~ED 277 833

 AUTHOR
TITLE
INSTITUTION

~. . PUB: DATE
. NOTE

ﬁ TABSTRAcT

interviews with

DOCUMENT  RESUME
CE 046 050

Shlechter, Theodore M.

An Examination of the Research Evidence for
Computer—Based Instruction in Military Training.
Technical Report 722,

Army Research Inst. for the Behavioral and Social

Sciences, Alexandria, Va.

Aug 86 : , ,

60p.; Prepared at the Training Research Laboratory,
Army Research Institute (ARI) Field Unit, Fort Knox,
KY.

Reports - Research/Technical (143)

MF01/PC03 Plus Postage.

*Academic Achievement; Adult Education:; Comparative
Analysis; *Computer Assisted Instruction; Coemputer
Managed Instruction; *Costs; Educational Finance;

‘Educational Research; *Individual Differences;
~*Military Training; Program Effectiveness; Program

Evaluation; Research Problems; *Student Attitudes

Over 150 papers and articles were examined, and
noted computer-based instruction (CBI) professionals

’*Lwéréfcanductéé to obtain information about CBI and the research

" ~evidence. Focus was on four main areas of CBI research--costs,

- learning achievements, individual differences, and student attitudes.
. ~Consistent empirical evidence did not exist to support or deny
~claimed advantages of CBI over other instructional media for (1)

reducing training time, (2) reducing life-cycle costs, (3)

< facilitating students' mastery of the instructional materials, (4)
- accommodating ‘individual learning, and (5) motivating students'
... learning. The lack of empirical support for these issues was not
.. totally explained by problematic courseware. CBI's inherent

-~ Superiority as a primary instructional medium had not been
-~ established. Most noticeable of the research problems found

- - throughout CBI literature were confoundings due to differences in

~ vinstructional content, making comparisons with inappropriate media,
.confoundings due to "program novelty effects," and findings that were

. not ‘replicated. Recommendations were a shift in focus to

idertification of conditions for using computers in the instructional

process and use of CBI as a supplemental instructional tool in the

if[éstablishéé instructional program., Twelve pages listing references
-are included. (YLB)

Y AR RKRRREREA R AR AR ARk R

from the original document.

ii*********t***********i**********t***************
. *  Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
TS S o f e

 ***§***§*1*****S**********t***********i**************i******i**********



Technical Report 722

An Examination of the Research Evidence
for Computer—Based Instruction
in Military Training

0277833

Theodore M. Shiechter

ARI Field Unit at Fort Knox, Kentucky
Training Research Laboratory ottceFLOEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

EDUZATIONAL RESOURCES INFGRMATION
CENTER (ERIC)
¥This documant has been reproduced as
received from the persen or organization
ariginating it
O Miner changes have been made to improve
rapraduction quality.

— — # Paints of view or opinions stated in thia docu-
' mant de not necessarily represent official
= = - OERI position ar palicy.

U. S. Army

QD
N Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
% August 1986




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

U. S. ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

A Field Operating Agency under the Jurisdiction of the

Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel

WM. DARRYL HENDERSON
EDGAR M. JOHNSON COL, IN N
Technical Director Commanding

Technical review by

Scott E. Graham
Donald M. Kristiansen

NOTICES

DJS;TR!EUTQQN: Primary distribution of this report has been made by ARI, Please address corre-
spondence concerning distribution of reports to: U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral

and Social Sciences, ATTN: PERI-POT, 5001 Eisenhower Ave., Alexandria, Virginia 22333-5600.

FLNAI? DI?PGSJTIQN; This report may be destroyed when it is no longer needed. Please do not
return it to the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Sacial Sciences.

NQTE;: The findings in this report are not to be construed as an official Department of the Army
position, unless so designated by other authorized decuments.




SECURITY ELASSl F‘u;ATn:m EF THIS PAGE m‘ﬁnn D-u Eﬁl‘ur-ﬂ_}

REPORT DQCUMENTATIDN ?AGE

1. REFORT NUMBER - i - GOVT AEGESSIDN ND,J -

ARTI Technical Report 722

4. TITLE (and Subtitie) R o 5. TYPE OF REPORT & FERIOD COVERED
Interim Report

AN EXAMINATION OF THE ERESEARCH EVIDENCE FOR June 1985~June 1986

6. FERFORMING ORG. EEPGF{? NUHEER

COMPUTER-BASED INSTRUCTION IN MILITARY TRAINING

CONTRAGT OR GRANT NLIMEEE(’:J

7. AUTHOR{®)

Theodore M. Shlechter

9. FERFORMING ODRGANIZATION HAME ANDG ADDRESS - 10. FROGRAM ELLucaT, PEDJEET TASK
P = AREA & WOQFK GHIT HUMBER:

5
U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral

and Social Sciences; Fort Knox Fieldﬁfjﬁitf 2D2&53743A794
Steele Hall, Fort Knox, KX 401 1=5620 331H1
11, Con OFFIc Y D - 1Z. REFORT DATE — )
U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral August 1986

am:'l Social Sciences 13. NUMBER OF PAGES -
5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22333-5600 59
ﬁ;"iiaui'ﬂ;ﬁ,u C AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(I/ difforant fram Confrolling Gffica) | 15. SECURITY GLASS. (of this reper)
== Unclassified

158, DECLASSIFICATION/DOWNGRADING

S(Z HEQULE —_—

16, GISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of il Repori)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

17. DISTRIBUTION ST ATEMENT (of the abatract enterod In Biock 20, I different from Rspgrrg

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

rlSi KEY WO 5 (Continue on revoras slde I nec. oy snd !di;m‘lﬁr by block ﬁu;:bgrj

. Military training

C@mputergbasgd instruction
Computer-aided instruction
Computer-managed instruction
Evaluation

iﬁ- AESTHA:TW s roverns afds ﬂ' m = !ﬂsﬂ"‘r b}' block number)
Can51stent émPlI‘lEal ev;dem:e élt:es nat exist to su ppart or ﬂany claimeﬁ

fc:r (a) reﬂut:;;.ng tralnlng tlme, (b) reduclng 11fa—t:gtzle EDStS, (c:} fag;;;tgtlng
mastery of the instructional materials; (d) accommodating individual

students'
learning. The lack of em—=

learning differences; and (e) motivating stuélents‘ lez 7 )
pirical support for these issues is not totally explained by problematic

courseware. CBI, especially future generations of this medlum (e.g.,

(Cc:mtlnued)

‘ 1473 EDITION OF 1 NOV 65 IS OBSOLETE
Ve - UNCLASSIFIED
SEﬁUHiTY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (W fﬂﬁn Dats Enlarai}

4

e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\M

UNCQASSTFIED
mfv cg ASSIFIEATIDH i OF THIS PAGE(Mhen |

H
H
w
0
=2
=3
[
0
W
=
po]

Report 722

20. (Continued)

.+ Fi-aises to have a significantly

v proc.sssing. CBI also promises to help
procetiures were found throughout the CBI
;egaarch problems were (a) confound-
al cantent- (b) makihg Eémgariscns

intelligent computer-base
ch;t;\fé impact on studer -z
slow learners. Problema:
11— erature. Most notic

ngs due to the diff=remn
w;th inappropriate medi
and "teacher attitudes +
rat:amﬁendatlan abf:\ut fusmue =

&

% mngs that were not regllcatgd. Dne
N7 rch is ﬁhat researchers sh@ulﬂ shift

Lae :Ln.struct;, ;L Pft:n:tzss. It is alEG
gt wost 'useful as an instructional tool to sup-
| instrucifonal program.

i ™

o]
|_m
]
=
]
I
”.
o
'.3‘
m
1]
w
@Z
=
-
[iy]
'.3‘
I

fsh

UNCLASSIFIED
11 sECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS P AGE(When Daim Entered)

o




Technical Report 722

An Examination of the Research Evidence
for Computer—-Based Instruction
in Military Training

Theodore M. Shlechter

ARI Field Unit at Fort Knox, Kentucky
Donald F. Haggard, Chief

Training Research Laboratory
Jack H. Hiller, Director

U.S. ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES
5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia 22333-5600

Office, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
Department of the Army

August 1986

S S R __ —— ]
Education and Training

Army Project Number
20Q263743A794

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

iii




ARI Research Reports and Technical Reports are intended for sponsors of
R&D tasks and for other research and military agencies. Any findings ready
for implementation at the time of publication are presented in the last part
of the Brief. Upon completion of a major phase of the task, formal recom-
mendations for official action normally are conveyed to appropriate military
agencies by briefing or Disposition Form.




\) Sl

EMCW

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FOREWORD

This report is a comprehensive examination of the research evidence re-
garding computer-based instruction (CBI) on costs, learning achievements,
individual differences, and student attitudes. Even though CBI promises to
have a significant impact upon students' learning, inconsistencies and prob-
lems with the current research evidence prehibit any cenclusions about the
claimed advantages of CBI over other instructional media. FRecommendations
are made about the methodological considerations involved in evaluating a CBI
system and the usefulness of this instructional technology. A salient recom-
mendation from this technical report is that resezrchers should shift focus
from examining the inherent superiority of this medium to identifying the
conditions for using computers in the instructional process, The conclusions
are intended for military personnel and behavioral scientists interested in
implementing or investigating a CBI system,

Ent i/

EDGAR M. JOHNSON
Technical Director
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE RESEARCH EVIDENCE FOR COMPUTER-BASED INSTRUCTION
IN MILITARY TRAINING

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY s ~

Requirement:

This discussion will help the military training community understand the
research literature on the usefulness of CBI as a primary instructional medium.
The issues presented in this paper will also assist behavioral scientists in
investigating and understanding the strengths and weaknesses of this educa-
tional medium. )

Procedure:

Over 150 papers and articles vere examined. Interviews with noted CBI
professionals were also conducted to eobtain information about CBI and the re-
search evidence. This discussion focuses upon four main areas of CBI research--—
costs, learning achievements, individual differences, and student attitudes.
Implications regarding future CBI use and research were also discussed.

Findings:

Consistent empirical evidence does not exist to support or deny claimed
advantages of CBI over other instructional media for (a) reducing training
time; (b) reducing life-cycle costs; (c) facilitating students' mastery of the
instructional materials; (d) accommodating individual learning differences; and

(e) motivating students' learning. The lack of empiriecal support for these is-
sues is not totally explained by problematic courseware. CBI's inherent supe-

riority as a primary instructional medium has thus not been established.

Future generations of CBI do promise to have a significantly positive
impact upon students' cognitive process. This medium also promises to help
slow learners. And it does not seem that CBI is a dehumanizing instructional
experience.

Problematiec research procedures were also found throughout the CBI litera-
ture. Most noticeable of these research problems were (a) confoundings due to
differences in instructional content; (b) making comparisons with inappropriate
media; (c¢) confoundings due to "program novelty effects"; and (d) findings that
were not replicated.

vii
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Utilization of Findings:

Widespread implementation of CBI for all educational situations is not
recommended. Such indiscriminate use of CBI could lead to the abandonment of
this instructional technology, because the research evidence has indicated that
at present the promises may outweigh the potential. CBI might be useful as an
instructional tool to make the established instructional program more effective.
CBI researchers must help determine those situations for which instructors can
best use this medium. And the methodological recommendations discussed in this

- report should be incorporated in future CBI evaluations.

10
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE RESEARCH EVIDENCE FOR COMPUTER-BASED
INSTRUCTION IN MILITARY TRAINING*

Introduction

Computer-Based Instruction (CBI) proponents (e.g., Kearsley, Hunter, &
Seidel, 1983; Myers, 1984; Shavelson et al., 1984 and Wilson, 1984) have
suggested that this technology's delivery capabilities make CBI superior to
other instruetional modes. As Shavelson et al. stated:

Federal and state policy makers all contend that recent techno-
logical innovaticns most notably the microcomputers hold par-
ticular promise not only for pulling education out of a rising
tide of mediocrity, but also for reshaping education. (p1)

ered to be components of CBI. 1In CAI, students receive instruction directly

- from the computer system. CMI involves using the computer for such instruec-

tional management issues as scoring, recording, and interpreting test
results. Instructions for a CMI system, however, are provided off-1line
either by the teacher or by other instructional media. Other uses of CMI
will be discussed in succeeding seetions.

CBI is especially being touted as a significant instructional device for
the United States' Armed Services (see Department of Defense [DoD]) Memoran-
dum from the Assistant Secretary of Defense, 9 September 1985). Orlansky
(1985) has noted that CBI is particularly applicable in training military
personnel for a significant number of the over 10,000 Armed Services' skill
training courses offered in such areas as electroniecs, maintenance, and com-
munications. These courses will train approximately 1.4 million students at
ning to develop CBI programs for training different levels of troops in many
different types of courses, inecluding advanced courses for officers. (ne
example of the Army's plans to use CBI is the approximately 420 hours of the
Job 8kills Education Program (JSEP), which will be put on computers (Farr,
1985) . The JSEP package will involve the use of 200-300 terminals located at
19 different military sites. This program will provide remedial training for
soldiers with problems mastering the skills needed iIn their Military Occupa=-
tion Specialty (MOS). The Army's expanded plans to use CBI also involve the
US Army's Armor School at Fort Knox. The Armor School is in the process of

¥Portions of this report will appear as a chapter in R.T. Hartson and D. Hix
(Eds), Advances_in Human-Computer Interactions. Ablex Publishing Corpora-
tion: Norwood, New Jersey. S

12
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developing over 350 hours of courseware, which represent approximately 20% of
the Armor School's instructional time (Major P. Carroll, DOTD, Personal Com-
munication, 20 May 1985). Major Carroll has also claimed that the CBRI course-
ware will be designed for different areas of armor training, including advanced
and basic training courses.

instruction. Several reviews of the CBI literature (e.g., Kearsley et al.,
1983; Kemner-Richardson, lamos, & West, 1984; Orlansky & String, 1981; and’
Orlansky, 1983; 1985) have indicated that this instructional medium has led
to: (a) reduced training time and (b) reduced instructional costs. These
reports have also indicated that students seemed to favor taking a course by
means of CBI rather than receive conventional instruction. The CBI litera-~
ture for civilian training also suggested that CBI training would be the most
effective instructional mode for helping students to achieve a better mastery
of the instructional content and for dealing with individual learning differ-
ences. The robustness of these findings for both ecivilian and military
training will be analyzed in this paper.

A major weakness in the CBI literature is that very few reviews have
dealt with analyzing the possible methodological problems in this research
area. This paper will explore the extent to which previous research has

.eonfounded media effects with extraneous treatment effects. Avner (1978;

1979) and Clark (1985a) have noted that CBI is a medium rather than an in-
structional treatment and thus researchers must determine the unique educa-
tional contribution inherent in CBI as a primary instructional medium. As
Avner (1979), Director of Evaluation at the Computer-Based Educational Re-
search Laboratory at the University of Illinois (CEREL), has stated, "Com-
puter-based education (another term for CBI) is, despite its title, more a
medium for communication of information than a coherent instructional plan or
approach." (p136).

Without a thorough analysis of the evidence on CBI as an instructional
medium, one is ill-equipped to make recommendations and decisions about the
use of CBI as a primary instructional medium for military training. Military
educators must know if the courseware associated with the CBI system can be
more or less effectively delivered by other instructional media. This review
will then examine the state of ecivilian and military CBI research on costs,
learning achievements, individual differences, and student attitudes. These
four main areas of CBI research will be discussed in the next four sections,
respectively. Methodology concerns in CBI research and implieations for
future CBI research will also be discussed. The civilian CBI research is
discussed because decisions about using CBI in military training have been
based upon this research literature.

One must also carefully examine the CBI literature because history has
shown that educational innovations which were implemented without sufficient

13
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research and planning were always abandoned for still newer educational inne-
vations (Montague & Wulfeck, 1984). Ragsdale (1982) has suggested that the
history of CBI may be following the same path as other recent educatiocnal
innovations, e.g., programmed instruction, from initial enthusiasm and
excitement for the innovation to its eventual abandonment. With the sizeable
financial investment associated with large-scale CBI implementation, the
military can ill afford to implement and then abandon this instructional
medium because of poor research and planning.



Costs

A major obstacle to widespread CBI implementation is the extensive
capital investment associated with acquiring a system. BReed (1983) cited an
EDUCOM Bulletin (1983) report which estimated that institutions should expect
to pay between $1,000 and $6,000 per student for a 1985-1990 CBI system.
Hofstetter (1983) has noted that the per terminal hardware costs for a PLATO
(Programmed Logic for Automatic Teaching Operations) system is %$2,900. Avner
(1986) has noted, however, that hardware costs are substantially lower in
1986 than in 1982 from a $128,000 yearly investment to a $33,760 investment
for the terminal hardware associated with a standard 32 terminal PLATO sys-=
tem. However, other costs associated with the PLATO system, e.g., costs on
comnunication systems, have doubled and tripled in the last four years. He
has concluded that an institution can expect a yearly investment of $135,000-
$150,000 for an entire system. These costs reflect the charges from a non-
profit organization (CEREL) and for the following items: 1) thirty-two termi-
nals; 2) power for terminals; 3) terminal site; U4) disk storage space; 5)
system interface; 6) central computer; 7) system software; 8) central build-
ing; 9) service travel; 10) support personnel; 11) support equipment; 12)
supplies and spare parts; and 13) communication system to host cemputer.
Avner's figures do not reflect expenditures for courseware materials nor for
instructors.

Hardware costs for MieroTICCIT (Microcomputer Network of the Time-Shared
Interactive Computer- Controlled Information Television System) are approxi-
mately $250,000 for a ten terminal system. This price estimation ineludes a
host terminal, color terminals, videodisc players, and a hefty charge for
lifetime authoring privileges. These costs do not reflect expenditures for
producing courseware materials nor for classroom personnel .

Christiansen (1985) observed, however, that the cost value of any product
should be determined by its life cycle costs rather than by its initial out-
lay costs. As indicated previously, many CBI repecrts (e.g., Hofstetter,
1983; Kemner~Richardson et al., 1984; Orlansky, 1985; Orlansky & String,
1983; and Seidel, 1980) have suggested that such systems are cost effective
(same effectiveness at reduced costs or more effective at the same cost than
alternative media) and would eventually lead to savings in educational expen=
ditures. Kemner-Richardson et al. noted, for example, that the PLATO system
as compared to conventional instruction would lead to a $180,000 a year sav=
ings for an average military edueational program. Such analyses of life
cyele cost savings attributable to a CBI system traditionally have involved
estimating operating costs and personnel costs which would accompany imple-
mentation of new programs. Life eycle cost estimates for military systems
have also involved calculating the dollars saved by redueing military train-
ing time.

15
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Training Time

A most pervasive finding in the CBI literature, especially the military
literature, is that use of CBI leads to reduced training time. Orlansky
noted that the median savings time for 19 military studies when compared to
conventional instruection was 30 percent with a time savings range of -31 to
89 percent. These studies have also failed to find any noticeable decrements

-in students' learning associated with spending less time in instruction.

Dallman, Deleo, Main, and Gillman (1977) r~portad that such a 30% time
reduction would bring about a yearly savings of $23,000 for an Army course on
vehicle repair which trains approximately 375 students per year. Orlansky
{(1985) believed that a 30% time savings could translate to a yearly financial
savings as large as $10 million in FY 1977 money for training 50,000 Navy
students. Both Dallman et al's and Orlansky's cost estimates are based upon
calculating students' pay and allowances for the amounts of time saved in
training.

Training time savings could further reduce military expenditures by
allowing more students to complete a course without the military's having to
hire additional instructors. A three week savings in a ten-week course would
allow the military to teach the same course a few more times each year with=
out hiring additional staff. Dallman et al.'s (1977) and Orlansky's (1985)
cost savings estimates may then be conservative.

CBI and conventional instruetions, however, are not equivalent media for
measuring students' training time. Avner, Moore, and Smith's (1980) argument
that CBI should be compared to other self-paced individualized instructional
CBI and other forms of incdividualized instruction allow the students to pro-
ceed at their own pace, while conventional instruction does not.

Mixed results have been found when CBI has been compared to programmed
texts. Time savings of approximately 50 percent for both CBI and programmed
texts as compared to conventional instruction have in fact been reported when
all three media have simultaneously been tested (Orlansky, 1985). Dallman et
al. (1977) cited a study conducted at the Aberdeen Proving Grounds which
showed a 10% savings time for CBI when directly compared to programmed texts.
Other studies (e.g., Dallman et al., and Hemphill, 1986) found, however, that
students took significantly longer to complete a CBI lesson than to complete
an equivalent programmed text lesson. Time savings may then not be aserib-
able to CBI, but to self-pacing, which characterizes nearly all modern
instructional innovations. Programmed texts are usually a fraction of CBI's
cost for initial implementation. According to the Command and Staff Depart-
ment at Fort Knox, the produetion costs for a 133 page programmed text are
between $1.00 and $3.00 depending on whether the book is published by con-
tract or by the military.

Another problem with the CBI literature on time savings 1. that CMI has

been compared to conventional instruction. These time savings effects ecan
only be attributable to differences in instruetional management techniques

5
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CBI. Evaluators should then test the effects of CMI with other (perhaps less
costly) administrative aids. Again, confounded comparisons have been made
in measuring time savings associated with CBI.

A third problem with the time savings data is a lack of repliecated find-
ings. As stated by longo (1972):

A paramount notion underlying any research is that of replica=
tion. 1In question, of course, is the matter of reliability of
information across time, samples, and conditions. (p38)

Without replication and information on reliability, research data have little
value. Orlansky's (1985) report on the time-savings data does not ineclude
any description of studies which were replicated for similar instructional
programs using the same computer system. Also inconsistent findings were
reported by Orlansky when CBI, regardless of the computer a2ystem, and conven-
tional instruction were compared for similar instructional situations. For
example, time savings for electronic courses associated with CBI were found
for Army personnel at the Signal Training School but not for Navy personnel
at 3an Diego.

Operating Costs

Determining life cyecle costs also includes estimating the hidden costs
assoclated with operating a CBI system. Kopstein and Seidel (1969) have
identified maintenance and courseware production costs as the major variables
in estimating hidden eosts.

Hofstetter (1983) noted that the maintenance costs of the PLATO system
would be minimal. He estimated the hourly maintenance cost per PLATO system
to be 21 cents. This figure is based upon dividing the number of %erminals
into the money ineluded in the centract for maintenance costs. His calcula-
tions do not consider the system's actual reliability.

System reliability is important to measure, because repairing malfunec-
tions will cost additional money in repairing the problem areas and in train-

ing time losses. Holmes (1982) has indicated that an unreliable system may
result in severe loss of instructional time as faulty equipment may have to

be shipped to outside repair centers. A system reliability index--( failures
per hour X terminals affected)/(working days by terminals affected) ¥ 100--
has been developed by Francis, Welling, and Levy (1983).

Avner (1986) has developed another measure, P1 = (# interruptions + mean
length of interruptions)/total time) or P1 = (1 + mean length of interrup-
tions)/(mean time between interruptions). Avner has claimed that these P1
indexes are the most sensitive measure of system reliability because they
reflect the disruptive effect of any interruption upon the instructional
program. P1 can also be computed for each component of a system (e.g.,
videodisec failures) and the unreliability of the different components can be
added to provided an overall system reliability index.

17



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Such reliability data for a CBI system must be compared to similar data
found for alternative programs (Boldovici & Scott, 1984), otherwise the data
are meaningless. Evaluators should obtain information about delays in con-
ventional instruction. Seidel (1980) suggested that such information for
non-CBI programs has rarely been ascertained.

Seidel (1980) has also suggested that cost comparisons, e.g., determining
a system's reliability, between prototype CBI systems and fully operational
educational systems are not a fair test of CBI's potential cost value. CBI
evaluations are usually conducted for a prototype or a newly implemented
system, such as Francis et al.'s evaluation. Such evaluations may then not
be an accurate assessment of s fully fielded system's reliability and corre-
sponding costs. Evaluations are needed in which reliability data are col-
lected during the initial assessment period and after a few years of
operation. Information from these evaluations would help CBI professionals
to more clearly understand the discrepancies found in a system's reliability
between initial evaluation and actual use.

A related question to system reliability is how long a system can last.
Avner's yearly projections for the PLATO system cited at the beginning of the
costs section were based upon a ten-year life-~span. Except for Avner's data,
little is known about the average life-span for a CBI system. Accurate in-
formation about a system's potential life-~span is needed to better understand
the life-cyele costs assoeciated with CBI.

Production cost differences between CBI and other instructional media
have also rarely been systematically analyzed. Several CBI proponents (e.g.,
Avner, 1982; Burnside, 1985; and Dallman et al, 1977) suggeated that long-
term production costs might be cheaper for CBI than for other instructional
media. Their claims have been based on the assumption that updating CBI
courseware is relatively easy and inexpensive. Dalliman et al. have argued,
for example, that PLATO's editing features help to reduce sharply the costs
involved in updating and modifying CBI lessons. According to Avner, updating
PLATO lessons is a function of the quality of the original work and the
volatility of the subject matter. Some PLATO lessons need few modifications
after eight years of continuous use. Another reason for reduced long-term
production costs is that the CBI system will allow the same instructional
materials to be repeatedly presented throughout the system's lifetime, while
some separate programmed texts may have to be created for each student. Very
few CBI evaluations have examined the differences in actual expenses (and
problems) with updating the instructional materials for CBI and for other
instructional media (Orlansky, 1985).

Initial developmental costs for a CBI program might be quite expensive.
Walker (1984) reported that the developmental costs for a CBI program might
range between $2,000 and $100,000 per contact hour. Johnson and Plake (1980)
noted that it would have cost the University of Nebraska library over $30, 000
to present a one~hour program to 4,000 students. By contrast, similar text
materials cost a few hundred dollars to produce (Walker, 1984). These expen-
ditures associated with initial courseware development might then negate the
breviously discussed savings associated with CBI for other production costs.
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An important consideration in determining cost-effectiveness is the
hourly cost associated with using the instructional medium. Tremendous
variation exists in the hourly cost of CBI service. Avner (1982) has noted
that PLATO terminal costs can vary depending on terminal use, software use,
and distance from the central computer from $1.76 per terminal to $10.94 per
terminal. Okey and Majer (1976) have noted that CAI costs per student con-
tact hour are $2.07. The $1.76 and $2.07 figures represents nearly continu-
ous and daily use of the system while the $10.94 figure represents sporadic
CBI use. None of the figures cited has included the expenditures set aside
for instructors. Also, comparisons of hourly costs for using CBI have not
been made with those for other media.

Himwich (1977) and Stone (1985) have detailed the financial costs
involved in developing in-house courseware. Himwich noted that military
courseware developers must be formally trained in computer procedures and
educational practices. He also found that it took around 230 hours to com-
plete one student contact hour of courseware. Stone's developmental team
consisted of five Army Captains, civilian educational specialists, and out-
side consultants. These Army personnel also had to take a computer course in
order to design this courseware. Himwich's project was aborted because of
financial problems and Stone's team did not meet its goal of completing 100
hours of instructional time by the following year.

Several instructional specialists (e.g., Holmes, 1982; and Montague,
Wulfeck, & Ellis, 1983) believe that in-house courseware can be developed
rapidly and successfully. Holmes has argued that a template system would
allow instructors to design CBI courseware in a relatively short space of
time and with little knowledge of computer programming. Montague et al. have
argued that computer-aids can help reduce the time and thus costs involved in
producing in-house courseware. Cost-effectiveness of such templates and
computer-aids has rarely been studied..

Avner, Smith, & Tenczar (1984) did complete a longitudinal observation of
143 independent production groups. They found that production efficiency was
best predicted by : (a) having a strict deadline time; (b) using software
authoring tools; (e) having subject matter expertise; and (d) having experi-
ence with media and individualized instruction methods. The use of software

provides the most cost-effective method of improving both production effi=
ciency and quality. Avner et al. have suggested the use of EnBASIC to meet
the needs of most courseware programmers working with the Apple II series
computers and other computers compatible with this series. Other systems,
€.£.; MICROTICCIT, however, dictate that a special authoring language be
used. Thus a successful courseware programmer might have to know =several
authoring languages or programs for just one type of system.

Avner (1979; 1982) also emphasized the importance of the cousreware de-
signers' having previous experience with the medium and the authoring lan-
guage. Avner (1979) noted that an inexperienced team of courseware designers
{lesz than a year of experience) took between 165 to 610 hours to generate
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one student contact hour of instruction while highly experienced designers
(greater than two years of experience) took between 27 to 180 hours to gener-
ate a similiar amount of courseware. He then concluded that:

Much of the published data (e.g., Stone's) on production costs
for CBE, for example, are based on groups with only about a year
of working experience with the medium. Such data may grossly
overestimate production costs possible in steady-state (exist-
ing) operations by experienced design teams and underestimate
start-up costs (for inexperienced designers). (pi137)

Avner (1982), however, has noted that U430 hours of experience with the
TUTOR (the PLATO) authoring language is needed for experienced college teach-
ers to produce their own administrative and pedagogical structures. He also
noted that $1000 is the average cost for an experienced university staff to
program an hour's worth of CBI material.  This $1000 figure does not repre-
sent the overhead expenditures found for courseware developed by private
companies and this figure may be reduced when authoring tools and computer-
aid materials are further refined. CBI production costs must be figured for
both "steady-state" and "start-up" costs and must be compared with the same
costs involved in developing courseware for other media, e.g., device simula-
tors.

Personnel Costs

Personnel costs usually are determined by estimating the increases or
decreases in the number of educational persennel which would accompany imple-
mentation of new programs. As previously argued, training time savings could
allow the military to train more students without hiring more instructors.
Assuming that the yearly expenditures for civilian and military instructors,
including benefits, range between $20,000 to $30,000, then the resulting cost
savings for not hiring instructors could be in the millions of dollars.

Also, if CBI is indeed more effective than conventional instruction, then,
ultimately, teachers may need not be the primary instructional medium.

operations of the computer system. Again, more students ecould be taught by
fewer instructors.

Burnside (1985) has argued that CBI can reduce the educational support
staff. His argument is based upon the expectation made by computer experts
(e.g., Baker, 1978) that CBI, especially CMI, can accomplish the administra-
tive tasks usually done by the clerical staff. Dallman et al. (1977) also
projected that support staff needs would require minimal expenditures. They
estimated spending only $7,200 a year for support personnel's operational
maintenance tasks. This figure was based upon “hree civilians--a G8-9, G3-7,
and G5-5-~spending 20% of their time on such problems. Dallman et al.'s
projection may be conservative as maintenance tasks may occupy more of these
people's time than anticipated. Also, neither Burnside nor Dallman et al.
made any mention of the costs involved in hiring support staff to operate and
update the system. Avner (1982) has noted that the total overhead for sup=
port personnel for a civilian 32-terminal PLATO system is $989 (at 1982 mar-
ket prices) per terminal. This figure includes five full-time administration

9

20



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]
4]
<
T
o]
g‘
el
\",ﬂ‘_l‘

positions, nine full-time maintenance positions; time operator
positions; and fifteen full-time user service (proetor) positions. Burn-
side's and Dallman et al.'s position may then not reflect all support staff
costs while Avner's data may be a gross overestimation for a military CBI
implementation. Unfortunately, this author could not find any study which
provided information about actual support staff expenditures for implemented
CBI systems at a military training site. Nor was any study found which com-
pared differences in support staff needs for CBI with those of other media.

Several sources (e.g., Bellinger, 1986; Shavelson et al., 1984; Walker,
1984; and Wisher & O'Harra, 1981) have indicated that CBI may not reduce
personnel expenditures. Wisher and O'Hara reported that off-line instructor
task elements of PREST (Performance-Related Enabling Skills Training) CBI
program increased rather than decreased instructor dependence. They also
failed to find any significant performance differences between PREST subjects
and those who were instructed by conventional courseware. They concluded
that PREST was not as cost-efficient as was the conventional system.

Bellinger (1986); Shavelson et al. (1984); and Walker (1984) have sug=
gested that personnel costs should also ineclude expenses associated with
training teachers to be "computer-experts." Shavelson et al. observed that
using a CBI system in a typical school necessitated a staff development pro-
gram which trained teachers to be thoroughly knowledgeable abcut computers.
Walker noted that experiences at the Microcomputer Institute for Educators at
Stanford University demonstrated that 180 hours of study (eight hours a day
for a month) was needed to train highly motivated teachers to use micro-
computers properly in the classroom. One hundred eighty hours of study is
not excessive for training in "computer expertise™ as the ADAPT course
“(authoring courseware for MicroTICCIT) involves nearly three weeks of train-
ing at eight hours per day. Walker also ncted that civilian schools do not
have the resources to provide the needed additional inservice training for
ever-changing computer systems. The Army, though, with its computer literacy
brogram may be better able to provide its instructors with this additional
training. Clearly, such hidden costs as these teacher training programs must

be included in any analysis of CBI's life-cycle costs. Of course, possible

hidden costs in personnel expenditures for conventional instruction must also
be examined.

Conelusions

£
=
]
]
o
\“.Jl

Any claims about the comparative costs of CBI and other e
are premature. As discussed, very few studies have actually comp d
cost-effectiveness of a CBI system with the cost-effectiveness for other
media. Current CBI cost estimates may have also not included all ]
this medium and may have overestimated certain costs.

ey

Claims about the cost savings associated with using a CBI system may also
be premature. Training time savings may not be attributable to this medium,
but to self-pacing which characterizes any individualized instructional
program. Conclusions about training time reductions and CBI are problematic
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because information is not readily available about the reliability of these
data. Also the cost savings in personnel expenditures associated with CBI
have not been demonstrated.

The following methodological concerns must then be incorporated into
future cost comparisons. If training time is the important criterion meas-
ure, than CBI must be compared with other self-paced instructional systems.
Information about costs must be gathered for implemented systems. Seidel
(1980) has noted that reliable and meaningful cost information will only be
obtained when the innovation is in a stable, operationsl state. All poten=
tial costs for the CBI and the alternative medium must also be identified and
examined. Cost analyses must be done for each CBI implementation. As Avner
(1978) stated, "Just because 20 prestigious researchers found CBE (CBI) to be
cost-effective in their application does not mean it will automatically be
cost-effective in yours." (p25)

11
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Learning Achievements

As previously indicated a major assumption behind implementing CBI is
this medium's positive impact upon students? learning processes. Many CBI
professionals (e.g., Bangert-Drowns, Kulik & Kulik, 1985; Eberts & Brock,
1984; Fletcher & Rockway, 1986; Kearsley et al., 1983; Kulik, Kulik, & Cohen,
1980; Robinson & Kirk, 1984; and Suppes & Morningstar, 1969) have indicated
that CBI has or will lead to the development of superior instructional mate—
rials. Kearsley et al, stated that, "We (CBI professionals) have ample evi=
dence that computers can be used to make instruction more effective or
efficient in a variety of ways."(pi4)

Critics of CBI research (e.g., Clark, 1985a and 1985b; and Reinking,
1985) have questioned the evidence of CBI's instructional superiority.
Reinking noted that comparisons between CBI and alternative media have pro-
duced inconsistent findings. These ecritics have also questioned the implied
assumption that CBI is an inherently superior instructional medium.

An examination of the CBI training studies is thus needed to help reseolve
his dispute. Existent training studies have usually compared differences
etween CBI students and conventional instruection students with regard to
test performance and course completion. This latter measure concerns the
number of students completing the course. Such studies have been referred to
as outcome studies (Kulik et al., 1985). Analysis is also needed of CBI's

1
t
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tive efficiency for facilitating transfer. Specific CBI features affect-
ing students' learning will be discussed in this section.

Fletcher and Rockway (1986) have suggested that CBI is an efficient in-
structional medium for military training purposes. They cited evaluations
conducted by each service demonstrating CBI's potential effectiveness. Eval-
uation of a CBI program for an Army Signal Training Course showed that the
CBI group achieved higher test scores and less attrition than did the control
group (Longo, 1972).

Orlansky (1985) and Orlansky and String (1983) have provided evidence
challenging CBI's instructional effectiveness for military training. Learn-=
ing achievement was found to be about the same for the CBI and conventional
instruction students in 32 of the 48 military cases reviewed by Orlansky and
String. Fifteen of these studies reported slightly superior learning
achievement for the CBI programs while one study reported slightly poorer
achievement for the CBI group.

Francis et al. (1983) provided another example of the inconsistency
found in CBI results. They conducted two studies of CBI's effectiveness for
training at the US Army Missile and Munitions Center and School. PLATO simu-
lators were found to be an effective and efficient instruetional medium for
the TOW (missile) Field Test Site Training Course. Data analyses failed,
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however, to find any differences between PLATO students' and non-PLATO stu-
dents' test results for the HAWK Continuous Wave Radar Repair Training
Course.

Montague (1984) and Orlansky (1985) claimed that consistent evidence has
been found in the civilian training literature for CBI's effectiveness. This
conclusion is tased upon a series of meta-analyses (Bangert-=Drowns et al.,
1980; Kulik, Bangert, & Williams, 1983; and Kulik et al., 1980) showing no-
ticeable effects for CBI upon students' test scores. Bangert-Drowns et al.
found that exam scores for secondary school students in a CBI program were .l
standard deviations higher than were the scores reported for the conventional
instruction students. This finding suggested that CBI was moderately more
effective than were the conventional instruction programs.

Inconsistent data for CBI's effectiveness are also found in the civilian
training literature. A close examination of Kulik et al.,'s (1980) data has
indicated that only one-quarter of the 54 studies cited found large or medium
effects for CBI upon college students' exam performance. Alderman, Appel,

ness for community college students also found inceonsistent results. The
TICCIT programs had a significantly positive impact upon students' math
achievement. However, significantly fewer students completed the math course
for the TICCIT program than completed the conventional instruction program.
No significant differences were found between PLATO and conventional instrue-
tion students' test scores and completion rates. These inconsistent findings
may be due to several factors such as courseware differences or problematie
research practices.

Me@hodologieal Critiéismg

Ciark and his associates (Clark, 1983; Clark, 1985a and 1985b; Clark &
Leonard, 1985; and Clark & Salomon, 1985) have suggested that the cited in-
consistent findings in the CBI literature are due to problematic research
practices. They have suggested that CBI has only been shown to be more ef-
fective than conventional instructional programs when confounded comparisons
have been made between CBI and other media. They have also indicated that

ent instructional treatments were employed in the computer and control condi-
tions.

Failure to match instructional content is a common problem in the CBI
literature. Alderman's (1974) plans for the evaluations of TICCIT and
PLATO desecribed methods for comparing students' achievement for dissimilar
instructional materials. He has claimed that such comparisons can be made
when substantial overlap exists between objectives for the different courses.
Some CBI studies. e.g., Wisher and O'Hara (1981) and those cited by Fletcher
and Rockway (1986) may have indeed compared similar objectives with substan=
tially different instructional content. The CBI and conventional instruction
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programs in Wisher and O'Hara's study were designed to remaedy reading prob-
lems. The CBI program consisted of eleven reading modules within the Basic
Skills learning System devised by the Control Data Corporation while the
conventional classroom instruetion inecluded reading materials created by
Memphis State University. The similarity of the instructional content for
these two reading programs was never discussed. Wisher and O'Hara's inabil-
ity to find significant differences between programs might be due to differ-
ences in instructional content. Conversely, the effects for CBI reported by
Alderman et al. (1978) and Fletcher and Rockway might have been attributed to
presenting different content and not to any features inherent in the CBI
program.

Morrison and Witmer's (1983) comparative evaluation of computer-based and
print~based job aids for a military maintenance task is one of the few CBI
studies which has matched instructional content. They made a special effort
to make the wording and format of the two programs identical. These two
programs did differ in that the computer-based program used a branching in-
structional format while the print-based program used a linear model. Given
these differences, the positive effects found for the computer-based Program
might be due to either the medium or the branching sequence.

Comparing similar instructional materials also requires that identiecal
efforts be made in designing the courseware. Clark (1984; 1985a) discussed
the possible confounding in CBI research due to differences in designing the
courseware for CBI and conventional instruction. The most powerful extrane-
ous factor which CBI studies rarely control for is that a greater effort has
been made to design the CBI presentation than that required for the comparas=
tive media involved (Clark, 1984). Clark does not, however, provide any
evidence that instructional effort differences do exist or effect CBI re-
search. :

Evidence does exist that some CBI program development has involved con-
siderable design efforts. As previously stated, developing CBI courseware
involves considerable time and effort. Also some CBI programs (e.g.,
PLATO'=s and TICCIT's) were designed by some of the finest educational spe-
cialists. Bunderson (1981) noted that the prototype TICCIT courseware was
primarily a function of the analytieal theorems and artistic talents of the
courseware development team at Brigham Young University with some help from
the community college teachers. The Brigham Young staff did not help with
the development of any of the conventional instruction courseware used in
this evaluation. One would expect that efforts associated with the classroom
instruction design did not approach the efforts involved in the TICCIT
courseware development. :

Several CBI professionals (e.g., Gray, Pliske & Psotka, 1985; Montague &
Wulfeck, 1984; and Walker, 1984) challenged the assumption that considerable
efforts were spent developing most current CBI courseware. In fact, Gray et
al. have suggested that most current CBI courzeware is underdeveloped. Walker
has contended that there is a lack of quality CBI courseware. Furthermore,
Stone's (1985) and Himwich's (1978) developmental teams may have spent the

majority of their time on programming and not on courseware designing.
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Clark's (1984 and 1985a) claims about confounding due to instructional ef-
forts differences may not be valid, but this potential confounding must be
examined in future CBI studies.

with not matching instructional content. After reviewing 42 randomly select-
ed eivilian CBI programs, they found that CBI subjects received more instruc-—
tion in completing the lessons than did the control subjects. One example
provided by Clark and Leonard is a study in whiech CBI groups have received as
much as eight minutes more of drill-and-practice time than have the conven-
tional instruction groups. Practice effects rather than the medium may have
influenced the achievement gains found for the CBI students. The extent to
which such additional instruectional time is a problem depends, of course, on
the observed amount of instruction to the amount intended by a system's de-
signer. And the need for instructor prompting undermines CBI's promise to
reduce costs by reducing instructional personnel. Unwarranted instruction,
such as additional prompting, should then be another variable measured in CBI
research.

Using CBI to supplement the instructional program is another issue asso-
ciated with additional instruction. Several studies (e.g., Dengler, 1983;
Jelden, 1985; and Mevarech & Rich, 1985) have indicated that CBI is effective
when used with a conventional instruction program. Most of these studies,

amount of conventional instruction or conventional instruction with another
educational medium.

Clark (1983; 1985a) and Clark & Salomon (1985) have argued that "novelty
effects" may also confound CBI research findings. They claimed that the
positive instruectional effects found for CBI in the previously cited meta-
analyses were due to students' initial motivation and enthusiasm to learn
novel courseware, rather than to any characteristies inherent in the CBI
system. Clark (1985a) has shown that CBI effectiveness may be very different
for long- and short-term studies. Clark noted from Kulik et al.'= {7983)
data that secondary school students' achievement scores were .56 standard
deviations higher for CBI groups than for conventional instruction groups
when the studies lasted four weeks or less. Differences between groups'
performances reduced to .30 for studies lasting five to eight weeks and to
20 for studies lasting more than eight weeks.

Kulik, Kulik, and Bangert-Drowns (1985) argued that "novelty effects"
were not pervasive in CBI research. They reported that CBI raised students!’
achievement scores by .26 standard deviations in the typieal long-term evalu-
ation study and by .34 standard deviations in the typical short-term study.
These differences in standard deviations are not statistically significant.
Since short- and long-term evaluations were not defined by Kulik et al, using
Kulik et al.'s data to refute the notion of "novelty effects" may then not be
valid. Clark (1985a) conceded, however, that "novelty effects," were not
significant detractors from the validity of CBI studies. The issue of nov-
elty effects will be further explored in the section on student attitudes.
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Duratior problems mayexist for military tradining studies, Orlansky
(1985) and Orlansky =mnd String (1983) both noted that half ofall CBI mili-
tary coursés lasted ome wek or less. Some studies (e.g., Francis et al.'s,
1983) involwed limite=< cmparisons for particular~ course segments. Since
most military trainims lats for a few months, ewaluation of less than a
week's durattion or of~ onlya few instructional seegments are nt sufficient
for making equivalent- comarisons between CBI and other modes of instruetion.
These limited duratiozs for CBI military studies may work against the possi-
bility of finding sigxifitant differences betweern CBI and control groups.

Other cr-iticisms <of otcome studies include points made about the cost
studies. For one thixig, existent outcome studies rarely involved an imple-
mented system, Sever==al (B proponents (e.g., Momtague & Wulfek, 1984 and
Gray, 1986) have argu-=d that quality CBI programs involves qulity implemen-
tation. An& Bundersoza (181) noted that the TICC IT coursewareused in the
Alderman et al. (1978 D ewluation was not completely debugged, Qutcome stud-
ies using pr-ototype s—~stes may then provide inaccurate estimtes of CBI's
instructiona l impact.

Outcome studiea h=mave also rarely been replicated and have rarely imnvolved
comparisons with othee~ inlividualized instruction=:1 media. Questions “hen
exist about the stabiE. ity f these studies' resul £s. And any effects found
for CBI may then not b>e di to the media but rather to attributes inherent in
individualized instruc=tio.

Transfer Studies

Evaluatimg CBI's E nstrictional value also inve lves deternihing whether a
system is bedng used —orrwtly. Avner (1978) has observed thi the correct
usage of the medium is= more important than the fact that it works. Correct
usage of any educatiorzal system involves helping =students to mke the neces-
sary transfer of infor-matim to the appropriate emvironmental situations=s.

Controversy exists dinthe CBI literature regar-ding this medlum's effec-
tiveness for facilitat dingtransfer. Many CBI proponent's (e.g, Gleason,
1981; Kern, -1985; Mcla wughlin, 1985; Montague, 19821: Reigeluth i Garfield,
1984; and Sallomon, 197 9) have suggested that CBI would help dewlop the
learning processeas hee<ded for successful transfer - For one thing, McLaughlin
has indicated that the comuter is ideally suited for developin both proce-
dural and declarative eve knowledge. Procedural level knowledge is a basie
understanding of the s *fepsinvolved in completing = task whiledeclarative
level knowledge involve=s anunderstanding of the principles and concepts
associated with that t=ask(Clark & Vogel, 1985). According to lelaughlin,
CBI coursewar-e should *£henaugment students' abili ties to make bhasie proce-
dural level transfer--e==.g, following a technical manual to troubleshoot an
armor system. CBI would also help students with cognitive transfer--e.g .,
understanding the prine=iples behind the repair.

CBI propo-nents alse> believe that this medium wowuld help stidents to de-
velop the memory skill=s newed for long-term trans fer. One rewsmn for this
belief is that drill-arad-practice programs would emable students to rehearse
the informati on continmLaously, Continuous rehearsal is a primary way of stor-
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ing information into memory (Landhauer, 1982). Also, many c=ompiter profes-
sionals and behavioral scientists (e.g., Bunderson, 1981; Ke=s=slm, 1981;
Merrill et al., 1980; Olson & Bruner, 1974; and Salomon & G..ardmer, 1986)
have suggested that active learning and dual-modality proces.-=simngare associ-
ated with computer instruction. Active learning and dual-mo - dality processing
can help Tacilitate deep cognitive processing of information . id informa=-
tion processed into deep cognitive levels is resistant to fo - rgetting (Craik &
Lockhart, 1972). These elements of drill-=and-practice, ac¢tl -—ve lurning, and
dual-modality processing often found in CBI programs would t-hensem to fa-
cilitate & more permanent transfer of information than would be offered by
other instructional media.

Clark and his associates (Clark & Salomon, 1985 and Clar -1 & loogel, 1985)
challenged the assumption that CBI would augment students' t ransfer abili-
ties. Clark and Voogel have suggested that current CBI cour =ewars is geared
toward helping students to make procedural level transfer bu + no cognitive-
level transfer. Bialo and Erickson (1984), after evaluatipg the courseware
for 163 microcomputer programs, found that 70% of the course-waredealt solely
with procedural level objectives. Clark and associates corr--esponingly have
indicated that CBI has minimal influence upon students' long-—tem transfer
and memory process. Cognitive effects cited to be associate=« with CBI, e.g.,
deeper processing of information, are not necessarily unique to this medium
(Clark & Salomon).

Limited research evidence has been collected about CBI's potetial effec-
tivenesa For facilitating either cognitive processes or tran.=fer. Gleason
(1981); McDonald and Crawford (1983); and Tatsuoka and Mizse_ 1t (1978) have
suggested that retention following CBI training is substanti==l. Is stated by
Gleazon: "Retention following CAI is at least as good if no—%t s=yerior to
retention following conventional instruction." (p16) NevertZzieles, Gleason
does not provide any data to verify this celaim. Furthermore ., Mitnald and
Crawford failed to compare the retention obtained by CBI's smaubjets with a
control group's retention performance, and Tatsuoka and Misseem1t's findings
seem to be an artifact of the lesson's being inadvertently resspeated because
¢of hardware problems.

Several other reports (e.g., Swezey, Criswell, Huggins, =Hays & Allen, in
press; Swezey, Huggins, & Perez, in press; and Pagliaro, 198==) filled to find
any significant effects for CBI upon either subjects' transfes=r o retention
performance. Pagliaro found that pharmacology sZudents' retesmntim perform-
ance was the same for both CBI and conventional instruction —krailing. Swezey,
Criswell et al. found that practice on a 3-D module comPonenTL wasmore in-
strumental than was the instructional media (CAI, CRT or videsotap) in fa-
cilitating military students' transfer on a simple engine remmair procedural
task. The same results were replicated by Swezey, Huggins, ==nd krez for a
complex procedural task. CBI's potential for facilitating restention of
procedural tasks must be further examined because military CE=SI programs are
frequently used for such tasks.

Personal experience has indicated that incidental learnir—g izan impor-
tant part of conventional instruction. Students, for instanc—e, in an educa-=
tional psychology c¢lass may inecidentally learn from the teacker'smannerisms
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anc—3 class discussions teaching te=chniques whichmy last a lifetime. Trnei-
der=tal learning is another aspect - of transfer iich has rarely been examained,
Suc=h incidental learning may inde--ed not be posilble with CBI because of pro-
gre=mming limitations. In this ca. se the spontamity and richness found 4in
cla= ssroom envirmments may not be completely dylicated. Limitations in this
mecE fum may then be limiting the ce ourseware and wt the courseware limiting
the= medium as previously indicatecsd. However, wmme important incidental
le=.rning may be occurring in CBT wwhich evaluatus are not measuring. For
ins= tance, a CBInilitary training course on mallenance may also help the
stu dents to beome better readers. . Even thoughmeasuring incidental learning
is difficult, information is neede==d about CBI'simpaet upon such learning. As
not-=d by Reevesand Lent (1982), ®™=7'The sponsors id consumers of CBI shorild be
inf=ormed as much as possible about®: the ultimateeffects of this medium when
the make decislons about continua=ance, expansio, or selection." (p13)

Hum=an Fa:ﬁ:;orsfamd@ffegtivegess

Sawyer (17985) noted the import=—ance for examhing human factors issues in
CBI evaluations, According to Sawswyer, evaluatdiy human factors issues A n-
volwres examining the effects of a system's haPrdwre and documentation u>on
stucients' performnce,

Kearsley et al. (1983) have el _aimed that a (I system's response time and
dowr=time are imprrtant factors in the success ofa CBI projeet. These dimep-
sior==s may affectuser's mastery of — the instructimal information. Tatswuoka
and Misselt (1978) noted that mechs.amnical failure with the PLATO system had
nega tively effected US Air Force s—tudents’ learnng efficienecy. Educational
expe=rts not in the CBI field have ==tressed the Iprtance of measuring the
rela tionship betwen educational p=Exoductivity ana medium's downtime. Gump
(198 %5) suggested, for example, tha®ft a downtime o 104 in a conventional in-
stru==tion prograncould squal an irmstructional eficiency loss of 10%. Con-
pari.=sons between (BT ans other ins&tructional medi: should examine potential
inst=ructional loss due to "downtime=" problens.

“The civilian tomputer literatur—e (e.g., Chapnis, 1985; Card, English, &
Burr , 1978; Phillips et al., 1984; and ReigeluthtGarfield, 1984) has d4is-
cusse=d the impact that certain comf=outer hardwabre features have upon users="
perfeormance. Card et al. found sig=nificant dilfiences in subjeets' abili-
ties to use four common computer r—=esponding mechnisms--a mouse, a Jjoystick,
step keys, and text keys--with the mouse showihg i the best results (see
Card et al. for adescription of thkmese devices). thapanis noted that pecple
were nmnormally able to read material _= presented ona hard-copy 30% more ef fi-
cient=1y than when they were present--ed on a CRT. Mhillips et al. reported
that problems with sereen visibilitz-y¥ on CRT's impded the educational per-—
formemnce of secondary school studen-.ts. They alsofound that awkwardly de-
signe=d keyboards and terminals poor_-1y placed in dissrooms led to educational
probl _ems. '

Dme> cumentation problems may also adversely affut CBI's education potern-
tial. One cannot fully understand rmnor use any imtructional procedures with-
out a<dequate sourw materials. BiaIdlo and ErickKso (1984) found the
docum=e=ntation to be barely adequate for most of th 163 microcomputer systems
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rewriewed and information about instructional materialsws absent or inade-
que=te for 62% of these programs. Chapanis (1965; 1985)also found deocumenta-
ticon materials for computers to be inadequate. He has shown that reading a
sy=tem's documentation requires the reader to be familiar not only with nor-
maE. computer jargon but also the particular system's Jjargon.

Cormaclusions

Inconsistent findings have been obtained about CBI's potential impact
upcon students' learning, and positive instructional effeets found for CBI
mis==ht be traceable to factors other than the medium. MNest pronounce« among
the=se non-medium effects were practice differences and instructional content
dif=ferences between CBI treatment and that of the comparative medium . AS-
su—=iptions about computers making instruction more effective have thus not
bee=n validated. Human factors and courseware problems, however, may 1imit
the= computer's potential effectiveness, especially for facilitating <cognitive
sk¥ 11s. A basic unresolved question in CBI research iswhether possible
prcoblems with CBI are due to such courseware and human fictors limitastions or
dus to the limitations of the medium.

CBI researchers need to obtain more conclusive dataon the long= term
effects of CBI. A primary function of any eduecational program iz to insure
th==t long-term changes occur within the students. Theiilitary is especially
int=erested in troops retaining skills and knowledge foran indefinite= period
of time.
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CBI and Indivi__dual Differences

Handling individual learning diffe- rences has long been a difficult prob-
lem for educators. Many CBI professio-mals (e.g., Avner, et al., 1980; Car-
rier, 1979; Kearsley et al., 1983; Mer—rill et al., 1980; and Steinberg, 1984)
believe that this medium is ideally su ited to handle individual learning dif-
ferences. As stated by Carrier, "To m .any educators, the computer represents

the ultimate individual difference mac Hine."(p25)

CBI's superiority over other media would then be most pronounced for
meeting the educational needs of all s—+udents. Arguments supporting this
position have come from CBI reports on  learner control mechanisms and cogni-
tive differences. Reports by (arroll {1984); Hess & Miura (1985); and Wood &
Pitz (1985) have suggested, however, tZ=iat some students may have problems
learning from a CBI progran.

Learner Control Mechanisms

A basic belief held by many educatcors is that students should be encour-=
aged to make educational choices for tkFaems=lves (Carrier, Davidson, Higgson,
& Williams, 1984). Such choices would enable students to more actively proc-
ess the instructional material., As pre=viously indicated, such active learn-
ing would lead to superior learning. L _.earner control is also expected to
help educators deal with individual le==arning differences. Gay (1985) has
notad that:

It is commonly assumed that indivi&ual differences in abilitie=
and aptitudes will be accomdated if learners have more control
over the pace, amount of practice, or style of instructions they
receive.(p1)

CBI designers have developed learpe:> control mechanisms which provide
students with some degree of freedom in selecting the instructional materials
to study. TICCIT students, for example » can select, through a special key-
board, the display best suited for thei— educational needs (Merrill et al,
1980). Merrill et al. have also claime=<d that this learner control mechanism
differentiates TICCIT from other instrue—tional media, ineluding PLATO and
some other {BI systems. '

Some research evidence (e.., Collie=r, Poynor, O'Neill, & Judd, 1973;
Fishman, 1985; and Hansen, 1972) exists supporting the use of learner control
mechanisms over program control (compute=r controlled sequences). Hansen
found that learner control subjects exh“3 bited greater decreases in state
anxiety than did control subjects, Col=Zier et al. also found reduced anxiety
levels to be associated with using learr—er control mechanisms. Increased
learning usually ocecurs when anxlety tow=vard the instructional material is
reduced. Fishman observed that learner control mechanisms allowed students
to have the additional practice needed =0 most effectively master the mate-
rial. She found that learner control st—udents outperformed students who
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received instruction from lecture and video presentations, Perhar—s then,
learner control mecha=nisms can make CBI a unique and suerior inst=ructional
medium.

Several reports (Ze.g., Ford, Slough, & Hurlock, 1972; Gay, 195;: Judd,
Daubek, & O'Neil, 197w 5; Snow, 1980; Steinberg, 1977; an Tennyson & Buttrey,
1980), however, have challenged the previously cited remarch aboi=t the in-
structional effectivessness of learner control features. Steinberg in a com-
prehensive review of  this literature concluded that stulents who weFere given
complete control over— course flow took longer to complete the cour—se than did
control students. BAl_Zso, experimental and control students scored equally
well oh achievement t—ests. Ford et al. did not find am improveme=nts in Navy
students' learning inrm the Basic Electricity and Electronies School - associated
with using learner coontrol mechanisms. Tennyson & Buttrey noted tk=at when
students eontrolled t—he instructional process, they often terminat—ed the
process too early and B did not effectively learn the materials. Ju@EJd et al.
furthermore, conclude=d that a complex interaction axiste between subjects!
ability to use learpes=r control mechanisms and the subjetts' charac=teristics.
Students with high Ac¢ m=hievement-Independence scores--as masured by— the Cali-
fornia Psychologiecal  Inventory--were the students most able to use= the learn-
er control featubres,

Gay (1985) found that learner control mechanisms did not accom=modate
individual backgroupd 8 differences. Subjects with high prior conce= ptual un-
derstanding of the ma mterial made significantly better use of these— control
options than did subj-gects with poor prior understanding. Reinkinge— (1983) and
(arrier et al. (1984) = also found that control options did not acco--mmodate
individual learning d Bifferences. Reinking found that the use of 1_earner
control options did n-mot improve poor readers' level of rading. A_11 students
nay then not be able to use and benefit from learner control optio-r1is.

Cognitive Differences
- e — e - i

o

If CBI's instruct:zional impact was not found for the learner co mtrol is-
sue, it might then be = discovered by examining the cognitive differ—ences 1lit-
¢grature. Many report:cs (Allen & Merrill, 1985; Bangert-lrowns et a_1., 1985;
Farr, 1985; Gray et aZ=1., 1985; Neimiec & Walberg, 1985;ad Zemke, 1984 ) have
suggested that the paz:=in reason for selecting a CBI systenis to be tter deal
with differences in ts=ognitive abilities and styles.

Moat studies conce=erning disadvantaged learners have wed highl—y strue=
tured drill-and-practz_ice programs (see such projects asthe Clevel==nd Public
S%chools, 1981 and Meva-arech & Rich, 1985). Such coursewre seemed to provide
poorer learners with + the needed additional structure of and practi-w=zse with the
naterials. As Bangeri-t-Drowns et al. discovered, CBI had the moat --=ffect upon
increasing low abilitr.y students' test scores than for an other uss=age. The
neta-analysis comparisz son between CBI and conventional imstruction —xevealed an
effect size of U6 in . favor of CBI for teaching low ablility subjec—Es. Zemke
(1984 ) also observed ¥ that low achievers seemed to gain agreat dea’1 from CBI.
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Problems do exist with selecting a CBI program based on this literature.
Mevarech & Rich (1985), Reiss, Bass, and Sharpe (1986); and Zemke (198)
noted that CBI programs were the most effective when used to supplement the
classroom instruction. As stated in the previous section, many of these sup-
plemental studies did not include a4 comparative control group. Improvenents
in disadvantaged students' learning could have then been produced by using
any instructional medium to supplement the conventional instruction program.

Drill-and-practice programs might not be useful for all subjects. Such
courseware might be too structured and limited for most students, especially
gifted students. B. Clark (1983) has concluded that gifted students need
tasks which allow them the freedom to proceed beyond a rudimentary rehashing
of the materials. Since drill-and-practice programs dominate the market,
most current CBI programs may have limited value for gifted students.

Data from a study conducted by Barsam & Simutis (1984) provided sone
insight into courseware which might be geared toward certain kinds of gifted
students. This study explored the relationships between individual differ-
ences in spatial abilities and soldieprs' performance on a CBI terrain visu-
alization task consisting of three-dimensional graphies. This study als
examined differences in soldiers' abilities to benefit from courseware vhich
utilized either active (subjects select the graphic for viewing) vs. passive
(computer selects the graphic for the subjects! viewing) training proecedfures.
They found that the high spatial ability subjects were better able to cop-
plete the lesson successfully and benefit from the active training procedures
than were soldiers with normal and low spatial abilities.

The high=spatizi] ability students seemed to have learner characteristics
similar to "field-independent" students (Witkin, Goodenough, & Karp, 1967),
who are usually the high achievers in math and science courses. (See Witkin,
Moore, Goodenough, & Cox, 1977 for a Ffurther description of the relationship
between field-independence and math/science aptitudes). Field-independent
students are also quite analytical in viewing three-dimensional objects and
can also benefit frem self-structuring the instructional environment. forre-
spondingly, then, students with mathematical and secientific aptitudes would
be the most likely to successfully handle CBI lessons, €.2.«, =zimulation pro-
grams with numerous complex graphics. These last few paragraphs suggest
that: (a) the basic drill-and-practice CBI programs favor the poorer
learners while (b) the advanced CBI simulation courseware is geared toward
the more "gifted students," especially in mathematies and secience.

Variability in students' abilities to use different types of CBI programs
should then relate to cognitive style differences. Witkin et al. (1977)
claimed that individual differences along the field independence/dependence
continuum reflected basic differences in people's characteristie styles of
dealing with the environment. This continuum does not differentiate students
with different I.Q. levels. It does differentiate students with different
modes of handling instructional materials. Field-dependent people rely m
external sources, e.g., teachers, to structure and help understand the cop-
plex perceptual and abstract stimuli, e.g., computer graphics, while field=-
independent people do not need such external aids. And, as previously indi-
cated, rield-independent people are better able to more effectively use the
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infoermation inherent in such ==ituations. Witkin et al. have also observed
that instructional situations with expliecit instructions, concrete presenta-
tion of stimuli, and explicit information about performance outcomes favor
field=dependent studumts. Field-independent students are better able to
perform on more abatract and ¥Eiess structured tasks. One would then expect

and continuous performance fee=dback would be the most appropriate for field-
dependent people. (Bl prograr—ms with complex graphics and learner control
features--as described in the previcus paragraphs--would be more geared to-
ward field-independent peopPleé ce

Limited and coniradictory evidence exists about the actual relationship
between current CBI programs &==and cognitive styles. Carrier et al. (1984) and
Park and Roberts (19§5) found data which indicated differences--as expected--
in CBI performance associated with cognitive style differences. Park and
Roberts found that field-depéer—ident people did need more guided instruetion to
complete a set of CBI lessons than did field-independent people. Carrier et
al, however, did not find diff=erences between field-independent and field-
dependent subjects in their usse of control options. Burger (1985) did not
find any significantrelation=ships between students' cognitive styles and CBI
preference and perfomance.

An instruetional system's adaptability to a students' cognitive style is
a major issue addresssd by Witt—kin et al. Indeed, they emphasized the need
for the educational pedium te mateh the learners' cognitive style. Several
CBI advocates (e.g., fearsley, . et al., 1983; J. Olsem, personal communica-
tion, October, 1985;and Tenrysson, Christiansen, and Park, 1984) have sug-
geated that the new gneratiors=mas of CBI systems with intelligent programs
{ smart technology) wn make tl=me instructional system adaptable to students®
learning styles. Olsn has ¢l= aimed that these ICBIs (Intelligent Computer-
based Instruction) hwve the casspacity to modify the instructional mede to best
meet the studenta' leirning pr——ofiles. These learning profiles are determined
by cognitive tests epbedded imem the first phase of the ICBI's instructional
program.

Smart technologycan alse be used for accommodating students with differ-
ent cognitive abilitles (Aller==m & Merrill, 1985; and Gray et al., 1985). Smart
technology programs involve immteractions between students and the computer so
that the type of feelback and instructional materials provided fit the stu-
denta' level of knouledge (Gramy et al.). They have also claimed that the
promise of this techwlogy is that each student's unique cognitive needs will
be met. Unfortunately, these smart technology programs have neither been
fully implemented nor tested.

Adaptive control programs——-a form of smart technology--have been shown to
be effective for facilitating students' 1learning (Avner et al., 1980; Ross,
1984; and Tennyson & Bttrey, 1980). An adaptive control is when the amount
of instruction is maniged by t—he CAI program based upon atudents' achieve-
ment-level, aptituds, or cognl _tive=style (Carrier et al, 1984) Ross has
shown that such a program capn accommodate individual learning differences.
Furthermore, Avner ¢ al. havee claimed that adaptive control programs repre-
sent the real basi=s for CBI'2 superiority.
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CMI is another adaptive control mechanism which is seemingly suitable for
accommodating individual differences (Baker, 1978; Federico, 1983; and
Kearsley et al., 1983). CMI can be used to advise students and teachers
about the most appropriate instructional sequence for each student. Federico
showed that for Navy trainees CMT programs reduced the learning variability
usually associated with cognitive differences.

The supportive research for adaptive control mechanisms may be problem-=
atic. Research on smart technology applications have been experiments of
short duration which have rarely compared CBI to other media. These studies
have also mainly investigated CBI programs in laboratory-type settings. Ques.
tions thus remain about the relative effectiveness of smart technology pro-
grams for educational settings. And, Ross (1984) has demonstrated only
limited advantages for CMI over other media for dealing with learning differ-
ences. CMI was only found to be advantageous for complicated and lengthy
lessons.

Problems may also exist with using adaptive CBI programs. CMI programs
are used in conjunction with either conventional instruection or CAI programs.
CMI is thus useful as a supplemental but not as a primary mode of instruc-
tion. Also, Merrill et al. (1980) felt that adaptive CAI programs would
ultimately be "maladaptive™ for meeting students' educational needs because
students' subsequent learning in non-CAI environments would become more dif-
ficult as the real world does not adapt to the student.

Individual Differences and CBI Limitations

As discussed previously, CBI may not be beneficial to all students. Sev-
eral investigators (e.g., Cambre & Cook, 1985; Jay, 1981; Loyd & Gressard
1984a & 1984b; Maurer, 1983; and Wood and Pitz, 1985) have found that com-
puter anxiety can inhibit a person's ability to successfully master computer
s8kills; consequently, such anxiety may inhibit a student's mastery of infor-
mation from a CBI system. As discussed by Cambre & Cook, the following four
behaviors are associated with computer anxiety (p.52):

(1) Avoidance of the computer and general area where the computer is
located.

(2) Excessive caution with the computer.

(3) Negative remarks about the computer.

(4) Attempts to cut the computer session short.

The existence of and problems associated with computer anxiety have not
been systematically investigated. Loyd and Gressard (1984b) have attempted
to reetify this problem in the CBI literature by devising a self-report ques-
tionnaire which measures, among other things, these cited dimensions of com=
puter anxiety. They have claimed that this questionnaire provides an effec-

tive, reliable, and convenient measure of students' computer anxiety. Wood
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and Pitz (1985),; however, have suggested that any self-report questionnaire
on computer anxiety (e.g., Loyd and Gressard's,) without scales for lying and
social desirability may not be a valid measure, because subjects' stated

tual eomputer behaviors. Personal experiences have also demonstrated that
people may be reluctant to state their fears of using a computer.

A reliable and valid questionnaire on computer anxiety would be benefi-
cial to both educators and researchers. Such a questionnaire would provide
additional insights into explaining possible variability in students' abili-
ties to use CBI materials. This scale would also then help educators to
pinpoint those students who need additional support and guidance for using
this medium. Schubert (1985), for example, found that computer anxious fe=
males had to go through a formal desensitization process before they were
able to deal with the CBI materials. Cohsequently, the educational, temporal
and financial costs associated with helping such computer anxious students
should also be included in any evaluation of a CBI system.

Differences in computer experience may also differentially affect stu-

.dents'! use of CBI materials. Carroll and his associates (e.g., Carroll,

198Y4; Carroll, & Mazur, 1984; and Carroll & Thomas, 1982) have noted that
infrequent computer users often have difficulty in learning to use a computer
system. They also suggested that embedded instructions for using a computer
must relate to students' prior computer use and knowledge. CBI professionals
must then consider both novice and experienced computer populations when
designing and evaluating a CBI system. If the system cannot accommodate all
levels of users, then a segment of students, especially the infrequent users,
will not be able to use and benefit from the CBI system. There also may be
extreme variability in subjects' training time on a CBI system, with infre-
quent users proceeding much slower then regular and frequent users. Such
variability may then negate CBI's previously cited potential for reducing
instruetional time. This variability may decrease in military training as
the number of military students taking computer literacy and CBI courses
increases.

Computer experiences may also relate to computer anxiety (Loyd &
Gressard, 1984a; and King, 1975). Even though the data may be problematic,
Loyd and Gressard did find a significant relationship between infrequent
computer use and computer anxiety. If this is so, then computer-experienced
users would likely be excited and motivated to use a novel CBI program while
non-experienced users might be apprehensive about using such a program. This
ncvelty issue will be further discussed in the section on student attitudes.

Hess and his associates (e.g., Hess & Miura, 1985; Hess & Tenezakis,
1973; Miura & Hess, 1983, and Schubert, 1985) have indicated that there are
sex differences associated With students' use of computers. Miura & Hess
have found that middle-school boys more than girls: a) owned and used home
computers and b) enrolled in computer camps and summer classes. They also
asked these students to rate a number of randomly selected courseware titles
as being either male of female oriented. These students rated a significant-
1y larger number of courseware titles to be primarily suited for male

(4]
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audiences and not for female audiences. Other studies, e.g., Loyd and
Gressard (1984a), however, did not find gender differences to be significant-
ly related to computer use or anxiety.

Conclusions

CBI's potential as the "ultimate individual difference machine" has not
been substantiated. Even though this potential may become more evident for
future CBI generations, research on current CBT programs and individual dif-
ferences is plagued with confounded and contradictory findings.

Individual differences may conversely limit CBI's usefulness. As dis-
cussed, computer-anxious students are the most likely to have problems with
using this medium, Finally, the educational and financial costs associated
with helping students to successfully use a CBT program must also be included
in a system's cost-analyses.
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CBI and 3tudent Attitudes

The most seemingly pervasive finding in the CBI literature is that stu=
dents favor taking a course by this medium. Many reports (e.g., Clement,
1981; Merrill et al., 1980; and Myers, 1984) have urged implementation of CBI
based upon student attitudes. Myers noted that PLAT0O has been enthusiastic-
ally accepted by students and teachers. Also, advertizements on CBI products
have claimed that "learner motivation is high because the system is easy and
fun to use." (Teaching/Learning Technologies, 1984)

As the research on students' CBI attitudinal data has rarely been exam-
ined, the robustness of the data about students' attitudes toward CBI as
compared to their attitudes toward other media must be questioned. This
analysis must also include examining the pyschonetric attributes of the dif-
ferent attitudinal measures used in these studies. In this section, facters
influencing students' CBI views will also be discussed.

Attitudinal Studies

Comparisons of stuldents' attitudes toward CBI and other media have been
included in some of the previously cited military studies (e.g., Dallman et
al., 1977; Ford et al., 1972; Longo, 1972; and Tatsucka & Misselt, 1978).
These studies indicated that students favored takinga course by CBI rather
than by other media. Longo, for example, found in tw separate studies more
positive ratings being exhibited by the CBI group than by the conventional
instruetion group.

Dallman et al. (1977) also reported that students tended to favor taking
a CBI course rather than a conventional instruetion course. They noted,
however, that the conventional instruction course was taught by newly trained
teachers. They also found that a conventional instruction course taught by a
popular teacher was more favorably received than was CBI. In a second study,
they failed to find any significant differences between students' attitudes
toward CBI and toward programmed instructions.

Mixed results about students' preference for CBI over other instructional
media were the pattern for the civilian literature. Avner and associates
(Avner, 1981; and Jones, Kane, Sherwood, & Avner, 1983) in a series of course
evaluations found that University of Illinois' students favored PLATO over
other instruectional media. For two semesters, Chemistry 100 students were
asked to rate several different media with regards to helpfulness in learning
the class materials. These media were PLATO, textbook, lecture, labs, and
quiz sections. The main professor for this course had received several out-~
astanding teaching honors. For both semesters, the PLATO system received the
highest ratings of 4.5 on a five point scale. Differences between ratings
for CBI and conventional instruction were substantial--over a point differ-
ence on a five point scale. Differences in students' ratings of CBI and Quiz
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section were .9 and .4 for Fall, 1977 and Spring, 1978 semesters, respective-
ly. These course evaluations and Dallman et al's study are some of the few
studies in which students' attitudes toward CBI were compared with their
attitudes toward other non-conventional modes of instruction.

Bangert-Drowns et al. (1985) and Kulik et al. (1980) demonstrated limited
support for the assumptien that students preferred CBI. Both meta-analyses
could only find a few studies--eleven for the Bangert et al. analysis and
five for the Kulik et al. analysis--which compared attitudes toward CBI and
toward conventional instruetion. Bangert et al. found an average effect of
.09 for CBI upon secondary students' attitudes, and Kulik et al. discovered
an effect of .18 favoring CBI for college instruction.

Problems with concluding that students prefer to take a CBI rather than a
conventional instruction course are vividly demonstrated by Alderman et.
al.'s (1978) findings. A large percentage of PLATO students indicated posi=
tive feelings toward this courseware as manifested by their desire to take
another course using this system. They also disagreed that using PLATO was
dehumanizing or boring. Attitudinal comparisons between PLATO and conven-
tional instruetion students, however, failed to reveal any noticeable differ-
ences in these students' feelings toward their classes. Alderman et al. also
found that students reactions to TICCIT programs were usually less positive
than those for the conventional instruction program. Interestingly enough,
this study has been widely cited as providing evidence that CBI has a posi-
tive impaet upon studcouts! attitudes.

Magidson (1978) is another study widely cited as demonstrating that sty-
dents prefer to take a CBI course. Magidson's results about PLATO users!
views parallel those found by Alderman et al (1978). Over ninety percent of
these students enjoyed using PLATO and would recommend that their friends
take a PLATO-based course. He also reported that less than ten percent of
these students found PLATO to be boring and dehumanizing. Attitudinal com~
parisons between PLATO and conventional instruction students were not made.

Conclusions cannot then be made about students' preference for CBI over
other instructional media based upon Alderman et alfs (1978) and Magidson's
(1978) studies. As indicated, the previously discussed assumptions about
Students' desires for CBI courseware have been based on these two studies and
others (e.g., Dengler, 1983; and Jenkins & Dangert, 1981) which obtained
parallel results using similar methodologies. Nonetheless, these studies do
Suggest that students would accept taking a course by CBI.

Alderman et alts (1978) and Magidson's (1978) findings have also suggest-
ed that students do not believe that CBI is dehumanizing as an educational
experience. King (1975) provided more substantial evidence for this point
about CBI and the possible dehumanization threat. After thoroughly reviewing
the military and civilian CBI literature on student attitudes, King coneluded
that CBI is not a dehumanizing instructional experience.

King (1975) also examined the data on the relationships between student
attitudes and individual differences. She coneluded that learner control has
not been shown to significantly influence student attitudes. However, some
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iimited evidence ws found showing that ——omputers motivated underachievers,
slower students, and potential dropouts. Mevarech and Rich (1985) also dem-
onstrated that (8l could improve disadvar—mtaged students' perceptions of
school life. Agin, these studies did ncot systematically compare the rela-
tive effects of (Bl and conventional insEftruction upon problem students' atti-
tudes.

Psychometrie Atﬁmute§"9f:Appitudina; Me=asures

Attitudinal dita may be inconsistent  because of problems with some of the
instruments used in measuring these data. . Knerr and Nawrocki (1978) have
noted that most attitudinal instruments ==are designed ad hoc with neither the
items not the metric properties of the sc=—ales described. As stated by King
(1975):

Most (attitulinal) studies are exper—imental-constructed tests

For example, lenkins and Dankert (19&81) indicated that reliable data were
collected; howewr, descriptions of the —items and the test-retest reliabili-
ties were not providled. And Bangert-Drow—wns et al. (1985) and Kulik et al.
(1980) failed todescribe the reliabilit—ies of the different attitudinal
measures reviewel in their reports.

Several of the previously cited stud=—ies (e.g., Avner, 1981; Dallman et
al. 1977; Knerr klawrocki 1978; Longo, 1972; Loyd & Gressard 1984b and
Mevarech & Rich, 1985) have developed or used attitudinal measures with ap-
parently sufficimt reliabilities. Meva=rech and Rich measured students' per-=
ceptions of the instructional enviropmen—t with a questionnaire developed by
Epstein and MePartland (1976). This Que==stionnaire had a known internal con-
sistency coefficlent of .84. Longo repozrted nearly identical attitudinal
scores on the sar items for two separate=e studies, which indicates that the
measures were rellable. Perhaps, then, pFpotential reliability problems with
attitudinal measwres can be eliminated b—y using established questionnaires or
by replicating the results. Other thap ~ the few studies cited in this report
(e.g., Dallman etal's, 1977 and Longo's ), a lack of replicated findings
comparing CBI toother media exists in tEThis research literature.

Avner (1972) argued that reliability for attitudinal measures should not
be determined byuing a large number of -~ items selected for internal consis-
tency. Rather, ahighly reliable single item should be used for each attitude
to be measured. e has claimed that ped=uecing the number of items allows the
researcher to saple student opinions moz-re frequently without encroaching on
the students' good will or the limited ¢.=lass time available. And reliability
measures which are based upon internal ct«-onsistency can be a misleading indi-
cation of the qustionnaire's value, begtz=-ause such a group of items can only
be vaguely interreted. Except for a fe— w studies conducted by Avner and
associates, the reliability of single it--em attitudinal measures has rarely
been determined.
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Problems may also exist with the validity of the attitudinal measures
used in CBI research. Discrepancies between students! responses to question-
naires and more objective data have been found by Knerr & Nawrocki (1978);
Shlechter (1985); and Wood and Pitz (1985). Shlechter, for example, noticed
that soldiers reported that using a light pen was relatively easy, when in
fact many of their errors related to problems with using this responding
mechanism. Additional efforts to compare self-reports with objective per=
formance measures seem warranted. As stated by Avner (1972):

While the questionnaire provides a convenient and useful method
of gathering student data in certain situations (e.g., students!
learning to use a system) there is no alternative to direct
observation of student behavier (p5) -

Bessemer (personal communication, October 31, 1985) has suggested
that attitudinal data must be validated by students' actual use of an imple-
mented sysatem.

Another threat to GBI attitudinal measures is that items regarding social
desirability are not ineluded. This problem is especially important for
studies (e.g., Dallman et al. 1977; and Tatsuoka and Misselt, 1978) in which
instructors have been part of the evaluation process. Reasons for inecluding
a soclal desirability measure will be elaborated upon in the next few pages.

Problematic attitudinal measures are frequently found in the CBI litera-
ture. As indicated, psychometric Problems with these measures were observed
in studies with favorable and in Studies with neutral outeomes about
student's preference for CBI. These measurement problems tend to further
limit coneclusions about CBI and student attitudes.

Factora Affecting Student Attitudes

The main factor affecting students' attitudes should be the CBI program's
instructional value. Gleason (1981) has claimed that students do reaect very
" positively to good CBI programs and reject poor programs. Clement (1981) has
also noted that CBI lesson materials which reduce student error rates may be
beneficial to maintaining and producing positive attitudes. Clement and
Gleason however, do not provide any data supporting their positions.

Limited evidence exists about the effects of performance upon student
attitudes. King (1975) reported only one stucy (Mitzel & Wodtke, 1965) which
examined the relationship between attitudes and performance. Mitzel & Wodtke
found that a significant positive correlation existed between these varia-
bles. On the other hand, Tatsuoka and Misselt (1978) could not find any
substantial relationships between military students' gain-scores on a CBI
training program and attitudinal measures. This study investigated students!
CBI use and their attitudes toward four different courses at Chanute Air
Force Base. Correlations between students' gain-scores and attitudinal in-
dexes of instructional effectiveness and positive affect were not significant
at levels of .19 and .21, respectively. Significant correlations (p <€ .05)
of .32 and -.29 for the instructional effectiveness and positive affect
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used to determine the correlational coefficients. The .19 and .32 correla-
tions dealt with students' perceptions of PLATO's effectiveness and perform-
ance while the other two correlations involved students' positive feelings
toward CBI and performance. Tatsuoka and Misselt never explained the reason
for the directional shift in the second set of correlations. Also, as re-
ported, Alderman et al. (1978) found that students had less favorable atti-
tudes toward TICCIT than toward conventional instruction, but TICCIT was
found to be more effective for some educational measures. A link then has
noet been found between attitudes and instructional quality.

A link does seem to exist between users' attitudes and human factors
issues (Avner, 1986, King, 1975; Magidson, 1978; McVey, Clauer, & Taylor,
1984; Shlechter, 1985; and Tatsuoka & Misselt, 1978). Avner found correla-
tions of .80 between users' (28 instructors) ratings and system reliability.
He also found a significant point-biseral correlation of .593 between in-
structors' ratings and the decision to continue/discontinue the use of the
PLATO system. Tatsuoka and Misselt found correlations of .-43 and -.45 be-
tween students' perceptions of mechanical failures and students' attitudes
toward the system's acceptability and instructional effectiveness, respec-
tively. McVey et al., discussed the possibility that hardware features might
affect users' comfort. As stated by MeVey et al.:

A thorough review paper by Campbell and Durden (1983) suggests
that there are many overlooked factors contributing to the hu-
morous accusation that VDT (CRT) means "Visual Discomfort Termi-
nals." (p1)

Other reports from the human factors literature (e.g., Dainoff, Happ, &
Crane, 1981; IBM, 1984; Helander & Rupp, 1984; and Rupp, 1981) have also
discussed problems with CRTs. Dainoff et al. found that visual fatique was
more pronounced among typists using CRTs than for typists using print-based
terminals. They also noted that these differences in visual fatique were not
related to amount of work or other job pressures.

Different CRT standards have been recently developed by different coun-
tries and agencies, e.g., Department of Defense (DoD) to control for possible
problems with the design of these terminals (Helander & FRupp, 1981). Unfor-
tunately, as noted by Helander and Rupp, the DoD standards have emphasized
productivity over operator comfort and convenience. Possible instructional
inefficiency, however, may be associated with "visual discomfort terminals"
as students may not be able to use these terminals for an extended period of
time. Reliable attitudinal data are needed for ascertaining specific problems
that students may have with the CBI system.

Useful information about CBI programs has been obtained when attitudinal
measures have been used to ascertain specific iassues. Tatsuoka and Misselt
(1978) found thut students' responses tc open-ended attitudinal questions
were helpful in revising poorly developed CBI lessons. Avner (personal com-
munication, November 1985) discovered through such open-ended responses posi-
tive attributes of CBI, such as scheduling flexibility for students, which
would not have been discovered through other procedures. And Shlechter
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{1985) rfound through students' interview responses that a particular systenm

r might be best used as a supplement to the conventional instructional program.
Attitudinal measures, especially open-ended questions, may then be most use=
ful for providing formative feedback about students!' perceptions of a sysas-
tem's strengths and weaknesses.

Factors other than the CBI System may unduly influence students' atti-
tudes. Abrami and Mizener (1982) noted that teacher attitudes had a substan-
tial effect upon students' attitudes in conventional instruction courses.
Avner (1985) demonstrated that teachers' attitudes toward CBI did effect
students' attitudes toward the s8ystem. Avner used exemplary and mediocre CBI
courseware, as judged by a panel of CBI professionals. He found that stu-
dents initially judged both programs to be either positive or negative de-
pending upon the teachers! positive or negative feelings toward the system.
An examination of the data, however, indicated that students who had teachers
with positive attitudes toward CBI still--after a month's period--maintained
positive attitudes toward the medioecre program. Also, -these students had
slightly more positive attitudes toward CBI than the students in the
exemplary CBI materials-hostile teacher condition. Teachers'attitudes could
then confound students' CBI attitudinal data.

Because of the unique relationship between military instructors and their
students, evaluations of military CBI programs would be especially prone to
problems associated with instructor attitudes. Military instructors need to
be involved in the evaluation process. Draxl and Aggen (1981), and Gray
(1986) have described the need to give briefings to enlist military instrue-
tors interest in, and support of, new instructional systems. Military in-
structors' attitudes--as civilian instructors! attitudes——may also be
influenced by their superiors' beliefs. Indeed it is hard to imagine how
these instructors can remain neutral toward CBI when their Superiors, e.g.,
Sullivan (1985), have indicated that this medium will be an integral part of
all future Army training. Such briefings by CBI evaluators and Army staff
may engender positive attitudes in instructors, while militating against
obtaining unbiased reports from students. Military students may be more
reluctant than civilian students to state their dislike of a CBI system,
because military instructors have much more power over their students than do
conventional teachers. This possible difference between military and civil-
ian students can explain why more favorable comments toward CBI have been
found in the military training literature than in the civilian literature.

Another possible confounding in attitudinal research is novelty effects.
As previously reported, Clark (1983 and 1985a) has claimed that students are
initially motivated and enthusiastic to learn from a new CBI program. Ques-
tions, though, remain about a system's ability to sustain students! interest
and motivation. Pagliaro (1983), in a year-long study of a CBI program for
pharmacology students, found that these students reported the system to be
significantly less interesting across testing periods. The magnitude of the
decrements in students? ratings, however, was not great.

Other CBI reports (e.g., Avner, 1985; Ford et al. 1972; King, 1975; and
Magidson, 1978) have not been able to find any substantial effects for CBI
experience upon attitudinal data. Ford et al. found that long-term CBI users'
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attitudes toward CBI were more positive than the attitudes of first-time
users. The long-time users were fifty students out of more than 200 sampled
who had prior experience with CBI. Avner showed that subjects across the
different experimental conditions reported more positive attitudes toward the
CBI system with inereased usage. Thus, novelty effects as defined by length
of CBI experience do not seem to have a major influence upon students' atti-
tudes.

Clark and his associates (e.g., Clark & Salomon, 1985) also suggested
that students would prefer any newer instructional technologies over the
established ones--"program novelty effects." Support for "program novelty
effects" comes from Simonson's (1980) extensive review of the CBI literature.
Simonson has concluded that students seemingly prefer to learn from any new
instructional mode, e.g., instructional T.V. or programmed instruction, over
conventional instruction. Shlechter (1985) reported that students preferred
a CBI system to conventional instruction because of the individualized in-
struction associated with this system. These students would then seemingly
prefer any individual mode of instruction over conventional instruction. As
has been previously argued, individualized instruction characterizes nearly
all modern instructional innovations.

Juola (1977) reported findings which conflicted with those previously
cited about new media and student attitudes. Seven hundred freshmen at
Michigan State University found instructional television and programmed in-
struction to be undesirable instructional media. Juola's study, however, is
not typical of this research literature. Future research is needed in which
students' CBI attitudes are compared with attitudes for other: (a) equiva-
lent instructional media and (b) new instructional modes.

Conclusions

Inconsistent and confounding findings are predominate in the CBI attitud-
inal findings. Furthermore, these problematic findings seem to relate to
factors other than courseware differences. CBI systems should not be imple-
mented based primarily upon attitudinal data. Recommendations have also been
made about using attitudinal data for formative feedback, making attitudinal
comparisons with other new and equivalent instruectional technologies, using
objective measures to validate the subjective attitudinal measures, and con=
ducting more naturalistic attitudinal studies. Such naturalistie studies
would ultimately provide CBI professionals with the most useful data about

CBI and student motivation.
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Summary and Recommendations

Consistent empirical support does not exist for the claimed advantages of
CBI over other instructional media for: a) reducing training time; b) reduc-
ing life cycle costs; c¢) facilitating students!' mastery of the instructional
materials; d) accommodating individual learning differences;: and e) motivat—
ing students' learning. The lack of empirical support for these issues is
not totally explained by problematic courseware. As discussed, some course-
ware was created by some of the finest instructional designers. And some
benefits of CBI, €.g£., training-reductions, have been attributable to in-
structional features which are inherent in any individualized instructional
media. CBI's inherent superiority as a primary instruetional medium has thus
not keen established.

Notwithstanding these mixed findings, future generations of CBI, e.g.,
ICBI, do promise to have a significantly positive impact upon students?'
cognitive processes. This medium also promises to help slow learners.
Unfortunately, problematic research practices prohibit any conclusions about
CBI and slow learners. Also, CBI does not Seem to be a dehumanizing
instructional experience.

Problematic research procedures were also found throughout the CBI 1it-
erature. Most noticeable of these research problems were: a) confoundings
due to differences in instructional content; b) making comparisons with inap-
propriate media; c¢) confoundings due to "program novelty effects" and
"teacher attitudes;" and d) findings which were not replicated. Recommenda-
tions have also been made that future CBI evaluations: a) be conducted on
fully implemented systems; b) examine hidden 1lirfe cycle costs for each imple-
mentation; ¢) examine the effects of human factors variables upon a system's
cost=effectiveness; d) examine the effects of human factors variables upon
students' comfort; e) examine students’ abilities to transfer the instruc-
tional information; f) measure the unwarranted additional instructions ass=o-
ciated with the experimental or control treatments; g) control for possible
confoundings due to insufficient testing durations; h) examine interactions
between students! characteristies and specific delivery features and CBI
systems; and i) use attitudinal data for formative but not summative evalua-
tion. Clearer answers abeut CBI's inherent value--in general and for spe-
cifiec system!'s--would be obtained if future CBI investigations deal with the
research problems and recommendations cited in this paragraph.

This paper's methodological issues reflect the complexities in CBI evalu-
ation. Ideally, CBI evaluations should be done by a team of professionals
from various disciplines--military or eivilian education, human factors,
educational psychology, and instructional technology. Also some time consum-

ing and expensive evaluation procedures must be employed. To the extent that

CBI evaluation is used to compare CBI to other instructional media, especial-

ly conventional instruetion, then both eross-sectional and longitudinal data
should be collected. & cross-=sectional design is needed for initial assess-
ments of students' CBI performance, while longitudinal data are necessary to
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ascertain the long-term learning and attitudes associated with the CBI sys-
tem. The longitudinal data can also be used as a reliability check. System-
atic programs are needed in which priorities are assigned to independent
variables and variables are systematically manipulated and measured in suc=
cessive studies using the same CBI system. The systematic analyses would
provide information about the relationship between estimated and life cycle
costs. Also programmatic research is needed to provide further insights into

hardware problems.

Another issue in CBI evaluations concerns the traditional use of forma-
tive evaluations for debugging the CBI's programs problem areas. Williges,
Williges, and Elkerton (in press) have noted that formative evaluation is
central to the design of any eomputer system. They fail, however, to mention
the necessity for conducting a similar formative evaluation upon the existing
or comparative instructional system(s). These discrepant evaluation proce-
dures will certainly lead to the possibility of making confounded comparisons
because the CBI program is operating at optimal efficiency while the same
cannot be said for the comparative media.

Formative evaluations should also be conducted after the initial experi-
mental data have been collected, rather than as traditionally done prior to
the experimental process. Such formative evaluation data could help deter-
mine the reasons for the experimental findings. Furthermore, the formative
data could also help determine the rezearch program's next phase. As sug-
gested by Boldovici and Scott (1984), =valuators should thus initially deter-
mine the CBI system's relative effieciency and then pinpoint the reasons that
the system was more, less, or equally effective than was the comparative
media. The evaluator's role is to assess objectively a system's instruction-
al value and not to help with the design process.

Financial, temporal, and personnel limitations may prohibit the extensive
evaluation procedures recommended in this report. Needless CBI studies could
be eliminated if the evaluation team could build upon the works done by other
teams on that system. Presently, communications problems among CBI profes-
sionals present an obstaecle to this building process. Many previous evalua-
tions of CBI systems are not easily available. Bangert-Drowns et al's (1985)
meta-analysis of the CBI literature ineluded only six published studies out
of more than forty studies examined. This author also found that many CBI
reports could only be found through corporation and military archives. And
some studies which showed unfavorable results regarding a CBI system's effec-
tiveness were not available for distribution.

A CBI handbook, suech as Buros' Mental Measurement Yearbooks, is needed to
provide a common information source for CBI professionals about different CBI
systems and corresponding evaluations. This handbook should include a de-
tailed description of the studied sample, research instruments, research
procedures, and findings. Such information would help prospective CBI
implementers to determine the best system for their instructional needs, or
to discover that previous CBI evaluations might not be transferable to their
situations. The military has tried to establish such a CBI library with the
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TRIADS program (see Dallman et al., 1983 for a description of this program) ;
however, TRIADS consists of a library of CBI programs without corresponding
evaluation data,

Questions do remain about the optimal situations for implementing a CBI
System. As indicated throughout this report, CBI may be best used as an
instructional teol to supplement the established instructional program rather
than as the primary instructional medium. Yet, using CBI to supplement
rather than replace other instructional modes raises further questions about
the costs associated with this medium. If CBI can help problem learners than
it would be worth the additional expenditures.

Ancther situational aspect involves determining the appropriate CBI 8ys=-
tem for the instructional situation. The Army, for example, must decide on
such options as using a hand-held tutor or microcomputer System to teach
maintenance students. With all these research decisions, evaluators would do
better to shift focus from questions of the inherent Superiority of CBI to
the identification of conditions under which CBI and alternative media pro-
duce and do not produce the desired results. Various media have various
strengths which must be first enumerated and then matched with intended ip-
Structional settings, objectives, and resources.

Widespread implementation of CBI for all educational situations is not
recommended. Such indiseriminate use of CBI could lead to the abandonment of
this instructional technology, because the research evidence has indicated
that at present the promises may outweigh this medium's potential. CBI may
be useful as an instructional tool which can help make established instruc-
tional program more effective. And CBI researchers must help determine those
situations for which instructors can best use this medium.

Conclusions
hAEb b o A

In closing, CBI's effectiveness over other alternative media Ffor military
training has yet to be established. CBI can provide the military with
standardization of instruction and provide reserve components with needed
sustainment training. Alse future generations of CBI, especially ICBI's,
with potential advanees in hardware, software, and courseware design could
make this medium more effective. The military research comnunity must be
more careful in conducting future CBI evaluations and must be careful not to
overstate the promises of this medium. Researchers of military training
programs should also focus upon determining the learning tasks most suitable
for CBI, and should concentrate on helping the military education community
to most effectively integrate computers in.already established instructional
programs.
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Final Implications

1. Consistent evidence does not exist to support the instructional superior-
ity of CBI over other media.

2. Future generations of CBI, such as ICBI, promise to help students' cogni-
tive processes. This medium also promises to help slow learners. Unfortu-
nately, problematic research practices prohibit any conclusions about CBI and
slow learners.

3. Problematic research procedures are found throughout this literature.

4. The methodological recommendations discussed in page 31 must be incorpo-
rated in future CBI evaluation.

5., The evaluation team ideally would consist of professionals from various
diseiplines.

6. Programmatic research on CBI systems should be conducted which includes
both ceross-secticnal and longitudinal studies.

7. Formative evaluation should be conducted on the different media being
compared.

8. Formative evaluation should be conducted upon completion of the initial
experimental study.

9. A CBI handbook should be developed which contains information about pre-
vious CBI evaluations.

10. CBI researchers should shift focus from examining the inherent superior-
ity of this medium to identifying conditions for using computers in the in=

structional process.

11. Widespread implementation of CBI for all educational situations is not
recommended .
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