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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to determine if there were differences in perceived strengths and
weaknesses of an educational interactive video program between high-school students and their
parents over a 4-year time span. Parent and student responses to open-ended questions
concerning strengths and weaknesses were first categorized and contrasted by status. There were
no differences (p>.05) in perceived strengths. There were, however, differences detected in
weakness responses based on status (%> = 192, df=3, p<.01). Log-linear models were then used to
examine strength by status by site (home/remote), strength by status by semester, weakness by
status by site, and weakness by status by semester. Statistical significance was detected in all

models. Results are discussed.
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High School Student - High School Parent: Are there Differences in Perceived

Strengths and Weaknesses of an Educational Interactive Video Program?

Increased use of interactive video (ITV) for distance learning students has made classes
previously inaccessible to rural high school students available locally (Monaghan, 1996).
Offering college courses at remote sites by interactive video permits students to take the class
without a lengthy drive. 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.

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 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. Evaluation of
programs, however can be costly. Although convergent information from different sources
provides evidence of validity, if information collected is redundant, the expense of collecting and
analyzing data could be used more beneficially.

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if there were differences in the

perceived strengths and weaknesses of an educational interactive video program between
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participating high school students and their parents. Yearly results have been utilized to provide
improvements to the program. If, however, both parents a;ld students provide the same
information, data collection can be limited to only one group.

Literature Review

Distance Education

The basic criterion for distance education is distance between the teacher and the student.
Distance education is not new. 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.

Currently, distance education has been used for high school students as an alternative
method to earn credentials in the General Education Development (GED) program, to obtain
college credits (Green, 1996), or in attempts to revitalize curricular programs (Fucci & Hueston,
1997). Some universities have developed dual degree partnerships with interested businesses to
provide on-site, on-demand graduate programs (Haynes & Pouraghabagher, 1997). And, some
universities have developed programs to deliver education to rural areas or cultural groups
(Monaghan, 1996).

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

(Gunawardena, 1988; as cited in Dillon, Gunawardena, & Parker, 1992). Carter (1997) found that
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audio was the most important element of interactive education, followed by lighting.

In addition, the importance of the role of the teach;r 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.

Developing courses for distance education can be extremely expensive. A properly
equipped distance education classroom may cost more than $75,000 (Swift & Wilson, 1997). In
addition, there are other costs including instructors training. 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 (%) goodness 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
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procedure leads to multiple significance tests and provides no method to assess interaction of
more than two variables.

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
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
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. 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.
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Subjects

High school students enrolled in an interactive vidéo class at a facility in a rural
Applachian area during the Spring semesters of 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998 and the Fall semester
1997 were surveyed. Surveys were administered during the regularly scheduled class time by the
class instructor or remote facilitator. In addition, similar questionnaires were sent to the parents
via the students.

‘Responses to the strength and weakness questions 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.”

Results
Strengths

There were 1505 respondents (students = 1024; parents=481) included in this comparison
for the four survey years (5 semesters) in this analysis. One or more answers to the open-ended
question concerning strengths were provided by 936 students yielding a total of 2333 responses.
One or more answers to the strengths question were also provided by 274 parents yielding a total
of 434 responses. The number of students and parents responding by semester and site as well as

the number of corresponding responses is depicted in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 About here

Strengths of the interactive video program were summed to form five major categories:
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access, sociability, learning, student behavior, and other. Access included responses such as,
classes available at a remote site, more can take, wider ac;ess, and take previously unavailable
class. Sociability included responses such as, meet more people, interaction with other schools,
and meeting different schools. The student behavior category included responses of greater
student responsibility, and increased listening. The learning category contained responses such as
instruction, technology exposure, and more interesting. The other category was included for all
responses that could not be summed to a major group. Included in this category is saves money,
none, etc. Parent responses were coded in a similar manner.

Because there was a large difference in number of responses per status group
(student/parent), strength responses were initially examined graphically. Approximately 28% of
both parents and students cited learning as a strength. This was followed by sociability and access
by both groups. The proportion of responses in the ‘Other’ category for both parents and students
was less than 5% as depicted in Figure 1. Because this response could affect overall findings, the

other response was removed from further analysis.

Insert Figure 1 About here

The current analysis was concerned with whether it was necessary to collect parent data as
well as student. Consequently, responses were first analyzed by status alone. Although the
proportion of parent responses citing learning as a strength was higher than the proportion of

student responses, there was not a statistically significant relationship ()2 =7.35, df=3, p=.06)".

'Reported %’ is Likelihood Ratio for all models.

ERIC J
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The next analysis of this data used hierarchical log-linear modeling. In this procedure, a fit
is produced for estimating the number of responses in eac}; category. For example, if site isa
good predictor of number of respondents for the categories of strength (access, sociability,
learning, and student behavior), site is included in the model. Likewise, if survey year is a good
predictor of strength category, it is included in the model. These results could also be obtained
using a chi-square test of independence. Status, site, survey year, and strength, however, could
not be included in the same model. Thus, we could not test interactions between the factors. The
log-linear model tests this interaction.

Although it would have been desirable to analyze strength responses by status, site, and
semester concurrently, when splitting responses into a 4 (strength category omitting other) by 2
(status= parent/student) by 2 (site= home/remote) by 5 (semester), several cells contained very
small or zero frequencies. Consequently, two models were tested: strength by status by site and
strength by status by semester.

When strength responses were analyzed by status and site, the best fitting model contained
three two-way interactions (between strength and site, between status and site, and between
strength and status), but no three-way interaction between strength, site, and status (> =6.16,
df=3, p=.10). Ninety-one percent of the variance was explained using this model. > Results of

removal of each interaction effect are displayed in Table 2.

Insert Table 2 About here

?Variance explained is Q* as described by Bakeman and Robinson (1994).

ERIC 10
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Because each previous yearly analysis had indicated a relationship between strength and
site, an interaction effect between these was not surprisiné And, because of the discrepancy in
sample size between groups, it was not surprising to have an interaction between site and status.
The prior analysis of status by strength, however, indicated there was no relationship so an
interaction between these variables in this analysis was not expected. Thus, the interaction
between strength and status was removed from the model to determine if this was of any practical
importance. The model containing the interactions between strength and site and between status
and site produced a non-significant ) change of 7.2 with 3 degrees of freedom () =13.40, df=6,
p=.04). This model explained 78% of the variance.

Remote site respondent§ (parent=34%; student=31%) cited access to classes as a strength
of the program with greater proportional frequency than home site respondents (parent=16%;
student=23%). On the other hand, h&ne site respondents (30%) cited sociability as a strength
with greater proportional frequency than remote site respondents (18%; 23%). Parents (34%)
reported learning as a strength with greater proportional frequency than students (25%). These

results are depicted in Figure 2.

Insert Figure 2 About here

Strength responses were then analyzed by semester and status. There was a three-way
interaction between strength category, status, and semester. Removal of this interaction resulted
in a model in which only 41% of the variance was explained (> =188.60, df=12, p<.01). The

results of removal of each interaction are displayed in Table 3.

ERIC 11
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Insert Table 3 About here

More than 80% of the parent responses during the spring 1997 semester cited learning as
a strength. Parents cited sociability and access with decreasing frequency through the Spring
semester 1997 and more frequently the following 2 semesters. Student responses concerning
sociability as a strength were highest in 1995 at 40% and appear to have stabilized at about 20%.
Proportions of student responses concerning access, learning, and other have not changed over
time. On the other hand, student behavior is more frequently cited by students as a strength across

semesters. This information is depicted in Figure 3.

Insert Figure 3 About here

Weaknesses

At least one response to the weakness question was given by 892 high school students
providing a total of 2044 responses. In addition, 245 parents responded to the weakness question
providing a total of 402 responses. The number of respondents for each semester and site as well

as the number of responses is displayed in Table 4.

Insert Table 4 About here

12
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Weakness responses were coded by response and summed to form five categories:
equipment, instruction, student behavior, scheduling, and 'other. The equipment category
consisted of sound, camera, and equipment failure. Instruction included responses such as one-on-
one difficult at remote, teacher attention divided, and lack of personal contact with teacher. The
student behavior category contained responses such as, easy to cheat at remote, noisy, and pay
less attention. Scheduling consisted of scheduling conflicts, different snow schedule, holidays not
the same, and class times not the same. Other contained any response that could not fit in another
category such as no field trip, need more space, and none.

Initial inspection of the weakness responses resulted in removal of the other category from
further analysis. Because the primary intent of this study was to determine if additional
information was added by surveying both parents and students, this data was initially analyzed
using only status (parent/student) and weakness. This analysis yielded a statistically significant
(p<.01) x> = 192. If the interaction between.status and weakness is removed from the model, the
model is not adequate. Parents cited instruction (Standardized Residual [SR] = 9.2) and
equipment problems (SR = 2.2) as a weakness more frequently than expected and scheduling (SR
= -7.1) and Student Behavior (SR= -4.1) less frequently than expected. Students, on the other
hand, cited scheduling (SR = 3.1) more frequently than expected and instruction (SR = -4.1) less

frequently than expected. These results are depicted in Figure 4.

Insert Figure 4 About here

Although it would have been desirable to analyze weakness responses by status, site, and

13
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semester concurrently, when splitting responses into a 4 by 2 by2 by 5, several cells contained
very small or zero frequencies. Consequently, two further’models were tested: weakness by status
by site and weakness by status by semester.

When weakness responses were analyzed by status and site, the best fitting model
contained a three-way interaction. If the three-way interaction were removed, 95% of the variance
could still be explained but there was a statistically significant chi-square (¥? = 11.4, df=3, p<.05).
Further removal of the interaction between status and site (%> = 16.4, df=4, p<.05) provided a
model explaining approximately 93% of the variance. Statistical results produced by removal of

the interactions is displayed in Table 5.

Insert Table 5 About here

Because each previous yearly analysis had indicated a relationship between weakness and
site an interaction effect between these was not surprising. And, because of the discrepancy in
sample size between groups, it was not surprising to have an interaction between site and status.
Approximately 25% of the student responses cited scheduling as a weakness compared to 5% of
the parent responses. On the other hand, 40% of the parent responses referred to instruction as a
weakness as compared to only 24% of the remote site student responses and 13% of the home

site student responses (see Figure 5).

Insert Figure 5 About here

14
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Weakness responses were then analyzed by semester and status. There was a three-way
interaction between weakness category, status, and semes';er. Removal of this interaction resulted
in a model in which 87% of the variance was explained (¥? = 53.3, df=12, p<.01). Further
removal of the interaction between semester and status provided a non-significant % change (Ax?
= 9.2, df=4, p>.05). This model explained 84% of the variance. If, on the other hand, the
interaction between status and weakness were removed in model 3 (see Table 6), the model
would only explain 37% of the variance. The chi square change for removal of this interaction

was statistically significant (Ax? = 195.4, df=3, p<.01).

Insert Table 6 About here

In 1995, 60% of the student responses cited equipment problems. There was a sharp
decrease the next two semesters followed by a relatively constant proportion (25%). Conversely,
40% of the parent responses cited equipment problems in 1995, followed by a decrease and then a
steady increase in proportion of parent responses citing equipment weaknesses. In addition,
parents always cite instructional weaknesses with greater proportional frequency than students.
Students always cite student behavior weaknesses and, after 1995, scheduling problems with

greater proportional frequency than parents.

Insert Figure 6 About here

Conclusion

15
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While there was no omnibus difference in perceived strengths between students and
parents, when further classified by semester and site there 'were statistically significant
interactions. This could be due in part to a different number of responses by site, status, and
semester. Across semesters, however, parents and students reported different strengths. In
addition, there was an omnibus difference in perceived weaknesses between students and parents.
Therefore, open-ended questions concerning strengths and weaknesses should still be asked of

both parents and students.

16
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Table 1

Frequency and number of Responses to the Strengths Question by Site and Semester/Year

Home Remote
Semester/Year n= Responses n= Responses
Students
Spring '95 48 94 32 48
Spring '96 139 242 65 111
Spring '97 83 237 55 160
Fall '97 84 236 63 181
Spring '98 219 610 146 418
Parents
Spring '95 9 14 11 16
Spring '96 39 66 16 23
Spring '97 23 31 18 30
Fall '97 25 41 34 56
Spring '98 54 89 45 68
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Table 4

Freguency and number of Responses to the Weakness Question by Site and Semester/Year

Home Remote
Semester/Year n= Responses n= Responses
Students
Spring '95 44 74 31 54
Spring '96 122 209 65 114
Spring '97 80 210 . 56 137
Fall '97 84 219 62 167
Spring '98 202 491 146 369
Parents
Spring '95 8 13 12 22
Spring '96 34 53 14 16
Spring '97 28 50 15 32
Fall '97 13 15 32 56
Spring '98 44 69 45 76

24




3¢

G¢

10 >d gy "S0>dy 910N

ETITS
€ ++0°S61 01 +%S°1ST 8L 00’ snjeig S
SSOUBIM
€ £ €1 L *££°9S Sl 8L ang
SNJB)S/SSAUBIM %
I %S 4 791 0 €6 ING/SSIUNLIM
SNJe)S/SSAU LI €
snieIg/oNg
€ b 11 € wxb 11 SO S6" SNJeIG/SSOUBIM z
SNG/SSAU[BIM
0 0 I SNJEIG/INS/SSAUNBIM I
by XV p X OV 0 [9pPON

3TS pue STJelS M S[OPOJA SSAW[Ea) 10] SINSay 2Ienbg-T],) PUe Paule[dXy JdueLie

SalqeL

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



8¢

X

10>y 4 'S0>d, "€ [9POJA JO pBAISUL Pasn JT , FTON

19)SoUIdg
€ #%7'S61 1€ +x0 L6E A 00’ snyelg S
SSOUBIM
I9ISoWeg
4 #+9°6€1 8T #+20T s’ 6+ SNJB)S/SSIUNBIA b
[€ #xP'S61 Sl #xL SV A LE 191s5Wweg/snels |
q 191SUWIG/SSAUNBI |
v 6 91 #x$°T9 z0 v’ SNJR)S/SSIUNBIA
I9ISoUWISG/SSAeIO M €
4 +x€'€S 1 #xE'€S €1 LS 191S9WIG/SNIBIS
SNJRIS/SSOUNLI M z
I9)SoWG/SSaU Lo\
0 0 I SNJeIG/IISOUWDS /SSOUNLIA I
oy XV Jp X OV 0 [SPON

T31SoWag pue SNIE)S UM S[OPOJA SSAUNEaj, 10] SINSay olenbQ-T ) pue poule[dxs] Jouelle A

931qeL

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



0€

6¢
uale uepms N\
} d juspns N\
(smeys Aq) uoipodold
l 8’0 90 0 rAL
mmw.ou<
sopneyog uopms &
o
=
3
BRI WWHNNNNNNNNN rrrrrr Bu jujes
s m
i 1]
Q
> Mingeoos .m
M IE:171Te)

(JuaTeguapmS) SelsS Aq _mzomto_noi 'S3SUOdSIY YISUonS

[ a1y




ze | 1€

woy-ied —m— WaY-N}S -Xx-- SWOH-Ied 9WOH-NIS

Aobajen yjbuasns

Py0 | Rumaepos Buiuiea] Jojaeyeg Juepms $S990Y

1

E
&
o

pAsA

I

i
st
o

©
o
(ens ®» snjejs Aq) uonuodoid

I
@
o

31 pue JuspmS/Juared Aq [euonIodoIy :5osuodsay Jisuang

g a3




Ve

ASp)
o

86 Budg |

L6 lied

L6 Bunds 96 bunds 66 buudg §

l9)sawoag
Anpqenog Suruiedy JoIABgRg $S30Y

A AN
70" A A W W

P AR PP NI P AP PP T IIL P PLIL I PP P, S P |

uoiuodoud

A AR IAARARIIAS

aed

191S3UIaS pue sme]g AqQ [eUonIodoly §asuodsay qisuang

€ aIn31y]

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



3¢ GgE
jualed % juapns
uoluodold
80 90 ¥'0 A 0
jyuswdinby
10]ARYyag JUspms W
QO
uopoNIsu| %
O
| =4
M swmposss S
: ] S

am, 1900

(Juale g/uapmiS) SIS AqQ [euoniodol ] -sasuodsay wwoc.u_.mo A

{ 2an31,]




8¢ LE

L e s

|
woy-ied -x-- WaYy-njS e dWOH-led SWOH-NMS
Aiobajen ssauyeap
Buinpayo

uonongsu}  Jojaeyaguapnis  Juswdinbg
- - T T R -1 0

oo !

!
N
o

g
o

o
(ans » smejs Aq) uoiodoad

i
ot
o

O P el F

9IS pue JUSPYS/JusIed Aq [eUONI0d0IJ :SaSuUOdsay SSaUea A\

G 231




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figure 6

1 by Status and Semester

10na

Proporti

Sche‘duling=

Semester

Behavior

Weakness Responses

o
[
=5
8
@ .
| i ! i
«a © < o
o o o
uoipodoud

0
»
(=]
o
"
Q
»

Fall 97

Spring 96 & Spring 97

40



®

U.S. Department of Education  * "
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) E n I c
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) -

'REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

TM030337

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION: ~
Tite: g SCwoe\ e - ek D&eel ekt (e Vo i nes 1

“Vexealved %\&%\?\\g ¥ 2205 X coa LALLM TTN ?\\aa\\jfh“/\

Author(s): \;J: . oo \DT‘H%\
Corporate Source: \ Y \vex %{\«/\ . Q&.{\\\COL\ Toevder Publication Date:

Neo 99

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. '

a

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

The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown beiow will be The sampie sticker shown beiow will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents affixed to all Level 2A documents affixed to all Level 2B documents
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
B8EEN GRANTED 8Y FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y
HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y
Q\e Q\e Q\Q)
3 e .
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
1 2A 2B
Level 1 - Level 2A Level 2B
V1
Check hers for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction Check here for Lave! 2A release, permitting reproduction Check here for Leve! 28 release, permitting
snd dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only
media (e.g., electronic) and paper copy. for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

Dox ts will be pr d as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
Hpetmiwontotapfoduceiswmted.Mmbothod.dowmuMﬂbemeLw1.

| hersby grant to the Educational Resources Information Canter (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 reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

RN =T R =Y e WO Bster Red
please| "N yenee ooy % Neeed Whaetder | THR-523-33000 DB -

l RO Puny 11250, ORlene, T e ot a D™ 439
Y B33%[-125D nall.uek.eda

(over)




'_.i
<

» :
Il. 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 publicty
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 available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHTIREPRODUCTION 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: ) )
University of Maryland

ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742
Attn: Acquisitions

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, retum this form (and the document being
contributed) to: .
ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2™ Floor
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-497-4080
Toll Free: 800-799-3742
FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mall: ericfac@inet.ed.gov
WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com

)
E ‘l (088 (Rev. 9/97)
LI\ yioys VERSIONS OF THIS FORM ARE OBSOLETE.

IToxt Provided by ERI



