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The Project

This paper reports a project being done in collaboration with teachers and administra-
tors in an elementary school in an affluent suburban school district. The purpose of the
project, still in progress, is to formulate a theory of curriculum change that will be useful
to people in the school, the school district, and the community interested in intensifying
the integration of computer technology in the teaching of various subjects in the school.
While computers are widely used in the businesses and professions of the parents of chil-
dren in the school, and widely present in the children’s homes, computers are little used
in teaching and few teachers in the school are skilled in using computers and thoughtful
about the possibilities for integrating them into their teaching.

Dating back to 1982, the school district has constituted several task forces, each of
which has issued a report, in an effort to conceptualize and implement greater integration
of computer technology in instruction. Members of the task forces have been very
knowledgeable about education and computers, in addition to which the town is in pro-
cess of installing a computer network covering town offices, the town library, and the
schools; however, the level of use of computers in teaching remains low. Thus, the focal
problem can be represented in terms of a growing discrepancy between the use of com-
puters by citizens in the community and the integration of computers into the curriculum
of the school (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The Growing Discrepancy in Computer Use between School and Community.
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Methodology

Drawing on an extensive literature on organizational change in schools! and on insights
from repeated interviews with the school principal and interviews with the assistant su-
perintendent for instruction and two teachers, as well as the task force reports, an exten-
sive set of hypotheses was formulated about the factors and relationships influencing the
integration of computer technology into teaching in the school. A list of factors in in-
cluded in Appendix A. The essential relationships represented in the model are described
in the following brief descriptions.

1. Computer use tends to be self-reinforcing through increasing (a) teacher and student
skills, (b) amount and complexity of software suited to different subject matters and
supporting enriched and individualized instruction, () numbers of computers and
amount of software, (d) class time spent using computers, and (¢) community sup-
port for using computers for instruction.

2. Computer use tends to be limited by costs of hardware, software, training, and facili-
ties and by demands on teacher preparation time related to changes in the degree of
enrichment and individualization of instruction.

3. Community support for using computers for instruction is influenced positively by
the importance of computers in the wider world.

4. School finances are constrained asymptotically by the tax rate as a fraction of the
maximum tax rate acceptable to the community .2

5. Use of computer software for instruction is positively influenced by teacher percep-
tions of its effectiveness in achieving their instructional objectives.

6. In summary, while there are many potential self-reinforcing loops which could be
hamnessed to generate growth in the use of computers for instruction in the elemen-
tary school under analysis, growth is ultimately bounded by financial ~onstraints re-
lated to the willingness of the community to bear the tax burden and by the willing-
ness of teachers to put in the preparation time required to take advantage of the po-
tential of computer instruction to enrich and individualize instruction.

1 See, for example, (Baldridge, 1975; Baldridge & Deal, 1983; Berman, 1981; Berman & McLaughlin,
1975; Charters & Pellegrin, 1972; Crandall & Loucks, 1983; Evans, 1996, Firestone & Corbett, 1988;
Fullan, 1985; Fullan, 1991; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Gaynor, 1977, Hall & Hord, 1984; Havelock, 1973;
House, 1981; Huberman, 1983; Huberman & Miles, 1982, Huberman & Miles, 1984; Klein, 1967; Louis
& Sieber, 1979; Miles, 1983; Rogers, 1983; Rosenblum & Louis, 1981; Sarason, 1971; Smith & Keith,
1971; Weick, 1982; Wolcott, 1977; Zaltman & Duncan, 1977)

2 That is, the closer the tax rate gets to the theoretical limit of the maximum acceptable tax rate, the harder
it becomes politically to raise taxes any further.
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The central hypotheses highlight the importance of teachers and student learning as
powerful factors in the success or failure of the computer integration effort. Seemingly
obvious, such understandings are frequently overlooked in curriculum reform efforts.
From reflection on these hypotheses, a general hypothesis was developed to describe the
overall dynamics affecting the use of computer technology in teaching. According to this
“dynamic hypothesis,” there are a number of factors that build upon each other, in what
are called “positive feedback loops,” either to increase or decrease the rate of integrating
computers into instruction.

Such feedback loops are analogous to those that drive inflation and depression (for ex-
ample, the so-called wage-price spiral, when the labor supply is tight and there are no
other factors exerting pressure to hold prices down). By way of illustration, we
hypothesized such a type of relationship among “Funds Available for Computers in
Instruction,” “Amount of Software Available for Instruction,” “Training” (of teachers),
«“Teacher Knowledge and Skills,” “Teacher Perceptions of the Instructional Suitability of
Computers,” “Complexity of Computer Applications Used in Instruction,” “Degree of
Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction,” and “Student Learning Rate” (Figure 2).
These factors are configured theoretically in a positive feedback system constituted ofa
number of interlocking positive feedback loops. As one factor grows, it exerts upward
pressure on the others; by contrast, if one factor declines, it tends to pull the others
down, too.

Funds Available
for Computers in
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Figure 2. Illustrative Positive Feedback System.

The dynamic hypothesis also incorporates the idea that the “problem system” incor-
porates little thermostat systems which, like those that control heating and cooling in
one's home, work to maintain certain status quo conditions. One, for example, resists
changes in the ratio of “Required Teacher Preparation Time” to “Teacher Discretionary
Time” (Figure 3). As in the previous example (Figure 2), the positive relationships are
reinforcing. Thus, “Class Time Using Computers” reinforces the “Degree of Enrichment
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Teacher Preparation Time to Teacher Discretionary Time.” However, the cycle of rein-
forcement is broken in the next paired relationship, in which the causal effect is shown as
negative (inverse) instead of positive (direct).

The effect of this is to limit the degree of enrichment and individualization of instruc-
tion and class time using computers in order to keep required teacher preparation time
with whatever zone of acceptance exists among teachers in the school. Thus, the model
portrays an interlocking set of reinforcing and limiting feedback loops including these that,
according to the theory, influence the course of curriculum change in the school (Figure
4)3

Degree of Enrichment
and Individualization of ¥

Instruction
+ .
Required ¥eacher Class Time Using
Preparation Time Com%uters
Ratio of Required
Teacher Preparation

—®  Timeto Teacher —
Discretionary time

Figure 3. Illustrative Negative Feedback System.

Summary and Conclusions

Based on the literature on organizational change in schools and interviews with teach-
ers and administrators in an affluent suburban school district, hypotheses were put for-
ward about the factors influencing the introduction and integration of computer technol-
ogy in an elementary school (Appendix A) and the relationships among those factors. A
causal-loop diagram was formulated depicting these factors and relationships visually
(Appendix B) and, based on this causal-loop diagram, a set of sector flow diagrams was
defined as a basis for writing model equations (see Appendix D for the equations for the
student and teacher sectors). Many of these equations describe tables of relationship that
characterize mathematically the effects of some variables on others.

3 For a fuller discussion of systems thinking and system dynamics modeling, see Gaynor, A. K. (in press).
Analyzing problems in schools and school systems: A theoretical approach. Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum.
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While it is hoped that the paper suggests the p0551b111t1es of the system dynamics
method for theorizing in education and the social sciences, the present work is incomplete
at this point in time. However, hopefully, what is visible to the reader, even at this in-
complete stage of development, is the extent to which such models expose systematically
the structure of a theoretical position both in terms of the variables that define the bound-
aries of the theory (i.e., those that are included in it and those that are not) and the math-
ematical specification of hypothesized relationships (even where the theoretical under-
standings are largely qualitative and speculative and the precise effects among variables
are not known with certainty).

Not only are such models more clearly open to critical examination than verbal models
at the level of construct validity-because mathematical computer models can be run so as
to produce outputs in the form of tables and graphs containing longitudinal data-but also
the coherence and predictive validity of such models can be tested in ways not available in
examining less rigorous theoretical expositions.
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Appendix A: Hypothesized Factors & Relationships

Factors
\ dministrati
Administrative support for teacher integration of computers into their instruction will
be influenced by:

1. The expectations of the parents.

2. The extent to which administrators inherently value computers as an object
of instruction in schools.

3. Administrators’ beliefs about the value of computers in enhancing basic stu-
dent learnings.

4.  What administrators know about computers in general, including their com-
puter skills.

Budgetary constraints

1. Investments in computers and training will be subject to budgetary con-
straints.

2. Purchases of computer facilities, equipment, and software will be financially
constrained.

. : :

1. Community expectations for computer use in the school are influenced by
the community’s awareness of computer use in other schools and school dis-

tricts.

2.  Community expectations for computer use in the school are influenced by
the degree of computer use in the community.

3.  The community is sensitive to costs.
Co rs in nts’

1. The availability of computers in students’ homes is influenced by the inte-
gration of computers into instruction in the school.

2.  The availability of computers in students’ homes is influenced by the avail-
ability of computers in the school. (May cut both ways.)




Investment in computers

1. Investment in computer resources is influenced by the school systems sup-
port for the integration of computers in instruction.

R is and .

1. Rewards and incentives for integrating computers in instruction are influ-
enced by the school system’s support for it.

School system support

1.  The school system’s support for the integration of computers in instruction
in the school is influenced by state standards, if any.

2. The school system’s support for the integration of computers in instruction
in the school is influenced by the community.

3. The school system’s support for the integration of computers in instruction
in the school is influenced by budget considerations.

4.  The school system’s support for the integration of computers in instruction
in the schooal is influenced by School Committee politics.

5. The school system’s support for the integration of computers in instruction
in the school is influenced by the teachers.

Teacher attitudes

1.  Teacher attitudes regarding the use of computers in the school will affect the
degree to which they integrate computers into their instruction.

2. Perceptions concerning ease of use will be influenced by teachers’ knowledge
and skills related to computers and computer software.

Teacher integration of computers into instruction
Teacher integration of computers into their instruction will be influenced by:
1.  External rewards and incentives.
2.  Student computer skills.
3.  The availability of computers for instruction.

4. The availability of computers in students’ homes.

10



S.  The availability of necessary materials and equipment.

6. The availability of software in their fields of instruction.

7.  The belief that computer literacy is an important basic skill.

8.  The degree to which other teachers in the school use computers in their
teaching.

9.  The degree to which other teachers in their subject fields use computers in
their teaching.

10. The degree to which their students use computers.

11. The ease of use of computers and software.

12. The expectations of other teachers.

13. The expectations of the administration.

14. The expectations of the parents of their students.

15. The expectations of the students.

16. The extent to which teachers inherently value computers as an object of in-
struction in schools.

17. The software in their fields of instruction that is available in the school.

18. The technical support they get to do it.

19. The training they get to do it.

20. Teachers’ beliefs about the value of computers in enhancing basic student
learnings.

21. What teachers know about computers in general, including their computer
skills.

22. What they know about using computers in their fields of instruction.

Technology environment

1.  Changes in the global computer environment will affect the community’s ex-
pectations for the school.

2.  The availability in the school of software in different fields of instruction is

influenced by knowledge of the nature and quality of “what’s out there.”

10

11



3. Knowing what’s out there is influenced by time and effort expended to ex-
amine and evaluate software in the different subject areas.

Traini

Training for integrating computers in instruction is influenced by the school system’s
support for it.

11
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Appendix B: Full Causal-loop Diagram

12

13




- TTAY ADDD 1534

Vi

UO[IONUISU| Jo) B|qeleAy
s19indwo) uojFeULIO] WOl
Buysn J0) saeyoeD | +
jo uojuBooey »
lojessiuwpy woid \1 6ley Bupuee ES_:m

suoyeB(iqo0

uotonis) ejoH-1lINK
s16indwo) o Aiqelns == 1oj eiqereay " g PO
feuofonusu| syl jo *.., Ve QUEMIOS aQuLdLt]
suojidodsed S8peel 0l + T, /7 0 !:oE< o1
SEPIS +
fooyas ui

—
S il 11 T
I +,. Eou__-m :// + + \ ouw)L Areuoyjessia fl\\ o)L pouBjesy
\\\\ ~ * siendwod 18yoe0 |
\ / \ an_mw L sSEO w4
\ /
Bujwee ouwij] uojesedsid
.s \ o.ﬂmova_w o h._ /./ sepee) peqnbey ajey Bujuree
supis 1eindwod ! o+ + « _ // é wepnis fer
bujyoeeL ewiL . Fey A2 uonoRIIsy] |0 A P sseyndwo) Buisn
NN uopnisy + \\ UOHBZIEADIAIPUL = coorre” ‘- wou) BuBe WePNIS
A 10) oiqeiRAY @~ N\ PUE JUBLIYOLUT t.l Bueen efey WepNIS POABOIed SWAEd O]
/ Ay UOJBULIOR| dh~rrsyazTl T \ ) _o oo._aoo ey 9.::53 Hopnis .A...
/ o r// AN / \ SN’
\ woassse|) ydse3 HJ —_ +,V m_zm b\'/ / ,4 .
/ ;. c__% Woﬁ::z ~% ebpamouy ~, N s1einduso) Bursn wo)
\ : / / // seyoeo) + R ' uojnsu) Ul pesn BuRLEET WEPNIS 1O
1 {0 suoeoyddy 10INduoDwt & ondeqied SIOEESL
squ] Jeindwo) —— / / % - z o b_xo_.»:oo / s iy
10 J0QUNN ~ / oy N e
A e /\/ \ BureiL o \ + st o sowauod
] steindwo) jo b___am::m epniS Woi4

|
]
§
{ £
: ’ \ N
| / ~ f AN~ o
\ NN M- Fy | mopumS
/ + sieyoee) BupH } ” o2 . /

efey Wwepnis fejjui/eley ¢ /
« VI SIIpiS Jeindwo)

Bujures epnis wolj SWOH I8 sseindwo)
//z + 10 @51} JUBPNIS uosseydu3 - ¥
W
siejndwo) Buisn + //
woyy Bujwee wepnis | uojionisy .

poAdled SWAEd ./¢+..? u; sseindwo) Buisn 10y
yoddng Ayunuwiwo)

siemyos Jeindwod Jo

\
UO[IOnUIsU] 40} OfqQei[eAy Ayjenp jsuOpRONUISU)

8JeM)0S JO Junowy

++y/

m_oSaEco Buisn
euw|] sse|) waig

WOoH

eyl uj sieindwo) ey Xxel
j0Jequinp eBrieay / eiqmideday E:EWwE stondwod
" o Aygeley ouwn | ssetd ol

v:w__»___gc oISyl s19indwod Bursn
+ 10 sseindwo) Uy Buisn 40} S1840B8 L +
is0181u) s_e.m_seﬁ“\\ﬂ 1o uoyjuBodeyy
lojes
+\+ JRIISRIIDY
Jeindwo)d

u) iseselu| |euosled
JojRAIS|UIWPY




Appendix C: Sector Diagrams

14

16




LT
8T

yosdwogioyddnguwo)d .

humc_ano::. 501944Yy2 )

10 HUOSISIloH3 I0IVIHUQIOSd L4oH3

101V 1HU0 DS d 4043 101V 1HUoSOSZions ‘ ‘

)¢
r

|Dlviogsojoy 1DIWdujjoy
e
)

nsujdwonisalajujwpy

& €3

uo (o)
dwonBusnuoL60E Py 10IVIY _¢ viou3

I 8iqel

[

@ 7 101085 l0)jesISiuiwpYy




02 61

HONIH4UOHONJoH3
HONROELj|ewioN

Bupmsjoaiey

awoHIaddionlaquinN

2 Bupnigjoareyiul 2 10Sd1iguoTsioy3

SOSOIHUOHONIOH3
1oddngjossofioeli4jeWION

(g~ |

lopag Ajunwwo)




ajeyxe | 9oyxep

@ 12

oneyxe]

. ! dllguooliey |jo)j3

Hiqgyguooney 1jo43

H1iguosOsOioy3

H.1ulioujoy

yosdwooniojddngwwo)

Hisupuail

‘h

Ovdi4uosPSOJol3

Jsujdwoisalyujwpy

oviaguodLsyol3
OvdiguolDwiola

‘.. Ovduuoegjoy RV Juisdujjoy =
() ) C

dwonioyjieAyspung

10}09g jeloueuld




Ve €c

SO0D|uldujjodeyIdel 4

SODIWidujjoarey

miyosdwojolenpnsuy| 63

P

dwojlojjidayspun 4

dwoniadisoniany )

’ seajuidwopiaquiny 1SUIdWODIsaIBIU WY o ONHUOIONIOUS

181ndwonjoayiIaAy o

-\.

030jodsejosqQOjoaley JONOJU|josey palsisagdwopiaqunN
‘L’r. ® @ 2

mmm_o;ommc_n_&. QUINN

pap3NdwoQaquinN
sse|nladpnisiaquinN é ‘ swooisse|DjolaquinN
- 4

Q\

m q 10108S elem}jog/alempiep




Jc

G¢c

Koljod4buiutes ] josweiqawt ) liquodpv4io}3

Buiuresjunoagjoy Bujutes | uoujjoy

3

Buiuresy liyuojovion3

HSO3Qgyuodiviol3 4

HSO31HUo|DIVioH3
1sujdwoisaisiujwpy

HSO34%(QjoH

100085 Buuresy g BuuH




8¢

SOLLIHUOSBYNOLIONT LG
Koijo4joewelrqawi]
sliMSBIMOUNdWODIYD |
SOL 110850 Y0sleY SOL1utujoy
dwopoaw] ssejn
sipsdwogBuiyoes | ow | OOIHUOOIONIONT
® _
000}0ss0YosteHIoRI N0OIHUONDI0H3
‘ ‘ NQOIHUOS IO LIoNT sse[oyoe3uIduIo
ND0IP3HIoH noounafiet - OLOIHUOSENOLIoH3

‘ 6 - ‘ 01014uod 10jol3 .
a ' l _i
0.104ioel

asndwoojoxaidwo) . J1ouiPnpayioy 1 Qulidujjoy

mw ‘ s|iSgimouydwoniyoL

J‘

O101HuUOoO3ONIPH3

NOOIHUOSOOI) o " - i‘
: J

myosdwogjoienpisui

€3

duioDaWILSSeID A ) A hooALHYIONS

‘ dwonbuisnyal Bosaywpy

m A4 10109 [euononsnsuj




HONSonundiseqd

HONSUOSOSIoNT ’ 4¢

0¢c ‘. . awopIaddwansequin

R SOSIHuoSOSiold
s|iqsdwonbuiyoes jswi}

SOSIHUOSOLLIOKT
imou3dwoo 08} \

8oua2saj0osqQjosley

w0,

dwodasnpnis

' HONSY{EHONIoH3

SOSiHuoS®MO Lol

m___v_maso%am

ir\g3uon ool
o ®374ioeld
asndwonjoxa|dwor ‘ ‘

1sHOHuUoI’83ajol3

uisso omﬁ
ISYuUIOHUoTISHIoNI 23 Hoeied

Bupnisjoaley ‘

Q <7 10)09S juapnis




1€

¢t
SBeAOLIHUOLIOHT .u SBMOLIHUOHSO3joU3
.” -~
- o BulLunSwopuoydw3 <
‘ S®YI0140959|0SA00H §MO L1ouljoY
: ma\lllrl'. AN 2
mijosdwonjojdppaisu| P o
SBAOLIHUOS®H S| SgImoyydwooiys
Q OIS THO LION3 SENOLIY0OLOI0H3
‘ SBMOLIHUPNODIoHT ‘
11SUjoAIpujRfioriugjoasibag i _
10S A |HuoSODlol3fenuaod ‘
10Sd1ayuolg3qajol3 ‘ 10Sd1IHuoS 01043 = ©
‘ 10SdLiguo|osd o3 ‘
- _ o asndwonjoxaidwon dwonsw | ssei
|0SdLuIssiqionleroesy ‘
NS dluluonedissiqioy 2Sdlduyoy 10Sd LIHUOHONIoH3
2 O— 1) C
) > v,
-lmn .
) @ @ dwognequin
nsujdwoniingaiadiysd SWOHIB4AUI0]I8qUINN
Buipnisjosiey
10Sd1Iduo|Diviol3
Bupnigjosieyiul 10Sd1idyesiona
IsHiorisyoley : , ‘
'. ‘.. ‘ nsuidwonisalsiu|wpy
10)09g 18YoRD OB
e v 1098 Jayoeal Bac




Appendix D: Equations for the Student and Teacher
Sectors

While the paper reports what is still work-in-progress, the causal-loop diagram has
been translated into what is called a system dynamics flow diagram (Appendix C). This
representation of the model incorporates 8 sectors: Administrator, Community; Financial,
Hardware/Software; Hiring & Training; Instructional; Student; and Teacher. A first set of
equations has been written for each of these sectors; however, the mathematicized model
is not yet ready for publication. Itis currently in the first stages of testing and refine-
ment. Nevertheless, in order to illustrate the nature of system dynamics modeling, pre-
liminary equations are included below for the student and teacher sectors of the model.
These sectors were selected for inclusion with this paper because the students and the
teachers are at the heart of the model Student learning is what is ultimately at stake in
schools and it is the teachers who finally make the decisions, in policy and in their own
behaviors, to use computers to one degree or another in their teaching and to incorporate
computer technology into their teaching in more or less complex and integrated ways. It
is the teachers who decide on how to use or not use computers to enrich and individualize
instruction in their classrooms. The equations are presented and explained below.

Things to Look for in the Equations

System dynamics models represent a particular way of looking at the world, thatis a
belief that the state of the world is constantly changing and that, therefore, useful theories
of problems are developmental theories. As the name "system dynamics” implies, the
world is viewed as dynamic in nature, thus developmental. Furthermore, an essential
concept of system dynamics thought is that the next stage of development is influenced
very strongly by the current state of whatever problem system one is examining.3

Thus one sees consistently in the equations the interplay between level and rate
equations. The level equations define the changing state of the system, in terms of the
changing values of its main variables (what are called state variables). One might think,
for example, of body temperature, blood pressure, heart rate, etc. as state variables of the
human biological system, those that physicians monitor as vital signs of health. Similarly,
the Federal Reserve Board in the United States monitors key indicators that project the
state of the economy, indicators on the basis of which the Fed makes key policy deci-
sions designed to affect subsequent rates of investment, inflation, and so forth.

The level (state) variables in the student sector are "Student Computer Skills" and
"Rate of Student Learning." The level variables in the teacher sector are "Teacher

3 This idea is deeply consistent with the Marxist concept of "sedimentation.” That is, historical
developments are sedimented in institutional forms which then influence the subsequent development of the
political, economic, cultural system (Habermas, 1973).
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Computer Knowledge and Skills" and "Teacher Perception of the Suitablility of
Computers for Instruction."”

Student Sector

Rate of Student Learning (t) = RateofStudLng(t - dt) + (RofChangeinRSL) * dt
Initial Rate of Student Leaming = 1

RateofStudLng = Rate of Student Learning
RofChangeinRSL = Rate of Change in the Rate of Student Learning

Rate of Change in the Rate of Student Learning =
(RateofStudLng*(Effof DE& TonR CRSL+EffofLIAIonRCRSL))*EffofRSLonRCinRSL

EffofDE&IIonRCRSL = Effect of the Degree of Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction
on the Rate of Change in the Rate of Student Learning

EffofLIAIonRCRSL = Effect of the Level of Information Available for Instruction on the Rate of
Change in the Rate of Student Learning '

EffofRSLonRCinRSL = Effect of the Rate of Student Learning on the Rate of Change in the Rate
of Student Learning

This formulation depicts changes in the rate of student learning (compared to the nor-
mal rate of one grade level per year) as a function of the effects of the enrichment and in-
dividualization of instruction and the level of information available for instruction, both of
which, it is hypothesized, are affected by the effective use, by knowledgeable and skillful
teachers, of computers in instruction. There is a body of research, not conclusive, sup-
porting these claims.

Student Computer Skills (t) = StudCompSkills(t - dt) + (RofIncrinSCS - RateofObsolescence) * dt
INIT StudCompSkills = 1
INIT StudCompSkills = Initial Level of Student Computer Skills

Rate of Increase in Student Computer Skills = (StudCompSkills*(EffofSUCHonRISCS+
EffofCTConRISCS+Effof TTCSonRISCS+Effof TCK& SonRISCS))*EffofSCSonRISCS

StudCompSkills = Student Computer Skills
RofIncrinSCS = Rate of Increase in Student Computer Skills

EffofSUCHonRISCS = Effect of Student Use of Computers at Home on the Rate of Increase in
Student Computer Skills

Effof CTConRISCS = Effect of Class Time Using Computers on the Rate of Increase in Student
Computer Skills

Effof TTCSonRISCS = Time Teaching Computer Skills on the Rate of Increase in Student
Computer Skills
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Effof TCK&SonRISCS = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills on the Rate of
Increase in Student Computer Skills

EffofSCSonRISCS = Effect of Student Computer Skills on the Rate of Increase in Student
Computer Skills

This formulation depicts increases in student computer skills (to a limit of 10) as the
additive function of student use of computers in the home, computer time in class, time
teaching computer skills, and the computer knowledge and skills of teachers.

Rate of Obsolescence in Student Computer Skills = StudCompSkills/Lifeof CompKnowl
StudCompSkills = Student Computer Skills
LifeofCompKnowl = Life of Computer Knowledge

This formulation depicts acquired student computer skills becoming obsolete over a pe-
riod of 6 years.

BasicUnitof SUCH = 280 days

BasicUnitofSUCH = Basic Unit of Student Use of Computers at Home

FractRLE&II = .025

FractRLE&II = Fractional Rate of Loss of Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction
LevofInfoAvailforInstr = NormalLevofIAI+Effof CTConLIAI+EffofSCSonLIAI
LevofInfoAvailforInstr = Level of Information Available for Instruction

NormalLevofIAI = Normal Level of Information Available for Instruction

Effof CTConLIAI = Effect of Computer Time in Classrooms on the Level of Information Available
for Instruction

EffofSCSonLIAI = Effect of Student Computer Skills on the Level of Information Available for
Instructions

LifeofCompKnowl =6

LifeofCompKnowl = Life of Computer Knowledge

NormalLevofIAI = 3.25

NormalLevofIAI = Norma! Level of Information Available for Instruction

NomalRIE&II = .025

NormalRIE&II = Normal Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction

StudUseCompHome = BasicUnitof SUCH*(Effof CT 'ConSUCH*EffofNCHonSUCH*EffofSCSonSUCH)

StudUseCompHome = Student Use of Computers at Home
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EffofCCUonE&II = GRAPH(Complexof CompUse)

Effect of Complexity of Computer Use on Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction
ComplexofCompUse = Complexity of Computer Use

(0.00, 0.00), (2.50, 0.005), (5.00, 0.01), (7.50, 0.02), (10.0, 0.025)4

Effof CTConE&II = GRAPH(ClassTimeComp)

EffofCTConE&II = Effect of Class Time Using Computers on Enrichment and Individualization
of Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (333, 0.005), (667, 0.01), (1000, 0.025)
EffofCTConLIAI = GRAPH(ClassTimeComp)

EffofCTConLIAI = Effect of Class Time Using Computers on the Level of Information Available
for Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (333, 1.00), (667, 3.00), (1000, 4.00)
EffofCTConRISCS = GRAPH(ClassTimeComp)

EffofCTConRISCS = Effect of Class Time Using Computers on the Rate of Increase in Student
Computer Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (250, 0.01), (500, 0.02), (750, 0.04), (1000, 0.05)
EffofCTConSUCH = GRAPH(ClassTimeComp)

EffofCTConSUCH = Effect of Computer Time in Classrooms on Student Use of Computers at
Home

(0.00, 1.00), (10.0, 1.00), (20.0, 1.50), (30.0, 1.75), (40.0, 2.00), (50.0, 2.00), (60.0, 1.75), (70.0, 1.50),
(80.0, 1.25), (90.0, 1.00), (100, 0.5)

EffofDE&IonRCRSL = GRAPH(DegreeofEnrich&IndivofInstr)

EffofDE&IIonRCRSL = Effect of the Degree of Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction
on the Rate of Change in the Rate of Student Learning

(0.00, 0.9), (2.50, 1.00), (5.00, 1.00), (7.50, 1.20), (10.0, 1.30)
EffofDE&IonRIE&IT = GRAPH(DegreeofEnrich&Indivoflnstr)

EffofDE&ITonRIE&II = Effect of the Degree of Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction
on the Rate of Increase in Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction

4 In each case, the numbers in parentheses are the coordinates of a graph depicting the effect of one variable
on another.
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(0.00, 1.00), (0.5, 1.00), (1.00, 1.00), (1.50, 1.00), (2.00, 1.00), (2.50, 1.00), (3.00, 1.00), (3.50, 1.00),
(4.00, 1.00), (4.50, 1.00), (5.00, 1.00), (5.50, 1.00), (6.00, 1.00), (6.50, 1.00), (7.00, 1.00), (7.50, 1.00),
(8.00, 1.00), (8.50, 1.00), (9.00, 0.05), (9.50, 0.01), (10.0, 0.00)

EffofLIAIonRCRSL = GRAPH(LevofInfoAvailforInstr)

EffofLIAIonRCRSL = Effect of the Level of Information Available for Instruction on the Rate of
Change in the Rate of Student Learning

(1.00, -0.5), (3.25, 0.00), (5.50, 0.05), (7.75, 0.1), (10.0, 0.2)
EffofNCHonSUCH = GRAPH(NumberCompPerHome)

EffofNCHonSUCH = Effect of the Number of Computers at Home on Student Use of Computers at
Home

(0.00, 0.00), (1.00, 0.5), (2.00, 1.00), (3.00, 1.25)
EffofRSLonRCinRSL = GRAPH(RateofStudLng)

EffofRSLonRCinRSL = Effect of the Rate of Student Learning on the Rate of Change in the Rate
of Student Learning

(0.00, 1.00), (0.125, 1.00), (0.25, 1.00), (0.375, 1.00), (0.5, 1.00), (0.625, 1.00), (0.75, 1.00), (0.875,
1.00), (1.00, 1.00), (1.12, 1.00), (1.25, 0.5), (1.38, 0.05), (1.50, 0.00)

EffofSCSonLIAI = GRAPH(StudCompSkills)

EffofSCSonLIAI = Effect of Student Computer Skills on the Level of Information Available for
Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (3.33, 1.00), (6.67, 3.00), (10.0, 4.00)
EffofSCSonRISCS = GRAPH(StudCompSKkills)

EffofSCSonRISCS = Effect of Stucent Computer Skills on the Rate of Increase in Student
Computer Skills

(0.00, 1.00), (0.5, 1.00), (1.00, 1.00), (1.50, 1.00), (2.00, 1.09), (2.50, 1.00), (3.00, 1.00), (3.50, 1.00),
(4.00, 1.00), (4.50, 1.00), (5.00, 1.00), (5.50, 1.00), (6.00, 1.00), (6.50, 1.00), (7.00, 1.00), (7.50, 1.00),
(8.00, 1.00), (8.50, 1.00), (9.00, 0.05), (9.50, 0.01), (10.0, 0.00)

EffofSCSonSUCH = GRAPH(StudCompSkills)

EffofSCSonSUCH = Effect of Student Computer Skills on Student Use of Computers in the Home
(0.00, 0.00), (2.50, 0.008), (5.00, 0.02), (7.50, 0.04), (10.0, 0.05)

EffofSUCHonRISCS = GRAPH(StudUseCompHome)

EffofSUCHonRISCS = Effect of Student Use of Computers in the Home on the Rate of Increase in
Student Computer Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (350, 0.01), (700, 0.02), (1050, 0.04), (1400, 0.05)
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Effof TCK&SonRIE&II = GRAPH(TchrCompKnowl&Skills)

Effof TCK&SonRIE&II = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills on the Rate of
Increase in Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (2.50, 0.005), (5.00, 0.01), (7.50, 0.02), (10.0, 0.025)
Effof TCK&SonRISCS = GRAPH(TchrCompKnowl&Skills)

Effof TCK&SonRISCS = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills on the Rate of
Increase in Student Computer Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (2.50, 0.01), (5.00, 0.02), (7.50, 0.04), (10.0, 0.05)
Effof TTCSonRISCS = GRAPH(TimeTeachingCompSkills)

Effof TTCSonRISCS = Effect of Time Teaching Computer Skills on the Rate of Increase in
Student Computer Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (25.0, 0.01), (50.0, 0.02), (75.0, 0.04), (100, 0.05)

Teacher Sector

Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills( t) = TchrCompKnow1& Skills(t - dt) + (RofIncrTCK&S -
RofObsolescof TCK&S) * dt

TchrCompKnowl&Skills = Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

INIT TchrCompKnowl&Skills = 20

INIT TchrCompKnowl&Skills = Initial Level of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

Rate of Increase in Teacher Knowledge and Skills =

(TchrCompKnowI1& Skills* (EffofCTConRITCK & S+Effof ECSHonRITCK & S+Effof CCUonRITCK& S+Effo
fTonRITCK & S))*Effof TCK&SonRITCK&S

TchrCompKnowl&Skills = Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

Effof CTConRITCK&S = Effect of Class Time Using Computers on the Rate of Increase in
Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

EffofECSHonRITCK&S = Effect of the Emphasis on Computer Skills in the Hiring of Teachers
on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

EffofCCUonRITCK&S = Effect of the Complexity of Computer Applications Used in Instruction
on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skitl

EffofTonRITCK&S = Effect of Training on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge
and Skill

Effof TCK&SonRITCK&S = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill on the Rate of
Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill
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This formulation depicts increases in teacher computer knowledge and skills as an
additive function (1o a limit of 10) of the effects of class time using computers, the emphasis
on computer skills in hiring, the complexity of computer use, and training.

RofObsolescof TCK&S = TchrCompKnowl&Skills/Lifeof TCK&S
RofObsolescof TCK&S = Rate of Obsolescence of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill
TchrCompKnowl&Skills = Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

Lifeof TCK&S = Life of eacher Computer Knowledge and Skill

This formulation depicts the acquired computer knowledge and skills of teachers be-
coming obsolescent over a period of 6 years.

Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction (t) = TchrPercSuitComplInstr(t - dt) +
(RofIncrTPSCI - RofDissipationinTPSCI) * dt

TchrPercSuitComplnstr = Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction
INIT TchrPercSuitComplnstr = 1

NIT TchrPercSuitComplnstr = Initial Level of Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers
for Instruction

Rate of Increase in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction =

(TchrPercSuitComplnstr*(EffofAICIonRITPSCI+EffofIQCSonRITPSCI+EffofNCHonRITPS CI+EffofSLon
RITPSCI))*Effof TPSCIonRITPSCI

TchrPercSuitComplnstr = Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

EffofAICIonRITPSCI = Effect of Administrator Interest in Computers for Instruction on the Rate
of Increase in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

This formulation depicts increases in teachers' perceptions of the suitability of comput-
ers for instruction (1o a limit of 10) as an additive function of the effects of administrator
interest in computers for instruction, the instructional quality of computer software, the
average number of computers in students' homes, and the effects of improvements in stu-
dent learning attributed to using computers in instruction.

Rate of Dissipation in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction =
TchrPercSuitComplnstr*FractRateofDissinTPSCI*Effof DE&IIonRDTPSCI

TchrPercSuitCompInstr = Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

FractRateofDissinTPSCI = Fractional Rate of Dissipation in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability
of Computers for Instruction

EffofDE&ITonRDTPSCI = Effect of Degree of Enrichment and Individualization of Instruction on
the Rate of Dissipation in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction
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This formulation depicts an unexplained loss in teachers’ perceived suitability of com-
puters for instruction of five percent which is then influenced variably by the effects of the
degree of enrichment and individualization of instruction (which increases teachers’
workloads and diminishes progressively their belief in the suitability of computers for in-
struction, at least to the extent that using computers in instruction is viewed thusly as con-
tributing to increasing their workloads beyond acceptable levels).

EffofIQCSonRITPSCI = Potential EffofIQCSonRITPSCI*Effof TCK &SonEffEQC

EffofIQCSonRITPSCI = Effect of the Instructional Quality of Computer Software on the Rate of
Increase of Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

PotentialEffofIQCSonRITPSCI = Potential Effect of the Instructional Quality of Computer
Software on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for
Instruction

Effof TCK & SonEffIQC = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skill on the Effect of the Instructional
Quality of Computer Software

FractRateofDissinTPSCI = .05

FractRateofDissinTPSCI Fractional Rate of Dissipation in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of
Computers for Instruction

InitRateofStudLng = 1

InitRateofStudLng = Initial Rate of Student Learning

Lifeof TCK&S = 6

Lifeof TCK&S = Life of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills

RatioRSLtoIRSL = RateofStudLng/InitRateofStudLng

RatioRSLtoIRSL = Ratio of the Rate of Student Learning to the Initial Rate of Student Learning
EffofAICIonRITPSCI = GRAPH(AdmInterestComplnstr)

Effect of Administrator Interest in Computers for Instruction on the Rate of Increase of Teacher
Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

AdmInterestComplInstr = Administrator Interest in Computers for Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (1.00, 0.00), (2.00, 0.00), (3.00, 0.0025), (4.00, 0.005), (5.00, 0.0075), (6.00, 0.01), (7.00,
0.0125), (8.00, 0.015), (9.00, 0.02), (10.0, 0.025)

EffofCCUonRITCK&S = GRAPH(ComplexofCompUse)

Effof CCUonRITCK&S = Effect of the Complexity of Computer Use on the Rate of Increase in
Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (1.00, 0.02), (2.00, 0.03), (3.00, 0.05), (4.00, 0.075), (5.00, 0.1), (6.00, 0.15), (7.00, 0.2),
(8.00, 0.25), (9.00, 0.3), (10.0, 0.5)
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EffofCTConRITCK&S = GRAPH(ClassTimeComp)

Effof CTConRITCK&S = Effect of Class Time Using Computers on the Rate of Increase in
Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (200, 0.1), (400, 0.2), (600, 0.2), (800, 0.2), (1000, 0.2)
EffofECSHonRITCK &S = GRAPH(EmphonComSkinHiring)

EffofECSHonRITCK&S = Effect of the Emphasis on Computer Skills in Hiring Teachers on the
Rate of Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (2.50, 0.02), (5.00, 0.05), (7.50, 0.1), (10.0, 0.2)
EffofNCHonRITPSCI = GRAPH(NumberCompPerHome)

EffofNCHonRITPSCI = Effect of the Number of Computers in the Home on the Rate of Increase
of Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (1.00, 0.00), (2.00, 0.00), (3.00, 0.003), (4.00, 0.005), (5.00, 0.007), (6.00, 0.01), (7.00,
0.013), (8.00, 0.015), (9.00, 0.02), (10.0, 0.025)

EffofSLonRITPSCI = GRAPH(RatioRSLtoIRSL)

EffofSLonRITPSCI = Effect of Student Learning on the Rate of Increase of Teacher Perceptions
of the Suitability of Computers for Instruction

(0.8, -0.25), (0.9, -0.15), (1.00, 0.00), (1.10, 0.02), (1.20, 0.05), (1.30, 0.1), (1.40, 0.15), (1.50, 0.2)
Effof TCK& SonEffEQC = GRAPH(TchrCompKnow1& Skills)

Effof TCK&SonEffIQC = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills on the Effect of the
Instructional Quality of Computer Software

(0.00, 0.00), (2.50, 0.5), (5.00, 0.75), (7.50, 1.00), (10.0, 1.25)
EffofTCK&SonRITCK&S = GRAPH(TchrCompKnow1&Skills)

Effof TCK&SonRITCK&S = Effect of Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills on the Rate of
Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge and Skills

(0.00, 1.00), (1.00, 1.00), (2.00, 1.00), (3.00, 1.00), (4.00, 1.00), (5.00, 1.00), (6.00, 1.00), (7.00, 1.00),
(8.00, 0.5), (9.00, 0.02), (10.0, 0.00)

Effof TonRITCK&S = GRAPH(Training)

EffofTonRITCK&S = Effect of Training on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Computer Knowledge
and Skills

(0.00, 0.00), (20.0, 0.05), (40.0, 0.1), (60.0, 0.2), (80.0, 0.3), (100, 0.4)

Effof TPSCIonRITPSCI = GRAPH(TchrPercSuitComplnstr)
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Effof TPSCIonRITPSCI = Effect of Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for
Instruction on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Cownputers for
Instruction

(0.00, 1.00), (0.5, 1.00), (1.00, 1.00), (1.50, 1.00), (2.00, 1.00), (2.50, 1.00), (3.00, 1.00), (3.50, 1.00),
(4.00, 1.00), (4.50, 1.00), (5.00, 1.00), (5.50, 1.00), (6.00, 1.00), (6.50, 1.00), (7.00, 1.00), (7.50, 1.00),
(8.00, 1.00), (8.50, 1.00), (9.00, 0.5), (9.50, 0.01), (10.0, 0.00)

PotentialEffofIQCSonRITPSCI = GRAPH(InstrQualofCompSoftw)

PotentialEffofIQCSonRITPSCI = Potential Effect of the Instructional Quality of Computer
Software on the Rate of Increase in Teacher Perceptions of the Suitability of Computers for
Instruction

(0.00, 0.00), (1.00, 0.00), (2.00, 0.00), (3.00, 0.003), (4.00, 0.005), (5.00, 0.007), (6.00, 0.01), (7.00,
0.013), (8.00, 0.015), (9.00, 0.02), (10.0, 0.025)

32

42



®

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

ERIC

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title: A Theory of Curriculum Change in Schools: The Case of Integrating
Computer Technology into Instruction in a Suburban Elementary School

Author(s): Alan K. Gaynor and Nancy J. Vescuso

Corporate Source: p,ston University Publication Date:

lil. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract joumal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below wiil be
affixed to a!l Leve! 1 d

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed 1o all Levei 2A documents

The sample sticker shown below will be

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED BY

\@
&
6’6

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

affixed to all Level 26 documents

Level 1

!

X

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination In microfiche or other ERIC archival
media (e.g., slectronic) and paper copy.

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
o° &
e =i
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
2A 2B
Level 2A Level 28
t t

Check here for Levei 2A releass, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media
for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

Check here for Leve! 2B release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as Indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permiasion to reproduce s granted, but no box Is checked, d nts will be p. d at Level 1.

I hareby grant to the Educational Resources Informetion Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce end disseminete this document
as indicated ebove. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or elactronic medie by persons other then ERIC employees end its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries end other service agencies
to satisfy informetion naﬁ of educators in response to discrete inquines.

Priviad NamalPostiord e,
%h%w Alan K. Gaynor/Assoc. Prof.

s’gn Signature:

here, | ____ .

please ¢ VAddres Boston Univeréity School of Bepronea 5 3_3307 E7-353-8444
Education, 605 Comm. Ave., Boston 0221jeMarsms o "4 [™ 4 /2,98

(over)




® N

Enlc Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation

University of Maryland
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742-5701

Tel: (800) 464-3742
(301) 405-7449
FAX: (301) 405-8134

March 20, 1998 ericae@ericae.net

http:/lericae.r.t

Dear AERA Presenter,

Congratulations on being a presenter at AERA'. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation
invites you to contribute to the ERIC database by providing us with a printed copy of your presentation.

Abstracts of papers accepted by ERIC appear in Resources in Education (RIE) and are announced to over
5,000 organizations. The inclusion of your work makes it readily available to other researchers, provides &
permanent archive, and enhances the quality of RIE. Abstracts of your contribution will be accessible
through the printed and electronic versions of RIE. The paper will be available through the microfiche
collections that are housed at libraries around the world and through the ERIC Document Reproduction
Service.

We are gathering all the papers from the AERA Conference. We will route your paper to the appropriate

clearinghouse. You will be notified if your paper meets ERIC's criteria for inclusion in R/E: contribution
to education, timeliness, relevance, methodology, effectiveness of presentation, and reproduction quality.

You can track our processing of your paper at http://ericae.net.

Please sign the Reproduction Release Form on the back of this letter and include it with twe copies of your
paper. The Release Form gives ERIC permission to make and distribute copies of your paper. It does not
preclude you from publishing your work. You can drop off the copies of your paper and Reproduction
Release Form at the ERIC booth (424) or mail to our attention at the address below. Please feel free to
copy the form for future or additional submissions.

Mail to: AERA 1998/ERIC Acquisitions
University of Maryland
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742

This year ERIC/AE is making a Searchable Conference Program available on the AERA web page
(http://aera.net). Check it out!

Sincgrely, Z

Lawrence M. Rudner, Ph.D.
Director, ERIC/AE

'If you are an AERA chair or discussant, please save this form for future use.
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