they serve as an aid in the learning process.

In this context, Fetter donsidered'evaluators responsible for alerting

materijls producers to the fact that'educational consumers are interested

only i those products that provide evidence of their effectiveness.
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Suirrnary

While much has been written concerning t selection and evaluation

of instructional materials; ,a nerd still exists for indepth research in

this area. AS evidenced in this review,--. even the terms selection- and

evaluation have seldom been adequately defined. .Rather, the suggested .

definitionS 'tend to be based upon author opinion. As a result, 'the

same. problem is encountered when one examines)the plethora of selection

and.evuation criteria; that have been identified in the' literaure.

With the exception of the study conducted by Levin4 (1969), all identi-

fied criteria have been author; rather than practitioner; generated.-
Latham's (1974) work prov?ded evidence that teachers,ar&.Thterested in

1
less than one-third of the items which comonly appearon materials

evaluation forms. Consequently, there is a definite need for more re-
,

search to identify those criteria that are censtOred useful to Prac-,

t i ti o ne rs ,

Although guidelines have beerr proposed for selectin9and evaluating

instructional materials for the handitapped; existing research has not

examined the actual practices of special ed6cation teachers in this area

Similarly, no research has compared their selectfon and evaluation prac-

tices with those of regular classroom teachersl. According to the.,re-1

suits of the survey conducted by the Educational Products Information

Exchange (1977), teachers are involved in the selection of thei r class-
.

mom materials slightly more 'than half the time°. Thus, it is ironic; to
find that the majority of articles describing selection criteria are

directed at teachers when, in faCt;,.it is unknown whether or not teachers

.serve in this capacity in most cares.

r
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As illustrated in this review of the existing literature, suggested

procedures for selecting and evaluating instructional materials vary

tremendously. Identified procedures range from.requiring the pratti-

tioner to respond to five questions to completing a six-page evaluation

form. To date, no evidence has been found to suggest .that any one eval-

uation procedure is :inherently better than others.

Few of the authors reviewed have suggested what is,to take place

after a given material has been evaluated. That is, the decision to

choose one material over ;another is still dependent upon the subjective

judgment of the perso'n selecting the material. yNo one has developed a

methoZ that yields a ratings scale of the materials under consideration%

No consenses- has been reached as to when instructional -materials should

be evaluated. S.ome authors have suggested.that a material can only be

evaluated after it has been used in an educational setting. While theo-

retically. sound, such an approach fails to acknowledge the fact that few
.

;teachers h;ve unlimited budgets for the purchase of instructional.ma-
y

terials And thit such procedures require a vast amount of Instructional

time. It is unrealistid expect that teachers have the time or the

inclination to eval uate every, piece of mated al used in an educational

program. What is needed, therefore, is an effective and efficient method

that would enable teachers to evaluate the relative merits of a given

material prior to its purchase and incorporation into an educational'

(

program.

Most of the authors whose work was reviewed agreed, that ineViduals

responsible for selectipg,and evaluating instructional materials cannot

be expected to do so without,ade4uate training. However, responses to

the EPIE (1977) survey indicate,that those who skiect instructional
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.materials .have receivedlittle training for this important function.

Teacher training programs must he tonSidered responsible for:delivering

quality training in this area and hence Must incorporate this component

In..existing curricula.

While the proposed research swill not resolve all-the issues sur-

rounding the selection and evaluation of instructional materials, it

does, however, represent a starting point for examining the practices

eMployed by professionals responsible for selecting instructional Ma-

terials for the handicapped: Att0g same time, it is anti'Cip"atd that

the results of this study will ,identi6 those selection criteria that

are iMportant in this process. Finally, the proposed research repre-
.

sents an initial step in the developMent of a procedure for permitting.

instructional materials:to be selected on :the' .0sis.-of a numerical rating

system as opposed to subjeitive judgment.
.



CHAPTER ILI

METHOD OF -INVESTIGATION

Purpose

The purpose of the present investigation was to develop a

weighted chIcklist for use in the selection of instructional materials

for stutdents receiving special education services. The development of

a weighted checklist involved the following seven phases: (a)" develop=

ment of field-test version of survey; (b) selection of expert reviewers;

(c) distribution of field-test version of survey; (d) subject selection;

(e). survey refinement; (f) distribution and return of survey; and (g)

data anajysis.

Method

Development_of_Field--Tesi. Version of Survey

Development of the field:test version of Ae research survey began

in August, 1980. A faculty member in the Department of Special Education

at conthe University of Kansas served as a tent expert for the study.

This individual is an expert in the area of instructional materials se-
,

lection and has taught graduate:level courses in instructional materials
.

sele4ion and evaluation. First it was necessary to identify the selec-.

tion criteria which had previously been utilized in the literature. The

selection checklists proposed by 24 Authors were reviewed for incl'usion

the field-test survey. A listing of authors; the .titles of their re-

spective checklists, and year of pUblication is contained in Appendix A.

Each author's selection criteria were sorted into the following broad

46
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topic areas: title/name of-product; (2) copyright date; (3)tautLr;
(4) non-sexist, nortracist bias; (5) size, 'space requirements; (6) num-

ber of users; (7) instructions, for teacher /student ; -(8) target population;,.

(9) teacher's guide; (10) physical chkracteristics, format; (11),time re-
.

quirements; (12) publisher; (13) adaptability; -(14)-reading, interest,

instructional level;" (15.) component parts;416) entry, prerequisite

quirements; (17) ease of use, teacher training; (18) motivation,: appeal ;

(19) research, field-test data; (20) method, technique; (21) technical

quality; (22) content; scope/sequence, accuracy; (23) objectives; (24)

price; (25) formative evaluation, feedback assessment; (26) arriOunt of

teacher involvement;, (27) other. In all, 694 select-1ton criteria were

identifiead. Each criterion statement was examined and a decision was

made as to whether it represented a unique criterion statement or whether

it was duplication of an existigg statement. A survey item.was written

for each distinct selection criteria. An agreement of 100 percent was

reached between the content expert and the project *investigator con-
17-

cerning the wording and content of the -field-test "research survey. Al-

together, the field-test version of the research questionnaire contained

criterion statement's.

Selection of Expert Reviewers

To enhance the vali ij.t of the research survey, the content expert

compiled a list of the names_sof 20 candidates for the roles of review

panel experts. Individuals were selected based on their recognized

volvement and expertise in special .education instructional materials in

one of'the following capacities: (a) affiliation with'instructional

materials publishers or the Special Education Instructional Material

Center (SENO network; Or (b) authorship of checklists for instFuctional
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materials selection or professional journal articles on selection/eval-
1.

uation of instructional materials. The expert panel members' responses

to the survey were essential in that they not only assisted in the vali=

-dation of tr survey instrument, but also provided a data base upon which

to compare the responses of the research subjects.

Distribution-of Fie -Test Version of Survey

AgPacket of information was prepared and TOiled to each field-test

reviewer at .the end of January, 1981. Included iii this packet was (a)

a cover letter, (b) the( field-test survey, and (c) a stamped Self-ad-

dressed envelope designed to expedite return of the field-test survey.

The cover letter outlining the purpose of the study requested individuals .

. to serve as eXpert reviewers and assured them that participation ill the 0.1".
i

study,was voluntary; confidentiality of refOonses was also guaranteed.

(A copy of the cover letter is contained in Appendix B.) The field7te;P

survey consisted of 10 typrritten pages of reduced copy. Directions
,

.

for completing the survey were printed at the top of the first page. Re-
-

viewers were asked to examine the field-test questionnaire (see AppendiX

C) and to circle on a scale from 1 .(low) to 10 (high) the amount of 'I'm-

portance assigned to each criterion in the selection of 'instructional ,

4,
materials.4 Participants were asked to cirtle qnlypne number per..item

and to refrain from adding fractional or 'decimal pointk tiivthe scal.

Directions for completion of the cale 'were printed at_the top of etch

page of the survey. In addition, reviewers were asked to examine all

questionnaire items and to consider whether or not additional stitementi

aeeded to be included in the final questionnaire versionr Space- 4

provi dust the end of the survey for individuals to list erate,any'
/

items they had added to the survey: Finally,-Oricipants wanting to
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receive copies of the results of the study were asked to print theil,

name and-address on the last page of the survey. Followup te3hone

calls were placed to reviewers who did not return the survey within one

Week after February 16, 1981, the return date specified in the cover.

letter.

Subject Selection

An integral cull:0cent of this. re.search was the identification of

subjects responsible for selecting instructional materials. for special

education students. In this connection, one might assume that random
/

selection of special education teachers would automatically tesult in

identification of those indiViduals who-are responsible for the selection

of instructional materials. However; research by EPE (1977) offered

contrary evidence, not, ng that "not only are materials independent of

teachers' variables, but they are selected by someone other- than the---

teacher who used them nearly 50% of the time" (p. 27). Thus, selecting

only special educatibn teachers might have resulted in the exclusion of
IY

those individuals who are responsible for purchasing materials'for class-

rooms and/oclibraries at the district or cooperative level.
4.- -0,

To avoid identifying the Wrong population, local special education

administrators #were asked -to identify six individuals in their respective

districts who Are respongib er selecting instructionall.pterialis., The

identification of potenti 1 subjects for tire study consisted of a three-

step process.

The first step involved contacting state directors of sp.ecial edu-,

cation. To this end, a telephone call was made to the administrative

office of the National Association of State Directors of,Special Educa-

tion (NASDE) requesting a list of the ,names and addresses of the state.
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directors of speat-i education in each state and the District of Columbia.

In the middle of September, 1980, a cover letter was prepared and mailed

to all state...directors of special education (see Appendix D). Included
iin the cover letter was a brief statement of the purpos qf the study

.., ..
and a request that each state director provide a list of thenanres, at

t- P . s

A
addresses of the directors of local special educatipn prog ams in his/Ittk

*state. A stamped, self-addretsed envelope wad included rith each request

2 to increase, the chances of the requested information bing upplied. The

stedent research assistant for the project placed fo owup telephone calls

to) those state directors who did not respond by Oct r 1, 1981, the re-

turn dottx stipulated in the letter.

Local ,Directors

When each list of local special education directo was received, a

number was assigned to each dire d in each state, and t e total number

of directors per state was re rded. The states were then ivided into

their respective Federal regions. At the inception of the p oject It

was decided that 50 directors of special education would be andomly se-

lected from each Federal region. The total number of directors chosen

from each state was expressed .as a ratiocif the proportion of dif.ectors

per state in -relation to 'total number of directors per Federal region.

The atAual number of directors, to -be selected was expressed in relation

to 50 (i.e., the total number of directors to be selected from each Fed-

eral region). Table 1 illustrates how the number of directors to be con--
tacted In each state was determined in one Federal region.

7
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TABLE 1

Number of Directors of Special

Educ flan Selected in One Federal Region

Number Of .

Number of
Local Directors

State Directors Ratio Selected .

Connecticut 90 90/299 =x /50 :

Maine -132.' 132/299=x/50 ' x1-122,i,.

' Vermont 59 . 59/299=x/ p0
,t4_rt

x==.20

New Hampshire 28 .18/204xi5G. x=1. 3

Total -299 50

The e act

total umber.of'directors pef' state wasientered into.a.microcomputer

which rarcdOmiygenerated ss of the code-numbers of directors oflocal

ber of local directors needed from each state and-the

special education programs: Once the code numbers of the directors to

be contacted were obtained, the names and addresses of those directors

If

were recorded on a master mailing list to help%expedite'the request for

identification. of subjects. The master mailing lists were later used to

record and track the eturn of subj'ects' names and addresses.
t

Subjects

The final step in the subject ideriflfication process coAsisted of

preparing a packet of information fordeach of the randomly selected local

directors of special education. The ackets of information were mailed

during the first week of January,,1981. Contaihed in the packets were

a cover letter, a formon which to:record the'names and addresses of -
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w.

., ...,
tentiAs- uipects$ , and stamped self-addressed envelope. The cover

letter tseeAppendix E) outlined the purpose'of.th udy and asked
4,.

local directors to provide, on aK enclosed form (see pendix F), the
3.

names and addresses of six individuals who_se.lected instructional ma-' ....
trials.- for spe4kal educlitjep stu nts. Df t se six, three were toi,

be Indiyjduals who"seleted m vials for el ntary-agel students ,

":-.?while the I- nifig.4tire indiv,idual% who select in-

'itructional materials r1 s6COndiry-age students. The cover letter

also cbntained4a staternint asTatt-ing the director; that pirticipants

in:the study wasoluntary and that all responses would be.kept confi-

: den's el. Directors interested in receivinp,a copy.of the results of

the survey were asked to fill it their names and addresses in the space

provided. To ensure that ,ollowup telephone calls would nbt be placed

to those individuals who chose not to participate, space wa ti

vided on the

study.

form for indicating unwi 1 1 ingnms to participate', n the
I',.. .;1)

...
Two techniiques were employed to increase the return-O*-coMPleted

forms. The first consisted of the inclusion of a stamped self-acidressed,

envelope for returning names and addresses of potential subjects. The

.,second technique, drawn from marketing research, (Robertson & Bellenge

1978)i involved the promise of making a given monetary contributton to

a charitable or nbnprofit organization after a certain number of -cw-
t.

pleted surveys were received. The contribution mentioned in the cover

letter to local special education directors consisted-of a $5.00 dona-

tion to the Foundation for .Exceptional Children, a nonprofit organization

founded by the Council for Exceptional Children, for every 150 names and

addresses received by January 19, 1981. Permission was obtained to name



the Foundation as the recipient of the, donation before letters to the

local special education directors were printed.

During the last week of January and the first week of February,

53

1981, followup telephone calls Were placed to directors in Regions I

and III1Whoilad not initially responded to the request to identify sub-_

jects. Originally,' ftil,lowup calls were to be made to all special educa7,

tion direct n .a-Wr tons. However,' limits on the project's ;tele=W'
, ,_ b-

ph.o`Fle:blJdget and he,-Amount of time reqUired to contact each Modal Ili-

ii-r for made a complete followup impossible. ir
As 'the names and addresses of subjects were receiveii, .thpy.were

6 ,

, .
:1,-

coded and entered on a processor 4 to expedite the preparation of.

envelopes when the esqarch survey waslater-4 -be .cover 'ktiers an

41rmailed out.

' Survey Refinement

Field-test surveys, rturned by the- expert reviewers were checked'

._..,-).

for completion and revetiers' coalmen about the survey were ,read. (A

mean rating-and the standard rf*otion for ach survey item were cale-

lated. Daring the developme of the° project it had bsen'de-)_._ -,

cided-not to include n the f'41 yeft`iori of the research survey ony,. _Y-4-;

, , - . -i i i - ;

*field-test survey item ,thal did not receive a mean importance rating of

at least three (3.0). Since the mean ratings for.field-test survey,

items ranged from 3.60 to 9.50, none of the items. was omitted from the

final survey version.

, only .one' ,uggested'Among the reviewers' comments about the
41

including additional selectiontcriteria. While the three 'suggested cri-

teria were reviewed, they were not included in re frina 1- _version of the

. survey beca4se the duplicated items already contained in the survey.



URe reviewer pointed out that item number 32 which was worded, The

attracti veness,4 appeal, and motivation of the material 'to students",

n' represented two questions, since materials may be appealing without also

:

being motivating to students. Given this suggestion, the°item was re-
,

written as two separate selection criteria.. Therefore, the.final Version

of the survey, consisted of 104 statements about instructional als.

Some reviewers commented that the fiel$7test version of the Survey,

which consisted of 10 pages of reduced print material , was. tedious to

complete. Based' on such criticism, it was decided to Use a more compaict

and attractive format for the subjects' copy of the survey, Consequently;

-a.-comercial artist was 'employed for. the .p.urpose of designing a survey
. -

bookleft4hich would be readable yet, when folded; Would fit into. a stan-_
, .

dard envelope. Die'artist also designed the booklet cover and, laid out

the copy for typesetting. ;.,The cover of the final form ofi the survey pro-

vided a line for recording the code' number assigned to each subject as

well as'directions for completTng the survey,: and a return address. On

the7first page of the survey subjects were asked to indicate: (a)' fhe

type of students for whom 0'6 selected instructional materials; (b),,the

grade level of students for whom they selected materials; (c) their

sition within the school district or cooperative; (d) whether 'or not they

had received formal coursework or training'in the selection of instruc-

tional- materials; (e) whether or not they felt that such training is of

value to those who select materials; (f) the sources they used to obtain

information about instructional materials; (g) how frequently they used

a checklistormaterialt selection form when selecting instructional 'ma-,

terials; and (h) the Setting-in which the selected materials were used:

Pages two throUgh 11 of the survey contained the 104 criterion statements.

6.
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criterion statements did not appear inthe survey in a predetermined

order. They typically were organized according to the major tapic area

in which they previously had been categorized. Placement of criterion

statements in no way reflected a presumed amount of importance for each

item. Half of page 11 contained items '105 through 109, while leaving

space for subjects to fill in and rate any additional' selection criteria

they felt had been omitted .from the .survey. Directions Tor cAmpleting

the survey were printed at the top of cage two; the meaning of the rating

scale was repeated eat the top of each page of the survey". Subjects were

instructed, to 'read each statement of the selection criteria and to circle

on a scale,from 1 .(lOw) to 10 (high) the amount of importance they at=
4 if

r
tached to tech criterion when selecting instructional materials' for spe-

cial education students. Fjnally; participants were asked to circle

gply cme number per iteiti.and,tb refrain from adding fractional or decimal

points to the scale. 'Space was providedoutwelfth page of the sur-

vey bdoklet for subjects to make any addit7ipal comments abodt selection

of instructional material s . A statement thanking subjects for their par-

.,ticipation_in the study was printed on the thirteenth page of the-survey

where space was also provided for subjects to print their name and address

if they wanted to recieve a copy of the study results. A copy of the final

version of the research' survey is contained in Appendix G:

Distribution and Return of Survey

.A packet of mathrials Was prepared and mailed to each identified.

'subject during the first week of_April, 1981. The packet cowsted of

a cover letter, the research survey, and a stamped, self-addressed enve-1

lope. The cover letter outlined the purpose of the study avid assured

subjects that participation in the study was volupt and that all re-
.
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spouses would be confidential: Subjects were told that a $5.00 contribu-

.4

tiOn would be made to the'Foundation for
.

Eiceptional Children for every

1501urveys completed and returned by April 22, 1981, the return date

stipulated in the cover'letter. A word processor was used to ty0e the

inside address and to personalize the salutation in each subject's let-
.

ter. A copy of the cover letter to subjects is contained in Appendix H.

Acode number was assigned litkch subject when his/her name was

received from the local director of special education. For ease in

I 41

tracking the return of surveys, each subject't code number was recorded

on the cover of the survey he/she received. The same code number was

also recbrded on; the &aside of the"envelope containing the cover let-

ter,,the survey, andthr'return-envelope to assist the project investi_

gator and research assistant in verifying. that packets of materials were

mailed to all identified subjects.

.A followup postcard (see Appendix I) was mailed to subjects who

hid na returned the survey by the last week in April, 1981. Also, -new

surveys were mailed to those individuals wh6 responded that they had

.lost their copy.

As surveys,were returned, they were checked to ensure that they

Shad been completed. Returned surveys in which nothing 'hag been written

were marked as invalid and were not incluqed in the compilation of sur-

vey results. Attempts were made to- correct addresses on-surveys re- ;b.

turned by the U.S. Postal Service because of an insufficient or incor-

rect address. Addresses on .returned surveys were first checked to make

sure they were correct. In some instances, address corrections were

made -and the surveys were mailed a second time. In other cases where

the address was the sane as the one supplied by the local director, the
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survey was vailed again to a given individual- -this time in care, of the

director who originally'ldentified the subjett.. The data reported by

,

subjects an page 'two of the survey were coded, and code numbers were re-
or

corded on the inside cover of the survey to enable keypunChing of that

information simult'alneously with the subjects' numerical ratings of se-

lection criteria. Surveys received after keypunching of the data was

',begun were considered invalid and hence were not included in the compi-

lation of survey results.

Data Analysis

A compdter programmer was hired to prepare a program that would

yield a tabulation, by state and region, of s'ubjects' responses to the
- I

descriptive data reported on page two of the survey. Also, a eomputer

program was used to compile ubjects' ratings of each criterion .state-

ment and to calculate the mean importance rating and standard deviation

for each survey item.A count was also-taken of the number.of subjects

who (a) listed additional selection criteria, (b) wrote-comments at the

end of the survey, and/or (0
.

requested the results of the survey.

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Feguson, 1976)

.

.was, used to measure the correlation between experts' and subjects' meap

ratings of. survey items.. Proportionate scale weights, based on means

(Edwards, 1957) were used to developa ,weighting: system for the selection
4

of instructional material's.
'.

'



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND.DISCUSSION

The purpose of this research project was to survey a national sample

of individuals responsible for selecting instruct-Li:mil materials. for spe

cial education students in order,to ascertain the' amount of importance

they assigned to selection criteria previously:;identified in the litera-

ture; Based on aireview of 24 checklists for selecting instructional

materials,: a 104-item research questionnaire was constructed;

Ii this chapter the following elements of the study will be dis

cussed: research tions , subject selection, fi eld- test- survey distri-

bution and return, survey distributicin and return, characteristics, of

_-

sthe sample populatio?', weil K§ of survey items, survey results, addi-

tional selection criteria identified by subjects, and the intendedt
-of the -Gikklist,

Research Questions

.

.?"-

As a part of the data -collection, subjeCts were, asked to respond

a series of questions and/or statements for the purpoe s1 lish-

ing the basis for the analyses of the following guesti ns:

1. What were the mean importance ratings assign to

identified selections criteria by 's u bj e c ts ?

What were the mean importance ratings assigned to

identified selecti-on. criteria by expert 'reviewers?

What was correlation between mean importance-ratings

assigned to selection criteria by subjects and expert

reviewers?
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PS

4. ,For what types of students did subjects report
_

selecting instructional materials?

5. Aat percentage of survey respondents selected
A
'materia'ls for elementary-agei secondary-level

. studecti or bbth age groups?

59

6. What positions in school dis,tnicts or cooperatives

were held by individuals responsible for selecting

instructional materials?

7. What percentage of individuals selecting structionalAn_

materials for speci_al' eduCation stUdents reported haying
1

completed forital ,morsework ckVeceived training i n thit

area?

8. What percentage of subjects indicated that thercon-
.,

sidered .thataarrnal coursework or training in the

selection of instructional materials is of value?

9. What sources did subjects report using'to obtain

information about instructional materials?

10. What percentage of individuals selecting instructional

materials. reported using ea checklist -or materials

selection form when making selection decisions?

11. In what set_iings were the selected instructional

materials selected by subjects used?

Subject Selection

An integral part of the research project involved the identifi-

cation of individuals in school districts or special education coopera-

Jivesacross the nation who4 are responsible for selecting instructional

-materials for. special education students-.

Uc



State, Di rectors

initially, the state directors of special education programs in

each state and the District of Columbiawere contacted and asked to,
'submit a lfisting of the names and addreses of the directors of locali .
education programs in their respectiVe state.' Forty-five (45) state

directors provided the requested information. 'tine individual replied.,,
1

.
.that his state did not wish to participate in fivewhilethe/study;

.., '.1:..."
....4--state directors did not respond to the request for informition. In alt-ci eifi

,-*..*
_ 88.24% of the nation's state directors of special education provided e

*.fi.,r4..
...

e information necessary for the second phaseof subject..identificaticin

prdcess, contacting directors of local special education programs.-

Local Directors
/
As each state list of local directors of special education was

received, a number was assigned to each director within each sitate.',

and-the total number of 4ocal drectors.; per sti,te was recortied. The

,hates were grouped according to their respective"Federa regions.

Due to varying administrative structures across s6 tateS, the number of
t,t

local ,special education directors varied. greatly, amorig the states. It
wag previously deciAd.to select 50 directors fi'om each of the 10 Fed-,

eral regions. The .precise number of special 'educ.ation directors,,t6 be

contacted in each state was 'calcul'ated on 'the basis of the proportion

of local directors per state in4-elatfiDn. to the total number of directors

in each Federki region; Table 2 .c8iikains a listing of the number of
diirectors in each state; the percentage of the number of directors in

relation to the total number 6f directors in each region; and the actual

number of directors selected from each state;
.0.,
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:TABLE 2

. now- of Directors of Special Education

Selected From Each State

State ,

REGION I

Connecticut
Maine
New Haekashire
Yeruont ;
iota] -.-,

REGION II

Nett York -c-'-14

7001
i Mt* Jersey

.REGietti ILI
c, ...._;..:

_..1.- ' Dekaware 1
-- -.-- ---,.r..'' Maryland 41,

Pennsylvania
' 1/41.13i ilia"

Virginia

5

W.

O.c.

Number Percent_Of _

Directors Rigional Total

"
-

_90 30
132 . 44

18 6
59 20-

2139- .. rob-

44 68

''-- 65"
21''' 32

TO-0-

lo tal -, ,
REGION IV

Florid.?..
'. Georgia ,

Kentucky-
Mis4igsiPpi'
'II. Carolina
S. Cafialiiia
;pia).

17 6

..:24i.-,._ -9
0' 2914 11

. 144 # 52
-20

4 __I

Selected for
Participationa

1S

22.

3

34
26
$0

3-

Sr
5

26
10

2-6-- 07
.

. .

-66 ;: a
178 '.22

' 171 . , 21

151 1 19

146 18 '
95 12-

;, -Lai-- TUC. 19

REGI Ofi V
. .

;IlYinols P9 26 8

Indiana_ 85 j
8

Biciligan .

198
Ac5 37

'Minnesota 106 19 9

Ohio 16
. .,

o '-'
I

Wisconsin -73 ' .13 7

iota 1 G7 100 sii,c 50'

REGION V4

Arti;:,aS 93' 15

1,odifiaiiii 66 10

New PeAico 89. 14

Ok 1 atiOc4 80 32

Irxas 315 -49

le,tal ---61:1- 10b-

c P.EGION VII

8

7

-6
24

konsas 63 PA 40

loaa 16 70 10--

Total 7-9- ioc 50-

RIGION V1117..

Col c.r,:c1 '...k:,,,i- 48 20 10

Montana :4 -,.,:, 41; 17: 8

N. Dakota ...1'" 31 33 . 7

S.. Dakota' 34 14 7

Utah 60 16 8

ityorui ng 40 20 10

iota' -142 Too- --17,0-

REGION IX

Ari zona .

.califprnia
Hawaii
Nevada,
Total

REGION X

109 56 '28

58 30 15

'9
17, 9 5

Ty 1 Ito-

Alaska 5?
1(10;4 _63 13

Oregon 129 27

WEN11.9tori 231 44

luta] 477. 10-

lo lal lumber' of ()in.( tors T9 eleL telt fii gr lication
i'" e it)

6
6

6

61

4ViltABLE



1,P ,
4 '4'

I
a. 62l' -°. .

. . / /... Thetexact nuinber of local 'rectors_ fleeted from each state and thej a ,
total' number of i rectors i n each .'states was :entered. into a mi cr6comptiter

-''

, which, tn turn, was used to randomly select -the previously assigned code

.0.

numbers to directors of special educatiOn, in -each state. Using these;-. '
otpi led 641' rectors to be

.4?
code numbers, master rail trig

O

crttacted in each state.
e

Ques tionnaj re Respondents

The indoMly' selecte.d

_the names and .addresses of six

;instructional- materia.1 or-special

lists were
.

00

dire tors w e asked toy idenfi y and list
,r`als responsible fo selecting

education

or cooperative. fk summary, region,, ofthe

to this,. request appars_ AnTable

TABLE; 3;

students in' th
_ .local; .11.tric ors respO.niers

' -Local Directors' Response to Request to Idd,riti fy
_ .

Pr.,
Pate aVRespondents1 "

Usable 0 Usable
Regioria . Returns _Re rns

46 92 i3.14
\: 50

.. \,82

233
70

-f 432 64
32

,327 f 6

=I I

I I I
t, IV

V I..?"" t

tII.I

X

6 Total

n CF1 °Ting
not- to otgl

Parttc i pate Total Rearrns

6
3

3
3.
3
5
2
1

28,.

4

46' 92_.
56'
90..

2 54 .

32 64:
4 33 668 75

74
66

36 72
355 7

. n of S''S
Tdentified

n .= 50 for each region.
r

230
119
219
125
142
159
186
187

150
142

1659



63

Five hundred directors of special education programs, representing

"45 states and the It'istrict of .Columbia, were askgd_ to provide the' names

;and addresses potential subjects for this esi udy.;"-Ir Of the directors

contacted, 327 (65%), returned the name -and address of at least oneN
potential subject: 4enty-eight directors, 5.6%, r,eplied that they

did not wish to participate in the study. ffhe hundred forty=five, 29%,

di
..

t respond to the request to identrfy subjects. A total of 1659

.Npate,tial subjects Are_ idehtified by-local directors of special educe

cation proams.-
. ,

el est stFid-T SurveY Diriizution
-

, .. . , .. - .

t
To-v iprovide a measure of the content yatiditysof,,the'.researctt-

-''..,, P ,-
.

' , .'' -- , ' - , -,, 1 , '-
vey , a field' test version of the survey was` fir&a,r,....d and.' mailed.

./
in ho,8iVidualsw were chosen to serve as expek'fi'.4.114± l inembrs 'Tab-,

cOntatip tketeesult'eff t)ti distribUtionfrand ret

tovk,ex.pert, panel men :ers;

rveys

'!TABL. 4_

2Field=Te
(St

Survey Di

n of -4
S-urveys. ;-
pis te4bted

n o % Usable' n ChoOsipg
S-urVe urveys Not To Na :.

Returned rned Participate Res pons, Return;
,

_ -; r :1 $/

.

Of the 20 survs mailed; 15 (75%) usable sUrveys were returned. Three.

C . ,4
..

,-.Andividuals returned this surOY slating that other commitments preve.. ted
,

---:_.,:". f, .
i , : ,

*

them from -serving aspe4per Vrevi ewers . Two potential panel members did

not respond-to
r'i,

ie,request to participate in the study. Ini all total -

t

15 a7

r



response of 90 percent was obtained from those individuals who were

asked to serve as expert panel members.

The expert pane1 members were asked '.o examine 103 f.iteria for..,
IT

selecting 1/tractional materials and to rate on a scale of 1 (low) to.,.

10 (high) the amount 6f importance they arign to each criterion when. "
selecting instpciionai:materials for special education students; After"

7 . ....
the experts' rveys were returned; a mean impOrtanEelatind and the

.standard deviation for each field-test survey item was calculated. The-

survey items were then rank-ordered from the most to the least important
a

a
,selection cri 'itt permit comparison with subjects' survey ratings.

Survey `Disiribution and Return

A packet of information sisting of a cover letter, the research.

survey,. and_ 5t mped self-add essedreturn envelope was mailed to the

1659 individuals 4; tied as responsliAe for selqcting instructional
f *

materials for special education's A summary by region of the
I f.

-survey distributioh and return is contained in

TABLE 5

SurVey Distribution and Re
0

Usable -. Perwit
Surveys UsaEle

Region Mail edit Returned Returned

I_ 230 ' 138
II '119 77*III 219 .i. . 142
TV 126, 79
V_- ,' 142% 91
VI' - '59 , 113
ill_11;', 86 137
;.VII = 133
I 4- 96''

i _88.1
1094

60.00
64.71
64.,84
63.20
64;08
71;07
73;66
71 ;12

Invalid
Total
Returned

2 140
1 78
3 14.5
3
1 yl

82
92

0 113
137
134

64.00 1

61;97 2
65.94 , 14

'rotor
Percent
Returned

60.87
65.55
66.21

. 65.60
64.79

;66
71.66
64;66

66;79

VZ,"4
1

.
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0 t of the 1659 surveys mailed to subjects; 1094 (65.94%) usable surveys

were returned "to thd.prviect investigator. Fourteen (14) surveys were

Considered to bejnvalid for one of the followiing, reasons: (a) they

444ere returned with-. no responses; (b) they were returne$too late to be(

key_ pubched; (e) thsUbject replied that he/she did not select;mater

special education Students.

Results of Followup Procedure.

A poefic rd was printed and mailed to subjects who hid not returned

h survey by the last week in'Aprril, 1981: A summary, by re-

sults of the followup by postcard appears in Table, 6.

r`TABLE
Er

_owup ProceOure

r

II

IV
V

'47!)/I
VII

'VIII
IX
X

i4

A total of 234 surveys were.,keti ved. from gtlie 768 in1i,4idua
, -

the folloi4u1) joostGard .was malt led. tlre aver(ge &ventage of
Ike - ;

returned n onSe to the follovstup. reminder v330.47.
(01.44

'416

pf
Plostcards- c;4* Virkys' Percent

Mailed Receids: Return

122 fr% 41, I.: \ii-.*v .61
.: 71 . 2,6 1 .44T. .62,
:102 . , --35' ',,,. d" 34.31

67 ''' 2 '7 . L84 -
60- ' 18.33
61 ,24i49
68 'E8: 99-'),
76 30.*
73 -,.. ,4, . ,. 34-.2fr' i_67 . ° 23;48_

768. 2 4
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Characteristics of the Sample Population

Subjects were asked to respond to a series of questions and/or

statements for the purpose of arriving at a descriPtiork of the sampl

population..

The first statement towhich`subjects were asked to respond was

66

.

"Please indicate the type(s)"bf handicapped students fin' whom you se-
.,

lect instructional materi.51s (e.g., mentally retarded, 1 aiiting dis-
\

abled, etc)". The report.1es to this item by individuals-s'itirved are

contained in Table 7.

Type of Exc'eptional

Type of Exceptionality
'14 r-

TABLE 7'
a

udent.for Whom Ma teriaTS Selecte
r

.

. of
N Response

Educable Mentally ,Retarded ,

Trai nable Mental ly Retarded,
Learning Disabled ,.

Deaf or Hearing Impaired,
. Visually Impaired

Speech/Langua-ge Disordered
Gifted
Emotionally Disturbed
Severely, Multip Handicapped 4. 's-

Chronically-or Other r Hgalth Impairted.' -

arid Physically andicapp
Preschool AStudents .. \
Total.
Select M= rials for71 Exceptonality 4 8 42.78
Select to erials for 2 Exce onalities 236p
Select,Mt. ert;f16 for 3 Exc tionali ties 17. ,-"'' 1281:9571 ,.
Sel6clma trials for 4 ExCeptionalities 77' 7.04
SETOect-MterjaVz r 5 Excettonalities 40 . 3.66
Se'le.-ct Mati#rWt.... than Extepai.,

tionblAies d
6. . .. \ 63 ". 5.75,

ko Response _13 "I ... 1-.19
Totall N infer Surve -A-.7 _. -62At t 99:97

....,,..,.2--..m.e...`,7/MBON1111110: /,`IfIWIIIIIIII

64 ,24.64
5.60

31.59

4.64
4,2.34

4:)01

-

4.72-
.6) 7.

r66.00

as could ndcate -

type of excerAibn

I

material- are selected for more
i ty.

/
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1
As indicated abov the majority of individuals vrveyed selected

materials for either e ucable mentally retarded or learning disabled

67

students. The next largest group for whom materials are selected was

the emotionally disturbed. The breakdown of responses to this question

is quite similar to the estimated prevalence of handicapped'students

,,n.under the age of 19 as reported by. Blackhurst and Berdine (1981). Fifty=

six percent of the subjects reported that they choose instructional ma-
.

terials for two to five or.more types of exceptional students. Of that

group,, the majority select materials for two or three types_ f excep-
ar-

tionalities. It:is possible that the individuals' who rep ed. that

they select materials for two or-three types of exceptiol studer,Its

may be providing services Wcrogs-.catego,rjcal programs::
(.

The-seconcr:statement to which subjects were asked to respond *as;

"Please indicate the grade level of student's for whom you select iri-

str tidnal materials". Subjects' responses to item 2 are reported,

ercentage, in Table 8

'TALE 8'

Age of -Students for Whom Materials are Select d_'

Age of Students 17
Percqfft-
of n

, 38.G3
35.0 31.99'

316 28; 88

1094v( 0.00

J.J .-El.ementary Age tudents
Secondary Age Students
-Both
Ni` Rapcf1se

. .

Subjects..i-esponses were_ fairly, evenly divided among the polsible

student, age groups for whom' 1 4a.5,e -seleced. ThUs; 1 i h,
:,.- . 4. ..,_

CV
-,.,..

hey :selii'e mptQrials
'more than ene:;thir*ind.'cated., hajt

\ov
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age students while approximately another one -third choose materials 'for

secondary age students, and slightly less than onethird reported

selecting materials for both age graups;

The third statement to which subjects wire asked io,respond has

"Please indicate lour position in the school district (o.g.;*self-c

tai ned elassropm teacher; resource room teacher; principal ; director

-;, coordinator, etc.)".' Subjects' responses arespecial education

reported in Table 9.

Subjects' 'Position

yosi ti on

Sel f-Contai neck Cl ass room ;Teacher
esource Room T4acher

nenant Teacher i 1'

Pri ipal l
.Coon inatorSupervisoY; =Ps logi,st;I

Consul'
Director o S'Petial Education
No Responso
Total

One Position Reported
Two Positions *pol-__ted .

Three_Positions RerArted
ffore, Theri Thret,..'Posi ti ohs

.Nc%Resportset
.Total Number of SUrveys

I

TABLE 9
1.g

in `S`chob) District

At.

Percentage
Na of Responses

257 21.31
568 47.10

3Z
32 2.65

.273:-. 22.64
33 -2,74-,, .

6 L .50'=;:
.1206 100.00

Sub ects4)uld indicate .more than 1

early icalf,;(441091?)/bf the sUbjecIts'viho- .4onded to the sur-VOY

89.31
10.05

.09
0

.55 _

10O!.130

it.that rt.tei a mpl oyed as resotirc

arge ro up of= respondents 1.cons.isted

r respective districts in
.

ti ng that they serve as self-

-4

ei 1

9room_teachers. The next

individuals laho hold..positio

a supervi ry capacity.' Sublects,

ntained classroom teach4-
:1-
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-- oi;.

e ufr the :third rges t :group (2f; 3%) ; while the remaining responglents

reported that they are eitFieii itinerant- 'teachers ,principals, or di rec.-,

tors of special education. Although";.tlie majority of responder,ts indi-
4 ,

cated that they hold pne.position_i, ten be-rcen- of :the indiViduals sur-

veyed indicated that thin_ serve in tWo',posi-,tio. ee,spective

o

) % --'schwl
4r4 , , . . ..

1-

The fourth question to which subjects were asked.to resp at

"Have you received formal.' coursework or "trainfrig in, the selectn,ioOf
instructional materials for handi capped students?"!.: ubjects' -res*ses-

to this queStion are summarized in fal;:ile 10.. -t, '' '11

,.
1. ,7

, ... .
. ' -

. . ;?I'ke ,_4(1 ` TABLE 10.'' 4,-..

._

.._:.,.
, .. .4

SubjectV Prtparatidneor Selecting Instructionarliaterialt'
1".

Vt.

Response

-
Re ce i ve fo 1 Covsework, Frai ni ng
No Forma Comrs,ework or i ai ng
No Response - I--

aOne subje6t markgd both rasp itiN;

More thSh half of the' ndiVidu

Percentage
Na b`rRespotIse

49-4

66
417 38.20 '

13 le.19, =

1095 f00.00

, r

)

urveYed'(60.6g) reportedshav-

ing 6oppleted cburieworic trainin tilts-area of4materials selection.
,ss- - , x - --, --

-ro-However; 387iiercent, iridi cite Opt ey hasirnq:-t received coursework or
, ...,-,- '' w,

traininw,inmthi,s a a. 't v
,

, , . 4. ,,,-

o`spond t6 a fifth qt.Jestio4; lt.,Do yoga -feel 3
o

Subjects wergeiteSk

that such 'trai ni rig.',is of ,(a,l, hO select instructional-ma- -,
_. - -t,s - -), ? -,_terials?_" The respons o;,this tiuestion are present0 in Table H.,'

1. i
# - .

O

I
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.ic.4 TABLE 11

is Perceptions of theValue of Training

-70

t< s po ns e
Percentage
of Response

0\ _

Training is of Value 941 85.78.
Training is not of Value .0 101 19.4
No RespOnse 55 5.01
Total 1097 100.0Q

aThree subjects marked both responses.
,' 4

The vast majoi7ity of. respondents (85.78%) c'onsit* training -o be of.

value,with Tess than 10 pei-cent responding that s' ch training is not

valuable.

For question numbor, six,subjects were asktd;to indicate- the source(S)

thqy yse to obtain information abOu i nstrucli.On.;/ materials ResponseS 0,,
)

this item are leeported in Table-1. ,.-

..

TABLE 12

4..

Subjects' Sources of Infowiation About-. MIns rugtional. dterta-rs

Source
Percentage

Na of Repohses

Pro fes s ona 1 Journal s 713 15.92,
rPublishers' Catalogs' 1013 22.62
Advice of Colliagues :c';' '

9,43, 21.05
Materials Displays at Conferences .', -L879 19.63
Inservice Meetings .705 15.74,
Other

.-:,.i221 4.93
No Response ,_..5 .11
Total 4479,1 100.09 .. ,

, 4
d'',

- P Subjects 'could indicate rnOre than one source. 0- .

eubjectsresponses to this question were fair y ev My' divide
,

.. .

among the possible chOices. Fr,ublishers' catalogs were mentioned mo
)

frequently as. a source ofinformation, with the advite of tolieJg

79



,
as the sarid:most`frecOently' selected source.' Togetneri these4 two

sources made over 40 prcent of the, total response to questiorr

'r-The third Yanked; source-appeared to :materials displayed at confer-
.

-
ences.,'follove,d .lose.ly by professional journals and-inservice meefings.

Aubjea-ts were also aliowed to indiCate any other sources they might be

using
,
in a specially-designated space on the survey.: Publishers' repre-

e sentayvessir university' personnel , and college coursework were mentioned

most often the l'other" category. /;,

0
f;ThO: 'seventh statement teligt-...rich ,subjects were asked to respond was ,

°"Plase:-indiedte how frequently yOu use a checkliSt or materials selec-
.

..

tion. or= in stdecting instructionali 'materials for .handi capped. students"
. ,.

,.

'The pecentage!of responses to'this question is .descri.ped in Table 13.
tt' > :e

.
. . 'TA8i.E 13

Frequency with Which Subjects Use a Checklist to

Select Instructional Materials,

- .

Percentage''
N of -Responses

_., . ,
lwaj,s 84 7.68

1 -eccasionaily 472' - i 43.14
NeVer ` '49 .44.97
No Response . 4 4.21 N
.Total, 100.00

ii

Jr- , .

i',. ; -,-#. : , .4, u.
majority ifi f responses (88%) to this okie:stion were nearly evenly

t C-r i, -': -if,

i
. di vid d ton !ttioiel.?who 'Iepliedeither "occasiorial ly". or "never" to this

--. . . .,

quests n: A very small.
,

percentage (7,80) Of the respondents indicated
.. 1,

frlhat they .always use a check.list-ithen .splecVing materials.

4.
The final-.statement to whiCh subjects we're asked to respond was,t

"Please indicate irywhat settings are the instrucifAT materials vs
.

which you select". Respopses to this term are reportedin Table 14



TABLE 1.4

- Settings for Which Subjects Choose Instmctional Ma s

Setting Na
'Percentage
of Responses

Own Classroom 839 42.10
Others!_Classroomh__ _ - 610 30.61
School Library or Materials_Center 2`8' 11;44
DitteiCt Library or Mateeials Center 169 8i48
Other 142 7;12 -

No Response 5 ;'25

Total 1993 100;00.

,aSubjects could #ndicate more than -1setting. .

The largest single category of those who responded to this questiOrc

(42 10%). eplied that the materials they select arefor use in their

awn classrooms. However, 30.16% eel:Sorted that they 'select materials

for the others'classrOoms. Nearly 20% of the respondents to this

question replied that they are responsible for chodting materials for

use in school:oe district.libraries or material centers.

,Wei,ghting of Survey Items

Proportionate scale weights based on. means (Edwarq, 1957) were

used in the development of the weighted instructional materials check-

list. Weights were assigned to each survey item on,the'basis of the

mean importance rating awarded by subjects. For the purpose of come t

/Parison, weights. were also assigned to survey items ranked by expert
/ e

panel members. Tatile 15 contains a listing of meanimportance ratings,

weights, and'the number of survey items assigned each weight for both

subjects and experts.
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TABLE 15

Weights Assigned to Survey Items

Mean
Importance
Rating Weight

NuMber of
Items Rated
by Subjects

lumber*:
Items Rated
by Experts

8.50 .11

8.00-8.49' 10
7.50-7.99 9

7:00-7.49 8

6.50-6.99 7

6.00-6.49 6

5.50-5.99 5
5.00-5.49 4

4.50-4.99 3

4.00-4.49 2

3.50-3.99'. 1

'25,

24

23.

11

12

3

1

:1

2

The result's obtained from subjects' ratings of the'surveyit*inefeate

that 69.percent of the survey content was assigned-weights o
_t
f either lio

10, or 9; In conArast, only 8 percent of the survey's content received

weights Of 6 or leSS. These find:rigs offer evidence to support the no-
f s-

tion that the majority of the. identified:selection criteria were On=

sidered to be important by those who 'Select instructional materialS%
\ ,

The overall results obtained frOmthe review'panel's ratings of

survey items are qujte similar to tftse received from the subjects.

Thus, fifty-three percent of the items rated were assigrfed weights

ranging from 11 to 9. Conversely# 13.5% of the i tells were weghted

from 1 to 6.

Correlation Between Subjects' and Experts' Responses

A Pearsop product=motent correlation coefficient (Ferguson,-1976):

was calculated' to provide'a measure of th4 correlation betwegn subjects'

. and 01(perts' importance-ratings of the survey items. The-cprrelaticin ''

betweenihe-. responses, of ;two. groups was' +.81.

9'1

t
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Survey -Results

Tables 16 -21 will present subjects' and experts ratings, of S'LirC74y

ttems in descending order according to rank and weight. For the purpose

of comparison the experts' ratings of leach item will -be-Presented next

to subjects' ratings :,.of. the item. A list of s'ubjitts' resp5i4es to the
survey, presented in'rank order fromimost to teast -important in Appen-- ,,
dix J. The expert reviewers' responses are presented in rank-dorder in

Appendix K.

Although the subjects' and experti' ratings of the importance of

survey items were.similar, some notable Offerences appeared between

their responses. FOr example, the sUbjects' ratingsof, the-importance
.3")

of item 83 caused that item to be ranked niiith in 'importance while it

was ranked as 71st in importance by er,erts. tSubj-ects.:,-, im nce

rating of item 68 was ranked; as 13th in'lltiportance , while e item

was tinkle:ds 71st in importance by e-Xperts-. (There was* a'three-w
1

'
3tie_among the\fitems ranke_d--arlst) Jfem 32 r ived*ararik of 15 f

-.-- # .---- ... . .
. ... .,_.p.

acdording,tO4Ubjeat rating!, yet; it was -ranked 60th- in importance a,..
= ---...----`

.9'.: Apr' 1. -. ,

While the format o the material iappeared to be con0..

po to t selection km-tells-ion by subjects -WhO ranketlit 19th, xperts.42.. qv .

did not conki der it nearl; 1

as: importkt a cons icterallign as evidenced.r
2---...-- . (-;-,..

by the,-6c ranktngrit 8 s i'Mportance( A large ricY__yieS found

in"thee rdnkin f len) -04r, ick was Ninkeid as 436 h in1 . , .

subje4Mi te-b __;1- ,. d as the 88th mast.impor _item onN.,--

itM6.eh h there wastC der rethe erts'._scal

va attign'between subjec._ and reNiiew p*ne responses was

No- 4 10

*Or

1 -it.-
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States

nr.
10 Cl oriOi se,

.fnis ly understood
Intructions for
-the student.

2 The suitability_of
-c- the ins teuCti'una I

level to the ,student.

491 TABLE.16

Survey items Receiving a Weight of 11

k.. Aubje c
ri-i-

Experts

r.

Mean Mean
Rank Ratin% S.D. Weight "Rank Rating S.0. Weight'

1 9.22 -1.32 11 (Iv 8.60 1.74

9.20- 1.07 11 u9 9:08 1.01 11

-.
iti

29 The compatibility1 i ty of 3.5 9.164,:127
1 L

d , the materi a 1.. wi th "-,, - .s Cud-cuts'. mental and /

physical abilities.
104 The degree to WhiCh

the ma ter i a 1 apptars
to'Aforliki t'l val i °nal to
s tudegts ,...'-e...-

... - -
85 ,Ttle cbnteht of thAA 9.14 ,'4~'3.15 ,rtiv

,

11 ll ..,_2'

3:5 9.16 1.27 11

12 8.93 05 11

ti

938 1:08 11

material is clearly, -, , '.-. ,.: 4::1 .t. 41P
and understandably ' : e. -, .

A." 6 . .. ...presented.
88 A focus\ on skills 7 62;i6:1'j9..i.'i2 -1 26 ..11 9. 29:

that are use fu 1 acill
..

jto -, ),.. : - ,

,...4.pl icaple t o,-
"...,s tudentit'81 Ma teri aT desoi A to

dppeal to Ow iroter-
4t level of,r, the
student.- _ 4

234 The .1c.or:acy_of The
co n tengitf t ,,,-,?:-

. ...teria.r. 'i 7-7.: ,
$3 The read i no.,1e4*_4f

the waterWA '1-.- rich,

i sated by e

64 The objec'tiv
na teria T.:,

: in:cli ties i
instructVarra-14.4 ds.

5i, A f WV.' t that 1 s:zegi-_-_ 11 ,.. 8
,_ 1 u t u re g,r,minvi t 1 sal-
ly cure t,. dritl free of
error

47 The o ovt,,ior, tbr.,.1,;;- 1? ..:72 .50 11 35:75 8.00 2 . 28' 10

flied 4 6,, - feedback to
entS.

_ -68 The rnateri a I _ i!: It..,e1fie N-/ 1,3

SIOCpd so tnSf 1- .-
ing occurs. ID small _ t

..:1
aro V, ach le veoent .

36 This flat t iunshi p be- 14 8.6
..._.(- tvi*r_l effec LI ..eitess

material A..
-1'-aild the cos t of tiTe

32 alp- attractiveness 1 8.64 1.41 11 -'- 0.3 7.110 1.93
- y _appealappeal of 'th-

ou te lat. to
IIP; :.. :

aL
If - t u d e

VVV

9.00 1.22 11 28 L 8.20 1 11

8.99 .

' 8 87_

33 k3.5' 9.33 1.49_ 11

7.20, 2.40

9..10 */.96 11

4
1070 1:45 tf<1("' 71.3 7.20 2.20

8.67 2. 3.9.1.69 ,11 15.6
.
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60 Tile material _appears _

to fulfill its sVtecl
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fThis ittrn was ranked aT 45th in imporcarice

4h subjects' sc le. However, theitexpertS

wi th a

It,

:
I.

receiving, a weightiof 10 on;,

ranked it 80th in importance

ting. to note lkhe small amount of variation that ocur-

red J3Ftween the portanceeratings of sa'jt4tg and experts for thas:sur--.

vey a a weight of 9. In no instances were the114e-rence

assigned the experts' scale grea th 2 *.,

;vey items. were_ consistently r!ted as more 1 o rl y sub-

a'

. - . .,0444t- -4 ,*.
.

s rather than 'by experts. This 12. tion occurred' the f..fig,s of
ec.,,.

. 31 In

' \
While the iterawas' ranked as 81st-in importance by subjects

Vin,

ceived alieight o.f.'8,-experts'..rati gii thatitgfli thiged'it to...
4. ...aAd first in inpoTtano rand rec e a weight o*-111;. 3.- ,*

Mil 0 AO S ratie-et as-- 82ri by subjects am!! wen assigned veight of a..
.

the 'expert pan 1- members t rating of i was 97th in tn.-.

t was assigned a we'rt. of 4 S

impotta-n as'Sigried a wei ht-of 8

whereastheexperts
\

.

1.:1 it 100th i r mporta: -ne= igned it

;Another epancy was found between,expert$!- ubjects' fm-- ,

'rice ratings e =m 6. This item was ranked as: 4tIT in im rt nce . . -.---,-_-.

- . .
4

assigned d-Tieight of 7 the bags' of subjects'

Eii:sts4 resp

wei of.;.10.

t be ranked

es it was rank nd i in rtance

' ratings,,of thel impor ritem 49 caused cm.
a it

with a weight of 7., -,Conversely,Icexper:V indi=

loll Erf.t.ts irn rtance lesul\ta4 in that i?tm rdeceiving a rank of 19
-4,._

:.f. .
d..,a weight of 10..
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Subjects Expets
41.lien ....t4e a n Mean,Mean, ii

; -Statement 'lank Rating S.D. Weight Rank Rating S.D. Wet `
\t

6"

15 Teacher time saved. 50.25 7.98 ' 1.97 9 55:5 7:50 1:88 9 .
through_ the use of
the material

.: 7, .

.39 The amount (if teacher 50..25 7.98 ''' 1.78 9 47.3 7.67 2.30
. Involvement required
, for the material to)
be u'Ocitffestf velyC. .

':._

41 The :%!'ecreiency- /0' 50 :75 -98- 1.63 9 34 .07 1.91 10 --

-,1 d'f s itideh t/te ache .
\

thterciction ..reti red LY

by the Oa teri a , ...-
..- ; "-

77. he availabi4i
4ritnecessa r,. S0.25 7. 8 2:94k . 35.25'8.00 2.24 10

,-equip le
to use th tate ri al '- ' -;/, ,
(e.g., jectors,, p. ..,,L--',;
casset players). ,

4.12 The anvil, _Of 'dai lyf_ _ 54 7.88 .' 1.95, 4 %. 45.3. 7.67 1.5-.

- wsek1 ation ,,. . .

':',Ii . - ,
").- tiltie''' e teacher .E.---4IrCkSt2SPeiiii ttref-, i. .

Ni
... ,fe,c_tfvf.,1y ,use,ribe

,.' Ma 4 ri a 1 . Illr ' # '-' .0

CO The *ills recess 7:86 1.86 50 7:60 1.85
'' TcC_.e__the ma

, :,e,ffectrVelyare c 0- -
,tible With,_th ,'..,'.teache'e s.expertise. .... , .

,I'i), 1 0 T lie 4ri eg ria to 5 7.63' 1.97.,. 9 2.54 .
- ;7-) :- " the material c .-".. \.

'm,:, ..-
-

,.adapted -.o meet th _ .

... %

. . ,. .
. sclieductAfict Y'c pal
-day/year withFut a fect-

....--71--- ing the niate rial ' use-
fulriesscf,:-j

e duratitn 57.5 7.81.
mired when i'es.tu-

'de es 'the Ma te0i -
The freq cy. of st 57: .81
dehyresponse requi d
by t h'e material .

2.25 7

,,s

76, Re'place'ment pieces . 59 80 2:10 . 9 52:3. 7:53 2:42 9 l(e.g., lost oft .
broken i tems_. ad- '8. .1.

_ di tional cdSSonents 6,

,7.,Nle t c . ) _may__be pur- =,

chased stpraz-Qpi .

ie amount ok train- 60 7. ) '1.99' 9 . '44.3 71 e''''
0 2.29 . 9

ing tiae ne- sta
to
ry 1

ache_)for the ach- . I%
effective ; the ' ,

material.- ,..` ,...0-0,
.

78 SUpplemental i tems 181-'' 7:1'5 1.84 9 .81.1, 6.80' 2.
a.(e:g, placement tests, .. ....

visual aids7ditto
ters) accompanyi the
material.



TABU: 18 (continued)

,-,
62 The- presence -of- ''''' ' 62 7.74 2.11

instructional oh-
Jecti yes. .

45 The_provision for
generalization of...

,..;knowlEllge.

3 The- existence of
-- a preview policy

which al,lows in-
spection of
material pri
to purchase. ...

100: inslusio of-, 65 7.68 1.90
. gi4del i s 'fort' the
.:egliTua on of stu-

ity with w ich( -66 7.75 7.07 i 3.02

63 7:71 1;76

64 7,69 2:45

1

41.3 7,87 09 9

5;3 8.27 144 10

6:73 2.46, 7

'30 8.14 1.81 1 0

r!A.rrt Progress.
7.67. 1.90

reinforcement pro-
cedures are s cifted.

46 The presence j ug- 67 7.65.- L90 9 63.5 7:36 1.49
gestions for -sup le- .4meritary or altern t ve
learning activi tie

41 The adaptabi 1 14 of
the material tO a

7;64.. 2 i10

',

4 rie4_of teathe
14;Yeaching 'si tua-

s-. c " 'N ' .
ices stated in 69 7,58 .226- '..!9.

ioral terms.
' -

95 T ri ria for 70 7.55 2.08 9 65 7,33

4
.

.
waiceitakle student

performance stated
:

.
T .

,..,,-. 42e1... ....t740\in behavioral terms.
71 7.54 2.43 ; 89 6.51 : 2.85 -1 ..!.L.,. .*.1.,,21 Sped fica ion oflhe

target ulalion for ' -,"(.1. '
w_ holh-the tA'rial was

signed'. 6

he ease with hic
1,. ,-

the teacher!can use
.,fOrtnl. for recording
andijoi. evaluating

rog ss*.
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TABLE 19

Item--

The r.;

-
numbe

s tke6ts who cam
use 'the material
at' one -

44 The applicatirxn 73.5
of the material --
in other areas
of the curriculum.

-41 *a,

, Heati Kean
Rank" Rati- g S.D. Weight Rank Rating S.D. Weight j

73.5 7 95 5.60 2.18 5'

.

.47 2.33 /3 '4.5 7.36 .64

b etts Experts

57 The clIri ty ,
tract' veness. and
appropriateness of
illustrations' and/or
photographs to the
content of, the ma-
terial.

79 Supplemental ma-
terial

"placement tests. ,

visual ; di an
masters)
for_ sep
Chase

9 Eadf
conpOne arts
of the nyterial.

42; The potential for.
4w.e or adaptability
o the material with
other than the stated
population.

48 Evidence thai.4tne,
material hdS beeei
revised._and 'updated

/ regularly'.
_ _

K31 Ac.co
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1. 4 8

i.

7
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to pur-

.
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iy, )
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71.
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24 1 developed _=
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Subjects

6 Freedom_ from bias',
sexist.

fracial, reAigious)
in the mattrial.

53 The utilizationof
a specific in-
structional approach
or method.

2 Provision Tor the
s tudent Pg....track

-.this or her corn
\progress.

49" The-use pi teach.
-ing methods that
"are supported by
enIpi rjca I evidence.

6 A scoa and se- 6 6.84'
quence chart kact ies e
mat ial. 4 '
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it fidals IntereSting io note that subjects' ratingsof

Caused 'it tp. rankeS as, nth if% importance and i t rece

of 4,-Whili tha..Sami item As anked as 23rd in im
. ...

ce and re=
.

ceived a 4eight, of '10Ori the. basis of the experts' importance ratings.
-3..

,

Although the rankings of itlin 22 did not differ greatly, the im ortance

ratings assigned by sub IRCt and experts resultelcrin the item receiving
_ )a weight of 7 on the sUbjeCts1 scale and,4 on the experts' scale.

4 i "' '
A similar result occurrVccwith2s.uljjects' and experts' ratings of

item 4. phi le there was little'.di fference' in the two groups' respective
1 .

4*

rankings of the =-item 94thJor subjects and- 99th fd' *perts - subjects-

importance ratings resulted in,:itefil4.being assigne weight of 7-while':
.#the experts rating of th7 item resulted in it reteivziA a weight of 4.

v
_5

significant diffe e,nce viii- 41. between the ratings of sgbjects ;.
., \ . _-..ts,.

and experts on item 47, _whic wli nked as 93rd inimportance,by sub='
) t .._,

.
0,

jects an ignedia weight of .;; ,71,,--:-contrastMe experts asSIned i t
, ..._..... ,

. It . ''.
a rank 4t, in -impOrtance

e- t-
TABLE 21

Survey eceiving a Wei

Mean
Rank R

erts

,
t

411.- c.
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TABLE 22

Survey Items Rzceiving a Weight of 5,4,3,2 I

Item
Statement

Subjects

Mean
Rank Rating

Experts

Mean
Weight Rank Rating S D. We't6ht

71 The provision
by the pub-4",
Usher of in-
service training.

80 The ,preseiice of 100 530
a useful biblio=
graphy.

56 The pakaging
of the material.

5.78. .5/ 5 , 91 6;14

23 .Thetype of
ReograOhi
regen pro,
trayed conteht
of the material. 4

,

7 App. cation ofp 101-
the 'materi al
with biling(.01,,

12-Ple title- or
product name
of the material:

101. 4,90
i] 4

102 4:66 2..40 3

2;

2:43

5.20

92 6.07 2.41

101 .4;13' 2.'09

the

Al though- no

subjects ' importance rati ngs of' Ufa/

sighed a weight of 3, whereas the exper

a weight of 6:

The preceding, disc,ussio\n of the difftrie

expertg' ratings of, survey items wa-eot

tical differences occurred between the

# %

10Z )4, 3. 77 2.19

104 3.

t,
X

.

.

2.59: 1 N;41 03 3; 60 2 ',03

vast difference was.'noted in the rankings of item 56,

item resulted b g' as-

rati ngs recei vet

s not the intent t

be twee ri ubje and

d to amply that sta-
,

sets of data since it

statistically test the difrences between the
1
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. a .responset 6f."ih.e twogedilpt. -Rather the--- e' nfras- tp describe the'

actua pr ct ies of those who are responcible for selecting instructional

materi.als for students 'receiving. special educatton services.
. .

Intended Use .of the Checklist.

The pu ose 'of developing a weighted checklist was to pnovide indi-

viduals selecting instructional lliateri,rls a basis for comparing materials

under consideratiOn. Ideally, a person would rate tee presence of-each

criterion on a scale from 1 (low) to 10 (high) in the same manner as

items contained' in the saryty ,were rated. The rating, assigned to. each

criterion woulaPthen' be multiplied by the corresponding,-wei_ght-;
. .

the uitin; sceiret. for each 'Selectioncriterion would be added to proit

dute the overall. ratin§ for the material An abbreviated.example of ,the
.4

intended fulti& of;the checklist is p%sekted in Table' 'Thecom

plOte weighted checkliit proibty S ntairled in' Appendix

TABLE 23
4

. v.,- 4

Sample Rating of an Instructional Mwterial

Material X
.411, 1. ,The accuracy o!f the cdntent of the material.

1,.2 3 4' 5 6 "7(2)1 9 10 (x 11')

The arysical quality and durability of the material.
1 '2 3 4 5 0 7 10 ( x /10)

_Evidence that the material has beeniupdated ,regularly.
.1.: :3 4 5.: 6 7 8 0 1110 to 8/
Paltkagingo-f>the material.

2 '3i 0 6b 7 8 9 10. (x 3)

r v/sion by,the publisher of in-service training,.
3. 5 6 0 8 -1-9 10 (x 5Y.

fidtal Seore

4.°, . 5

88

40

72

1-
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Based on the above procedure, the 'sampletmaterial used in Table 23

would receive a rating of 270. A rating system of this type would

provide the individual chobsing among several similar materials a

basis for compartson.

Additional Selection Criteria _ldntilied by Subjects

Space at the end of the survey allowed subjects to add and rate

the importance of any selection criteria which they felt were not

included in the survey; One hundred thirty-five (135), or 12% of

the subjects, listed from one to five additional criteria. ,Sonfe of

these items were identical or similar to items already contained in

the *survey. In all, subjects identified 273 additional selection

criteria. (See Appendix M for. a complete

Subjects Comments about the Selection of Instructi_ona-1Materials

A blank page, at the end of the survey provided subjects an oppor-

tuni ty to add comments about the proces of selecting instructional

materials. (Me hundred eighty-Tine (189); or 18% of the survey re-
,

spondents completed this section of the survey; Each of their comments

was read and tallied according to aioa of concern; 'A tabulation of the

areas of concern reporttdby the subjetts is contained in Appendix

Re-quests fbr Results of the Survey

In response to the opportunity to receive copies of the results

of the study, 12 of the panel members, 272 local di ctorsi and 715

subjects requested a copy of the Jresults of the study.
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Summary

In the course of the present investigation a national sample of
.

individuals who select -4nstructio,nal materials for special education

students was surveyed for the purpose of Aterpiining the amount of

importance, assigned to materials selection criteria previously identi-

fied in the literature: Demographic -information was solicited from
\;.

survey respbndents for the purpose of describing the sample' population

and to provide a base of information for future. research in the area

of instructional materials 'selection. Subjects' responses to a 104S

item research survey were used in the development of ,weighted se-

leCtion .0ecklist prototype.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS a

l'his.chapter will provide a summarization of the purpose and

methodology involved in the present research. The results obtained,

comparisons with previous studies, and recommendations and implications'

for future research will also be presented.

a Summary

The primary objective of-the study was to develop ameighted

checklist designed for use An selecting' instructional materials for

frandicapped students. Selection criteria identified by 24 authors

were reviewed and consolidated into a 103 -item -field -test survey.

The field-test survey was reviewed by a 15-member r4view panel and

modified in accordance with their recommendations: . State and local

directors of special education programs were asked to assist in the

identification of a national sample of individuals responsible for

selecting instructional materials for special education students. A

104-item research survey was sent to M59 subjectS identified by local

directors of special education p rams. Subjects were asked to indi-

cate on a scale\from 1 (low) to 10 (high)" the amount of importance they

assign to the identified criteria for m terials selection when choosing

instructional materials for students receivifig special education spry--

ices; A mean importance rating and standard deviation Was calcUlated

for each survey item. Survey items were dank- ordered frod most to

leastimportant and proportionate scale weights based on means (Edwards,

1957) were assigned to each survey item in order ta oreae a weighted

89
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instructional materials checklists Information was solicited from

survey respondents to provide a basis for an analysis and discussion

of the following questions:

1. What were the mean importance ratings assigned to

identified selection criteria by subjects ?

2. What were the mean importance ratings assigned to'

identified selection criteria by expert reviewers?

3. What is the correlation between mean importance

ratings assigned to seleCtion criteria by subjects

.

and 'expert reviewers?

For what types of. ItIdents did subjects report

selecting instrurtional materials?

5. What percentage\ of survey respondents select

materials for elementary-age students, secondary

age students, or both age groups?

6. What positions in school districts or cooperativeS

are held by individuals who are responsible for

selecting instructional materials?

7.. What percentage df individuals who select nstructional

-materials for. special education students report having
ir

received formal coursework or training in this area?

8. What-percentage of subjects indicated that they felt

fbrMal coursework or training in the selection of

instructional materials' is of value?

9. What sources- did subjects report using to obtain

information about instructional materials?



10 Whattpercentage of individuals who s.elect instructipal
4 ,

materials report using a checklis r materials Selection
l_

form when making selection,deci. ons?
R N .

11. In what s

1

ttings are the instructional materials selectedi

4re"'

,.

91

by subjec used?

Respondents' demographic information was coded and their ratings > .

of the importance of identified selection criteria was analyzed by

-means of a computer.

Results

The majority ofinclividuals surveyed w6re found to be selecting

materials for either educable mentally retarded or learning disabled

students. -The next-largest student group for whom materials are se-
,

lected-was'the emotionally disturbed. These reports coincide with

.national inci nce figures by being the.three cat pries of exceri-

tionality whi h represent the - majority of students receiving special

education services. Fifty-six percent of the subjects reported that

they arechoos.ing instructional materials for two to fiVe or more

types of e>keptional students. Of that group, the majority select

materials for two or three types of exceptionalities. It, is likely'

that the individuals who select materials for two or three tyges.ofr

stUdents provide services in cross-categorical prdigrams.

Subjects' responses were fairly evenlivided amongjhe possible

agj groups of students for whom materials are selected. Slightly' more
7-

than one-third indicated that they select'materials for elementary-age

students, while approximately another one-third choose materials for'

secondary level stuaents; slightly less than one-third reported being

responsible for selecting materials for both groups. Nearly half



;(47.10 %) of the respondents indicated that they a employed as re-
,

source room teachers. The next largest group of sUbjects consisted

of individualt who Wild supervisp-ry' positions in their respective
A

(

districts, while the thirg largest subject group (21.31%) indicated
31.

sr
that they are working as self-eon tfbed classroom teachers. Remaining

92

respondents reported that they are-either itinerant teachers, princi-

pals,. or diRctors of special education. Ten percent of survey par-

ticipants indiCated that they serve III two positions in their,respective

school districts.
c

Subjects were also asked if they had-completed formal coursework

or training to prepare them/to select instructional materials for spe-

cial education students. More than half (60.62%) responded in,the

affirmative- to,this question. Thirtp=eight percent indicated thjt

they had notreceived such training or coursework.

In addition, subjects were asked whether or hot they considered

such training be of value. The vast majority (8538%) indicated that
-

they regarded training in the selection of materials as being.valu'able.

Regarding the sources used, to obtain information about instruc-
(-4

tional materials, responses were fairly evenly divided among the pos=

sible choicet. Publishers' catalogs were mentioned most frequently,

while the adVice of col leagues emerged as-the second most frequebtly
, .

listed choice. These two sources made -gyp over 40 percent Of the total
.

`responsesponse to this question. The third most
,

frequently mentioned resource

includqd materials-.displays at conferehees, followed closely by prof
$° ', `y

sional journals and inservice meetings. rn-the space provided for flit-,

4,

ing additional sources and-the exact nature of such sources, ,publishers'

repyesentative's; anillersity personnel, and college coursework' appeared..

most frequently.,

101
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The subjects -re also queried about the frequency with'which they

,.use checklists when selectirig instructional materials. Most responses

(88%) were nearly evenly divided among the categories "occasi naly"

or "never". A small percentage (7.68%) of the respondents stated

that pey always use a checklist to select materials.

In response to a question regarding thL settings for which sub--'

jects select materials, 42 )
percent respond

i

d that the seledte-d materials

are used in their own classroom., Thirty percent reported that they se-
,.

lect materials for.use in' the classrooms of thers': Nearly 20 percent

replied that they select materials foe use in chool district libraries

or materials centers. Remaining subjects indi aced that they select

materials for use in other lacatiOns.

Weights were assigned to each survey item based upon the mean

importance rating awardeprly subjects. A survey item'couldbe Weighted

from 1 (low) to 11 (high).' Subject 'ratings of the Survey items

,

veared that 69 percent of the survey content was assigned weights.of

either 11, 10, or 9. In contrast, only 8 percent y the survey's cop=

tent received weights of 6, or less. These results offer &Ace to

support the notion that the majeity of the identified selec ion, cri.:==,

teria,were considered important by thOs"e who select-instivictional ma=

terials. c ..` .

4 ,...-1 ..,
The review, panel 's 1"a t i n g s-- of survey items were found to be similar

to 'those obtained from the) subjects. Thus
'

53 percent of. the items were

assigned weights ranging from 11 to 9, with 13.5% reciving weights froin
-t..

)41 to 6.

1 0 2
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Furtheis evidence of the similarity-between subjects' and experts'

ratings of the survey items is reflected in the strong positive corre-

lation between subjects' and experts' responses, j.e.

Although the slabjectsi and experts' ratings of the importance of

survey items were similar, some notable differenCes between their re-

sponses were/forinsl. The following is a listing of those.Cirvey items

for which there was considerable variation between the importance rat-
.

ings of the two groups.

1: The reading level of the material is indicated by

the 'publisher:

2. The pthrial is designed so that learning occurs

mall units of achievemeRt.

. The jttractiveness and appeal of the material to

s, \_ -students. N

. The format of the material ., workbook; cassette

tape, game, etC.)

5. Number of times- the material Would be used by a student.'

.6. Objectives of the materia meet-students' pffective needs.

-
7. Evidence that the material w s developed through the use

of sound research and development procedures.
)

8. Ease with which the material may be. shared with other

terchers.

9. Material developed for use with a particular disability

group.

10. '.Freedom from bias (e.g., sexist racial, reliTious in

. the material.

103
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ry

t

11. Teachiiq rpethodsJsupported by'empfrlical evidence.
-it-

12. Safety featuresof the material;.

13. Specifications of the ,type of classrcem for wnichs

the -material was designed:

14.. The copyright or publication date;

15. Provision by the publisher of field test data which

support the effectiveness of the mater al.

16. The packagNing of the material.
4

There are a number of reasons why each group may have had dissimi-

lar perceptions of the importance of certain criterionAtatemente. The

experts, as a result o`: their eipertence h destribing the. material,

selectio n process in global terms, may have responded to the survey

from a .global framework. In contrast the subjects are likely to have
.

based their responses on actual .practices, of selecting materials. Such'

a difference in perspective may explain why subjects attached more irri-

porta4ce to the items deal ingwith the format of the material., the num-

ber of times the material 'would be used by a student, the attractiveness

and appeal of the material to students, material developed foi- use with
a/ 4

a particular disability group; ease with shich the. material may be

shared with other teachers; and the specification wof the type of claSs-.
room for, which the material was dezig

The emphasis in college cou<ewo 6n determining the readability

level Cif instructional materials may a count for the importance assigned

by &ubrjects to reading level. In contrast, the experts may be more aware
-;.--

that estimates of readability can vary dependent upon the formula used;

,arthus, they did 'not consider readability information to be as important

a selection consideration-.
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A similar explanation may be proposed for the importance ascribed

by subjects to the item worded "materials designed so that learning..
occurs in small units of achievement". Frequently, teacher training

ip special education emphasizes the need for task analysis of units

Of instruct Thus; the subjects' importance rating may reflect

- 'their tratning in breaking down units of instruction into component

parts. Theexperts,however, may have interpieted this criterion

state ent as advocating that mateVals place limits on the pace at

which a student progresses through a given program.
.

The expert group consistently ,-,rated survey items specifying that

materials should be 'based upon sound research evidence as more mpor=

tant than did the subjects; This position is to be expected from a

group of experts, man bf whom are associated with colleges or uni-

ties. PraCtitioners; on -the other hand, especially if they have

not received training- in materials selection; may not be aware that

materials Should be designed on the ba is of sound research and de-
-velopment procedures. In addition, publ .shers seldom provide evidence

\ of field testing or empirical support for materials; It would not be

surprising to 4d the subjects were unaware that such information

should be.madeavail le by vlublisfiers.

. Greater familiarity with the -history oethe -efforts to alleviA-e

biases in instructional mdterial may have led the expert panel members

._ . to ,attach trpre. importance to the survey item yelated to this topic.
Ift

.

. - Since most instructional materials used in the -ClaSSroom are of

a print nature, the item pertainirM-to safety features was not likely

to seem relevaxit to the practitioners. On the contrary,' if the experts
A k

.
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were considering the entire range of available materiarformats, they

Amid be more inclirTd to view the safety featureSOf a material as an

important selection consideration.
.

Ironically, subjects rated the packaging of instructional materials
of lesser importance than did the experts. Endividualt who are respOr-

sible for 'selecting instructional materials are frequently criticized
for attending to the Packaging rather than the .content of tAe instruc-

.* tional product. Several members of the review panel a or previously

have been, associated with zornmercial publishing'companieS. Since pro-

duct marketing Often emphasizes packaging, it is conceivable that their
response to this item reflected such an emphasis..

When rilto*ng the importance of the copyright or publication kte .

off a material, subjects) -may have acted from the notion that "newer is

etter".

Itris not known whareffect training in the selection of instruc=

tionalimaterials had Mon subjects' ratings of the survey items. It
should be noted that 38 percent of the_sample population had not re-

ceived training. This may account for the variation between responses

of subjects and experts on certain survey

discussion of the differences between subjects' and experts'

respo ses was not meant to imply that the responses of one group were-

inherently more or less 'correct than thoSe of the other. Since-the

bulk. of existing literature on the Selection of instructional materials,

has.been formulated on the baSit of Author opinion rather than a data

ba;e;. the present research represents the development ofia data base

Concefning actual practices among thoSe Who are responsible for

lecting instructional materials.
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Comparj son_ wtth__Pevious Studies

The data obtained in the present investigation were similar to
-

those reporited by Komoski (1979) based on a study conducte&by the

Educatiorlal Products Information Exchange (EPIE). According to ENE,

figures 55 percent of the individuals surveyed l'eported that they se-,

lect the materials used most often in their classrooms. The group

described by Komosd consisted of regular classroom teachers. Thus,

he theorized that the EPIE results were more repr6sentative of the

practices of regular classroom teachers than special educators., Yet,

the data obtained in the present investigation of special education

practitioners suggest that only 42 percent of the individuals surveyed

are responsible for selecting'the materials used in thec,ir'own class-
,

rooms.

The data Obtained here contrast sharply with DorrnaWs (1979)
.

statement that "neither teachert nor teacher trainers have considered

the selection of instructional materials to be a high priority training

rimed" (p.- 28). Those surveyed in the present study strongly (85%) in-
,

dicate-d that training in the process of selecting instructional materials

/Os of value.

The results of-the present investigation also differ from those
)reported by Latham (1974) indicating that only 27 percent of the In-

formation on materials evaluation forms is of interest to teachers.

An examination of the distribution of subjects' importance ratings

- survey items revealed. that 69 percent of the survey items (thoie

- weighted 9, 10, Or 111 were considered as being most important by

those responsible for selecting instructional'materials.
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Subjects' ratings'bf the importance of:telection criteria identi--

fied in the present research are in direct opposition to Komoski's

(1979) statement that teachers continue to be influenced by the in-
.

structionally less essential characteristiCs of mateeialt such as

packaging; prestige Of author or developer, and, of course, the new

approach to content" (p; 202); While the surveyed populationrWat not

composed entirely of teachers; Komoski's appraisal is not supported

by the data from the present study; Survey items pertaining to the

patkajlig of,a Materidand author prestige were among those receiving,

the lOwest importance ratings; 'FurtherMore,.although no survey item

tpetifitally addressed,new approaches to content, items examining var-

ious aspects of content were included among those rated highest in

importance by subjects.

The retultt reported by Levine (1969) indicated that the evaluation

criteria Most frequently mentioned by participants in an evaluation in-

stitute were "cost of material, whether it can be used individually or

in groups, the type of child it can be used with and whether it coni

tains student- appeal" (p. 6). Applied to the results of the present

investigation, only one of thOse criteria, "whether it contains student

appeal" would have fallen among the survey items assigneda weight: of

The information gathered the present investigation pro- vided the

necessary data for developing a materials telettion checklist which is

weighted to reflect. the levels of importance that users of instructional

materials apply to selection criteria previoufly identified the liter-

ature. Furthermore, the findings point to the necessity of using some

type of instrument in the selection and evaluation process. This eed

is evidenced by the fact that while the subjects indicated that many

1 08
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as 7,2 items are considered to be of most importance, only 7 percent

reported consistent use of any type of checklist. To assure consistent

applicatiOn of such a large number of variables the use of a weighted

checklist is critical; Suggestions for potential uses and applications

of the weighted checklist; as well as topics for further research of

the prototype instrument are made in subsequent Sections.

Suggested Use of the Weighted Checklist

The checklist can be utilized by individuals who are interested

in appraising instructional materials in,a number of ways. For example,

the entire checklist (Appendix L) may be use&by somebody who wishes to

compare materials on the basis. of all the criteria identifi6d in the

present investigation; On the other hand, individuals teaching others

the theory of how to select materials may wish to highlig4t the criteria

rated asrmost important by expert reviewers (Appendix K). Finally, the

criteria rated highest by subjects may be of more interest to those who

actually select materials for a given population of students;

Using only a part of the checklist may more readily 'meet the needs

of others. Thus, an individual may want to rate a given material based

only on the selection criteria which received the highest weights. The

.checklist could also be used by developers of instructional materials

''as'a set ofA0delines reflectingthe components of;materials judged to

be most important by consumers. Finally, the weights may be-applieV0,..
J.

a collection of points to consider when selecting materials, rather-than

as a rating instrument.

The proposed checklist can easily be converted to a microcomputer

program. Such an adaptation would permit the user teL quickly rate the
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-material under consideration and thus avoid haying to perform the

necessary mathematical operations by hand. The conversion would also

make it possible for the user to store and quickly retrieve information

\_/
about a material after its initial evaluation.

Recommendations and Implications for Future Research

The data collected in the course of the present research provide

a base from which many additional research studies may be conducted.

Thus, future research needs to address the areas outlined below.

1. No provision for measuring the reliability of subjects'

and experts' responses was actually incorporated into

the design of the present study. Therefore, future

research should address if subjects' and experts'

ratings of the importance of survey items would change

with the passage of time. It is of additional interest

to determine if recent decreases in budgetary allocations

would have altered subjects' opinions of the cost re-

lated features of instructional materials.

2. Rankings in the pre-s-g-it investigation were asligned based

upon subjects' and experts' mean ratings of the importance

survey items. It is of interest to determine whether

those rankings would be comparable if each group had been

asked to rank the survey items in order of importance.

3. There is a need to investigate whether or not all of the

criteria identified in the present research are present

in instructional materials, or whether only, certainof

them tend tcr be common to nx)stavailable materials. It
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is unknown i criteria previouT1 YTdent4fied in the

literature were an indication of elements thaV should

be present versus those that coTmonlyalre present.

4. Future research must determine if those who select

materials would actuallysuse a checklist that yielded

numerical ratings. Only 7.68 percent of those surveyed

iiTthe present investigation replied they always .use a

checklist when selecting instruCtitnal materials. There-

fore, it would be of interest to ascertain if the pro-

vision of a checklist that providetd a means of quanti-

tatively comparing materials would increase the checklist's

,sage.

5. While the purpose of the present investigation was to

deveiop a weighted checklist prototype, now a need exists

for further research to evaluate the effettiVehess of this

checklist. Specifically, (a) will the abblitatidh-of

weighted checklist enhance the material selection process?

(b) will materials receiving the highest ratings prove to

be the most effective in actual classroom use?

6. Potential differences in response to survey items based

upon the type of student for whom materials=are selected

also need to be addressed.' Results of a study of this

nature could provide an answer to the question of whether

or not the criteria for selecting materials tend to be

common across categories of exceptionality or whether the

selection proc6SS is exceptionality specific; Specifically,



it would be useful to, determine whether, there are

different-es in the responses of those who select

materialfdr sty0entS with levning versusSensOrial

handicaps. That is, are the criteria. most important

in the selection of instructional materialsHtheiaMe

across categories ofexcepttnality? Or is it poSSihle

that those criteria are disahility-specific. In this

connection, implications for teather.training should

not be overlooked.

A 'similar type of research study could be conducted

using the age of students as a dependent variable.

Itits possible that a re-examination of the data

generated in the course of the resent investigation

would reveal that the trite/11a erred most important

103

by those who choose materials for,elementary-age stu-

dents are significantly different from those considered

to be important by individuals selecting materials for

older students.

8. While the positions held by survey respondents were

identified, individual responses-were not analyzed on

the basis of this variable. Additidnal research could

be conducted to determine whether the criteria seen as

most important by individuals who are teacherS, for

example, are viewed significantly differently by those

who hold supervisory or administrative positions.
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9. There is a need to evaluate the effectiveness 01 the

checklist as a training tool. Such an evaluation

might include deterMining: utility for training

individuals to select and evaluate materials; and

use bf the checklist in preparing individuals to

become more informed consumers of educational pro-

ducts.

10. The effects of training in the area of materials

selection also. represents a research need. 'For

example, does training in instructional materials

selection result in 6 significant variation in the

criteria rated as most important by survey respondents?

As a result of training, individuals may have become

more aware of the criteria upon which to base selection

decisions and, in turn, rate the importance of those

criteria higher than persons without speCific materials

selection training.

11. The types of materials to be sele d with'the help

of a checklist also need to be identified. Given the

vast array of available materials, it is inconceivable

that individuals responsible for materials selectioA

have an opportunity to perform an indepth analysis of

each Material selected or purchased; Therefore, an

identification of those selec ion criteria most germane

to the material formats curren ly on the market would

be helpful-. It would be useful; for example, to.know
;
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which Selection criteria reflect the mostiinportent
\

points to be considered when selecting print texts

versus supplementary activity k ts.

12. Since subjects and experts may have rated certain

criteria differently based upon 'varying perception

of the meaning of individual, survey items, it may

be necessary to develop .a checklist which includes

a definition of terms to ensure consistency.

t

of

A

1Q5



.s

-1

.

O

REFERENCES



REFERENCES

Ball, H. G. Standards for 4a rials selection:+-Jourha
4976, 20(3), 208-211.

Baum, D. D. The attitudes of teachers, of the mentAlly retarded toward
teacher evaluation of instrKtibfiffl materials".. Education and
Training of the Mentally Retai4Wid, 1972, 7(1), 46-50e

Bender, D. R., & Baker, D. P. .How to do/better what we already know
how to do. The Clearing Hbuse, 1979,'52, 362-365.

Blackhurst, A. E.,_&te , W. H. Basic concepts of special eduCa-
tion, In_A. E. Bla t & W. H. Berdine (Eds.) Intvduction-
tb special education. BoNiton$ Little, Brown WCompany,"1981.

Blei1_, G. 'Evaluating_edUcational materials. Journal of Learning
Disabilities,-1975, 8(1), 19-26.

Boland, S. K. Instructional materialism - -or how to select the things
you need. Teaching Exceptional Children, 1976, 8(4), 1567158.

Borden, C. Analysis_ of curricultmrlesigns aneMatertals. Educational
Technology, 1979, 19(12), 41-42.

Brown, V. A basic Q-sheet_for analyzing and comparing curriculum
materials and proposals. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 1975,
8(7), 409=-416.

Cohen, S. B. Alberto, P. A.,_& Troutman, A. Selecting and developing
educational materials: An inquiry model. Teaching Exceptional
Children, 1979, 12(1),7 =11.

Crane, P., & Abt, C. A model for-curriculum evaluation. Educational
Technology, 1969, 9(10), 17-25.

Dormant, D. Teacher selectibn of instructional materials for use with
handicapped learners. In R. Heinich (Ed.) Educating all Nandi=
capped children. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Educational Technology
Publications, 1979,

Eash, M. Evaluation-o6Cructional materials for exceptional-chil-
dre .AM -s . New York: City Universityn
of New York, Regional Special Educational Instructional Materials°
Center, 1969.

Educational Products Information Exchange,, Repart-an_a_national-studk
of the nature and qu'ality of.instructional materials_mosA__us_ed_by
teachers and learners. PIE Report No. 16), New York: Educa-
tional Products Information Exchange, 1977:

107



108

Edwards, A. L.' Techniques of attitude scale construction. 'New York:

Appleton, Century, Crofts; Inc., 1957..

Ensminger, E.- E, A proposed model for selecting, modifying or develop-
. ing instructional materials for handicapped children. Focus on ;

tx-c-eilti-o-nildrerrt-197©,' 1(9), 1-9.

Ferguson, G. A. Statistical analysis in psychology and education.
' n

New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company; 1976:

Fetter, W. R. An evaluation instrument for_ipstructional materials.
EdKational Technology, 1978, 18(10), 55156.

c----
Hasazi 5- special education materials. Early Years, 1979,

-9-(8); 31-33.

Junkata, J. Teacher evaluation of instructional materials. Teaching
Exceptional Children, 1970, 2(2), 73=76.

ki, P. K. The realities ofchoosing_and using instructional
materials. Educational Leadership, 1978, 36(2), 46=50.

Komoski, P. X. How c the evaluation of instructional materials help
improve classro6 instruction received by handicapOed learners?
In R, Heinich (E4.), Educating all handicapped children- EnglewOod
Cliffs; N.31: Educational Technology Publications 1979.

.KoMoski, P. K. & Ofiesh, G. D. /The evaluation of instructional roducts.

Educational technology cassette,'Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: uca-

tional technology Publications, 1972.

Lance, W. D. Technology.and.media for exceptional learners: Looking

ahead. Exceptional Children. 1977, 44(2), 92-97.

Latham, G. Measuring teacher responses to instructional materials.
Educational Technology, 1974, 14(12), 11-15.

Levine, S. J. Empirical study of instructional materials evaluation
in special education. East Lansing: Michigan State University,
Regional Instructional Materials Center for Handicapped Children
and Youth, 1969.

McIntyre, R.B. Evaluation Of instructional materials and programs:
ApplOcations of a systems approach: Exceptional Children, 1970,
37(3), 213-220. .

McIntyre, R. B.; & Nelsori C. C. Empirical evaluation_of_instructional
materials; Educationsal_Technology. 1969, 9(2), 24-27.

McLaughlin; J. A.; & Trlica. J. S. Teacher_eValUation Of ihtttUttiOhal

materials; Educational Technology, 1976; 16(-3), 51=54.

117



109

Moss,, M. H. Evaluation .as a responsibility of the IMC Network.
Exceptional Children, 1968; 35(4), 303-306.

National Education 4sociation. Instructional materials4--Seleetion
. and purchase. Washington, D.C::. National Education Association,

1976. .

Ni-edermeyei-, F. C.; & Moncreif, M. H., Gaiderines for selecting effec-
tive instruction-al products. Elementary School_ Journal, 1975;

" 76(3), 12Z=131.

a"

Robertson, D. A.4 & Bellenger, 0: N. ,A new method of increasing mail

7/

survey responses: Contributions to charity. Journal of Marketin
Research; 197&, 15(4), 632-633;

Schermer, D. A Surve and anal sis of educational_ rev
a relinfinar review ro uct ew 'ork: ucationa.,
Products Information Exchange Institute, 19/5.

SchWartz,_S_ E. An evaluation prbet45 for instructionatMaterials.
The Journal of Special Education,,1979, 16(11, 19-21. -

Tyler, L. L., & Kleic, M. F. Caveat emptor:. Let the (educational)
buyer beware. Educational Technology, 1973,\13(4), 52-54.

Ward, T. Questions teachers should_ask_in chbosing instructional
material. Teaching Exceptional Children, 1968, 1(1),. 21=23.

Watson, & VanEtten, C. Materials analysis. Journal of Leatihin9
1976,.9(7), 408=416.

Wiederholt, & McNutt, G. Evaluating materials for handicapped
adolescents. Journa)_of Learning Disabilities, 1977; 10(3), 132=140.

Wilson, J. A. Selecting instructional materials, and resources. In_D./
Hamill & N. Bartel {Eds.), Teaching childrenth learning and
behavior problems. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1978. .

Woodbury, M. Selecting instructional Fastbac4110.
Bloomingtip; Ph) Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, 1978.



a

;

APPERDUES

k

o

or.



APPENDIX A

Bibliography of ChetkliSts fOr InstructiOhal

Materials Selection



4

Ball, H. G. )Standards for materials selection. 'Journal-of 'Reading,
1976, 20(3), 208-211.

fil

Bender, D. R., & Baker, D. P. How to do better what we already know
how to do. The Clearing House, 1979, -5-2, 362-365. ro

Bleil, G. Evaluating educational' mate ials. _Journalo-f-Learning.
Disabilities, 1975, a(1), 19-26.

Boland, S. K. Instructional materialism--or how to select the things
you need. Teaching Exceptional Children, 1976;:-8(4), 156-158.

Borden, C. Analysis of\curricOur4:designs and materials. Educ Tonal
Technology, 1979, 16-12);

Brown, V. _A_basic Q-sheet for analyzing and comparing curriculu
materials and proposals; Journal of Learnifig_D4abilities, 1975, :-
8(7), 409-416.

Cohen,'G. B., Alberto, P. A.i_& Troutman, A. Selecting and developing
educational materials: An inquiry model. Teaching Exceptional
Children, 1979, 12(1),,:7-11.

Eash, M. Evaluation of instructional materials for exceptional
dren and youth: A preliminary study. New York: City University;
Of NeW.YOrk, Regional SOeCial Educational Instructional Materials

.

Center, 1969.

Educational Products_Information_Exchange. Materials selection -pro-
cedures: A basic_nhow-to" handbook. (EPIE Repbrt NUMber 54).
New York: Educational Products Information Exchange, 1975.

Fetter, W. R. An evaluation instrument for instructional materials;
Educational Technology, 1978, 18(10),,5556.

Hasazi, S. Evaluating special-education "materials. Early Years,
1979, 9(8), 31=33.

Junkala, J. Teacher evaluation of instructiOnal materials. Teaching
Exceptional Children, 1970, 2(2), .73=16.

Latham, G. Measuring teacher responses to instructional materials.
Educational Technology, 1974, 14(12), 1115. 1

Levine, S. J. Emetrical study of instructional- materials evaluation
ill_Aectal_e_ducation. East Lansing: Michigan State Univerity;
Regional Instructional Materials Center for Handicapped Children
and Youth, 1969.

McLaughlin, J. A.; & Trlica, J. S.' Teacher evaluation of instructional
materials; Educational Technology, 1976;j6(3), 51-54.

112

121



113

National Center on Educational Media and Materfals' for the Handicapped.
Standard criteria for the selection and evaluation of instruEttanil
materials. Columbus:. NCEMMH, The Ohio State University, 1977.

Robinson, R. D. & McElmurry, J. Questions for the evaluation and se-
lectionaeinstructlonal materials. tUED-Number 36). Columbia,
Missouri: University `of Missouri', 1976.

Smith, R. M. Neisworth, T4-T., Greer, J. G. Evaluating educational
environments-. Columbus: Charles E.'Merrill, 1978.

Stowitschek, J. J. Gable, R. A., & Hefidrickson, J. M nstructional
materials forlf3teptional children: Selection management, and
adaptation. Germantown, MD.: Aspen Sy?tems, 1980.

Ward, T. Questions teachers should ask in choosing instructional
material. Teaching Exceptional Children, 1968, 1(1), 21-23.

:01atson, B., & VanEtten, C. Materials analysis. Journal of Learning
Disabilities, 1976, a(7), 408-416.

Wiederholt, J. L., & McNutt, G. Evaluating materials -for handicapped
adolescents. . misablitieS, 1977, 10(3),
132-140.

Wilson, J. A. Selecting
Hammill & N. Bartel
behavior problems.

'Woodbury, 'M. Selecting
Bloomington, Ind.:

'instructional materials and resources. In D
(Eds.), Teaching_childmnwith learning and.
Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1978.

instructional materials: Fastback 110.
Phi Delta Kappa Educational-Foundation, 1978

".c



APPENDIX B

Cover" Letter to Review Panel Members



THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
Department of Special Education

College of Health Sciences and Hospital
39th and Rainbow Blvd., Kansas City, Kansas 66103

(913) 580-5944
(913) 588-5943

I am currently conducting a research study funded by a grant from the
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped. This study is designed to
develop a model process for selection of instructional materials for
handicapped students; As part of this process it is necessary to
identify the criteria currently used in the selection of instructional
materials; The results of-information will be used in the development
of a weighted-selection checklist.

ti

The questionnaire is to be sent to persons throughout the United States
who have the responsibility for selecting instructional materials for
elementary and secondary special education students. Prior to the
circulation of the questionnaire; it is important to obtain the eval-
uation results of expert evaluators..

Because ofyour work in the area of selecting and evaluating instruc-
tional materials for the han4itapped;',you'have been. identified as

-professional who 'could serve as an eXpert evaluator. If you would be
willing to serve in this capacity, the questionnaire is' included. _The_'
questionnaire lists the- criteria _one can use in selecting .iggitruc t ib na 1

materials for the handicapped. I would appreciate it if you_woui_d_ex-
amine each identified selection criterion and rateilon_a scale of_1 to
10, the amount of importancpryou attach to each criterion when selecting
instructional materials.' Space has been provided at_the_end of the _ _

questionnaire foryOu to list and rate additional:criteria that you feel
were not listed on the printed, questionnaire. 1:rWoUld.:appreCiete" re7
ceiving the completed. questionnaire bY.,PebrUary. 16;'4981. A stamped
self--addressed envelope has been enClosed for your convenience.

Yor 'Oarticipetion in the study is voluntary_and all responses will be
kebt_ confidential. `Although your participation in the study is fdr the
verification'of questionnaire items I would welcome any additional com--
ments you may have._ If_you have any questions about the study please
phone me at the_number_ listed above.. A copy of the survey results will

. be sent to you if you list your heme and address at the bottom of the
survey.
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Main Campus, Lawrence

College of Health Sciences and Hospital, Kansas City and Wichita



Thank you for your assistance in this research project.

Sincerely,

Mar Ventura
Proj ct Coordinator

Enclosures

)
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Please rate the amount of importance yowmttach.to each orthe following criteria when nelecting instructional ma-
tertainfor_handtcapped_stwdrots-__Please retord_your_response_by_cirling_the_autwouriate_numbe_on a_scale_of_l
to 10. Pisan* circle only one number per item and refrain fro...adding fractiuntl or dectaul points on the scale.

A rating of I indicates that you attach no importance to that particular criterion.

A rating of 10 indi ttttt that you attach a great deal of impeetance to that'particular criteriom.

I. The title or product mama of the material.

4- ' 2 3 4 s 6 7 6 9 10
Not Very
Important

1,1

Important

2. The reputation of the Publisher. ,

_ .

1_ _ 2 3 s 6 7. 8 6 10__
Mot. Very
Important Important

3; The tsistence of 4 preview policy Which allows inspection of the material prior to purchase.

1 2 4 6 6 6 9 10
Mot Very
Important Important

A. The copyright or publication date of the material.

3 4 5 6 1 is 9 10_
Mcit Vey-

important

S. *11:4::::t.and/or the professional reputation of the author of the material.

L_ 2 3 A- s 6 7

Not
Important

6. freedom from bias (e.g. Sexist. racial. religious) in the mmteril. r-

X10

Merl
Important

3 4 1 6 7 a 9 , ao
Net__
Important

7. Application of the =aerial with bilingual children.

Important

a__ 2 3 4 s 6 1 9 10_

Met Very
Important

S. Use storage and transportability of tie maVrial.

1 2 3 4 S 6
Mot
loportant

9. Law component parts of the material.

4- 2 - 4 S 6 7 10__
Mot Very
Important
, . .

10. lase with which the material may be shared with other teachers.

C
! 2 3 4-- 6 6

Mot
. loportaat

It.. The ember of tit...dents Who can use the material at one time. .

7. 6 9 10
V il*

Important

1 , 2 3: 4 6
Mot__ -

Impertaot
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Important

ID

Von,
Immwtant

7 / I ID-

important

6

ti



.6."41101 of 1.11alt

&raj. Id Indic

mo-1mportake tp that parlitular' trIterion.

ottach is "eft *teal dtAimportenee to that particular triter's'''.

12. iht amount of daiTy/ueely preparat
. ;`.. '; "7/it%

time the leachrri. spot-a11d effjetimplly use the material.

Z .3
hot --, 7 If'

; ."Ivor tent

13. The asount df traInimg thee necessary fee the te fec t I Oily ur the, astir lit;

7not
hiiiortant

14. The length Vtime that required fir'srse of the eater's'.

Not
Important

.

4 1

IS.. Teacher time saved through use of tha,msteriil.
a

1
Very
IlypOrtant

S 44:1110
-"*, jmportant'

7 .

1 2 3 4-- 6
hot

It 'The material con 1st& of Lists that appear to be Of an appropriate length.

1 2 4 5 6- 7 0hot
Important

17. The arount of time (either daily or meekly) that Mill-be required to use tlematerIal.

10_

IMporterit.

-10 .
.

loportaist

, 1_- 2 3 4 5 6 7 INot - t VeryImportant . - '-, .loportant
311. The-degree to which the witerial can be adapted to wet the schedule of the school fay/year without affecting,material's usefulness.

. . .

2 3 4
Mot
Important

Clear and easy to follow instluctions for the treble.

1___ - 2 3 '4 5 6
Mot
Importast

Clear; tenet*/ and easily aiderstocni hostracttoms for the student.

?ZZI
Very f

.10

'WY =- A.
Important

-

21_ Spec', icstionof the target population for rhea the materlal out ditigdid;

10-
Ver7
Important .

1_ 2 3 6 6 7Not.
Impel-LIM .

12.' VbecificatIOn Or the 1/Pe of classroom for iihiCk the mat designed.

10

4.1mportseft

1 . I 3 4
Mot
loportant Important

23. The'type.of geographic region portrayed in 1FC content DV 1* eliter1111.,

1-- , 3 4 5
Not
Important

BEST CCP? AVRH.ABLE

7 111_.
Very
1Perw W11,



.4

A rating of I indicates ttat you attach no importance to that particular Criterion.

A rating of I0 indlc;tes that you attach a great deal of famortomie Us that Particular criterion.

14. hatertti develoPei.fer me with a particular disability group;

I 2 3 4 5 6hot
Important -

75. A teeCher'S guide inciwded with or accoeoanying the eeterial.

10__
%try
Important

2 3 4
WE_
Important

120

S 6 7 6 1 10 b
Very , -.
Important'

26. -11 not Included. a teacher's suiee being available for separate purchase.

1-- 2
Asks
Wcorta t

27: A caMprehers1re teacher's (wide.

.

4 S 6 7 a 9 10

Impor trot

I .. 2 4 S a 7 A 9 20_rMot-
VeryImportant
Important

28: The forma& of the Material) (e.g. sraeubook. cassette tape. base, etc.)

.. _3- 2 5 s. 7 , a 5 .10 .

VeryImportant .' , . .
. loportant

29. of.the format of the Material and Stedent's pleine1 and physical abilities.
:s,

1__ ,,..., 2" .3 , 4 6. 6 A _11 - 10_Not
Very

. loportent ,.. 'Important
.

.30. The safety features. of the material (e.g. eon,,toxic).

1 , 2 5 4 1 1N it
Important

31. The 0grrecent betwen theforeat of.the emaeial and stated'objeitives.

laiportant

2 3 6 a 7 a 5 10-Mot
Verb'-Important
Important. .

'32. The ittractieeents. appeal. and motivation Of the material to students.

I \ 2- 3 7 .4 It 6
N ot

Intortaist
. .

,

-1
The degree to Which the material Appears challenging to stoientt.

7 10
Very
important

1 2 3 4 .

tiat_-

l000etint

M. The presence of follom , activities for still reinforcement;

ID '

Important

Not
liMbrtant

35: The price of the material.

Very
ImPertist

1 2
Wet
Important

BEST CCM' AMIABLE

6 10
:Virg

' Important
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.4.
A rating of I indi hit you tLch no liporiance la tisit particuler criterion.

,4 Fa of 10 _indicates that ymaratUch a great deal of importance to that particular criterion.

,

sc. the relationship betvoes teaching effectiveness and the cost of the material.
- -_ _I 2- 3 4 5 . 5, 7 I 9 .10__

liat_,2___ Veryimportant a Important
1af. The annual mointemince andiv replacement cost of the material..

3 4 5
kat
Important

Tae price of the material's consumable

1
hot
Insortant

7 5 10
Very
Important

3 4

Int erount of teacher involvement required for the material to be used effectively.

.1 Z 3 , .5 5
hst
lqcrtant

40. 'Ire frequeneY'of student response required by tee material.

10_

Important

10
Very
loportant

1- 2 3 4
hot
ler.brta nt

42. lee 'frequency of itudent/teacher Interaction ;equired by if,. material.

40
Very
lasmetant

2 . 3 4
h ot
important

7 10
Very
Importamt

42. The potential for meet adalstability of the moterisl with other them the stated populaticm.

1 2 4 A 7 A 9 10
hot ,. . iftr;
Important Important

mama-- mama-- =,v-43. The adaptability of the meterial to a lariat: of teachers and teaching situation..

2 3 4
hot
Important

4 7 5 10_
Very
FoPOrUit

44. The applica_tion of the material in other areas Of the curriculima-

1 2 3 4

Important'

IS. The provision for generalization of knowledge.

9 10
Very
Important

3 2 3
hot
loportant ,

4i. The presence of suggestions for supplementary or.aliernative tea lop activities.
,..

1 2 3 4 6 7 4 9 10
Lot Wry
loportamt l000rtaat..'

47. The provision by the publtsher of field test data snick support the effectiveness of the outertal.

9 10
VtOr
important

4 - 2
lot
Important

BEST CCPY AVAILABLE

4 40
Very
Important



A rating of I indicates that you attach fte leeptance to that particular criterion.

A ratio" of 10 ladiCateS that yoviattach a great deal of leportance to that Particular criterion.

46. Evidence that the metertal Ns been revised and updated regularly.

Not
Important

49. The use of teaching methods that are supported by empirical evidence.

I 2 3 4 S
6

7 5 11 ID__
got , Men/
Important Important

SO. Evidence that the materiel was developed throuth the use of sound it and development procedures.

1- i__,
3 4 5 5 8 1 lo

Mot Very
Important lottortant

51. The presence of variety of rel;onte rOaes by which the student say daronstratt learning.

1-- 2 3 4 5 5 7 A I 10
Not - Ve_e7
Iportant

a lacer:ant
. /

52. A variety of different and irteresting44.t.ebf presenting instruction.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Met-----
laportant

13. The utilization of a specific instructional approach or method

$4. The quality and durability of the material.

1-- 2 3 4 5 5 1 II 9 10
Mot Very
1epertaist Important.

.

2 3 4 5 6 10
Not leer

ImportantImportant

The clarity and size of the material's print.

Lot__
Important

56. The packaging of the material.

Not
important

4

7

Very
Importaat

10__
Very
Wrortaat

N I5__
Very
Important

laportant

57.- The_clarity. attractiveness. and epprapriatraesS of illustrations and/or photographs to tie content of the
material.

4--" 2 3 4 5 6 1
N ot
latroilant'.

,

SA. A format that is uncluttered. ',emetically correct', and free of typographical errors.

.

f__ . 2 3 4 5 6 7. A 9 10__

a- I to

Impo rtant

Smnertant. ;:grtant

SS. At agreement between the material and curricular or long range objectliel.

N ot

A

t 000rtoot

rroT rrrAl t-An

3 4 5 5 10
Very
Important

122.



A rating *1,1 4nalkitei (het yeti attach Aid importawc to that particular. triteriea

A rating of 10 Ind l eeee that yVetittach a 'fee I deal of import/loam to that follicular criterion.

10. the material appears to '01111 its stated or implied objectives.

s 4
bet_
Important

41. OkJectives stated in behavioral Ursa.

1 I ID
Vt7Y
Important

1_ 2 3 4 11 6 7 1 I 71T --lot Veryiraortant IcsorCent
42. the presenft of Itstructional obJectives.

I 2 3 4 6 6list .

!Mori/int

61. The c.31ectivas Af the material Vest students' affective

1 3 4 6

10
Very
loportant.

a

!mew' tent

64. The *Optative' of the material ate I. keeping with 14 student"' instriettonal .114.111.

I 30
Very
leeortant

7__ 2 3 A I 6 7 11 Alot
l*rortTwi"

66. A scope vim sequence chart accearales the material.

Wry
hoof tent

I 2 3 4
lint
ImPortaat

6A. Toe watertal's cwitent II presented serriwtmlimil.7

7 10
eerie
Important

I .

1-
Ict
lepartamt

$7. 1h7t material is desired so trot repetition and review of content occurs frequently.,

3 1 6 i 7 i A 10_
Wry
Import/ion

I__ 2 3 4 5 4
Net
Imetwtaet

" 66. rre material is *signed so that lersing ecciirs in smolt units of acklevewewt.

10

lotus-tent

1 2

Important

3 4 7 a I 10_

Important
The ease with which teachers wry use the material..

3 -- 2 3 4 s 4 7 1 A- 10het VeryImportant hoer taut
70. Vie skills ....arise'' to use tie material effectively are compatible with the teecher's expertise.

I 2 A 4 s 4 7 11 , , I lb
VerY_lopmrtast . loportant

71. Ile previslim by tie pUblisher of in-Service Info's,.

I a 10__

Weariest loPerient

BEST COPY AVLI.ADLE
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:1.

A iallob of 1 *indicates that p.m Meth ee lotheratute to that Nriltular (Alert 1.

A rating of 10 ccc c lhal you attach real *Si ttetott&mtd I. INA Particular triterlaw.

77. Teacher trelaina mtoeial se t wows p.7ithe Intlructsemi ea ter 141 .

1 '.-,?,.. 2 1 4 1 4 7 1 lo__
aid_ Very
!worths,. laCiortaat

73. TN entente of Atalmostit and Peestriotive destcs for plecia. 'Moot it appropriate ofitry liviii.

1-- 2 3 4 1- 6 7 a 1 10-
1,t_ vii;_____
'wariest lapettent

,--the-sett ItIcetlee et the veteccillte Stills Or readiness behaviors Nettie." for stopped ham leili use the
material.

. 1- 2 3 1 4 7 I 10

list Very - -

Import/at !veriest

71. 4...lability o1 to ***** Its for the material.

1_ 2 y 4 6- i, 7 I 1 10

IIP
vm

1aportant Impart/tat

*. Replaces...at bieces (t.o. lest or broten Steve. additional cooponeots.tt.) may be psarchoted Noarotaly.

71.

1 7 3 4 6 A io__

hit tort

liverLana latiortaat

the tvellability of vowione.t 'waste/ Ao sae iht ealfr101 (94. 111140ClOrt. COSS011f player10.

1 2 3 4 1 6 7 10

loportaat
, Mot '' J \ Ivry _

Format
_

ni Sopoloorny1 Sums (e.,. placewat testa,. visual aids. ditto @otters) actompaalloa the,lostierial.

-..

1_ 2 3 4 6 ,- 6 7
hot I
1. .runt

?IL UTiveleterntal Materials (e.g. locomen' 'Letts, visual aids. Atttesisitort) av4111ble for hiliaaraft therchoN.,

10__
eery
Wpii4.11111-1

2 3

lopbrtaiat

10. Tee tevarece of a easeful biblleyrapky.

7
*ivy
lusor Not

1- 3 . 4 ..

-oportar jrIt*important.
. 1. Material dislinell to miasmal to the *merest leiftl of the stodeat. 4.

__ . i-

-A 4L'" A
7 3 4 ..

li 7 1 1D _

3 N ot
Very

Isoortatit latrarUat

t .

52 The suitability of the tostruttloosl level to the stsidesels).

1 z 3 4 n- 6 5 10

rte- _
bery____

loportaiat
fopertast

113. lee readies level of the outer's' it iodteate.g bi the 0.4,1 ince.

1__ -7 3 4 6- s 7 I . ID__

art- s- 1/"7
loTpoetaist n' Stoortoot
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'mr

125-

A ratininf I "'Alka lis (WI you ttacli leo Insetotanco to that liarticula criterion.
A reline of IS loaf that you ttach groat deal of importance to that Part ICola erilatan

N. The ccurecy of the content of the imateriSi.

T_ a 7 4 s ii 7 V V 10rot- Voll
imporWst loportant

SS. like convent of the no aaaaa 1 Is tioarly and iondariCeneVabio prisTeitod.

1- a . r 4 5 5 7 8 s so__Sot
Very 'impierWol r.

a. himaertint

IL. Adviwaca Af the %copy, range. depth. end continuity of thscontant.

1_ 2 3 4 1. 1 7 V V 10hit .. VeryImportaot Important
$7. Iwo cc-potibility of the content of ton material with other on-yoing instruction.

it
1 \ i 4 b 1 r i s ishot IlsIrJetant InOorLent

as. A foe.% en 'Mit and inowledie that me, wsefol sod applicable to the it. t.

1 2 r 4 6 6 7 II 9 10
kol Seri
ieperteet knorfant

so Tr.,r proision of sufficient opportunities for practice.

Mot
Important Very[___-

Important
10. Aicoopanyino forum for rocondiol stoical 'wire's.

1 ( 1 4 5
Wet
Important .

III. Accompanyina.forw for evalootino student proems. L

Very
p.p.-tat

1-- 2 -10
Pod lory-:---Isportart Seportaat.

42. Provision for tie student Pio tract his/her con proven.

1 2 ) s 1 4
Pot
Ions last

13. Ease with snick De teacher can use forma if,. Moihu ieet,Tatile student

10_
v
WOortans

4 i i 7
Wry
Importaot1444ortset

.-egrets ewiluetlso remits all for direct lanming of the ttodeots' instruttintil

1_ 2 5 4 s /
7,

I 10
P ot lam _
Impartial leporuni

N. 1M cite13 INK occeetablestreeld krforsunce slated to beheloral tam.

1 3 4
Mat'
loportoot

BEST CL?? AVAILAjli

s. , 7 ID__
Very
1.Yert.441



;

A eating of 1 Indicates that you attach so ieportance to that particular criterion.

- A ratio, of 10 foilicaurs that you attach a groat coal of Importance to that particular trawlers.

W. tualwatiee items consisteet with program, objectives.

1- 2 3 4
Not_
Importaat

7

17. The provision for Immediate feedback to stwirots.

1 2 3 4 s 6 7
Not
Important

16. The provision if pre and post test activities.

i 2 A 4 5 6it
3oportsot

99. Tim provision for conttnelhos swot of student progress.

V

126

Not
Important

100. leflusion of supgestions for the evaluation of student4progress.

ICU
Very
Important

Very
important

I__ 2 3 4 6 7 V 10_
N ot Very
befortant 3mportant.

301; fktivitits for demonttration of task mastery that are or may be adapted Le be compatible with studeet't 16111V.

3 2 1 a b. o 7 a to
Wet_ Very
Important . ; Important

107 (limit, with ebiCh reinforcement prccedwres are t.pocified.

1_ 2 3 7 s 6
N ot
Important .

.

.. .. .

103. Provisions for re-learning and re-esseSiment in the event of post test faliore.'

1
Very ,
larporUnt

I 2
Mot----
Imoertoot

s 7 10
7

Important

Please add rely additional.crlterltand rat; the importance' of each.

1
Net_
Important

2 2 5

...

6 7 r s 9 It .;
-Important

Not
Wort/it

2 4 5 s 7 a N

Very
hiportant

Wot:
loporumt

2 7 4 1 s 7 11 .9 10
Very
important

h.4..4:A..r.

1 r-7
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10 -

A rtionfla 1 trullidotel,lini yea te11 ea Insert...cc ti that particular criterion.
A rating fd 10.1wilicatts that gam Ittach great dual of impertance to that particular criterion.°

107;

10g.

127

5

Important \
10_
Very
Important

Net_
Superfast

6 NY,
Very
Important

Not
joperUnt Per/-

Important

liat_____
loportant

4

Mask you for your assistance.

Please send resells of the sus*" Le:

Commis is

BEST CM P47." "

tr

Id__
Very
Isportalit



APPENDIX D

Cover Letter to State Directors

of Special Education



. uNivEftsiTy OF. KANSAS
Defiartineneof '11vecia: ea ucation ;;:

College of Health Sciences and Hospital
39th and RainboW Blvd :;Kansas City, Kansas 66103

(913)588:5944
(913) 588-5943

*-September 17; 1980-

I am writing to- request. your -assistance in a, BEH research study dealing
with -the materials.lor the handicapped. The
purpoSe=.0 the,study is.to_develop specific selectlon criteria.on which
the chOiCe of instructional materials for_handicapped'students may be
based:, 'L

Ih order for the retu]ts of_the study to be valid and reliable a nation-.
wide sample of subjects will be surveyed; The subjects of the study will
be ihdiViduals responsible for selecting instructional materials for
.handicapped students./The initial step in the proceSS of subject selec-
tion requires -the identific0.on of Directors of Special Education in
your State.. I would appreciate your cOlperationin providing a list of
the names and addresses of these indivilluals so that I may contact them
regarding the identification of subjects It would be most helpful
this 11t Were forwarded to me no later:than October 1; 1980. A stamped
se3f-addressed envelope has been encloSedor your convenience.

.Any questions regarding the study may be sent to me in-care *f. the above
address. .

Mai* you for your assistance in this project.

Sincere

129

3

y,

Mary'Ventura
Project Coordinator

Main Carnpusi Lawrence
College of Health Sciences and Hospital, Kansas City and Wichita
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THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
Dejartment of Special Education

College of Health Sciences and Hospital
39th and Rainbow Blvd., Kansas City, Kansas 66103

(913).588-5944
(913) 588:5943

I am currently conducting a research study funded,by a grant from the
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped. The study is designed to
develop a model process for selection of instructional materials for
handicapped students. As a part of this process it is'necessary to
identify the criteria currently used in the selection of instructional
materials. The results of this information will be used in the develop-
ment of a weighted selection checklist. Approximately 3,000 individuals
who are responsible for choosing instructional materials for handicapped
students will receive the research questionnaire. In the context of
this study, handicapped refers to students who are receiving special
education services.

As a special education administrator; it is likely that you know -the'
individuals -in your school district who aee responsible for seletillg
the materials used t_nendicapped'stUdents.- Therefore; I would appreci=
ate it -if yoU would list the.names and addresSes of three individuals.
who. select materials for elemenfaN age students and three wimselect
materials_for secondary age studerits. These individuals could be_class=
room teachers; resourceteachers; curriculum coordinators, consulfantS,'
or instructional materials, center personnel; If you do not have access
to the_ information being requested, I would appreciate it if you would
forward thiS_leffer to the person in your district who could provide
the habeS'; _A research survey will be sent to each of the individualS_
you mate. 'The.survey will take about:10 minutes to complete. I would
appreciate receiving the list of hames;no later than January -19, 1981.
A stamped self--addressed envelope has been enclosed for your.cpnvenience:.
Foe every 150 names and addresset received by the.above date, I will send
a $5.00 COntribOtion to the Foundatioh for Exceptional Children,, a non=
profit Organitation established by the, Council for Exceptional Children,

131
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Main Campus, Lawrence

College of Health Eklienoes and Hospital, Kansas City and Wichita
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Your participation in-the study is voluntary and all responses will be
kept confidential. The number that appears at the top of the list of
names and addresses will be used only for record keeping Purposes. Any
questiOnsabout the study may be sent to me at the address. listed above.
If you would like to receive a copy of the survey results please place-.

V/0

an Xin the box at the bottom of e enclosed sheet. If you choose not
to participate in the study would u place an X in the appropriate box
on the enclosed,sheet.and return it to me.

.

Thank you fortyour, assistance in this research project.

Mary Ventura
Project Coordinator

MV:jv

Enclosures
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APPENREX
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Form for Recording he., Names'

and Addresses of SubjeCts
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Three individuals who select instructional
handicapped students:

1. Name

Address

2. Name

:'Address

materials for elementark age

)t

City ,State Zip

Ci ty

Name:

Address

State Zip

Ci ty fi

State Zip

Three individuals who select instrtction materials for second
students:

1; Name

Address

2. Name

Addregs

L

Name

Address

City Mate Zip.

City State - Zip

" City State Zip

Please send a copy of the study results to;. 46

0

I

Do not chbose.to participate.

134
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Selecting
Instructional

aterials for
Handicapped
StOdents

C

/136

In order to develop a weighted materials
selection- checklist, it is necessary' to
know the criteria that are used by those
who select instructional materials for
handicapped siudents. Therefore, your
responses are important.

Directions:

1 Please complete the informotion
requested on page one of this
booklet.

2: Examine the Criteria statements that
toppear on pages 2 - 11: Circle the
number which reflects the aniount
of importance you attach to each
criterion listed. Please cirale only
one number per item and refrain
f rosm' adding fractional or decimal
points on the scale.

3. Space has been provided at the end of
the survey for you .to list and rate
ony additional criterio that you feel
were omitted.-

Please return this survey to:

The University of Kontos_
Deportment of Speciot Education

. Ad, Whiff Building
39th and RoinbOw Olyd.
Kontos City, Kontos 66103
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Please Answer the following Questions:
t.

I. PhialeirialCati- the -iYisrs(s) otliondicapped students for wham you select instructional materials (e.g:
- mentally retarded, learning disabled;

2. Please indicot the grode lever of students for whom you select instruttional materials.

Elementary level Secondary level Both

3. Please inditat your paillion in the school district (41_9. self-contooned clossroom teocher. resource room
teocher, princip I, director of Special education. coordinator, WC.).

Have youreceived formal coursework or training in the selection of instructional materials for handicapped
students?

Yes No

5. Do you foil thot such training is of value to those who select instructionol materials?

Yips No

6. Please check the source(s) that you use to obtain information obout instructional materials.

Professional journars Materials disploys at conferences

Publishers catalogs In-srvice meetings

Advice of colleagues

Other - please specify

7. Nettie lndicote how ftoquir114, you use a checklist or materials selections form in selecting instructiOnol
materials for hondicopped students. .) 4 0 ,;-

. .
t--

Alivoys OteOlionolly Nis'vier
,s

8. Please Indicot in whot settings) me th instructional materials used which you slect?

OWn Classroom School library or materials center

Others' classrooms District library or motinrials censer
. .

Other please specify

b

7

BEST COPY AvAILARIE
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Reese MKS do. 01.1011fit ef Ireportente yew *nod to end of tiii hilhming arit.ni when = selecting instructional materials fo
handicapped students, Pleose record your _reponsii by circling the opprop`ricite number on ct scot* of 1 to 10Please circle only ImmIn per hem and isrfroin from odd,ng fractional or cbecimol points on the scale.

retie rrf.1 indicates that you ottoch se hapertencs to v-,
that porticulor criterion.

A retie, ef 19 indicates that you ottOch o riot iirel if W.
"'Mince to that porticulor criterion.

1. The title, or product nom* of the material.

2: The reputotion of the publisher.

3. The 'Oslorice of o_preview policy, whi_challouro
inspection of the moteriorprior to pUrchose.

Th copyright or publication Pato of the material.

5. The ry3m and/or the:professional reputation Of
the outhor of the ractorkoi.

r

6. Froodora from bios-AM.9. sexist; racial; religious)
in the raptorial.

7. Application' of: the material with bilingual
children.

. 6. Eose' of storage and fronsportobility of the

9. Eas 'el monoging component ports of the,
material.

10 fo With which the material n.ay be shored with
other teachers.

1 .2 3

14 2 3 4 5 6 7 11

1 2 - 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 4 5 - 6 7

4 5 6 7 E

7 '4

1

2 s3 4

3 4 9 1 06

j
f

9 1 0

9 1 0

'9 1 0

9 1 0

9 1-0

9 r 1 0

9 1 0

11. _The number of students who con use the motisrial
lot one time.

1

BEST COPY AVAiLitiiiE

3 5 6 7

iv;
9 1 0

2 3 4 5 7 I 9 1 0

34%
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A trim of l_indicales that you °Hoch w inqietteoco to- .i.

that particular criterion.

A nstiott of 10 indicates thisi you olt at h o rest !eel of lat
portents to that particular criterion.

I

12. The *mount of doily/weekly _preparation time the
"--toothire must spend/ to effectively use the

material.

13. The amount of training time necessary for the
" teethe/ to effectively use the motrial.

1A. The number'Of limes the material would be used
by a studru-

15. Teacher limo saved through use of the motriol.

16. The motecial consists of tasks that appear to be of
on opProptiot length.

17: The duration of time required who'd Oisludnt
uses the material.'

IA. The degree to which the rnotrial con be _adopted
to meet _the schedule pf the_ school day/year
without affecting material's usefulness.

19. Clear and easy 10 .follow instructions for the
teocher.

3 4 5 6 7 e 9 1 0

70- Ciltar, corFcise and eosily understood instructions
for the student.

71. Si_pecification of the forget population for whom
the molriol was desigoed.

Sipecification of the typo of classroom for which
the matt/viol was di/signed.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

%rs

3 4 5 6

1 7 3 4 5 6

1 7 3 4 5 6

9 1 0

7 11 9 10

7 e 9 1 0

7 A. 9 1 0

. Pot. 3
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A tit w. of 1 indicate, that you attach Ipt-tenee to
thot porticulor criterion.

£ mete of le Indicates thot you attach o greet email if V.
pittance to thot_porticular criterion.

23. The type -of- geagrophic region portrcystd In the
content of the material.

1 2 3 4

24. Material developcd for use with o particular
disobility group.

1 2 3 4

25. A teocher's guide included with or occorriparying
the moteriol.

1 X2 3 4

26. It norincluded. o *ocher's guid4 is avoiloble for
separate purchose.

1 2

27. A comprehensive teochir a guide. t)

4

Th; format of ;he materiol (e.g workbook;
cosset* tape. game. etc.).

1 2 3 4

29: The compatibility of _the format of the material
with student's cliental and physical abilities.

1 2 3 4

30. The solety features of the materiel '(e.g. non-
_toxic).

1 2 3 4

31. The agreement Issitv7resin the format of the
moteriol and stated objectives.

%-
1 2 3 4

32. The oltroctirenitis end appeal of the material to
, students.

1 2 3 4
33. 'file degree to which the motericil oppeors

'challenging to students.

1 2 3

S 6 7 8 9 1 .0

s 6 7 e 9 10

5 6 8 9 10

. 9 10

5 6 7 8 9 10

5 6 7 8 9 1 0

S 6 7 8 9 140

5 6 7 0 9 r10

5 6 7 8 9 1 0

5 6 7 0 9 10

5 6 7 8 9 1 0

BEST CGPY AVAILABLE
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A Wins el 1 indicates that you attach so Isepotortsecti to

A /Oleg of 10 indicotes that you ottoch ono (Gel of ke 1 7,

po.r7knco fo that porticulorcriterion.

that porticulor sritstrion-.

34. Th presenc of follow up octiuities for skill .
reinforcement.

°

'- The price of the moteriol.

36. The relotionship ,between eflectiveass and 'the
cost of the moteriol.

3

3

4

1. 2 3 1

37. The °natiol mointenonce and /or teploFement cost
of the moteriol.

1 2 3 1

38. The price, of the moteriors cOnsumoble items.

4

39. The amount Of teacher involvement required for
the moierial to be used. effectively.

2 3 4

40. The frequency of student response° required by
the moteriol.

1 2 3 1

41. ,Thiilrequency of student/teocher interoction
required by the moterial..

1 2 3 A

42. The potential for use or odoptobility of the
motriol with other thon the slotted populotion.

1 2 3 A

43. Th odoptability of the moteriol too yoriety,o1
teochers and teoching situotions

1 2 3 A

41. The application of the moteriot in other oros of
the curriailum.

2. 3 A

5 6 7

S 6 7

6 6

5,

S.

8

8 9

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 I

5 6 7 8

S 6 7 B

5 6 7 8

9 1*0

9 1 0,

9 10

9 10

1 0-

9 1 0 .

9 1 0

9 1 0

9 1 0

9 10

Pave 3

4

:*

BEST CGY
_'LE
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A "'sting ell indicates that you attach se Impelieacs to
thot.porticulor criterion.

4

A noting of 10 indicates that you attach a greet Aside a.
portents to that porticulor criterion. '6. z

45; The provision for generalization Of knowledge:

16. The presence of suggestions for supplementary or
alternotivo learning activities._

47. The provisioh by the publisher of fiel`rftest data
which support the effectiveness of the material.

48. Evidenc,e that the moteriol has been revised and
updated regulorly.

19. The useotteothing methods that Or* SUortird
by empirical evidenCe.

50; Evidence that the Material was developed
through the use of sound research and
cleveloppent procedures.

51. The presence of o variety of response modes by
which the stAdent may demonstrate learning.

52. A variety of different and interesting ways of
presenting instruction.

utilization of o specific.instructional approach
" or method.

V

The physicol quolity and dUrobility, of the

55. The clarity and size of the material's print:

ow. 6

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

1 2

3 I

S

.5

2 3 1 5

5

1 2

5

1 4. 3 I 5

1 3 I ' 5

6 7 8 9

8 9

6 7 8 9

6 7 8 9

6 8 9

6 7 8 4

7 8 9

6 7 8 9

6 7 B 9

6 7 8 9

6 7 -8 9

1 0

10

10

10

10

1 0

1 0



A resins, 1111 I Indicates that you attach we Wpm- hum* to
that porticulor criterion.

A Miro, ef 10 indicates that you attach p greet deal of
portent* to that porticulor criterion.

56. The packaging of th moterial.

1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 t0
7

57. The clority, pltractivness, and appropriateness of
illustrotions andi. photterophs tethe content of/A
the material.

1 2 3- 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0

58. A formal that is uncluttered, giamoticolly correct.
and free of typogrophicol errors.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0

59. The agreement betwiten the materiol and cur-
ricular objectives.

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 1 0

60. The material appears to fulfill its stated or implied
objectives.

4 5 6 7 8 9 10
,

6f. Objectives stated in behovioral terms.

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

. 62. The pY once of instructional objectives.

4 5 6 7 8 r 9 1 0

63. The objectives of the materiol meet students'
offoctive needs.

6 7 8 9 1 0

64. the objectivei, of the et:Wore:in keeping with
the students' instructiont4 neids.

1 2 4 5 i6. 7 8'- 9 1 0 .

63'. A scope and seqiie chart accompanies the
material.

1 2 3. I S 6 7 .9 10

66. The matadors conttnt is presented sequentially.

3 4 5 6 7. 9 1 0

P09° 7

Raw

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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A rating of 1 indicates that you ottoch e. hepeilieite to
that ()articular criterion.

A ruling of 10 Indicates that you ottoch o greet feel if ke-
liePhists to that particular criterion.

67. The material is designed lb that repetition and
review of content occurs frequently.

68. The material is designed so thot learning occurs In
small units of ochieverisent.

69. The ease' with iAiith teachers may use the
material.

70. The sisals necessory_to oss the material effectively
ore compotibre with the teacher's expertise: .

A

'71. The provision ty the publisher of in-service
training.

.72. T etcher training materials occomporsy the
tructional material. c.

73. _presence of diognostk and prescriptive
devices for placing student Of appropriote_entry.

71. The- specification of the prerequisite .skills or
recidi si behtiviors- necessary for students who

e the Materiel.

7S: Avoilabity of worranties for the Materiol.

76. Replacement pieces (e.g, lost or broken Items.
additional components, etc.) may be purihased
separately.

77. The 6,4:Mobility of equipment necessary to use the
material (e.g. projectors, cassette ployers).

Pope

1 2 3 6 J

1 2 3

1 2

1

2

1 2

rc.c -
1 2

2

1 2. V.

1 2

1 2

5 6 7 8

3 1 5 6 7 8

3 4 5

3 7 a

3 6 7 8

3 4 5 6 7' 8

3 QI 5 6 7 8

3 1 5 6 7 "8

3 4 5 6 7 8

'9 10

9 10

9 10

9 1 0

9 i0

o

9; 10

9 10

9 1 0

9 1 0 44'

9 1.0

9 10

- JEST Cq? A AL M
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A retina of 1 Indicates that you attoch .. Impertence to
That porticulor criterion.

z
IA Mine ef 10 indicates that You attach o greet Seel of be-

portents to that particular criterion.

78. Supplemental Items (..g. placement tests: visual
aids, ditto masters) occompailing the material.

1 2 8 9 10
79. Supplemental materials (e.g. placement tests,

visual olds, ditto masters) available for separate
purchase.

2 3 7' 9 10
80. The presence of o useful bibliography.

1 I .9 1 0'

81. Material designed to oppeal to the' interest level
of the student. .

1 2 3 4 5. 7 8 9

82. The stiltabillty of the instructional level to the
student(s).

2 3 I S 6 7 8 9 1 0

83. The reading level of the material is indicated by
the puplisher,

2 3 I 3 6 7 8 9 1 0

SU. Th4 accuroci of the content of the material.

2 3 y1. 5 6 7 8 9 10
85. The .ontisnt of the in_oterial Is clearly and,:

understandably presented.

1 6 7 8 9 1 0

86. Aclegy_ecy of to scope, and/sequence of the
content.

87. The compatibility of the content of the material
with other on-going instruction. '

88. A focUs on skills and knowledge that or. useful
and opplicabte to the student.

2 3 I 5 8 9 1 6

BEST COPY AVOiLE 15-4
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A rating of 1 indicates that you cr-k me
that particular criterion.

A Wing et 10 indicates that_you attach o greet deal of
portents to that particular criterion.

I E ;

ihe provision of sufficient opportunities for
proctice.

4t-

90. Accompanying for. recoraing 'lucent
progress.

1 002 3 4 5 6 7

2 '3 I 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6

"1 2 3 7 5 6 7

3 I 5 6 7

3 'I 5 6 7.

1 r2 3 7 5 6 7

4 5 6 7

4 5 7

1 .1 5 6 7

17)
4 5 6 7

..:,
1

Accompanying -forms for evaluating student
progress.

...

- ..n.,;

92. Provision for the student to frock his/her own
progress. u .1

93. Eds. with ,which the teacher con use forms for
recording and/or evaluating student progress.

94..0rogress evaluation results allow tor direct pion-
ing of the students' irotructionol pcogram.

95. The criteria for acceptable studenttpe4Ormonce
stoted in behavioral terms.

06. Evaluation items consistent with program object-
ives.

97. The provision for immediate feedboc
students.

98. The provision of pre and post test activities.

99. The provision for continous ossessment of stud-
ent progress( 3

8 9 10

8 9 10

8 9 1 0

8 9 10

8 9 1 0

8. 9 1 0

8 9 1 0

8 9 1 0

8 9 .10

8 9 1 0

8 9 1 0

BEST CO-

1557-



jii:4,
* iiiting if 1 indicates_th ou attach no Anpertente to
that particular crIte

VA
.

A tirting of 10 indicates t at you atioch a greet di& if hi-
krisna to thot.particu r crit ion.

147

o

,.
100. trielusion of guidelines for the *valuation Of-

stUdent progress.

101.. Activities for demonstration of task mastery ore
compatible wit tudent's ability.

102. Clarity with which reinforcement procedures ore
specified.

103. Provisions for, re-learning and re-a sss sss ment in
the event of post test failure.

4-
104. The 'degree _to which le material appears to

be motivatonol to students.

1 2

3 -4

9 . 0

6 7 8 9 1 0

5 6 7 8 9 10

105.

106.

107

10B.

109.

Please odd ony- additional criteria and_ rote slls; importance of each.

. (7

2 6 10

1 2. 3 4 5 7 8 .9 1 0

-r
1 2 5 9 10

1 2 3 7 S 6 7 8 9 1 0

s 2 3 4 5 6 7 E 9 10

Pave 1111;

-°-

4: BEST errY
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If you would like to make any o

4

dditiorial comments a t' the 4,4r,cpop-- of
instridEtibnaViinaterials for hani3icapped students; please- use Ais, space for -'.. ' '

. - ,

that purpdbei,,;..,: . .. ivy
.

..i.-, . t. 4,
, --, ,... , :

-.,,,. .- ..- I - , ,
±

e r ra, , )

iti

ti
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Your participation in this st 9

like to receti a copy ,pf the survey
dress on the linesibelovv.

T

6ppreciated. If you would
is print your name and, ad,
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THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
Department of Special Education

College of He lth Sciences and Hospital
39th and Rainbow lvd., Kansas city, Kansas 66103

( 13) 588 -5944
(913) 588-5943

I am.currently conducting a research study funded by a grant from the
Department of Edticationi Office of Special Education. The study is
desiglled to result.in_the development of a model proces9 for selecting
instructiica-l-rmaterials for handiOpped students: As 'a, part of this

°process it 15 necessary to identify the criteria currently used in the
sel.ecti_or o >fs instructional materials; The results of this study will
be uSed'in theideyeAopment of a weighted selection checklist

.% Trte enclosed survey,is ,Ikeiti.g.sent to persons throughbut the linitedi.States
who,;-are responsible for _selecting instructional materials for elementary
ancrseohifary eidpcation students.. You were:identified by. your. local-Director of SPetial Education as an individual who hal this re=..
sponsi bi ty

The directions _fork the entilosed survey are listed"on= its .

covet. I wOUT.d Apt Mate .receiving yourscompleted survey by Apr-i-1
1981. A stamped sel :addressed envelope -has' been enclosed for your con-.
venience. _For every 158 surveys. completed and returned by the atiove
date,_ I will make a _$5.-00 -contribution to the -Foundation for Exceptional
Children," a' wrgani zati on established by the CoOnCil fOr'EX.=
ceptional Children.

Your participation in the study is voluntary and all respo4es will be
kept confidential .:The code -number that appeart on your s.urveywill
only be usedifor record keeping purposes.

Thank .you forydur ,assistance i n:this 'research -project.

Si ncerel3ii

AMary Ventura
Project Coordinator -Ot

MV: vg

Enclosures
;

151

Main Campus, Lawrence
College of Health Sdietiberi and Hospital. Kansas City and Wichita
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VIP

4.1b

".

25i 1981

Approximately 3 weeksago you received a: urvey titled
Selecting Instructional Materials for Handicapped
Students; The purpose of the sur?-/ey )5 to determine the
criteria that youJeel are important-whenyou select
instrtictional materials:

Althouahthe return date on the cover litter has passed;
the informati9n diat you can proVide is most import4t.

If you have already'returned your survey; please afCept
my thari,ks.... ff'yop have not returned Your 'Survey;- would
you ta a few Minbtes and do so today?

Thank) ou for you assistance;
Sincerely;

. Mary Ventura
:.'Project Coordinator

153
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urvey Items in Order of-Importance - ubjectsi
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Rank Statement

1 Clear, concise; & easily
understood instructions
for the student.

The suitability of the
instructional: level to

'the stkaent.

3.5' The cogpatibility of the'
format of the material
with student's mental and"
physical abilities.

Mean
Rating". S.D. Weight

9.22 1.32 11

3.5 . The degree to which the
material appears to be
-motivational to students:

The content df the material
is clearly and understandably
ptesented.

6 A focu'S on'skills that are
useful and applicable to

.4f: the student.

.20 1.07 11
!=to

9'.16 1.27 11.

.16 1.27 11

9.14 1.15 11

9;02 1.26 11

Material dAttned to apReal 9.00 1.22 11
to the interest level of
the student.'

The accuracy bf, the content
of the material.

The reading level of the
material is indicated by
the publishet.

=rare keepingtw the stiiith

The of the material

taut 1 needs:-

ered, 8.73 1.61 11

8.99 1.33 11-

8.87 1.54 11

8.80 1.47

:-immediate 8.72 1.50r.,. 11

nts.

) =

8.70 1.45 11



14 The relationship between
effectiveness and the.cost
of the material.

15 The attractiveness and appeal
of the material,to the students

The material,appears to fulfill
its stSted or implied objectives.

17.5 The agreement b?tween the
material and curricular'
objectives.

17.5 The ioaterial is designed so
that repetition and review
of content-occurs frequently.

19 The format of the material
(&.4. workbook, cassette...-
tape, game, etc.)

20 The provision for suffi=
tient opportunities for
p'ractice.:

21.5 The degree to which the
material .oppears challeng-
ing to students:,

21.5 The material's content is
presented sequentially.

23 The ag-reement between the
format of the-material
and_stated, objectives.

4.5 A teacher's guide included
with or_ accompanying the
material.

24.5 The ease with which teachers
may use the material.

26 The, presence of followup
activities.for skill rein-
forcelpent.

27 e Material consists of
4-ak-S_that appear to be

n'ape.opriOe lerigth.

165

8.69

8".64 ,

8.62

1.69

1.41

1.54

Ok

8.611 1.55

8;61 "1.52

8:57 1.6j

8.56 i.46

8.55 '1.46

8.5 1.64

8.53 1.72

,8.50 1.85

8;50 1.48 :

8.46 1.64

8.43 - 1;56

156

11

11

11

11

11

10

1.:
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28 The presence 64 diagnostic 8.39 1.68 10'
and prescriptive devices
_for placing students at
appropriate entry levels;

1.

29 .'The provision for continuous 8.38 .1.61 10
asseSsmentof4`student prosress.

39, Provision for re-learning 8.37 1.73 10.
and re-assessment in' the
event of post-test failure:

Activities for demonstration .8.36 i.,63 10
of task mastery; are compatible

Tbi'jt6 students' ability.. ,,r,
, c.....

aivation items corisistppt _ - 6.3Z. 4.tk 10
ith program objective r,4

1.68 'I 10'''The provision of_.,: &-. a,nd.
post-test,.actigities.

A vailety.,qf, --rtiffeterkt_.:"
and interest Ways of
presenting-1 rittrucAbn .

The clarity_ an,d- -Ole of
`the material's prtrit.

(Adequacy of the scope and
sequence of the content.

831

36.5 The number of times the
material would be used
by a student:

8.27

,
36 Clear and easy to f011ow-;! 8.26 1.71 . 10

instructions for the'-
teacher.

39;5 The price of the material. 8.24 1.95 10

39;5 The compatibility of the 8.24 1:58 10
material with on-going
instruction; ''$.,,',

, '
<7 ,..

.41 The physical quality and ',,'' 8.23. 1.66' 10
durability of the materiat.-.-

1;74 16_

1.71 16 *

1.69 10

42 The annual maintenance
and/or replacement cost
of the material:

8.22 1.79 10;



43 Comprehensive teachers'
glide.

8.20 2.06

44 The price of, the materia\s
consumable items.

_

45 .Therobjectives of the Material
meet the student's affective
needs.

The prese f a variety of
responNe des. by which the ,

s tude nt,;may- demonstrate
lea,rni

47 The spe icatim.of the ,

prerequi Ski 11-S! or
.

reAdj:ness

.neceSsaryfor.studeris'_
who will us# the materilT. dr

48 If not included, a teatherts
guide is available fOr
separate purchase. , .7

49 ProgreWeValuation resql-tS
allow for direct plannihg
of the student's insttut=
t onal program.'

-50;25 T er,,,time saved thr
the use of the mteriap.

50.25 The amount of tga"cher
involyement refired for
the ,material to be i150

ceffectively:
4

0.26 The amount Df teacflo
i nvol vement requi re-4_0r

the material to be uSed__1
effecti vely

_

50.25 The - availability -of
equipment necessary tO"
use:the material -(e;g,,
projectors; ;cassette
p 1 ayers ) . _ -0

7 :1.88

8.15

8 . 14 .

8.12

1.80, 10

1, 76'. - 10

54

t

1.78..
A

7.98,

.._''

4.--

r.
.: .

:;-i. 2..08)-.

i 4 -

..
. 4- 'is _

--t _

.

The amount of_da0V/WeekTy
preparation time- the leacher
must spend to effettively'aSe
the material.

167

7.88

4;
11 ;

1."95, '9

e

4



4 F3

55 The skill necessary to use .

the materi 1 effectively are
compatiblt with the teacher's
expertise.

The degree to which the material
ean be adapted to 'meet the -
-schedUlei.of the sciaoq da /year
without4f cti ng the mate i al 's

, usefulness. 6?,

57.5 The' duratio of time required
when-a+ student uses the material :

, #

57.'5 1/1-he freqUency Of student re yonie .81 1.7 e

2.1d ',.

7

-

1.86

1.97

1.82

required By ,the material.

.59 Tteplacementfoeces (e.g*. lost
or broken, iElis, additional
cortifionents etc.) may be pue-
chased separately.

The 'amount _of trai ning.
necessary for the teachef
to effectivdly use the '
material.. r I
Supplementa9 irtegis (d; g.
platement testt,* viske 1
aids, di ttoilibasters
ccomp ny i ril the ma tetfa

.62' 'The presence 'of instructfonal

7;80

.
.1.99

1,59

e I

objectives.
r

63; The provision for genera .ization 7.71'
of ds..) ledge. "at

nce of a preview
Forney which allows inspec-
tioh of the material prior
to 'purchase.

65 Inclusion ofou'i de 1 ipes
for the evaluation of,
thw student progress.

Clarity'with which rein-
forcement procedures are
sped

4/.

9

1.90



67' The presence of suggestions
fof supplementary or al terna-
tive e9-ni ng a cti vi ties .

68 Th aciaptability of the
ma vial to a variety of
'tea ers and teaching,

. situations.

65 Objectives sated in behavioral
terms.

.70 The criteria for acceptable
student penformance stated
in behavioral terms.

Specification of :the target
population for whom the

! -material was _designed.

The ease with 'which the
teacher. can useyforms for-
recordingandiVr evaluating
student progress.

7,65 t.90

7.54 2.25

7.58. 2.26

7; .;.1.08
1 )0

7.54 2.23

160

7.50
3

Tie number of students who can
Zge the material at one time.

The applicatipn 4' the material
in other areas, o the curricUlum.

A The clarity..attrattiveness, and
appropriattless of illustrations
andior__ho ,4rai`ifiS.- to the con-
terit'of the material .

'="1 4

76, Suppl6menta1' ma'teri a
(e.g. p laxemen t to
visual ajds ditto ters),4
available for Sepatrate' pur-3'

..chsse.

77 Ease ofiman ing compon4nt 7.4'1 2.13
parts of the material:

; -d .

78,1 The pbtentfai for Use or 111"..

adaptkibil.i.of the mterial

polYUlation:;,' '

Wit0I 0 thtriV.:Apist'a te

E'videfte that the materia
bras been rcevise;tVand -updi
regularly: 9. I

7.45

7;44 '1.98

79

7.39, 2.; 25

4 2.00

. #

.4;11) /



80 Accompapyi ng forms for
eva t4-ng student pro7;-ls
iltes

81 Evidence that the terial
was developed th ugh the
use ofsound research dnd4
development procedures.

7;33 .20

. ,
82 Ease with whicil,the materib 7.20 .,.,.30 8

may be thy. . I -.
teachers. ---- __.

183 Material developed for use -7
with a particular disability
group.

-f 84.3 Freedom from 6i as (e. g. , 6.%.9/ 2 46
) sexist, racial, religious"

in the material.

843 The utilization of a
specific instructional
approach or method.`.

7.19 ' 2;30

84:3 Provision for the student
to track his. her own
progress.

The use Of, teachingi.Methods.
that are supported try em-
pirical evidence.

88 A scope and sequence chart
accompanies the materi.al.,

The s..afety features of,.
the material .(e.g. non-
toxiC).

Specifi cation _of the -type
of classroom for whi ch the
material was designed.

.4
91 Teacher training materials_

accompany the -instruWon'al
material.

s

7

--..,. Accompanying f , for
1 , irecbrding stua p :res. .

ga.---% 'provision bc1ttie blAShert fi%ld test, data whivhrsup-d
rt fhp effectiveness of le

et. t ',-- torial.

41

4

2.12" 7

161

.0 2.284

ig.

2.176.9Z

2.92

/ 6;75

.

F'44

2 6.7CP-,

2.46

2;33

_2.37

'.7

;7



ti

94 The copyright or publication 6.53 2.44
date of the material.

95 e reputation of the publisher. 6.50 2.46

'96 he name and/or' the professional
reputation of the authl; of the:
material.

97 Availability of warrenties
for. the material:

98 Ease of stbrage and tranS-
PoritabiliWof the material.

0
.99 The provision by the pub-

lisher of inservice training.

100 The- presence of auseful N,
bibliography.

101

102

The packaging of 'the inateriial.

,

The type of °graphic region
Portrayed in, he content
the material.

6.33 2.41

6.06 2.65

2.61

2.57

5.30. 2.35

6.05

103 Application of the material.
with ,bilishgual childr6R.

104. The title or product name
of the material.

,

f

162

4.90
r

4.66

2.43

2.40

3;90 2:19

3;75 2.59

6

6

3
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Rank. State
_ .

Evidence,that the material 9.50 .91 11
Was devgQoped through the
use of. sound. research and.,
development procedures: 4

. .,.- t::
The content of the materfial i is ' 9.38 1.08 11
clearly and Aderstandab13r K r;! 4

Presented. i,

._
3.5 The agree*nt between the f -=- 9.33 1.49 11

, . mat of the material and stateA,
objecti ves .

..-

35 accuracy,bf the conte
of .-the material.

-1,. ....
.-

A focus on skills- and knowl- 9.29 .88 11
edge that are useful and
applicable to the student.

The. material ',appears to fulfill 9.27 .77 11

...
its stated or implied objectivys.

..

T- he pgreemetif between, the material .77..
Ind curricular or long range, iject ves . .1

.. .

The,. objectives of>the materi al. 9_13 .96

, \-ei-e,:iin-keep,tng with the stki-,
. \ dents' instructional needs:-

4s tI 's.ul tato 1 1 ty of. the i.n- . 9.08 1:67st ttional level to the
stu t. = - 1,.

t
Rating S.D. Wei4ht'

9.33 1.14 11.

';..

The proityisign o , fsu ficient
:4-qpport*i ties r prai'ite. ..i ; ,- :.,- ,,---4).

' 'A comp hens tea`c'her's
w

-.'
ide , ,,,i,

complt 1 ' *
i 1 1 ty f tile '

at of he 7a rial and '
,.-#: student mental and Ohysfcal

abi l tti es
,_

, D. ) .* .,...
Adequacy of the scpi5e, 'range; Awl:92
depth and c9n-tin4ity of the "- '"'-'

: ponten-t_ . ,. . . i/11,2`
/

1,7 on ,

N, 4 164
...., ..

e9.07 1,t0

1.67

r--
1.76

-

R.-

rt



14 The provision by the publisher 8.71_
pf field test data .which support
the effectiveness of the material.

* 15.5 The relationship between teaching
effectivenesg and the cost of the
material.

15.5 Evaluation items consistent with
program objectives.

17 Clear, concise, and easily ;#4 8.60
understood; instructions. for
g!e 'student. "c."'

18 A°.format .that is uncluttered,
grammatRlly correct, and
free of..typOlir'aphical errors.

8.67 2.30

8.671 1.14 11

The usedif teaching methods
that areoupported by em--
pi ri cal evidence:

The material is designed
that repetition and- review
of content occurs frdOlentli.

21 The adaptability of the
matfrial to a variety of
teachers and -teaching
situations.

Freedom from bias (e.g. sexit'1,7
racial , religious) i n ithe,snia.=

. terial.

.

F.
:25;3

25 3
t

1.74 11

8.53 1.75

The safety features of the
material, (e.g. non-toxic).

The provision for continuous .4s
assessment of studpat_progress.

1)A teacher's _guide .included with
or accompanying tge ma-terial

,

The provision for general i zaiton
of, know161:0 ft?

25'.3 Provision for rezlearning and.
reassessmeRt i9 the event of
post-test f '

fi

MT' 1.64

8:43 1".64 10.

't

8.27
'14

-wt.



.

Material designed_to appeal to

dent. _ ,'
the inter t leyet of the stp-

- _
i_. 129 Progresb5 evaluation results_ allow/ for direct pJannin of the stu'

dents' inttruct rarniOnaleorog. t. -,.
30. /ncit gon.of7,suggestions for. ttie 8.14 1.8.1- 10

s- evaluatioh of student progreSs.. -,
*

-ty p.13 2.19 10(leg- and,easy to follow in-
_structions:for the teacher.

31'.3 - The presence of diagnostic and 8.13 2.19 10
ores tri ptilre devices -fOn placing:
st.tident at appropriate entry level

.31.3. The specification of the pre- .13 1.71
reqdisite ski,;11s or readiness

,vbenavidrs necessary for stu-
.,crits who will use the material.

3
6 se 1,

Th- uenCy of' tudent/teacher a.07
i raction,..requir - by 'the ma-
t4r 1. '

1

'.s .
the p ntial for use or 8.00 1.73 10
ada tabill,ityof the material
<wit 'other to the 'sta'ted -AN
yQ,6 ti o n . - ii.

The , avajlability of equipm'ent 8.00 2.24 ,10
necessary, to use the material ., ,

...(e..0 projectory cassette
pliayets).

,

10

4 .

3'.-)2 ... The ikovision of 'immediate - . 8.00 2.28 10.,.. feedback to. students. ,.
'1

3,5 2, Activities for deMonstration 8.00 1.63 10
,-,.. of task mastery. that are or.

may be adapted to.,be com-
patible:14i th. student' s

"ability.
39.5 1 i npt included; a teacher's

guide being avajlable for
-Separate purchase;

.5 ; Evidence that the material
has 'been revised and updated
regularly..

.7.93 1.67

r.



.3

41.3 The provfsion of pre- and
post =test activities,

44.3 The amount of training tilael: 3

for the teacher to effe5ti'vely
use the material

4.3 The frequency. of Vtudent
sponse recifrinfd by the. matbriaf.

r

The presence of instructipnal
otijectives.

. ,

The material's content is
-.presented sequentially.

44.3

q. )

The pre's'ette dr a; varie.ty of- -7186
response RiOdeS;by Wbi ck_tbe

- sydent may' denioitrate'

47.3 The arvo3ant of daily/weekly_ .%-
preparationti the, teacher
must spend to.reffectiyely use
the 'roateWia/T..

47.3

47.30
..

51

52,3
actiyitiet, fors4cill

.2forcement. 4

*44.1S j -c

52.3 The ease with whicrli eacher's'
may use the material.

-.,-

O

The amountoor teacher -vcrl4e.-
ment required for the haterl'ar:
to be used effetively.

The quality an dura4ility of
the 4iaterfaiy,

The skills neces.sary t
the material eftikctively bre.:
compatible with teacher's
expertise;

Accompanying ferns for
evaluating student pro
gress.

2:45

2.34

9.

7r.67, 1.53 . 9
. .

.t.
,

2.30

The presence of feollowup

*-4

1.74- r
1.85 -19

52.

1:86.

Replacement pieces (e. lost
or broken i terns , addi tiondl
components etc, m_ ay be purr
chd-sed separatel

17c



55.5 eacher time saved through the 7.
use of the materials;

55.5 The degree to which the material
appears challenging to students.

57. Easewith which the teaCher can
use_forms for recording and/or
evaluating student progress:,

The compatibility of the content 7.46 1.69 8
with other 9.n-gqing instruction.

0 L70

7.47 1;86

59 A scope and sequence chart
accompanies the material.

7.43 2.87 8

I60.3 A Variety of different and 7.40 2.42
i nteres ti ng :ways of presenti ng
instruction.

Accompanying forms for re;
cording students!:-progress:

The attractiFAe,ss, appeal, .

and motivation of the material
to students.

60: 3

60;3

63.5 The applica n'of the material
other ar f the ctirra cul um.

63;5 The presence suggestions for
supplementary or alternative
learning activities.

65 The criteria, for acceptable
student performance stated in
behavioral terms.

66.5 The name and/or the professional
reputation of the author Of the
material.

66.5 The annual maintenance and/or

168-

replacement cost of the material..

66.5 The material consists of.- task
that appear to be of an appro-
priate length.

68.5 Objectives stated in b'ehaviqral
terms.

7.36 1:49-

7.33 2.30

7.29 .2.31 8

1 77





70 The- utilization of a specific 7.21 2.11
.-- instrqctibnal approach or

method'.

4!

71:3

71;3

71;3

74.3

74;3

0:

Ease of managing component
parts of the material.

The material js designed so
that .10rning occurs in small
unitslikol achievement:

The reading level -of ,the
material is indicated by
tv publisher.

vac
Tale. price of the mater al.

The clarity and size of the
material's print.

- The clarity, attractiveness,
and appropriateness of illu-
strations and/or photographs
to the content of the material.

77.5 The price-of the material's
consumable }d terns.

77.5 Clarity with which reinforcement
procedures are specified.,

79 The reputation of the publisher.

80 The .objeCtives of _the material
meet -tudents' affective. needs.

81.5 Supplemental items (e.g. place:-
ment tests, visual aids, ditto _

masters).accompany the material.

81.5, The degree to which the material
can be adapted to meet the
Schedule of the school day/year
without,affecting the material's
usef ess,

740 2;10

169,

7.20 .20 ,13

7.20

7.13

7.13

7.13

8

1.93

1.63

7.07 : 2.35

7;93'

3.02 8

2.43

6;87 1.96

'6.80 2;20

6:80 2.54

83 The eistehcebf a preview policy y 6.73 2.46 '.

which allows inspection of the
material prior to purchase.

-

84.3' The. amount of &Me (either
daily. or weekly) that will
b required to use. the,

terial.

6,71 2.25

.

1 78



sma.:"r

- T4itt t,of the material,
(e. w took, cassette
tapeCtitrie; etc:)

vit
84.3 ..ProOsiiin for the student to.

-track his/her own progress.

87 .Supplemental materials (e.g.
placement tests, "'visual aids,
ditto masters) available for
separate purchase.

88 The.length.ot-time that will be
'requi red ,for use of the materia1

Specifitation of the target
populgtion for whom. the -
material was designed.

90 Teacher training materials'
accompany the instructional
mattvial.

4t,431 T provis n by the publis'her
inservi e training.

-'92 The packaging of the material.

* 93 Avai labi 1 i ty o(warranties for
the ,material

, -
94 Eat -' ofStbrage and transport-

bi 1 i ty of the ma teri al .

95
'1 6 q.23

The number of students who
can,4use the material atone
ti rife.

6
fit.

The presence' of a useful
bi 4-1 io grap.hy

Ease with whicti the materials
may be shared with other
teachers.

98 Apecificd on of the type' of
classroom for which the.
material was desigOd.

99 There'll i' or publ i ciatio<'
dateeo the- malerfal .

97t

'6.71

..110

6.71 2.74

6.67 2.15 7

6.64 2.00- 7

6.53 2.85

6.40 '2.27

6,;.1 1.46 6

6.07

6;OR

2.41

". 2..67

r-Material developed fOr Use )
_

with a Artitail kr jlisab4tij ty.
o group. `-- . -% '1"4/ -.

--- .. -, 44,7
A, Writ



The t "geographic region 4.13
protra3ie the .content of

.3 the material". ^

i of the_ mate'ri 3.77
bi 1 ingual children





. -,.

., 1.'.- tleari vise; and easily n iettto d instructions for the student.ns-

.

04.: V.: .4 5 6 .7 .' 8', '1-9 10 (x11)'
(

t ,4.

. k..... ,,,#°,-. , ... . q-
2 ...z-.. The_$ . ity- of th6 ins.(tructilnal level.,id the student.

..., -r 1 r J 4 5 ))-6 7 8 9 10 '
?

,. (x 11)...

- ..,_
'3. The4c- mpatibility of the- format of the materia th stud

s: ,:, \,--

4n

and physical abilities.

/ -i
i'3 4 -5 ,6 7 8 2 :10

A ,; . ic

, The degr4e to---whiCK the,mater'al appears
students.

va
CI

,

1 2 3 4 5'
1.

6. r 7 t 9 10 "I`x .117)

1:The content olF the. material Is clear13, and, understandably presen
9 . ?

J.- 2 ,t' 3 *4 5 6' 7 8 9- 10 x 11)
,..

A focus on skill7JAatarit uteful and applable t6-Agttudent.
._ -!1 .2 3 '_I4 5) 6- T ..E1, 9 10 ` (x 11).

.,, - 4 A
.7-.0 __,7

7 Mate ial designtd to peal to the interest7lepel Of
, --, .. e 4 - m

.; 1.
-1 3 4; 5 `b-v 7 8 .9 10 ,"" .-cx 11)'

of he conterit of ttie 'matelial. -
. ------ it, j
2 7' .8' 9 .10 *

. *
' T h e reaglz ,g-Zle41_ of' the materi g indicated by the pUblisher.

r

V

r
2 f 4 { 'e. 8. - (x li)

2 ,

10: The obje 'vel
4
of die ma rial- are 1 eottig Wi-:--,i.the Students'

.

1 nstruetiona needs --

i4k---71-

. .

t ..-,

2 -5 6) 7j 8 ..9 '10 . t, c. 11)
!--...

.11. trmat that' uncluttered; grammatically poetecti?- r-jtrs; \ . . ,

_ ...3
\q1.1 T vision for, immedtate. fee *Os.

3- 4 5
r
6 :17 s 10, (x 11)

a.



.44

_ r4 s , 15. Th&"-a-ttractiv ss end appeal of

1 2 3
't4-k. ,6 7., 8 . 9

. The Material' dppea

13. Tht- ateri 1 is designed ko ttia-c
achievement. .

ve,/,'y
1 2 a --4 / 5 6 7,- id 9

(
14.

,cy

occCirs in small

174

The relationship' betw en effectiye'hess' and coi.tof *mattetij.-.
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - 8, 9 ,.10 *.

material tb students. 3,1

1

ful fi la its plied

6 8 M19 "'"110 (x 11)

17. 'f.h.birgr Vient be tvieftV 'lerial and ri cal ft' abltZti4v
1 ,-N;, k

1 2 5,, 8 9. ,10i) Os 113,,
... ,..nt$ it ...% . '\ ... Nioli -

)-7;1

f content. ti tioirands rev
0.1,,...

J8. The mat Trial is designed so!that re
k> occurs quently.

l'et.
_1 2 3 4" 5 6 7 CL4V/IP

19; The form
etc.)--

1.

21- µ he \degres-i hick zne.material apkart chaT1-

1 2 -'43 4g 5 7i p
jklei ma te ri al cxWe is prese

C- .--:'4%1. 2 ,3: i__:,,5 6i. 7 8'
z prAto Mq.,,V .

.23. -The Bement bl--weeii the format of tr Obe' Ves.

,,

1 2 3 5 6 :/Y---r...
i ,____A.

10 -(x<.

. 0 .10. .
2 A teacher'-s gui r acc.- .,- -=

ompanyIng th

.1 , 'A0 ; f

s{--



-an Oproi,

28. The pteserice i diagnostic e devi ces
students -t app(rbpri a tei ent

:-:.:4 2 '4 r 5- 6 7 (
9 -

The
..:

s i o ri for continuous
... . .sme f 'student progress .,

, .
1 2 lar3 i,.- 4 , .. 7- .'. 4- x 10).

Activ
..,itude, t abi ',..

, .
( li) )1 .. 2 ) V-

,,(. i. - .. -, .
-. -; 32 Eval uat items --consistent with pro, atn-,objectives -. , ..-je'

r.--.--N ' V

I , 7 8 ' :10 x 10)

,g.as = The prAvl" sir d p activi ti-,
%... .. ,

1
..

-
,

,.1.0 (x
. . ...

A vari ii ,.. .6 t r ways of p- enti ng i nstrtic=-
'' *. .ti on:

...,_ ,f,
1 2 3 ,4_

. 1 ). ' -

- The el ari t MI. shize of m 1' ri ht.
ik :. .

2''t 3 4 5 .. - '(.x 10

)slequacy
,

sco c,of the .ginten
.,

(x 10) '.4.r2.' 3 5 ;,10
°.: . -::, --..A..:4t-... 74 i ..



37:. The; nr mber of time
..

e mat erial woul-d be'.used by aietudeett.

2 3 4 6. 7 8 .9 '10

38.: Clear and easy to foll o instructions e Student.

1 3 4 , 5" 6 7 8 9 10 )

39. Thrice of the material.
1 2 3 4 '5 '6 7 8

4

9 10 (x 10)

9.Tpe cpmpatibility of the materiarwith on- going instruction.

1 .2 0'1,13 4 5 6. 7 4 9, 10 ' (x IC))

41. The physic 1 quality and durability of the If/atria1.

7 8 0 :10)1- 2' 3

J
42. The ann ,anal nan :ayd/o T re T, emen-t.. tost of

"

8 9

iscilof the m riale et-s:t- .,. ,.
;'t 7 8 ?....,74f1 ,41,11)

variety o by wh4cti
earning.

...
6 7. 0 .

the:_student
AO

skills or radiness b
11 use the rnalerial-._

.0
availably, o tr. separatet

8 *..-9 1 (.k 10)

gram.]
far d+rect planning of the

gram.



o-

4. et.

1

q. tiibq saved thrpugh the,use of the material. ..4

9 5 . 6 8 9 10 (,x' 9)

177

:rh unt"ot teacher time required for the material to be used
effe tivel

. -t

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Sis+,.. (x 9).,_
,

The frequency(d student/teacher interaction required by the
material al . \

.-- /,,_
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 4-' (ic 9)

Y1

53., --:The vail 'bility of equipment ecessary to use the material (e.g.
probe ;"tassitte pyty !....

1

,,,

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 .(

. The amo t 1 daily/weekly preparation
spend Q effectively use the material.

.1 2 3= 4 5 6 7 8, 9 10 (x 9)

55. The 'skills necesW7 to use the material effectively a eom
44'patible with the teacher's expertise .

the teache must'

:14 Tr': 3 5 1).6 7` 8 9

The de9reIrto which the ma
s'chedu4e-bf- e school day
useful.ness.

It 3

rial can
y. Without

57. The duration o required w

1 4 5 6 7

ri10, The frequency of student respo
F.-

1 2 3 4' 5.44, 6 7 8 _.4 .k, ,
L

1 .,,, . .

59. Replacement paces 4. lost or broken °i terns aadi tivnaV-torn-
ponents etc:.) ,4,,

-a--- ,

4- be pu c-Ristkd separately.

8

n tt

se requi re

,

.to_neet the_
lig the material 's

-

( 9 )

4 Us e material'

9)'

terial.

1 3 .4

11411

6' 7

the+m. eri

6

Io

.9 10 (x .9) t

essary for the teacher to

10.



1. SIpplemental items(e.g. pltceme
masters) vicompailiging the materi

s

I '2 3 /.'''Ll 5. 6 7 8 9 10 ?I'l Id 9)?/

62. The presence of ifIS ructional objeCtiftveksiz

1 2 3 4 5 8 9 -=1,0
, ,.. .

63. The provision for generalizatioh of kno edge.

1 '2 3 4 5 6 ..,7 84-§ v (x,9):.

64. The existEnce of a piPeview policy wAich
the material prior to purchase.

1 2 3 '4 -5. 6 7 8- 9 10
c

65. Iticlusion o guideT14)es for the evaluation of student rogi':e:Fs.,.;-_
.

1 2 3 .4 5 6 7 8 9 10
9)

'Clarity with *hick reinforcement procedures are specified'.

1 2 4...,;, 5 6 7 4 8 10 9) - r -.0
,

. ,
.1 - k, *

flie preSep.ce7of suggestion for supplementli al terneciwe :i'...
616 r n ativitiet. .

4 5 6 7 7. 8 9 0 \a (x

ty f_, tIfe 1119:t e Oill (d var
w ,

3
-0-

"ttivei stated in tae

-3 *4 5 6 7

eri.teri a for acceptab
ral terms .



73.

"L19.

The number of students whb- can

1 2 3 4,i
The app 1 '153ati76: ii;.

1 ,.2 3
,0'

7
,, -. . ..

.-..i.."`.`1' , .1,
The clan y, . ractiveneN4in ariprbPOateneSS of 'illustrations'
and/or ,.photographs-0 to the tbrktent of the 'material .

"

1 -3 -V.. ;kp , . .8 . 9

Suppl mental mateliiis (e.g.; fil)*e nt,..tests;vitual aids; di ttomaster') avail le'-, for sepatate:Purc as'e :
1 , '-1'.' 2,4.
4 ^ ,._;i3 `if 5, 6 7 ,-8 9

i4., 4 1. *
'I'ma. naglini co*Dye-6.t ...);at's of

< 3 -4 5 6 7 43 / 9 . 8)
, . /.4

78". irki oten i al fci'r usereir- a aptabi 1 i t of thei.materi al with other's
. than .

. ' _, ,j 4
`,;ti*d porMati on.-

1 .4, -
,

?

,

I.1.446,...

. : 1 2 -Z 4 6 \.? - 8 i'y 1

at one 'time.-
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-.

(

8)

f the': curri

8)

ii mate rilrl

;1'0

-revi skd
&

the mater

7-e.,11

7 8

or4valuati ng tddeh pro

nee thaTt the
r earetyn
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,
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n '...
m b a exist iaci 23.1 , y .`oust in,ttj erial.

...

3

i 1 i2
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86. Pro.visio

1 2 3

87: The' use of
evidence.
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student to track hit or
4 r

'8 9 10

1 42r. 3 4 5- ' 6
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88. A sr/gpe and.seqUence Chart accompanies the mater'illi

1 ic 3' 4 5 6 7 8. 9 10 (X 7)",

r 89Y The safety features -of the material (e. non-toxiC);

r;own progress.
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).

7 8 9 10

P
1 2 .3 4 '5 6 7 k 9 10 (X 7),

Specifibation of the type of classroom for which the materia
*was cWsigned.

.,.3 4 *.' 7 8,,,ifr 9 10 (x 7)

1. TeaChertraining materials accompany the instructional

1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9 1 (x 7)

92. 'Accompanying forms Tor reco;ding student 'ogress.
I.

A,.2 "3' 4. 5 _46 n7 j3" 9 10
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98. Ease of storage and tran ability of the material-:

1 3 4 5 6 7 9,, 10 (x 6)
99. -The,provision by the p= Usher of in-service training.

1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 8 9 10. (x 5)
100. The presence of a u eful bibli Zjtaphy.

L- - 1 2 , 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

101. The packaging of the material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .8 10 e (x 3)

c
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102., T type of geographic region portrayed i.

, 2 3 #4t,i 1)_
1.03. T;-rplication. of the material with bilingual children.

Air .,,,,....,:t.

.,..-.i..... 4 .5 6 7 8 9 10 (x 1)

104.- The title lor,product name of the mateei a,-i''
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NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS

STANDARD REFERENCE MATERIAL 1010a
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1, Sample pages of' material_along,with descriptions.
2. Presence of colorful, relevarit,'sequential, life-like.illustrations.
3. Preview'policy especially if author or publisher is new;unfamiliar,

or Unknown.
4. Professionalism of publisher's_tatalog.
5. Accessibility and concern for feedback of publisher.
6. AvNlability of 'a behdViorallmanagement system to accompany

materials.
- 7. The_material can.be presented in,a variety of ways based on the
_ child's learning style. -

_80 The degree to which it "looks" like a-"regular"-textbook.
9. The degree to which it will meet' the future' career needs of the

student.
10. Re-usable materials from year to year.
11. Material p directly manipulative by students.
12. Many levels of same curriculum area covered in one kit, tape

set, etc.
13. Suitable for widely varying abilities and agccof students.
14. Ease with which materials may be,plugged into. TER stated objectives.
15. Material that comes with_enough of a range that one, does not have

,r.to buy each grade level Package to cover intermittent level plate-
meet.

16i In black type so they can be reproduced by the teacher .
17.. Provision by the publisher to provide option for obWning sample

materials.
18. Individuality of components.
19. Thought provoking :intent.
20. Age appropriate materials.
21. Materials that are based on real life survival skills

Word_placement spacing for1.10,..kidswithout overcroWding,
23. Ability of paper to handle erasures.
24. Clear, concise, instructions for independent use by students":
25. High interest low vocabulary with appropriate illustrations

for a variety of age levels.
26. Material geared toward self concept.
27. Material .geared to relevance for students, not adults..
28. Material with an emphasis 8n essentil competencies.
29. Material geared toward life skills.
30. Form4t of high.school level.
31. High school subject matter written low vocabulary. _

32. High school subject low comprehension'With visual reinforcement.
33. High school subjects with alternate assignments to -questions.
34. Word problems-math that looks adult but low achievement.
35. Books do not have grade levels on the covers.
36. Cost of material.
37. Re-Asability of material.

DurMoility of material.

4

39. Length of time it can be used.
0. Number of units of instruction.

41. Quantity units (classes are less than .10 stu ents).
42. Publishers response to questions.
43. Appropriateness of, material.
44. Time span between ordering and receiving is minimal

. ,

3
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45. The.importance. of uncluttered material.
46. Firsthand knowledge of materials.
47. Input from teachers on materials.'
48. Input from students.
49. PErceptually clear illustrations.
50. ChronOlogically appropriate illustrations.
51. Perceptually appropriate printing.
52. How important is it to have a selection of material on a

horizontal basis.
53. Availability_of program as a computer software item.
54. Simplicity of material.
55. Suggested methods for, adapting to other populations.
56 Reported.prefere&ce by teachers who use the material.
57. The degree to which it can be modified if necessaryt
581 Type used in elementary leveldhaterials larger than

standard type.
59. Black and white illustrations. 1

60. Color keyed m erials.
61. Preview .and u e of materials for several weeks by borrowing

from State M terial Centers.
62. Role models for handicapped.
64. Stereotyping of sexes, races, handicapped conditions.
65. Material that cars_ be_ cleaned easily.;
66. Components that can be handled by a spastic child.
67. Materials that are durable and can stand abuse.
68. Materials stimulate interest and student motivated ideas

and projects.
69. Material is inexpensive.
70. Is the material designed-as tithe basic care of an instructional

area or is it to be used asa supplementary material only.
71. The material uses as many of the students senses as possible

(e1g. touch, sight, etc.).
72. The modality to which it is geared.
73. Individuality of:instructional task suited for individual needs.
74.' Activities easily interchangeable from individual to group

situations. ,

,

75. Multi-sensory approaches for learning tasks.
76. Is_ft fun.
77. Hardback cover that'could be used in equence frog year to year.
78. Adaptability of materials across-age and grade levels.
79. Availability of sales representative.

,

so. If I can get ditto masters an4 not just make thermal stencils only
81. When students are mainstreamed do materials net guidelines for

requirements taught in regular education.
82. Materials should provide publishers evaluative lists for teachers

to evaluate effectiveness .of materials. .

83. Opinion checklist from students.
84. Price reasonable.
85. Multisensory components of'material ci.e. cassettes to 'accompany

books-manipulatives).
86. Dur#ility.
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87. Materials for secondary students need to look more mature.
88. Relativity _to overlapping handicaps.

--89. Relativity to multi-handicapped,
90.i What type paper are the materials printed orb= will light

glare °nit. . (

91. Are the materials consumerable (sic),.
92. Physically as well as academically appropriate.
93. Type and purpose of material - processing versus achievement

versus survival skills.
94. Material developed and based upon sound L.D. and learning'theory.

ti

95. Appropriate to adolesc nts.
96. Pargnt related activi es for reinforcement and fun.
97. Highly manipulative materials using concrete objects, from child's

environment.
98. Several activities designed to teach and reinforce the objective.
99. More materials in all academic areas for secondary students.

100._ Dittos without too much on a page.
101. Dittos withut fine print.
102. Ability for child to work independently with the product.
103., Non-consumgility of the product.
104. Do the students enjoy using tle'material.
105. Do the students see tile.relevence.
106. Wiry structured. .

107. . Multisensory approach.
108. Use of direct teaching techniques.
109. The price of replacement parts. I .. .

110. Material is appropriate to students needs as,,stated by M,D.T
and I.E.P.

111. Materials applicable for every day life situations.
112. Straightforward; realistic approach to task, no B.S.
113. Material presents one concept at a time.

'114. Ease with which the material can be handled by young
(5-7 year old) students.

6

115. Relation to mainstream curriculum.
116% Variety of modes of evaluation of objectives.
117. Task evaluation and provision for evaluation of each

individual tack. ..

118. Materials which will not date themselves too soon.
119. Instructional levels are readilyavailable on all materials.
120. Whether-material is on a state adopted list.
121. Whether approach is a "new twist" based on sound accepted theory.
122. Number and sizes of_multiple pieces.
123. Turnaround time on filling ordersv
124. Whether materials-guide has-an active role for parents section

or suggestions:
125. Whether there is a local Aublisher's rep to answer questions

an4 assist in training.
126. F .f of material matches maturity level of students.
127. Cost involved in bringing in consultarit, (for teacher inservice .

128. Format consistent with students physiar and social development
as well as mental abilities.

129. Degree to which salesman stands tehind his product.

194
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130. Career education emphasis.
131. Correlation with "regular" secondary program to minimize

differences.
132. Suitable for large populations. ,

133. The use of photographs rather than artists illustrations.
134. Use of humorous photographs rather than hundrous artists

, illustrations.
135.. Material meeting the needs of vocational as well as basal

academic skills.
136.- Cassette read along tapes for all regular education textbook -

allall leyels.
137. More high interest, low vocabulary materials for upper high

:school students, especially prepared for 1st, 2nd, 3rd grade
/ reading level.

138. Linguistic level (primarily syntax).
139. Materials and kits should have reproducable (sic) worksheets.
140. Non - consumable.

141. Copyable.
142. Cheap.
143. .Encouragement,of flexible thinking.
144. Encouragement of fluent thinking.
145. Provision for use of creativity of thinking and special

talents in performance skills, _

146. Practical applications of all materials introduced.
147. If the' naterial communicates the intended concept well
148. The use of simple tErmS and phrasing but not redundant)..
149. If the examples used are easy for the teacher or sfudent to

demonstrate visually.
150: Material or repair accessa6fiity.
151. Appealing or attractiveness of cover.
152. The amount of information i.e. the material given in the catalog.
153. Can the student use the material independently.
154. Is it suitable for a learning center-work situation approach.
155. How much teacher_ guidance is required With the student.
156. Can a paraprofessional set up a *d monitor the materials.
157. Is the purpose to motivate and supplement = or is it necessary

to achieve EP objectives. /
158. Material designed for skill ibeing,taught does/not depend on

success in another skill (you don'tf,have to read to do math).
159. Material is not labeled with a speafic grade.
160. Pictures or stories do notndicate a younger age child than I

am using the material for.
161. Pictures of actual materials,shown in catalog so I can judge '

appropriatqness of materiel for my students.
162. High interdst, low vocabulary in every area: social studies,

science.
163. Uniform readabili.* leverthtfougbout material-or gradual increase,
164. Selection of material is also determined by the availability of

funds to purchase material.
165. Speed with which materials-can be obtained from company.
166. tilde of learning involved as visual, multisensory, etc.
167. If printed, amount on page, type of print, etC.

195
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168. Relates to smio-economid group(s) in our cooperative.
169; Publisher states formula used to compute, readability.
170; Opportunity to try the material on a trial
171: .,Materials that cover a 3-5 grade equivalent so all of my

students woul d. benefi tc
'172; Materials designed for practical appliCatiOn to daily liVing

173; Materials providing alternatives to paper -pencil tasks;
174: Siiitable for rurarcommunity that has IRC Settings\ K=8\ in one classroom.

\
Adaptable to any age level.

176. Provision to match material to re4glar education andards;
.. 177; 'Preview of what is to be learned.

178; Discussion questions for concept.
179. Length of sentence structure.

.

180. Date of illustration.,
181' Concept presentation to student maturity.
182. Cost effectiveness;
183. Sample pages-free (books).
184. High interest-low vocabulary reading level.
185. Price compatible with administrator. .

186. Utilizes skill and ability strengths already possessed by student.
187. Stories about area child lives in (oo inner city stories).
188. Cost of material;
189. Selut materials that teaches skills- that have practical

/app.Veation. --Z
190. The product has asthetie "(sic) a'ppeal.
191. ase with which the product can be correlated to existing

mate al.

192.. Tin* required 'by a\eompany to proces& my order.
193. Loca

.-

available.
194. Has pictures.
195. . Durability. _

187

196., Material developed to meet specific needs (ex. sound/symbol).
19'7./ Provisions to share evaluation with parents at IEP., r
198. Previous use/familiaritj with contents.
199. Experienced success with material. ,

200. Eate with which the material can be cleaned.
,201. Can material product- meet_ _eetmore than 1 objective of student.
.2024, Other colleagues famfil-tari,W., and recommendations for use of

materi al . . _

203. Homestudy related reinforcement materials.
204. The ease withfwhich a cross age/tutor-might employ materi4A,
205. Provision for develo ing positive attitudes toward the need

and use of material
206. Provision for elping student(

is)see practical daily application"
of skip buildi material. s

'207.r Provision for nipulative or social experiences to motivate
and reinforce ills, concepts, or understandings.

208. Examples of areas in, which target skill can be- used or for
'which it is a prerequisite.

209. Provision for creative ex ntin (sic) of skills.
21d. Shows little figure gro id confusion.

96
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211.. Can be used by an aide.
212. Activities jombine both auditory and visual mode.
213. Leguage levels.

= 214. Odd language or use of slang or idioms.
215. Age appropriate material.
216. Do you.feel thit'teacher made material are more important

than store bought goods.
217. The child can operate, complete material, on their own.
218. Teaches children responsibility in taking care of material.
219. Allows children immediate gratification.
220. Is material able to allow success for each student at student's

level of. ability.
221. Is child's self image improved with use of material.

'222. Whether students have used materials in previous years.
.223.* Available in small parts, no need to buy for wholeclass size.
224.- Reputation the use-of material has earned within my class: after

a year.
225. Regular classroom.teachars' comments on specific student

progreSs in a liven area on a particular material.
226. Nearby college-university professor's suggestions:
227. Graduate students suggestions in graduate college classes.
228. Evidence that the material provides for varying inputs and

response modes.
229. Illustrations that are realistic, simple and cleer.
230. Availability of materials_ that range from 1 to'a maxi mum of

6 stimuli per page.\ 231. Availability of materials that are vepy simple in format.
232. Much more hands-on type material.
233. Morearticulation-drill type materials at varying degrees of

difficulty both in f6rmat and grade-level interest.
234.. Materials are age appropriete.
235. Content appeals to large variety of students.
236. . Sensory mode required.
237. Do the stated or implied objectives match my intent for

the material.
238." Is.the sequence thorough and ir*qagical order.
239. Aeount of adaptation required to fit my needs.
240. Ease with which the material can be modified.__
241. Program provides teaching of prerequisite skills found

deficient (sic) well into program. _

242. .Varidus,entry levels in same program for late enrollment i.e.
Unlike Corrective_Reading.

243. Truthful and helpful information in catalog
244.. Emphasis on adolescents in Junior High, i.e. not 6th grade

,r.elementary students. 44 6'

245. Matergals ability to'be taught at home by parents ij make up
situations.

246.. The number of.ability levels the material covers.
247. Reproducible worksheett.
248; Provision for a variety of written responses:
249. Provides for all modalitiessof learning.

.

250. The price is justified by a great adaptability to-various areas
of instruction and types.of students.

^1)
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251. Degree to which..-Material instructs survival skills.
252. Manner material is spkced on page. (for work room).
253. Simplicity of 'language used (understandability)

Usher's permission to ditto certain "component" parts;
ectiveness of the materials reported by other professionals

are broken up .irito very fine steps;
257. .Several steps can be combined for a faster student;
258. Concepts are very Glearly stated (e.g. CVC stands for consonant

vowel consonant).
259. Availability of .the material.
260. Catalog clarity of Aescription.
461.. Catalogs received in spring prior to March 1 for ordering;
262. Low level reading_materialt (2.0-3.,0) grade level.,
263. mat6rialt-:ihat allow student independence.
264. Range of levels for progression;
265. Student reaction diming preiriew period.
266.. -Free -of elaborate equipment.
267.. . Usable by aides.
268; Provision for evaluation of retention.
'269. Provision for sufficient drill.
270. Self teaching

254. P
255.

to me..

256. Concepts

I

271:. High interest /lot/ vocabary material specifically designed to
appeal to junior high learning disabilities.

4 272. High interest low vocabular materials on: motorcycle's., sports,
mysteries, space, adventur ;' believe it or not" type stories.

273_. Paperback books, high int stlow vocabulary with accompanying
questions .and workshekts.

0
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APPENDIX N

SubjeLts' Camments.About the Processi/f,

Selecting Instructional Materials
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S ub jec t__Are a_ of _Coalmen ts .

Number of
Comments 4"

Personal needs regarding appropriate materials 122

Explanation of responses to survey 29

Worth, conciseness of survey 23

.Cost/expense of instructional materials 14

Preview policies

Comments about publishers

Need for training in selecting instructional
materials.

Sources used to obtain materials

Need to select quality teachers

'191
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