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Abstract
This study used log-linear modeling to examine responses of high school students enrolled in an
interactive video program during the 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998 program years to open-ended
questions concerning strengths and weaknesses of the program. Respondents were categorized by
home or remote site and by semester. Analyses of the strength responses provided a model with a
relationship between strength and site and between strength and semester. The weakness
response required a model including the interaction of weakness, site, and semester. Results are

discussed.
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High School Student Perceptions of the Strengths and Weaknesses

of an Educational Interactive Video Program over a Four-Year Time Span: Log-linear Analysis

Although interactive video technology has advanced rapidly in recent years, there is
increasing evidence that no one technology works in every application (Linking, 1989). In some
areas differences in culture may dictate different learning methods. Differences in grade and/or
age may require different teaching styles. In addition, the technology utilized by interactive
video requires a different preparation for teaching than traditional methods (Knapczyk, 1993).
While the expenditure required for interactive video may be less than providing on site teachers
(Morgan, 1994; Villarroel, 1988) or may provide access to equal educational opportunities in
rural areas, there is an increasing need for research into and evaluation of the effectiveness of
interactive video programs. In 1989 Prideaux noted that effectiveness was not adequately
evaluated. Madan (1997) added that the credibility of interactive video distance learning is
questionable unless the quality of the program is assessed. Thus, the need for evaluation of
distance education programs seems clear.

Most studies, however, that could be found evaluated a single semester or year and for a
single class. Thus, while effectiveness may be evaluated for a short period of time and over an
individual class, results for an extended time with multiple classes are still sparse.

The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of an
interactive video program in a rural Appalachian area in southwest Virginia as perceived by high
school student participants. Because attitude is a reflection of the perceived effectiveness of the

program, prior results have been used to provide improvements to the program. This analysis
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continued an assessment of change over the 4-year life span of the program.

Because the method of analysis influences the interpretation of results, two researchers
may provide different answers to the same question. Thus, a secondary purpose of this research
was to compare the use of log-linear modeling with categorical data to the use of the chi-square
test of independence.

Literature Review

Distance Education

The basic criterion for distance education is distance between the teacher and the student.
Distance education is not a new technique. This technique was begun in the nineteenth century
with correspondence education (Klesius, Homan, & Thompson, 1997). It has, however, changed
from the correspondence delivery method, through radio methods, to today’s computer and
interactive video techniques.

Increased use of interactive video (ITV) for distance learning students has made classes
previously inaccessible to rural high school students available locally. Offering college courses
at remote sites by interactive video permits students to take the class without a lengthy drive and,
in some localities, homebound students may now partake of classroom interaction by interactive
video. Thus, we may perceive interactive video as a means of providing equal educational
opportunities to all students. There are, however, questions concerning this program.

Prior researchers in distance education have investigated student satisfaction,
communication techniques, teaching behavior, and change fostered (Moore & Thompson, 1990).
Because distance education places students in the situation in which there may be no interaction

or association with other students or the teacher, system requirements must be sound
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(Gunawardena, 1988; as cited in Dillon, Gunawardena, & Parker, 1992). In addition, the
importance of the role of the teacher or facilitator has been stressed by several researchers
(Garrison & Baynton, 1987 as cited in Dillon, Gunawardena, & Parker, 1992) and interaction
with the instructor has been central to the success of a distance education program. When a
distance education program has active support, some researchers have found no differences in
program rating between home and remote sites. Thyer, Polk, and Gaudin (1997), however,
reported that live instruction was rated significantly higher at a college campus than distance
learning. They add that distance learning has not yet demonstrated comparable outcomes in terms
of student learning.

Although the use of distance education provides the obvious advantage to take otherwise
unavailable classes, as the role of distance learning expands, it is essential that the problems
unique to this format be examined (Wilson, Litle, Coleman, & Gallagher, 1997/98). What do
students perceive as advantages and disadvantages of the distance education program? How do
programs change over time? There is also the traditional problem of how to analyze the data
collected.

Data Analysis

In analysis of open-ended questions, many times responses are summed to categories and
the categories contrasted by chi-square (%?) gbodness of fit. Categories may then be cross-
classified by another factor and independence of variables tested by the ¥ test of independence.
Categories may again be cross-classified by a second factor and the process repeated. This
procedure leads to multiple significance tests and provides no method to assess interaction of

more than two variables.
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Fienberg (1989) says that “the use of multiple two-dimensional tables to analyze data
fails to distinguish the relationship when other variables are present, does not permit
simultaneous examination of the relationship, and ignores higher-order interactions” (p.1). In
addition, the use of multiple tests of significance inflates the type I error rate. Log-linear
modeling, on the other hand, permits the user to assess interaction between multiple variables.
Thus, a log-linear model provides a better measure to assess multidimensional categorical data.

Bakeman and Robinson (1994) compare the use of a log-linear model to hierarchical
multiple regression. Regression predicts scores for an individual. Log-linear modeling predicts
scores for a cell. The degrees of freedom for regression are based on number of subjects. The
degrees of freedom in log-linear modeling are based on number of cells as is *. Both, however,
may use multiple predictors to build the model.

Method
Subjects

High school students enrolled in an interactive video class at a distance education facility
in a rural southwest Virginia area were surveyed during the Spring semesters, 1995, 1996, and
1997. During the 1997-98 school year, surveys were submitted to students during both the Fall
and Spring semesters. Surveys were administered during the regularly scheduled class time by
the class instructor or remote site facilitator.

Measurement

The original survey instrument consisted of demographic information (school, gender,

grade, etc.), some 5-point Likert style questions, and three open-ended questions concerning

strengths, weaknesses, and suggested improvements for the interactive video program. Two of
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the open-ended questions (strengths and weaknesses) were used for this analysis.

Each of the open-ended questions was followed by three blank lines indicating each
respondent could provide three answers. Survey responses to the strength and weakness
questions during the 1995 and 1996 semesters were coded based on the response. After
determining similarities of the responses, these were placed in categories. For example, the
strength’s response “previously unavailable class” was coded as ‘8'. It and the responses “less
driving” and “classes in my area” were then summed to a major category “access.” This resulted
in five categories of response.

In an attempt to improve the response rate, for the 1996-97 and 1997-98 semesters, the
open-ended questions were changed to provide a selection of five previously determined
categories. Respondents were requested to rank the most important categories with 1 representing
the most important. The other category was followed by blank lines to enable the respondent to
add any needed suggestions.’

Although a respondent could provide three answers for each of the open-ended questions,
for this analysis, each response was considered to be independent. That is, each individual
response to the open-ended questions is the unit of analysis - not the individual respondent.
Analysis

This data was analyzed using hierarchical log-linear modeling. In this procedure, a fit is
produced for estimating the number of respondents in each category. For example, if site is a
good predictor of number of respondents for the categories of strength (access, student
interaction, learning, student behavior, and other), site is included in the model. Likewise, if

semester is a good predictor of strength category, it is included in the model. These results could
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also be obtained using a chi-square test of independence. Site, semester, and strength, however,
could not be included in the same model. Thus, we could not test interactions between site,
semester, and strength. The log-linear model tests this interaction.
Results

Descriptives

There were 1024 respondents included in the high school comparison for the four survey
years in this analysis. Thirty-three schools were included. Six hundred twenty-five respondents
were from home site locations (95 n=66, 96 n=160, 97 n=86, Fall 97 n=85, 98 n=228 ) and 397
from remote site locations (95 n=40, 96 n=77, 97 n=61, Fall 97 n=63, 98 n=156) with 2 not
reporting site (see Figure 1). Respondents were from four grade levels: 8th and 9th grade
(n=202), 10th grade (n=183), 11th grade (n=246), and 12th grade (n=384) with 9 not reporting
grade. The prevalent reason for taking interactive video classes has been the respondents wanted
the class (N=406) or thought it would be interesting (N=246). At the home site, advisors

frequently suggested the class (N=226).

Insert Figure 1 About here

Strengths

Nine hundred thirty-six of the high school respondents reported one or more strengths of
the interactive video program for a total of 2327 responses. Of these 1419 were home site
responses. Perceived strengths of the interactive video program have differed by site during each

semester. Typically, access to classes has been cited as a strength by remote site respondents

9
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more frequently while sociability with other students has been the prevalent strength designated
by home site respondents (see Figure 2). Over the five semesters, however, the frequency of
specifying access has decreased proportionally by respondents at the remote site while the
frequency of citing student behavior and learning have increased. In addition, the proportion of
responses citing sociability has decreased at the home site while the proportion of responses

citing student behavior has increased.

Insert Figure 2 About here

For the analysis of Strength, the best fitting model (3 =25.61, df=16, p=.06) contained
the univariate terms site, strength, and semester, as well as the interaction terms, site by strength

b

site by semester, and semester by strength. There was no interaction between site, semester, and
strength.

Across semesters Student Behavior was cited as a strength with increasing proportional
frequency. A standardized residual [SR] of +2 was used to determine statistically significant
changes. In 1995 (SR=-3) and 1996 (SR= -4.6), student behavior was cited significantly less
frequently than expected. In the Spring semesters, 1997 (SR=2.1) and 1998 (SR=2.6), student
behavior was cited more frequently than expected (see Figure 3). In 1995 (SR=2.7) and 1996
(SR=3.6), sociability with other students waé cited significantly more frequently than in other
years. Learning and access were consistently cited as strengths by 20% to 30% of the responses

across survey semesters. Other strengths cited were less than 10% for each semester.

10
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Insert Figure 3 About here

Home site responses (SR=-2.2) specified access to classes as a strength less frequently
than expected while remote site responses (SR=2.7) cited access more frequently than expected.
On the other hand, home site responses referred to sociability with other students (SR=2.1) with
greater frequency than remote site responses (SR-2.7). Learning (28%), student behavior (15%),
and other responses were cited with relatively equal proportional frequency regardless of site (see

Figure 4).

Insert Figure 4 About here

Because there was no interaction between site, semester, and strengths, if strengths had
been analyzed by two chi-square tests of independence, the results would have been similar.
Weaknesses

Eight hundred ninety-two of the high school respondents reported one or more
weaknesses of the interactive video program for a total of 2044 responses. Of these, 1203 were
home site responses. Perceived weaknesses of the interactive video program in 1995 were
dominated by equipment (53%). This weakness has decreased over the five survey semesters.
The proportional frequency of weaknesses reported for scheduling, on the other hand, increased
through 1997. Student Behavior and Instruction have increased and decreased depending on

semester and site (see Figure 5).

11
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Insert Figure 5 About here

When weakness was analyzed by a log-linear model, there was a three-way interaction
between site, semester, and weakness reported. If forced to a model containing only three 2-way
interactions, the proportion of responses citing equipment as a weakness was significantly larger
at the home site in 1995 (SR=5.16) and 1996 (SR= 4.06) and the remote site in 1995 (SR=2.25)
than at other times (see Figures 6 and 7). Although the total proportion of respondents citing
equipment problems has decreased across survey semesters, there has been a slight increase

following the Spring 1997 semester at both sites.

Insert Figures 6 & 7 About here

Weaknesses concerning scheduling problems were infrequently cited in 1995 (SR,
=-3.9; SR emore = -3.6) and in 1996 (SR;ome=-3.4; SR ¢more = -3.2). By 1997, however, scheduling
was cited with increasing frequency by both home and remote site respondents. More than 30%
of the weakness responses at the home site reported scheduling problems in the three semesters
surveyed in 1997 and 1998 while more than 25% of the remote site respondents reported the
same.

At the remote site, the proportional frequency of citing instruction as a weakness was

higher than at the home site in 1995, increased from 1995 to 1996, and then decreased from

1996 to Spring, 1997 (SR=-2.5). At the home site, the proportional frequency of citing

Q 12
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instruction as a weakness exhibited a random fluctuation decreasing slightly from 1995 to
Spring, 1997, increasing in Fall 1997, and decreasing in 1998.

Student behavior weaknesses were reported with low proportional frequency in 1995 (SR
=-2.2) but increased in 1996 (SR = 2.32) and Spring, 1997 (SR = 2.09) at the home site. At the
remote site student behavior weaknesses were reported less frequently from 1995 to 1996 (SR = -
4) and then increased in Spring, 1997. All categories exhibited a relatively constant proportional

frequency after the Spring, 1997, semester.

Conclusion

As expected, strengths were perceived differently by home and remote site respondents.
At the home site sociability or meeting new people was important. At the remote site access was
important. In addition, the proportion of responses citing student behavior as a strength has
increased across semesters. The learning and access strengths were cited with relatively equal
frequency across semesters.

The weakness responses required a three-way interaction between weakness, site, and
semester. The proportion citing equipment weaknesses has decreased consistently across
semesters at both home and remote sites. Obviously there has been improvement in
maintenance and care of equipment in this program. In addition, scheduling problems are cited
with increasing frequency across semesters at both sites reaching a proportional peak in Spring,
1997, and remaining there for the following two semesters. There were, however, differences in
the instruction and student behavior weaknesses based on semester and site.

Remote site respondents reported more weaknesses in instruction (interaction with the

Q 13




Strengths and Weaknesses 13

teacher, 1-on-1 with the teacher) in 1996 than in 1995 and 1997. Apparently in 1995 and
increasingly in 1996, interaction of the teacher with remote site respondents was difficult. By
1997 this problem had been resolved. Home site respondents, on the other hand, reported
weaknesses in instruction with decreasing frequency after 1995 and have remained relatively
stable across semesters.

Remote site respondents also reported student behavior as a weakness less frequently in
1996 than in 1995 and 1997. Student behavior at the remote site (cheating, lack of discipline,
absence) appeared to improve in 1996. In addition, home site respondents reported student
behavior as a weakness with increasing frequency across semesters. This weakness, however
continues to be a concern at both home and remote sites.

Student behavior was considered a strength and a weakness in this analysis. It should be
noted that responses to the strength category in student behavior were citing better study habits
and better listening skills. Weaknesses in student behavior cited cheating, discipline, and
absence. While both responses pertain to a student’s behavior, they represent opposing ends of
the spectrum

An increasing proportion of the respondents at both home and remote sites are citing
scheduling weaknesses across semesters. This is the most frequently cited weakness at both
home and remote sites in 1997. Respondents suggest those schools in the same network should
be on the same schedule and have the same snow schedule.

It was also concluded that the use of log-linear modeling provided a more appropriate
method of analysis for this data. If weaknesses had been analyzed by two y? tests of

independence — one site by weakness, and one semester by weakness — results would have

14
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differed. The only difference between sites would have been in instruction with the home site
reporting instruction as a weakness less frequently than expected and the remote site reporting
instruction more frequently than expected. Across semesters, Equipment would have been cited
more frequently than expected in 1995 and 1996. Student Behavior would have been reported as
a weakness more frequently than expected in 1997 than less than expected in 1995. The
discrepancy in Student Behavior between home and remote sites in 1995 and 1996 would not
have been noticed. In addition, Instruction would have been reported as a weakness less
frequently in 1997 and more frequently in 1996. Instruction weakness citations have been
relatively stable proportionately at the home site. Only the remote site has shown significant
changes. This would not have been detected in > analyses.

Another problem noted in this analysis was concerned with the "open-ended" questions
about strengths and weaknesses of the program. These questions were converted to choices on
the 1997 survey instrument with the respondent rating the top three strengths or weaknesses
using the categories provided. There was a corresponding increase in number of responses.
However, it is unknown whether the respondent believed these responses were worthy of notice,
or if the respondent was simply cooperating by answering the questions. Even though an ‘other’
category with blank lines was given, it was seldom used. Future surveys should return to the

open-ended blank lines. Then a response is written only if the respondent believes it needs to be

included and, no responses are suggested by the instrument.

15




Strengths and Weaknesses 15

References

Bakeman, R. & Robinson, B. F. (1994). Understanding log-linear analysis with ILOG:
An interactive approach. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum publishers.

Dillon, C.L., Gunawardena, C.N., & Parker, R. (1992). Learner support in ciistance
education: An evaluation of a state-wide telecommunications system. International Journal of
Instructional Media, 19,p297-313 (From EBSCOhost, Boston, MA: EBSCO Publishing
[Producer and Distributor].) Available http://www2.collectanea.com /corporate/ search.asp
[1999, January]

Fienberg, S.E. (1989). The analysis of cross-classified categorical data (second edition).
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Klesius, J.P., Homan, S. &AThompson, T. (1997). Distance education compared to
traditional instruction: The students’ view. International Journal of Instructional Media, 24, 207-
221. (From EBSCOhost, Boston, MA: EBSCO Publishing [Producer and Distributor].) Available
http://www2.collectanea.com /corporate/ search.asp [1999, January]

Knapczyk, D.R. (1993). A distance-learning approach to in-service training. Educational
Media International, 30, 98-100.

Linking for learning: A new course for education (Report No. RIEFEB90). Washington:
Office of Technology Assessment. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED310767).

Madan, V.D. (1997)._Program evaluation for quality assessment in distance learning.
Educational Administration Abstracts, 32, p484. (From EBSCOhost, Boston, MA: EBSCO
Publishing [Producer and Distributor].) Available http://www2.collectanea.com /corporate/

search.asp [1999, January]

16



Strengths and Weaknesses 16

Moore, M.G., & Thompson, M.M. (1990). The effects of distance learning: A summary of
literature (Research Monograph No. 2) Southeastern Ohio Telecommunications Consortium
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 330-321).

Morgan, W.D. (1994). The cost of connecting: Distance learning can be affordable.
School Business Affairs, 60, 50-53.

Prideaux, A. Support for open dnd distance learners. In A. Tait (Ed.) Proceedings from
Interaction and Independence: Student Support in Distance Education. Downing College,
Cambridge, England (ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED 279 338)

Thyer, B.A., Polk, G., & Gaudin, J.G. (1997). Distance learning in social work education:
A preliminary evaluation. Journal of Social Work Education, 33, 363-368 (From EBSCOhost,
Boston, MA: EBSCO Publishing [Producer and Distributor].) Available http://www?2.
collectanea.com /corporate/ search.asp [1999, January]

Villarroel, A. (1988). Planning of distance-learning projects. Prospects, 18, pS5-61.

Wilson, V., Litle, J., Coleman, M.R., & Gallagher, J. (1997/98). One school’s experience
on the information highway. Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 9, p89-101. (From
EBSCOhost, Boston, MA: EBSCO Publishing [Producer and Distributor].) Available

http://www2.collectanea.com /corporate/ search.asp {1999, January]

17



Spring '95 (66 )

ey

DRIV TT IR

Number of Respondents
by Semester and Year

Spring ‘98 (228 )

Figure 1

PN
(-4
©°
Z
o
&
)
&
‘B
a
v

Spring '97 (86 )

Fall '97 (85 )

=397)

Remote (N

-~
~
N
<
0
&
)
£
=
g
v

Spring '97 (61 )

$pring '95 (40 )

Fall '97 (63 ) — -

-~
0
wy
-
<
©
*
[
=
=
a
v

i8

19




Ic J1AVIIVAY Ad0D 1839

Oc

$S920Y

JL2ul0 : Apqerdsos . Bujusea '| Joiaeyag juapms

19)SOWaS-1BIA /IS
865 9I0WSY  BESOWOH  [64 JJOWSY [64 SWOH  [GSIJOWAY [GSAWOH 9GS AOWIM 96S SWOH  G6S AOWAY GBS dWoH

0s

(1e9 A Aq uoiuodould) J9)sawag/a)Is
(8661-5661 syuapms SH) syibuans

uonsodoud

g am3iyg




Ec cc

By — X Amqevog —ll— Bupesy — X — Jomeyeg juspns —@— ssaooy - W- -
| Jajsawog
86 bulids 26 |led 16 ﬁ.:am 96 m,___am G6 m,___aw
. . — = - , ! 0
2 o T T TR - LMm
- — . ‘4'
(A}
20 m._.u
11/\/(\/ - -X T lm
////‘ m-.
€08
ll/
—ill $0
S0

Jaysswag Aq jeuoipodold

(86-G661 syuapmg SH) syjbuaig ¢ sy




S¢

uonodoud

be
pyo — X Aunqeroos —ll-—- Buiweaq - X - Jojaeysgijuspnis —@— ssoooy - W- -
a)s
clouiey auioy
| . “ 0
& -—-—-—-—-— - - T - T T T 7 & i

S

ol

Sl

0c

S¢

- 0¢

S€

alg Aq jeuoiodoud
(86-G661 SIuapms SH) sybuang

$ 2In3i




Weaknesses (HS Students 1995-1998)

Figure 5

(Proportion by Site/Semester)

Remote F97 Home S98 Remote $98

Home F97

0.7 -

M~
<N
7]
E
[}
(4
M~
(-2
17,1
-]
E
[+]
e
N ©
[-1]
7]
E
T R T T RERE | &-‘
w
[-2]
7]
Q@
E
f O
1T
w0
[-2]
7]
s §
MR | o«
e
wn
[~
7]
@
| E
[+
T
| 1 i T N‘—I T i T _.”.I - 3
@ 10 <, « N - o
o o o o o o
uoiodouid

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Site/Year-Semester

Other

Scheduling

|

Instruction

[ 9y
2
>
1]
L
(Y]
01]
=
whd
7y}

Equipment

27

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

26



be

ayjo X bBuynpaysg - X - uoponiysu] - V-- solaeyagnis —@—

juswdinby ——

J9)saweg
86 bulds 16 |led .16 bundg 96 buuds G6 m__h_aw
% ||||||||| W 11111111 - Mm‘ ....... IMW_I B .\.E
1 Tt T~ a
@

Jaysawag Aq jeuonuodoud - sjuapnis SH
(86-G661 9)IS dWOH) sassaudeap

co

<
o
uondodoud

90

80

9 21n31,]




layio —X— BbBuynpsyog - X - uononysu] - V-- Jolaeyagnls —@— juswdinby —Ml—

Jajsawag
86 m._h_aw 16 |ied 16 m._h_aw 96 bundg g6 bunds ;
_ _ 1 ] e = 0 ;
zo
9
o)
0 0
=
o
-
9'0
8’0
Jojsawag Aq jeuonuodoud - sjuapnis SH
Awm.mmm_‘ 9)iS muo_.:mm_v SOSSOU)EOAA L 231y




TMO029787

ERIC

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

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title: H6n Stwoor Srobemr fpcepTions or rwe STRENGIMS aom LIEARNESSES
oF BN LoperTiomde ZorERAcTIVE Vibeo Thoesrsm OvsR A Fouvk-YEAR TImE

SPRN . to&~linear Aimivs’s

Author(s): &. Jea [Ju) »ra an 6&0@45 7. Lldirra

Corporate Source: 7ve LnvivErs,)yy oF
Miss155, P rs

Publication Date: ,

Arer. 97

Sour/-/ el N

Il. 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 journal 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, piease CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
sfiixed to all Level 28 documents

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2A documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE,
AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA FOR ERIC
COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, HAS BEEN

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED BY

GRANTED BY .

o ® ¢

& & &
&? i | P

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2B

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 1 Level 2A

1 - 1 1

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival
media (8.9., electronic) and paper copy.

Check here for Level 2A release. permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media
for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

Check hera for Level 2B release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted. but no box is checked, documants will be processad at Lavet 1.

| hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproductio n by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

s [ O NSy

here,~>
! OrganizatiGhAddress™—

please
U/wygxes);-La )[’ CS;UI/}E/E/\/ /?s .

Printad Name/Position/Titla:

E. lep Li)isTh /ssr. /2 oF
e ¥S b |
‘| E-Mail Address:

B enn B usm edd e Aoy Y

(over)




NS -

ll. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide.the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made availabie through EDRS.) i

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

if the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

The Catholic University of America
ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation
210 O’Boyle Hall
Washington, DC 20064
Attn: Acquisitions

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2™ Floor
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-487-4080
Toll Free: 800-798-3742
FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov

WWW: http:/lericfac.piccard.csc.com
(Rev. 9/97) .



