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bsfﬁdént teacher deéigned Learning Aétivjty'ngkageé as one apﬁroach-

to individualized instruction were evaluated for effect1&eness through
a pilot study and field testing using a procedure of tryout-revision- .

‘tryout on 162 pupils aged 10 to 12 years in the 5th and 6th grade levels.

T
-~

Results.in this exploratory investigation showed that out of 17 _

Learning Activity Packages, four'WEre 80% effective without revisiongi

L4 )]

four were effective after revisions and the remaining nine needed

further revisions and testing. Results of a student questionnaire showed

¢ 1y [

a definite preference fbr this .form of individualized instruction.

\

Further resu]ts'indicate that classroom teachers need prbfessiona]
\§

a e

training in instructional desigﬁ\and in evaluating instructional materials.

In thié‘thesis, evaluatf&y was studied as a technological prqglem.

4

- -
- The outcomes- of this evaluation study are not intended to be generalized .

. ‘ to other instructional materials. The investigation and interpretation

of results apply only to the program‘of particular Learning Activity

Packages used in 6r-haviﬁ§ access:tg a school resource center where they

were tested.

% e ‘




-

3 .. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS A

v
.

The author gratef"uﬂy. acknowledges the special assistance of the

-

»5 - following: : ' - ' |
. Directeur Général d'Ensei gnement:Gér_uéral , Miniétry of Educ;tion! ) .5
* Quebec, for the suppo}'.t of -a reséarch grant; GA . T
. {Professor Frances P._ Friedman, Thesi s Supervisor, Departfnent' of
L . Education, Sir George Williams U;ﬁversity, Montre:a], Québec; h' -
| Dr. Gary M. Boyd, D'i“r‘ector" of the R'esourcer Center bri'ented Learning
. ’ Project, The;"is Advisofr‘, Dgpartment of Education, Si’rtGe/c;}ge N \/ ]
: Williams University, Montreal, Quebec oo | ’ . |
L ‘ - Professor George M-. Huntley, Thesis Advisor, -Department: of ’Educa}tion,., -
| : Sir George Williams University, Montrea'l; Quebec; ' /
; s L Mr. Nachum Wilchesky, Princibaﬂ, Jewish Peoi:ﬂe's. and Peretz Schoo]s,. :
| ﬁ”. " Montreal » Quebec; : , ) . -
‘ o oL Mr‘s. Anne Moss,ntvtpe-principal', Jewish Pepple‘é and Per_'et,z“'échools, "
hd " " _"  Montreal, Quebec; ‘ - | - ' -

o s

Mr. Barry Wagner, VIR operator and editor;

" < v

-

«

Misses Shirley Be§s§r, éanette Leclerc, and ,Debbie bampbe]l,

» ’ . . ’

. student teachers; - , -

o Miss dean Griffith, typist. . . '

T

.

. - o




f L. v o N - "‘ g .
. T . B ‘ ' L + - .
B : . . ”
- ! . s a
* P - ; N . .
* ' . . . . ) e -
H
- ~- . . Il ‘ v
- ‘ Ny . . =® ]
. ) 4‘:/ ! LN N . oY -
. (! . f
* i}
' &
. N o . - “ . ‘ '
- N P . s
. . 3 A ¢ : B .
. . . .
. - ‘
f . N .
-® ' L. . - 4 *
. N ‘ th .
N { . -~ « , R . . [ 4 ,
o { . . ' ! . . . ., ’ ! . '
’ * ° . v P * ' S . [
- s . . Y PN ) . .
v s . ‘ v he v . <o
B 1 ' . AR s . ) . c o N o
* > . - ) . ‘. ' N .
- . . . . s .-
! ‘- - - ' . N
a - .
. . . .
' \ .
. . : b : . W
. ; . R . .
. .
‘ 3 A , v < . ] -
. K . . . . .
| . ? .
. . . ! , .
N . . . S '
' ¢ , L el o , )
‘ . i ‘ % .
¢ . - - ' . . - ¢ [
o s . “ . - B - N
. ¥ * . DN . . .
.
j - ‘. 7 * w’
. . 1 . . ' .
v . .
! L » . ~ . )
.
« . —-

encouragement

; without her _ o 1

o I 7 - enthusiasm it would not have peén continued, and ' . L
’ : , . without her hq]b at every stage, it would' not have S

V ) .
' J . been completed; and to my sogs.and daughter,.Dévid,» : .
‘ 1

v

.
. ~ . R

' warrén. and,Mgrcia;' .- ‘ . L

. . v . < .

¥ e
. rs?‘{%‘

ey d




l . k MSTMCTOIQO;.O’..'........l..l"..ll.."l'.....'...'.‘l'

.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

A u

k3 -

ACKNO"LEDGMENTS-Onuva-clc.o.-uaﬂoul.'Qonclclolt‘nl'-oll‘a

; . . “,' TABLE OF coNTENTS !.""'...‘.llc‘..‘. ...°...°....
e LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES...........euees,
/‘v: o mPENDIcES‘.....I..‘...‘.......".........'v

?

INTRODUCTION: .

¢

. CHAPTERI
: : Individua‘lization.......m...........
Hhat is a LAP?.
o LAPs are Student Oriented..........

L
[APs are Structured......ceveevvaes

LAPs fit Present Schools...........
Eva]uation as a Technological Prob‘lem.
Survey of Related Literature.......»..
° Theory and MethodOIOgy.............

Ermir'lca'l Models...................

Empir'lca'l Studies..................

CHAPTER 11

N

S TN

LA B I O Y Y AN ]

©

ooco-ocht

e e e v o e

.
.

sevncevsece

Y
esevessace
-

at ..

e dsaveene

~

e e e o0 bioe

LA IR R BN B N 4

N -

sevessq

ssassenee

‘e 680

{

e des
.

es o

sb o

N
Ol.{.

»
LA ]

¢ psam s oo v e ot

.

’

/ Pla}ning, Organization, and Preparation of the
- Approach to the Prob'le{n.

f

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN, METHODS Anb M‘\TERIALS....
Pmb]e'n Stﬂtﬁlmnt...'...............---....',.......a--...

Popu]atio" and Samp]e..l"......ll'.‘l.l.....f.."‘.i..l

Eva]u‘tion S.YStem.....-.................-...t,........n"

v

n f
B
18 |

18

»

20

23 . ,.

27

a

S ;
2 =

S iLe

¢ % 1”«,91\_\;&

.‘[ "ﬁ e Sk §!




. T ' bﬁAPTER IT K o ' »457 - | lePage - :
c Basic Rules Followed for LAP Development.................‘ 31 |
. . Instructional Specifications.......................... \31

Assessment and Eva]uation............................. /31"

-~ . . LAP DeVEloplnent‘...-..‘...::......;....-.:--v-...-'...o-p,.-\ 3] ‘ . " -
~ » Lt e e
. N R 2’ ~oLAPTY‘,YOUtS...-..................(....'.....f.uL.-.‘..;'.. 302 . _j
. ? . . . 1, '
LAP.ReViS'iOﬂ..............-.......n-.;........o'........; 'b32

o

-

Field Testing and Rev1sion...........{......f........:... .32 oo
Instruments of Evaluation.......................»........ 39 ‘
CHAPTER I11 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULTS.......... 44 ._." ' ~
PHIOE SEUAY - e e e sereneeseeeesrmnenaennneennasls 44
Field Testing.......,..........................;......... 46
Teather Evaluatiog of. LAPs...............?......t......... 49

T

( - Student Acceptability of BAPS. oeuveneererrannsoevanaanse, 53

How a Teacher Chooses a LAP for his Student.....\,......... . 56

“\

. | C ‘Pupil Group Interviews...;......:.a.................f:...‘ 58

' : - Teacher Interviews.................?&..................}.‘ 59 ‘ .l

" Summary of Gain Scores..................................._( 63, |
Comparison with the Nova LAP Project..................... 65

““ﬂ!!__~_,___,__,_CHAPTER—%V-****‘C@NCtUSTONS‘AND‘RECOMMENDATTOﬁS" ‘ —67 :

' o Summary of Findings........u....................g...;.;.. f:K/L - C

T . LAPs Allow Students to Learn Through their > ~ = $7£?' ‘

: | Environ“ént.l..l.i.....-.ll...-.i.Qtl.......‘...'IC....‘I. '69.
Selection and 0rgan1zat{on of Learning Act1v1t1es........
K§sessment Provﬁdes Feedback for Curriculum (LAP) .. " i

o ’ , f .l‘)- . R
Lo , Deve]opmént and Student Self-Assessment...........--.-... ' 7°’yi L et
g I v e SN

- . Personne] and Faci]ities.g'tnotcioohauooocooolloon.‘...,cgfd‘ 7;2‘ \ ,\' ‘( h.‘" “":’ " “ ‘




-8 cmm@v o T T page -

’

: ' Who should write LAPs? R TTRrRees ;.....),...., 713 .
. The Changing Role of the Teacher.......,c'vevesvveneces. . 74 - '

L .

< 1 i TeaCher EducatiOH.....:....,.........'.................. 75 ¢
M 7
) ' %‘ Effects on Students...'.‘...c..‘l.l....."‘.'l‘.'...:..... N 76. ‘
-

< Gain Scores as a Measure fbr LAP Acceptability.{;.,.... 77 .
x Sunhﬁry and Questions fbr Further Resgarch...:.......i. 80 ‘

' . "

' Value as a Thesis Project............,..,;.....%....... . 84 :

1

. i

* I . REFERENCES.‘Il'......'l.‘l.\.‘...l-l;i.:l..’.‘l.ll.‘lll;..‘)“"Q‘l. & “ !
‘ ‘; ™ APPENDICES.‘O;.:JT. l.l._':ll'..‘..ll.l":.’;‘.'.......... 96 ' * |

»

‘::"
¥ b s,
n‘y.‘v :

K \‘? J«v;‘
IR ARl vl B3 '(‘\‘n ‘a

gl '!,‘u‘%!{
\ma{ ‘mxu‘%j I

g .;«_“‘:[




. ILIST OF TABLES. AND FIGURES _
» L, . s . . ,’ . ""~, .

1. Comparison of Pilot Study and 'Fie1d Testing v - PR
LAP .Mean. Gain scores of Matching Test Items............ 4§ '
2. . Selected LAPs. (:omparing Mean Gain Scores of Matching

test Items Due to Revision......................‘........ ”\47

3. LAP F'Ie'ld Testing Mean Gain Scores of Matching
‘ _Test Items'..’......l."..d.'....l..‘."".....‘.."..’..'..‘. 48.
4, Sunmary of Teach%rs Responding to R;:ting of LAPs.

’Compared with Achievement in F1e]d Testing, Effective—

” ’ ' nes.\s and Minimum Performance Level..................... 50

5. Sumary of Students Responding to the Student

B

v Eva]uation Fom..-l‘..'.'.ll.Ol...C‘.ll.‘\..."lll.....‘ 55

6. Summary of Teachers Reasons in Selecting a LAP......... 57

N

7, Summary of Average and Range of Gain Scores of LAPs...... 64 B l
- Figure : : .o . e 1

]l I—AP System B]ock Diagraml’ll."l..../...‘..’..I'.........'. w
. N |

21 Feedbac.k Loop’v-o.c-o%--c.oooo0-.00'00::":‘:""_!.!_!.!.5—’-’~Ll--b~9*“‘30‘~‘

N

’ 3. Scattergiam_showing the relationship between teachers

/ﬂs and the Students Achievement........‘............




L2
RS

e Sy
‘ ' Appendices: ‘. '// . Page -
- o AN INSTRUMENT . T0 ASSESS' LEARNING ACTIVITY PACKAGES / A ow
"=~ ", PUPIL RECORD FORM USENG A LEARNING ACTIVITY PAGKAGE. 7o vy ™
BRI q 'STUDENT EVALUATION FORM FOR LEARNING' AGTIVITY PACKAGE T e
.+ s BASIC INTERVIEW QUESTIONS OF Lap ACCEPTABILITY BY'
S 5 fPUPILS" B S // D 120 .
- ¢ BASIC INTERVIEW quesnons FOR LAP COMPATIBILITY : S
! ° wmuu THE SCHOOL , : / S-S P
ssuzcrme A LAP_FOR YOUR PUPIL C OF 2
B « AGENDA OF 45 MINUYE ORIENTATION SESSION OF THE e
TEACHERS ON: AN INSTRUMENT TO ASSESS LEAJRNING ‘ ‘
. ACTIVITY PACKAGES . J . e
’ o + LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS , H

. LEARNING ACTIVITY PACKAGE: TV IN MONTREAL . I




CHAPTER I . , T
INTRODUCT ION N ' .o

The'problem of 1nq1v1dlia'lizing instruction hes not been solved.
Many educators believe that there %s a greet demand for an educational
system that can meet.the needs of students at all ability l}eve‘ls They
think that the goal can only :e achieved through some form of indivi-
dualized instruction. Supporters of “"status quo" will argue that in '
theory individualized instruction is Yyood b}t-—tl)'ét in prgctice it wi‘]l, N
not work. This is an absurd contradiction. If one accepts the validity
of the theory, then he must accept the idea that_j} can be successfu]l){
applied. The problem :is to determine how. v ,
Educators suchuas Bloom, Gagne, Goodlad, Képfer, and othéﬁrs have
recognized the need for indjvidua]jzat?on of instruction and have put
fertﬁ concrete theories and an effective instrument for implementation.
They are in agreemene that if a Jst‘uodent' is given the tools and these
tools are necessary skills yihich have te be taugh;:', then the ~erobl em of -
-1r3d1‘v1duah'zed '1nstructioﬁ can be solved. 'Bloom (1971) looks at %ndiviv R
dual di,fferencee asovar'iatfons in the t,ype of instruction a°student needs
and the‘time it takes him to master a subjeclt He found in research
studies with chﬂdren that carefuﬂy planned sequentia] learning, with
frequent diagnostic and. progr-ess testin%was essentiaﬂy the answer to
" mastery ({gp. 43-56). ‘ . |
The necessary skills, caq ngwftbé taught throUgh an existmg instra- ' ...
ment called Learning Act‘lvityﬂPackage or LAP. Though the instrumeit 1s T
readi'ly available and has proven its effect'lvenass in many schools in
the U.S.A., it is; beljeved that_ an exploratory jnvestigation which forms
d \the basis for this th:esis marks tl& first' tim.e that -the LAP system of *




lf . . »

instruction as such has been 1ntroduch 1n the Province of Quebec .

Q Therefore an exploratory study in the 'implementation of an indiv1duahzed

' learning system is justified at this time. R

It is.the purpose of this thesis to discuss, evatuate and dissemingte

Al

" the purposes of LAlss in terms of individualizing instruction and learning. ‘ }
However, “the primar,y purpese of LAPs is to assist tea/cglers Jin créating |

more humanized léarning enviropments or'\using .a .humanitarian approach.
e : Indiv1dua11ty mustbe preserved ‘in the emerging, highly
| : organized, centralized, and technologically automated
| . society. Although innovations (part1cu1ar1y those con-
o - nected with technological advanceiments) hold great
T promise, they also pose the. threat of undermining the !
' *  potential and self-determination of individuals. Pro- -
perly integrated, these innovations may provide the
" -basis for a continuous progress curriculum which 3
X promotes 1nd1v1duath (Kapfer 1971, p. 8) : R

- The" LAP 1s one method of 1nd1v1dua11zinwmn for students
and it has 1mportent affective implicazions. It is an innoya?oy’ﬁ“‘-’

Co human based 1nstruction in our school so ., ’
B ° !
An important foca] point for the teachi ng profession now is .
- ‘. . " the -shumaniz&tion of the means of instryction. We have J/
' ’ reiterated truly human ends for education but we have not
- done too well by the means. Two opportunitiesN\ie.open to
\ us. The first-is the humaniZation of content.
Y s the humamzation of the ent1re instructional envi
(Good1lad, 1971 p. 346). .

o

Even though the LAP 1s written with a specific pérformance .

- < - objective or objectives, i.e. a content objective, as 1ts base, i‘t‘:\also . -
s _:contdins implications of huymanitarian objectivi of values, attitudes\ A
. and feelings (Goodlad, 1971). These "bysprodufts™of the content '\ -

obJect'ive include reinforcement of previous. skﬂ'ls acquisitiion of new \

;kﬂ]s, and application. of new skills, e.g. higher level of thinking and \

v feeling. A LAP offers a student levels of leam';/mo that every ) -\\\ -

- ’ student can master the concepts or processes beirng presented (Bloore,. 1971 \\; .
, ) . t RN \
SN S | ‘ ;
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& Gagne, 1965). Self-esteem is deve]oped (Jaékson, 1969, 'p. 1).
LAPs permi.t Students, with-the help of teachers, i'o/vﬁ?,their own

.learning sequences. Studehts are offered the‘-of) rtunity to choose their
<«

o\}u paths and pace for learning which 1s a form of decision making and

1ndeper‘RIent action. LAPs through sugqessfm learning expenenceSP at

&

= N '
varying levels prov1de for/d'ecision making and self-motivation. . S

Regardless of what is stressed, a LAP in essence includes mu'ltiple

objectjves. The,acquisitionjof the content object?y\f leads to skills .

_ which in tur‘i}‘\léa'd.to a change in student attitude, ——

\ B ! v . '
. . .
4 5 p . . .

. Individua] 1zat1on

‘The definitiqn of 1nd1vrduahzation used for LAPs in short is that:
the '1ndiv1dualiza§xion 0%1 nstruction requi: res the - adaptation of the
educational envit‘gnment to individyal differences in learners !

N
In the discussion of way{g to improve education there is frequent

. reference to 1nd1v1dua1121ng ‘Instruction. To quote from a few experts: - !

® The desirabﬂity of 1nd1vidualiz1ng instruction is no Tonger - . ‘ .
. questioned by anyone. 'The objections to’it are concerned - ‘
chiefly with the application of the theory to classroom .
conditions. Among the many partial solutions offered to Lt
the problem is that of differentiated requirements, or the '
‘practice of varying the amount of work to be accomp]ished RS :
in accordance with the ability of the individual pupils of ‘ A Z
a group. While differentiating requirements makes possible -.
greengf individualization, <its successful adminis~ L‘\
. on presupposes on the part of the
*  teagher (1) knowledgeof the educational status of his .
-, pupils as individuals, orgunizgtion of. the materials of
-instrjiction so as to pemit flextble assignments, and {3}
.. the adoption of % technique of ‘instruction which will enable , . .
o the teacher to use a large share of his teaching time in ,
. direct¥g work rather than hearing 'les»sons. ’

@

=Y

The classroom then becomes a workshop 1n which the instm&'l:of' L
s the director ...individuals_adyance at théir own rate-and .. R
?(e amgunt~of assimilative . : el
gbeded to ingure the P
po 49) . ‘.‘ 4’. ' ,

material which in his ?udgment
1 understandipg desig'ed is 192
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Washbume who published his findings at the same time or concurrently

has written: Da | S
. 13
Under the old regme in the effoft to" give different children
> the same subject matter in the same: Iéngth of time, the

_ 7" —-quality.of the children's work, .the degree of their masterys’

% varied from poor  to exgbwlent as attested by their report

EY cards. But under the i

{

\ technique.O‘f individual educatiop,
LR instead of quality varying, time varies: a child may take
' - as much time as he needs to master a unjt of work, but
, master it he must. The common essentials, by defmitwn,
- are those knowledges and skills needed by everyone. To
' allow many children, therefore to pass through school with
hazy and inadequate grasp of them, as ene' must under the
class lock-step scheme, is to fail one of the functions of
the schoo]. ,(Jshbume, 1925, p. 79).4 .

wﬂhelms (1952) says ana]ysis of various systems including -the Winnetka

plan, and “the md1v1dua1 system" of Burk,
Lo . ' -
... reveals a disappointing amount of true individualization.
In both schemes there has been far oo much tendency to
“individualize with respect to little more thap rate of progress.
..~And one must Have a meager conception of individualization
to settle for students merely being able to do these same
things at a different pace. Such "individualization" largely
fails to come to grips with the fundamental differences among
.students--differences in their interests and purposes, their
‘personal needs, and their whole modes of thinking and learning

. (p '65). £

At:cording to Cooley andi:zy 71), individualized education ‘
' " ...1s essential adaptation of ‘instructional practices to
; individual requirements. Three major factors are involved,
\ each of which definés a set of variables in the system:
21) educational goals, (ii1) individual capabilities, and
iii) instructional means. Goals are defined to suit the
individual, as when individuals choose different courses of
- 1nstruct1on for different desired vocations. The term
.individual capabilities refers to the capabilities that the
‘Tndividual brings to a particular instructional -situation;
"these are influenced by prior background and schooling.
" Instructional means, which include what-is taught and how it
1s taugnt, are dictated by both the nature of the individual's
capabilities and the nature of .his educational goals. These
. three factors may change in the course of one's education
B or one's. 1ife, but in any particular span of time, during a
: specific teaching act, it is assumed that a particular edu-,
= cational goal or level of competence is to be attained; that
,~ the individual has particular capabilities; and that therg
1s available a set of instructional means and. conditions

1 4

\\‘N
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- rg]évant to assessed. capabﬂities and to criteria-of -
) mpetence (p. 95). 2 :

. o o
mw aga, educational leaders see a very

. great need for the individualizatign of inStruction_because.of indivi-  —.

3

——

dual differences among our students. Flanagan (1971) asks: .What efforts

e el

have beeh made in the last 50 years to adapt education to individual
- ) d1fferences? What are the inportant considerations educationa] psycho-
logists must keep in mind in approaching this prob]em (p. 7)?

Educators have been attempting to adapt for indwidual differences
in terms of differentiated assignments, rate of‘]ear:ning, and varying
instruction in terms of methods and medfa (FTanagan, p. ’7) primarily
through téchno]oéica] advances of team teachir;g, programmed instr'uction, -

flexible schegiul ing, open-arex schools, differentiated staffing, and
#+  the Tike (Kapfe;, 1971). Howaver, little has been dﬁne to get to .the
heart of the problem in providing the opportumtles to individualize ‘
instruction prpvioded by thesg,1nnovat10;;.(600dlad, 1968; Talbert, 1968; |
‘ Kapferl, 1971). STUDENTS NEED OPPORTUNITIES TO DE\IF;:L(i’Ig INDIVIDUAL RES-'-'
PONSIBILITY AND THE SKILLS OF INDEPENDENT STUDY. o 6
Indiviqualized instruction need not be the same thing as teaching

students 1nd'1ﬁatia'!1y.‘ An=instructional system is individualized when . .
the traits of each student play a major part in the seléction of g
.mat'ériall}s, pmcédure§ an_d” time. Robert Glaser (1969), ée'lineétes the
salient characteristics of individualized 1nstfuction. For effective
individuglized instruction, he feéls that behavioural 1& defined objectives
are needed. The teaching prbgrfam should be adapted to the requirements
and readiness of each §tudént, and, as well, students should proceed aﬁ

'their own rate in each subject. Glaser also sti-ésse_s that criteria are

B ' needed so that the student cai evaluate his own performance, Det_aﬂ'gd N
" {nformation about each stude'nt( is also required in order to vdesigrp. ,




F~“‘““*~;«\~‘1; a LAP system of instruction. These LAPs were evaluated for effec;irg- )
\\\‘_“-‘-\.‘ -

i learning what he needs to learn.... ay‘giving direction to the studenf. ' .f

an appropriate instructional program . , ' T

Learning Activity Packages prepared by education students were

used‘bwfthe investigator to explore the problem of the_implementation‘of

*

‘ness throughkErE:EFETT“and~4ﬁe4d~testing * The particular set of revision

T —

procedures 1nc1uded tryout-revision -tryout. S

. . wfiAT*JIS A LAP? ) " 6
In this thesis Learning Activity ﬁeckages are considered as one
approach to 1nd1v3duélizeq instruction. It is probably safe to predict
that LAPs will become more egucationally séphisticated and widely used®
as expertise develops in this mediuﬁ) ‘As educators, we would be well .
advised to examine the concept of “package" cr1tica11y and obJectiver

and tp cont1nue to learn more about it. \ R

LAPs are Student Oriented

4
A

One opportunity to individualize instruction is ¥he “eacieee“f
"The Learning Package is student orientedy It tells ‘the student what - ) E
he is going to do. The package puts the responsibility for learning |
where it belongs: on the student" (Talbert, 1968, p. 21).

A LA is a form of comunication between the student and the teacher
that centains inetructions for student activities leading tewarﬂ.
specified performance outcomes. The LAP is designed to‘individualize
1ﬁstruction consistent W1th the factors in the definition of "indivi-

dua]ization and individualized 1nstruction" stated in the previous

‘section. "It does not teach.the student but rather gu1des him in

rather than 1nformat10n. the program for each individual student may" be
fitted to his needs abi1it1es and prefErences" (Arena, ]971 p 14)
‘ ] . .




- R ") ‘ " ' - . Fy
. “_ . The LAP is neither a teaching unit nor a’ course of study. It is a 1
R flexible and individualized ledrning guide which is focused at the nnst °

e discrete levei on the component parts of a maJor concept skill or

value (Kapfer, 1971, p 53) However, as such a LAP conforms easily to

the framework of "courses" and "uﬂdts“ as these are coomonly and current]y

-defined. The package does not contain 1nstructiona1 materials to any .
\\M

. great*EEEEHf‘“;d“cannet~stand_a_gngi_§uthils_th basic instrument for

individuatizing instruction.

-

LAPs are Structured , S e -—~~\.

-, Actual programs for independent study and individualizing the

- T curricuiuh'have been deve]ooed in various formats put are 1abet]ed quite
different]y Chief among thosé studied by this investigator'include
‘Indiv1dualized Learning Packages (ILPs) by Kapfer (1971), the UNIPAC

“

- Program by “Field and Swenson (1972), and LAP by Smith (1962) However,

” e all of.the above formats. emphaSIze the relationship between subject. O
hnatter.*ﬂearning objectives, learning noteriais and_actlyities and tests. :ﬂ
L i The LAP format as_used in this study containg eurricuTar elements from -
Smith and Kapfer as’foliows: Rationafe'vtearning\Oojéctiue, Pretest T
- -

Learning Activities, Self- test, Posttest Quest, and Teaoher s Section:

‘ How are the parts of a Learning Activity Package interreiated? o
'Rationale. The rationale is a statemént to the student This "' ~-d
‘ stateient commﬁnicates to the learnér why the LAP. should be J“

v . -
i “

iof interest to him and is included in the course of study. The rationale * -
» relates the present topic to topics previously studied and to thosé

-

3 T~ ‘ whicb will be stﬁdiEd‘Tatjr. In thiS'Way, the student can see continuity
ce v in the topics:he is study ng (Arena, 1971 Baker, 1970 Smith, 1972).

5 ‘ " The rationale is written for the student It is, short. easy to read
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free from educational ji;abn”and does not include vague statements. )

Learning Objective. The learning objective or perfor'mant_:e objective ™

is the most fundamental component fer guiding or structuring the be-
havior of the learner (Smith, 1972, p. 16). The objective or objectives

-

are behaviorally spated and should sﬁgcify the intent, performance con-
o *f“*-—-H‘L“dili9Q§_§§9;Fhe minimum acceptable level of/perfornwnce {Mager, 1962).
The idea of iEEEZKE*?Z‘Ed‘Eﬁahge the student's behavior (so that he can /ﬁ{
perfonh ckrtain tasks or demonstrate his knowledge): The objective(s) - o
should providé for diversﬁty in levels of learning (i.e. recall, appli-
~ cation, synthesis) so that the student is directed toward higher lgvel
™ thought processes rather than confined to recall of facts. A learning

objeéfive can be in any of the cognitive, affective or psychomotor

ve

- . ~ .domains. With behavioral]y stated objectives, both the student and
‘ teacher can accurate]y evaluate progress and the teacher can determine

a " ' 4

the effectiveness of the instructional program. . ’
Pretest. A pretest is nesigned to determine whaf the student has
o already achigved in the learning-objectiQeg (knowledge, skif]s, etc.) as
, a result of‘his earlier learning experiénces. Each question is keyed tori
e E a particular objective and a test key is included so that the studént
| can evaluate the results.- If he successful]yctasthe work on the,
pretest, that means he has most -probably achieved the‘objeetive at some
prior time and 1f “in the teacher's op1n1on there 1s no need for“ﬁfm to
do the activ1t1es then he goes dlrectly on to the next LAP If he does

not perform satisfactorily, then he must improve on h1s'weaknessés,by

completing the appropriate act1v{i1es of the LAP before attemﬁting the

LES

posttest. .
Learni_g:Act1vities. The learning activities component is the u




* - N
A . ) ' ' . ‘ 9
) R 4

"heart“ or core of the LAP.. These activitie

"provide each student w1th"
a ch@ice of lternatives concerning nat/only how, what when and where
to Tearn but also opportunit1es for the fficient use of a wide range
'of learning reﬁgurces." (Smith, 1972). The core of the LAP implies that

) the student will have access to’a resource center, Every classroom can

| he turned into & resource center by having study carrels and appropriate

‘ " : . materials. According to Smith learn?hg activities ingorporate the follow- ¥

L~ : ' ing alternatives or "multis" (cf p. 16): .

‘ . 1. Multi-media: the use of various kinds of audio-visual .
l ° ) equipment and the performance of sensory-oriented tasks; !

2. Multi-mode: var1ations in process goals that determine
the sizé of the learning group and methodology (i.e.,
large-group instruction, small-group instruction,
individual work); .

. ) 3. Muit1-content\~,differ1ng levels of soph1st1cat1on or
- ' difficulty of all resource materials, whether printed
or audio-visual; and T

4. Multi-activities: variations in ferms of paper-an&-
, . -pencil activities, such as listening, viewing, dis-
£ . ' cussing, p]ay1ng games, manipulating, etc. -

-tgst ' Upon complet1on of the learning act1v1t1es the student

takes a self-test. "Each. question is keyed to a specific objective and \

the student "’ 1s provided with a key so he can evaluate the results. The% TN\\E—\\
. self-test can serve the following purposes' (Smith,-p. 16). : t
- 1. allow the student to by ass the LAP if he can already '
, (similar to the Pretest) meet the performance criteria; .
; . . -
2. guide the student to those portions of the LAP that. he e
needs to study; and, , - o
, 3. allow the student to check hisow n progress level prior : ,
[ L. to the posttest administered by the teacher. ‘ ;
Self-evaluation may be paper-and-pencil, product orieited, group dis- i R
"gussion oriented,_pr manipulat1ve performance oriented If the student Ar:?.;ﬁ
is successful he may proceed to the next LAP; if. not, he mst be re-\ j:;, ’3 hg;
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' directéd into activities within the‘LAP or be/prescribed a different LAP.'
i.e. 2? should complete or"redo’suggested activities wherein he was not
successfyl.

Posttest., The posttest has only one purpose: to determine if the
learneéwcan perform the learning objective(sil The lTearning objective
dictates the posttest format and content. Al]‘tesé items are criterion-
referenced. That is, each item is keyed to the specific objecti@e. The
posttest is included in the teacher's section of the LAP.a O

- Qgégg, Quest provides the opportunity for stqdent§ tdupursue
‘related, enriched, or in-depth areasi. Hopefully these will be pupil
initiated and could well differ for each student. It should be emphasized
that the dg;st actiyities are not assigned. They are intended to be
pupil-initiated, se]fd%};goted and fall in the catego§y cpmmon]y defined

"
#

as independent study {éf.Kapfer, 1971, pp. 171-4). :

N,

A1l of the above co ents were built into each package. An.

attempt had been made to have congruence between the Pretest, Objective, '“
Activities, Self-test, Posttest and Quest. -Inlother words, the investi- -
gator tried to (a) specify the level and conditions of.acceptablg\?en- '
formance, (b) provide learning activities incorporating the "multis" .
which relate to the objective, (c) ensure that all/forms of assessment, -
at the stated level and under the stated conditions, measure that which
the designer indicated would be measured, and (d) permit in-depth or - ,
further work which would indicate the student's self-motivation and

L
interest. . . N .

Téacher's Section. The teacher's section of the LAP is written for
- the -teacher.. It 16c1udes: ) " - c

1

1. Identification of the Jearner: Methods of identifying the

<




‘ eger
learners, prerequisities, limitations, or special |
characteristics of learners are noted here;.

2. keys to the pre- and posttests, only if they are
objective-type tests;

3. the Posttest which is housed on a separate page; . .

and, 4. any special instructions or comments such as special

* cautions that other teachers need to know before pro-
ceeding with any of the text materials; informing them
of subsequent LAPs teacher's references, resources,
etc. (cf. Swenson, 1971, pp. 28-32),

’

LAPs fit Present Schools

4 J

A LAP is a new approach in the use of educétional/mateniAIS“wﬁTth e
coulq readily fit into the present physical strucfuré aﬁd admipistration
> of sghoo)s and universitiés, However, the teacher's role (which will be
dealt with in more detail iha succeeding chaptef)is éignifi;aﬁtly changed
(Lindvall & Bolvin, 1970). His fynction as a dispenser of fnfonmatﬁon is
considerably reduced as thg student moves into a more active role in fhe
iearning process.. Basic to the theory of indiv{ﬂualized instruction is
" the principle that tﬁe~tea¢herhassumes a diégnostf&-prescrfptive role
L where he can apply professionél compe;eﬁce in helping eacq indivfdué}'
learner to.find success. Implicit in this role is the-opporiunity to
create an effective learning environment to solve learning problems and v
- to provide enrichment for individual students. ’ (féﬁ’ﬁﬂl‘
( Even though study is carrjed’ opt 1aFgely by having each pupi rsue

<+ a unique set of activities, it is necessary for the tedcher to give
careful thougﬂi to his owﬁ'schedule of classroom activitieél studenfs
access to a resource center and allocating certain amount of time, for

resource center 1earning He must. a]locate time for general supervision) - ~;;;
L of activities, for smali, group instruction, for individual tutoring\and , uiai{\;g
for cqynseling. The teacher'muSt also be concerned Qﬁth such detafls fisgﬂiw’zﬁé
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- as setfting’ aymrangemen'csE the accessibility of supplies and equipment,
and the availability of supplementary learning materials, For effective

(o~

1mp]ementat1on of LAPs, it is essential that the teacher as dec\swn (\f
—/ ~y

£ macker fac111tates>,and manages a tcnalle_’__mw%\mgt mc]udmg time
) for resource center learning. \
Using student" teachers and paraprof'e§§iona'15 to 'he,lp with mn-teaching
{fasks can be of i.nva]uable assistance to ;:he“teacher or resource librarian
- __,___in_;his_type_of_leamiﬁnvjmnmenf (Friedman, 1969). - .

An objective-based LAP provides. direction for the student-learner

T S S —

inc]uding measurement for its success. Only when educators and students
“know spec1f1ea11y what they are trying to accomplish can they tell
whether or r\lot they have been,succes;fu] . Implicit in the LAP obJectwe
s the fact that t& student knows precisely what is expectgd of him.

In its final qeveIBBment stage the LAP is tested on students (Baker, 1971)

and revised until it demonstrates that it .really is sel f-instructioqa'l,
- an§ that students do learn’from .it. |

The existence of objectives ‘means that the AP can be empirically
tested and c‘b,y using formative] evaluation it can then' be revis\ed until
it achieves the desired results. (Bloom, 1971, pp. 117-191).

In this study the formative ‘evaluation procedures employed in the
deve]ppment? and production of LAPs were as follows: The. teacher ‘ ‘
generates a set of concepts2 (or skills, or values) and from these he.'
formulates thq 1eérn1ng objectives, whic_h',he thinks will teach- these

]Fomative evaluation is concerned ‘with program improvement. For-
mative evaluation seeks information for the deve]opment of a curricul um
or instructional device. (Stufﬂebeam. 1971). .

2A concept is a word), phrase, or symbol rebresentfng a generaH zed/

+ idea, of a class of objects. qualities or relationships based on one's
.o experienoes with instances of. the class; may be relatively concrete or

highly abstract. e,g. Concept - "commutative pmpert,y“~ Skill - "tell
_ time to the hour"; V% “Poetry is enjoyable." (Kapfer. 1971)

A

AR

-




~ concepts. From this the teacher generates a criterion test for .each of
these objectives. He then pretests the learner to see if he ca/n meFt
the criterion. At the same time, he 1dent1fies the mstructional problenm,
makes an ana{l/ysis of the Tearping-task and generates the#rest of the in-.

gredients of the package, ( 1§ insgr ¢tional strategies) choosing the

. .. / . .
~ . best one within his limits to develop and impIement, and adapt to his

" Tearners. Afterwards he posttests each learner. For those whofaﬂ

e —awt

he revises and recycles the LAP or selects another LAP (or other ways
' and means to meet the cri terion) and at the same time reassesses the
effectiveness of LAPs as an approach to individualized m%ructwn
Performance standmis are set for an objective prior to instruction,
by designating a single minimum acceptable raw score or percentage score
for all learner resbonses to all ’criterion items for that objective. The
student performance for an objec—:tive/ refers to the desired mim‘mal score

that students are expected to attain on that objective fo]lowing 'instruc-

tion. For example a pupil might be told "you must get 9 out of 10
quest1ons correctly."
\ X " Many good teachers probably have been doing something similar,

3 intuitﬂively, and perhaps not so rigorously, for some time. The 1nvest1'-:
gator suggests that there is a clearneed for further refinement and
study of the efficacy of evaluation procedures as applied to LAPs as an
effectwe approach toward' individual1zed'1nstruct10n
: One benefit teachers will derive is in the selection of indivi- -
dua]-i}ad learning materials and activ‘it'les for a LAP. A LAP can be held

. accountable for students success: through™ built-in mechanisms for evalua-

| . tion and modification, IF T0O MANY STUDENTS DO NOT ACHIEVE A GIVEN
OBJECTIVE IN_A LAP,SOMETHING IS WRONG WITH THE LAP OR WITH THE WAY THE
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LAF IS BEING USED BY THE STUDENT OR BY THE TEACHER. ' _ 7
Objective-based proceaures for conducting formative evaluation. @gﬁ

with new curricula and for individualizing ﬁmstruction and learning are

in the early formative evaluatiop s(:agés. Their refinement is possible

upon evaluation of their use in:"j;hjé development of curricular changes AL

and in ongoing classroom instruction. When e,\{aluation procedures have ;\‘5

been adequately refined, there will still be a need for sumnai;.ive3 j

evaluation\l(Bloom, 1971, pp. 61-84) to compare with other typescof
‘ 4

%

Tearning pagkages such as the Supplemental LAP" and the Instructional
LAP5 (A;‘ena. 1971). Ultimately the evaluation procedures and instruc- . X
tional program must be evaluated on the basis of their effeéts on learner—
performance. .

Speci'ficall_y then the pur;pose 6f this exploratory investigation’is )

_to evaluate student teacher designed Learning Activity Packages for

effectiveness through a pilot study and field testing using a procedure'
of J:rybut-revision-tryout on app?‘?)ximately 190 pupi_ 1s in’ age 10 to 12 \
el

years .in the 5th and 6th grade levels. FuH;her, tHis studji and evaluation

of LAPs as a technological problem should produce evidence that improved
learner performance results from the use of specific learning -objectives -

both to evaluate and revise 1nstr\uct10n and to diagnose and remedy
Y

1nd1vidual student weaknesses. Consequently, a teacher who 1s knowledgable

. 3Sumative evaluation is concerned with determining overall program
effectiveness. ‘It is aimed at giving answers-to an educator about ‘the
merits and shortcomings of a particular curriculum or a specific set o
instructional materials, e.g. Geography LAPs for-the seventh grade levets
(Stufflebeam, 1971), .

4 Supplemental LAP is instructional and can stand:alone as its.
objective can'be reached without recourse to other materials. Its pur-
pose is to’supplement a regular LAP. (Arena, 1971)

SAn Instructional LAP can be used independently of any other materials.
The purpose of this type of LAP is to broaden the curriculum in areas Jgot o
included in the student s typical course of study. (Arena 1971).




1hlthjs technique of curriculum design can write a LAP, try it out,
- A Y ’ °
revise it, and try it out again'in his-own school. He can make use of

the materials and resources on hand to the best advantages., He can adapt
) . ’ / .
the LAP. to a particular/group of students, school, or regiomal area. °

v
v

e Evaluation as a Technological Problem

N

Educationa] evaluation and measurement is fast begoming one of the
many diverse forms of educational techno1ogy. Oliver

efines technology

~as a fprinciple of methodological decision“z(011ver..1969, p. 5). Though
he regards science end technology as*comp12dentjng“each other, he insists
that a mqee'meaningfﬁl and practical techdo1ogical methodolqgy (rdther
than scied&{iz: theorizing) is needed ‘in education. Oliver wr{{es

While c1encé/\beuses~on inves€dgat1ng the behaV1or in abstract
«  and surrogate environments, in order to reduce variability and
confoundedness , ‘technology investigates the behavior of com-
126hents in real world septic environments in order to maximize
his variability and confoundedness. (2) While the goals. of
science are the control and/or the explanation and under-
standing of phenomena, those of technology are focused op~
, timizing the control of environments., (3) While the
o scientist processes data in a manner calculated to lead h1m
from a- set of causal conditions to be related set of effgts,
the “technologist reverses- this order... Starting with a desired
-effect, the technologist attempts to identify the required set
of 1ndependent causal conditions.... (4) While scientifie. theori-
Zing depends for its power primarily upon-empirical sensory
data inputs, the technological theorizing depends primary
upon the "hunches" of the technologist. {5) While outputs of
' the stientist are inductive and deductive explanatory state-
V  ments, those of the technologist are forecasts.... (6) Finally,
while scientific theordes are gvaluated in terms of their
‘relative power for relating facts.within a-theoretical frame- .
- work, technological theories are evaluated in terms of. the
- probahility of their, forecasts“ éOIiver, 1969, pp. ~8)

The “term "evaluation“ used in this thesis 1s desciribed- “.‘. .as a
procedure for gathering andwanalyzing data in such. a way that it leads’
tO‘improvements in LAP materials and in the 1nstructiona1 system. Indi-
vual ized 1nstruction, with its need fbr extensive 1nformntion concerning

pupil progress, provides an exceltgnt opportunity fbr studying
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. & Cox, 1969, pp. 156-7). The emphasis here is of"the importance of
~a evaluation in both a formative and summative sense (Bloom, 1971, pp.
< ' 43-84)
| Asse551ng ‘the effectiveness of an 1hstructiona1 program canhot rest
" on such simple and traditional criteria as significant differences in ‘
the mean achievement scores of experimental and contrdi groups because

ST standardized testing is based on the ~assumption of fixed exposure to a
[y

. common,content (Dunn, 1971, p. 30) In an 1ndividua1ized educational

-

' program there is the-necessity for moving toward an ungraded program, = . '
. toward indiVidualized rather than group testing, and toWard criterion

.2 normed\rather than group n rmed tests . The teacher must know what the

student has,accomﬁTTEheg and not Just his estimated success or faiiure

\ represented by percentages or grade ietters . ]
o , £vaTuation is basically not a research activity s opposed
: to traditianal research, avaluation “dogs not conceikn itself
-, "with hypothesjs testing, generalizing results, replication,
“’ or contro) .of}all relevant varjables. . It is heavily in-
< fluenced by tfje constraints of the situation feasibility,
, . 3 'and demands d\)constituents Payne 1973§xpp 344%5)...

o

And Morgan (1971) argdes that eva]uation “results, in the Tanguage of .

g research—oriented writers,fail ta cqmmunicate with maniezrucators.

: . « . Mmany peop]e interpret’ "swgnificbnt differgfice" to mean
. B ."important difference", which may or may not be the case, In °
the event that i} nificant difference is of no practical
importance, the findings ‘can lead to"a “Type Three Error" -
the beljef. that the observed difference is mportant‘because it’
is statistically significant (p 46).

LA

, . i The application of crgferion-referenced measures in’ mastery learning
: '-\

is iilustrative of the fact that very often groups can serve as their

; f_ own controls. Fianagan (1969), for examp]e describes how the application

of formative procedures resulted in the reduction af training time in

and ‘improving instructional resources on the bgsis of such‘data“ (Lindvall .



R an ipmservice program from 45 to 20 to 9 working days Cronbach (1963)
has for many years ‘argued that)the t significant use of educational’
measurement and evaluation data is in :Zhe improvement of curricula. .

& " ¥ ’ 7

. According ta Payne, he writes g

; Evaluation information is most helpful when it tan X ) ~
be used to do the most good. in making for greater ' 3
effectiveness--not after the fact. Just as evalua-
. tion viewed in the formative way can improve product 1 :
N development, so can. it be used to prowide better . . W
.individualized learning programs for students- o :
//'(Payne l973 p. 344).
Evaluation projects will always show positive.resultsu
within certain limits. The mere participation in a
.curriculum development project tends to rejuvenate
_and inject revitalized interest, motivation, and
. enthusiasm. Description- of what happened may be the 4 o
reatest contribution that can be made by evaluation
?Payne, 1973, p, 35). )
= . Evaluation of LAPs in this thesis is considered as a technological . ‘
.problem and is described in general terms -as follows: The problem is to
evaluate effectiveness of LAP as an approgch to indiv1dualizing instruétion,
-—~the outcomes (observations and results) apply only to the LAP program being
evaluated and therefore .cannot be generalized to other aCfKVltleS, total

R orientation of ‘the -LAP 'evaluation program, process and product, can be
. attempted to be understood only in the existing conditions in an adfﬁ;r\

)JQN" situation in the participating schools no control group was present

~ - and only posttest type data were included in the evaluation data ’

.necessar@ for opinion and interpretapipn analysis; data were collected

) periodically to modify the ongoiﬁgﬁactivity and improvement through timely

" feedback was' an irfiportant function of evaluation; quantititive data was
combiﬁéd with qualitative information in an attempt to gain an understanding

- of LAP system in individualized instruction, any infonmation deemed relevant.

to LAP evaluation was acceptaBle and was collected if needed and it .




R functions, has termed one function as formative evaluation. It is the

o,
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was ant‘lcipated that the evaluated LAP Eystem'of instruction would be
Judged to bring about a positive change in the part1c1pants mastery of

the learning process.

.o~ , , L o
el Survey of Related L@rature - ‘ ,\

Educational evaluation includeg many diverse topics and in 1973

’eva'luat;ion was still going through the -defining stage, - Ode of the
:Functions of evaluation is to determine the effectiveness of the instruc-
Atiomﬂ'methads and materials. This trend is continuing very strongly at
;‘Ehe present time. The importance of empirical feedback for improving
programs of individualized instruction and individualized educat{on are

[

discussed, The ihvestigator wﬂl attempt to cite the author(s), and . / )
comnent briefly on the ontents using three cat%gories of studies 1n.‘ )
Theory and Methodo]ogy,QE}Bimcal Models and Empwical Studies ”

Theory and Methodolog.y_ ’ Y
|

Scriven (1967), ret:ogmzing that evaluation can serve as number of

gathering of data r\;Tﬁ'i'ie a program is being developed for the purpose of
guiding the development process. Another role of evaluation within an
instructional program, particularly an individualized system in monitoring

o (Bupﬂ pr-ogress has been studied by Glaser (1967) and Lindvall and Cox -

e (1969).. In this latter case, evaluative information is used to adjust ‘

the curriculum’to the needs of the jndwidual and might be viewed as a
-, \

N type of continuing formative evaluatﬂi\gnkl : '
“In recent years, research and deve'IOpment/ workers in education

b and psychology have adopted the words ‘formative and 'symmative' evalua- J
' Y tion to differentiate the evaluation used to 'lmprove the 4nstructional ;
materials while they are m the process of déyelopment from the ‘tenni‘hal
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" program: "Which is more iﬁbortant; to tell of some very special things

¢

evaluation of the final product (Weisgerber, 1971, p. 14)." If

' instructional materials and methods for individualized education’are to

improve substantially, much formative(evaluation will have to be done.:
Briggs (1972) reminds us that the quality of local school evaluation
is still at a Tow level and states'firm]y that increased participation
of external evaluators from corporations, coﬁsulting firmsqan& universi-
ties 1n\the evaIuat%on efforts of school districts will only prolgﬁg a

condition that needs radical chang1ng. He proposes that new infusions
E\\

of money, a broader definition “of evaluat1on and an administrative re-
S§tructuring of evaluation activities can\annge the system.
™S
Stake (1972) asks this question of the evaluator of an instructional

s

about the program or to provide the most accurate portrayal of the -~

) proéram?“ He opts for givin§ the client a substantive portrayal of the

program rather than a focus on the more ﬁrominent features. According -
to Stake, "if the program glows the evaluation should reflect some of
it. If the program wobb]es,/the tremor should pass through the evaluaé?
report." ‘ ]
Womble (1972) labels public school researcq a “two—face& profession.”
Researcﬁé%%'ﬁﬁ&e the responsibiiity to find possible solutions to current
educational prob]ems'and. a¥q£he same time, heve the responsibility to
comunicate their findings to peop1e other than, pub]ic school reseafcher%
to be “two-faced" Jn order to have maximum impact on the advancement of
education as well as the state of the art. _
Popham-(1973) believes that much of the educatienal ineffective~
ness which exists in our schqols‘gan be attrie;ted;directly to teachers’

preoccupatioﬁ with devising new and exciting ways (1nstructional process)
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of teaching, without ever verifying what effects those Brocedures have
. . ~on children. ", . . too many educators succumb to the lure of an

attractive instructional process without checking‘the quality of its

w oA

impactfon learners." This should be the reason we search for better

~

instructional procedures. ~

“Empirical Models ‘ . o .

-

"1t has been an unquestioned truism among educators that better
instructional materials produce an improvement in learning (Eash 1969 .
p._la);f Despite this belief, 1ittle has -been done to aid classroom
teachers to assess learning ﬁ%&erials and to test their effectiveness.

The problem of assessing curriculum materials is compounded by the in-
creaSingly wider choice of commercially prepared instructional ;aterials,
lack of local- guidelines to assist the teacher in analyzing, judging,

and selecting- nstructionﬁ
l

urgent need in teacher ed ation programs to insure that certain skills

*ngtérials. Also, the fact there is the p

related to individualized i struction are acquired by all trainees is

implied by Eash and corroborated by Steen (1 7// pp. 83-92) -
Instructidhal materials embody a particular view of curriculum and

the manner in which it will be implementéd through instruction. %o

assess instructional, materials it is n cessary to determine the view of- ;

- f

the manner in which “The materials

curriculum fostered by the developer,

&

are arranged for presentation, the e hasis placed on the content and the
process for involving the learner, and the learning expect tions, . It is -

on-these bases Eash designed an instrument6 to assess curriculum

' materials. Eash‘s design’ for evaluating the instructional materials

i

K

This instrument, with minor adaptations, has been used by this 8 i3?
inves 1gator 1in evaluating LAPs.'lv, A




N
N 7+ includes four cnnstrudts of‘instruc;ional design: A, ,Objectivesz
4 B. Organizatiqn; C. Methonologf; and D, EQaiuation. (cé. Easn, 1969 ‘.
and. Appendix A). .. S N . .
The concept. of “qua]ity\ef instruction" can be easi]y.extended to -
indicate the degree to which the task to be learned is struc;ﬁred or
seqnenced in sncn a‘way %nat‘it'is optimally efficieni for ihe'specific '
, . Tearner. This?;?oblem of qaapiing iearning methods and naterials'to a
specific individual is discussed by Cronbach (1967). ‘He includes four. |
procedures or type§ for adapting instruction to 1ndiv1dua1 djfferences e
(a) GiVen a fixed set of -instructignal materia]s, simply vary the time ’ :
given the student for completion; (b) matching goals to-the indiVidual -;
~ () erasing individual differences and (d) altering instructionaiwmethods.
In discussing type (b) Cronbach points out a-number qf'limitations and

“possible dangers of too much emphasis on dropping goals for individuals

-use of their difficulty in attaining then In type (c) he suggests

g

Q f a requi site abi]ity has not been adequately developed that
‘Iliwor

items as interactigns between learning abilities and performance and

\,ﬂ\///,
tion‘be given to the development sf the ability prior to initiating
with the instructional materials. In'type (d): he discusses such /

designing alternetive treatments to interact with variab]esywhich,seém \

likely to show differential results. , | ,

Pl . faraoll (1967) in discussion of Cronbaeh's boints suggests fnat ‘f PN
. - psychblogists- must do a great deal of research béfore we Sih be. sure

N - that the achievement of-all pupils seeking a given educationai goal will

\a

v : be Optimai and significantly better than if we had used a single best

.method to teach all of them. f R R ; T
Hess and Hright (1972) Hst the stages thmugh which. curricuimr— S

a.,.
- \ d




, . . . * - -

. ‘ Pevelopment proaects typically move. Initial Stiate« Hodt House--the :
initial tryout of a prototype product, pilot test, field test and
public diffusion. They identi'fy five major dimensions of a comprehensive
'evaluatiou’ of curriculum eroducts: Desire_zbility/Feasibility, Managemént/
Procedural Cost, Product Worth, Usability éﬁd GeReraliiability, “Issues \

. " relating to the contiouation or te‘rm,ination'oi; 3. program concern s atement' .

w | and ful fillment of objectives, establishing a rationale for the yse of -

particular measuring instruments, determination of whether or not ifferent

?'@ffects result from alternative procedures. When the product enters :

a

.~ 'the di ffusion stage, formative evaluation is ended and summative ought

{ T to begino ) . . o ‘ ‘ s v

r 2

Klein (l97/€? devised “a formuTa to help decision makers cempare the ‘

c e - 4 effegti veness of differing instructional -programs. - The fornula is besed, ’
‘ _on the rationale: that general program effectiveness will increase if one
4 \. or more of the following variables increases: number of objectives, .

o LI success on the obJectives relative 1nportaﬂce of the obJectiVe, nunber -

-

s Of students.in, the ‘program; or if pupil time and/or program costs de- - '

‘ cr‘ease. L : , .
,, ) Abedor (l972) describes the development and field testing of ‘a flow

cliart mode]l for formative evaluation of self-instructional multi-media . e

C Tearning systems, _ o / SN /

. Light (1972) presents specified procedures for evaluating materials ‘ “"
‘during their in-content tryout, She concl udes that s,ystematic fomative TR

- 1

'_.« g o evaluation is feasible even though. classical experimental desing sare - s Y

el e

S el not%ractical i formative evaluation. The systematic elimination Of ,' :

RS PRAN

rival hypotheses is one design which appears useful in ;identifyiug.:‘




' " revisfons. S

. . . Jacobs (1972) reports on a four-st‘age model for program development -
N - 3 and evaluation at the local schoal level. The fundamental thrust of tﬁe o

. model is for more educational progranming to be initiated at the local

5 . ' ~ school lele R .

. Empi rical Studies

4

One main purpose of évaluation of'eoucational innoyat‘ion is to | ‘l :
provide information as input for decision-making by tf_ie schools about b
adoption of .course-content-improvement packages.  One type of investi-'

Qation 'which would help immeasureably with tiie development of curriculum
materials, and in this case could add valuable information for the -

adoption-rejection decision in the school,‘is exemg) 1fied by some studies L
by Stake and Sjogren (l964) The general import is that they were .
investigating the relative advantages for individuals with_varying )
o characteristics. of different modes of studying the same materials.
Two teams of psychologists of the American Institutes for Research
one - headed by Markle and the other. by Short, undertook the development ,
i '. R of specific instructional programs in which one of the major goals was o
\ .+ efficiency in attaining a high level of mastery. In both instances it
i . . was found that the major gains in’efficiency i h the program came not from
)'i : . . {hsights and applications of ps’ycholociacal 'brincipl es, but from repeated
T empirical /ttyouts and feedback as to the effectiveness of the initial
attenpts to assist the student to learn. In Markle s study (1967) the .
‘ 'procedures of empirical tryout and revision resulted in + program which .

| enabled the least apt. student using the new instructional meterinls



v

7

. a high Ievel'oflmaste y of all important objectives was obtained in a

EY

. . fraction of the time q ired by the program previously in use. The

‘very dramatic 1mprqvement ained in these courses as a result of a

& series of empirical tryouts e;Bhasizes the great inadequacy of our
: g " present knowledge regarding learning. Both Carroll (1968) and Gagne o

(1965) as eeported by Lange (1968), acknowledge the serious limitations .

of our present know]edge regard1ng\j;2630nditions of learning in the

claséroom. and point ogt that presently available 1nstrpct10na1 materia] :
e - does not make use of thejyany well-established principles,of learﬁﬂngs »
The Learning Researéh and Development Center,(LRDC)'at ehe Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh, ih its work gggihe developmentFef new qu;ationa[
programs, has given considerable attention to the role of evaiuation in’
such programs. Tqree types of eva1eat10n were carried in one Center e

- o project, the program of Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI) by .

‘e
"

Lindvall and Bolvin, (1967). These types consisted of: . ) -, |

{ 1. Individual pupil monitoring. The regular and systemic
| . evaluation o% pupil achievement for the purpose of ‘
' adapting 1nstruction to indjvidual needs. ..

b4 .
N

2. Fonmative eva]uation. The continuing evaluation of all
eTements of a developing educationaI program as an aid
to the development process. . -

- 3. Summative evaluation. The evaluation of the results -

produced by an educational program for:purposes of A

making Judgments concerning its value. .

A school that has uti1ized Learning Activity Packages ( Ps) as a '

basis for individualizing the curriculum is NOVA, ‘an fnnovative’ school
at Fort Lauderda]e. Florida. Its prpgram is described‘by Mchi] and ;'l

Smith (1971. Pp. 203»211) This P pe developed by Smith has been ;‘.g' KNS
“‘. successfu11y~apdl!ed to a wide ver3§f§/if gisciplines.' "ﬂ “ _ 'J\pn
. Under its director, John E/ Arena (1971). The Interrelated Hathé% j;':::~:;;i

¥
_J_A




\'z:e;:bmnt of programs in ni't_:h school ‘science :jand mathematics where -

-

_ toward the subject, and how students would regar'd or rate the LAPs, Coa | A

’

.
> B
= e Y. ®

. N o ‘ . >
o disciplines are.interrelated at points of commonality. The - /.
‘spcond goal, involved development of a s}stems, approach to individualized -
learning that would be measurably more effective and beneficial to both. .

9. ;' . ‘ 4
the teacher and the student. - y . ' . v

During the 196H0 school year, the principaT focus was on the
actual writing of the LAPs using comnercia]]y prepared materl’a‘ls. The'
%ENETICS LAP was 1mp1emented and comparisons were made- between a group -
of students working 1ndependent1y with the GENETICS LAP’ (experime{iﬂ |
group_) and a group of students 1earning} in a more: traditior‘é] lecture . .
_manner (contro] group). The results of the GENETIC LAP shm})ﬂ be regarded.
as providing construcqiye 1n1tia1 feedback to persons responsib?e for
developing LAPs. ‘ ‘, . f

. During 1970-71 ~school year, LAPs were 1mp1emented in different
schools with teachers with algebra and geometry c'l asses. This study was
focused on’ just which variables would have the greatest effect on student - h

achievement with LAPs, behavior of students after using LAPs, attitude

Only students who were using LAPs were involved in 'this' study. " A1 Five
teachers were in agreement‘ about‘tne influence the LAP form on 1ndiy§- ’
dualized fnstruction had qQn. the-ir teaching’in the regul ar olassroom. ’
The average rating given to_LAPs by students was 3.1 using a 5-point
sca'lL T - v ‘ . ' i
‘Significant findtngs in the search for individual leaming styles , ‘
‘have, been reported by Beard (1967). Kropp (1967) » ‘and Tallmadge (1968) ;
The very great number of pattems of individual differences 1nd1cate AR

that an enot'mous amountyqf research needs to be done to ‘even approach

"
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being able to p ribe thé optimal 1ns‘truct16nal mate'ﬁal_s and 'methods

"

for each nt to learn each type of equcatiqQnal obJect1 ve (F1 anagan.

1971, p. 13). Briggs (1968) surveys suggegt-t \t sequencing and the
\

'selection of the most apprgpriate madia may be of great importance in" ;

achieving "¢fficiency in instructional programs. ' . : 0.
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L ' . "less than 80 perce

|
The term "will be adequate]y revi sed" inp'lies the time and effort
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. CHAPTER 11 .

Q

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN METHODS AND fMATERIALS ‘ TN
Problem Statement

\

The 'phrpose of ti’n‘s study' is to evaiuate'LAP effectiveness as an

L T " inngvative program for assessing and instructing 10 to 12 year o]@{pupils
' ' using a procedure of formative evaluation. The genera] prob'lem under

study might be stated as follows: S

If a student faiis» to perform the specific objective as ex-
pressed in behaviorai terms in a LAP, there exists the possi-
biiity that ‘the LAP designer did not provide a'desirable,
‘learning envivronment (1earmng experiences existing materia'ls,
media, and an opern endeéd feeling of acceptance on the part of
the student) to facilitate learning for eac'tftudent according
to his ‘capabi'lities ‘ | ‘

Specificail(_y\the problem to be tested is stated as fo'l]ows.

A LAP which is less than 80 percent effective with a given
student population on a first tryout vii]l be adequately revised

and tried out the second time to see if the LAP meets the 80
~, 4 '

. s A
_ percent criterion. -

°
: f A

Several termsii the problem need cl arificjtion. 'First the temm

effective” refers to the number of pupils who have

i
lI

" failed to achieve the stated criterion performafice level of a LAP

|
_opjective. ' ' o L

{
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e;tpending excessive time on revision of LAPs,

Population and Sample:

_Pilot study of prepared LAPs by education students took place at
the resource cén_ter,of Pgretz Schbol » second branch of the Jewish People‘s
School, involving 35 pt}pﬂs in one 5th grade level and one 6th grade i~
level classrooms. Each LAP was tried out with three or more learners
followed by necessary revisions. - k
In fieTd testing, the subjects were pupjjs in age group of 10 to A
12 years, '- t‘he 5th (105-pupi ]_s and four teaghers) and 6th (45 pupils
ahd two t'e:%;)‘}rade levels enrolled 'in the Jewish People's School,
Montreal, Ca}lada. These pupils are tri-l 1“ngua1, culturally privileged
and come largely but not totally, from middle and upper socio-economc
backgrounds.

Planning, brgahizationL and Preparation®of the Approach

to the Problem

The investigator conducted one general orientation session with
teachers, 1ibrarians and other interested teachers and admipistrators of
the two respective schools. This session of appmximaté]y 90 minutes

included explanation of the theory of LAPs, a display of sa]np]e l:APs and

discussion of pertinent quesi:ions concemﬁg implementation of the
activities involved in the research. The primary purpose of this ori
tation session was to give the school adninistrators, resource center
Hibrarians and participating teachers an oppor‘,unity ‘to obtain t:heir
consent or refusal to participate. Within two weeks' all grade Five and //"
six teachers agreed with ?he school Administration that the exploratory ~ L
fnvestigatio‘n would be of mutual benefit and that fhey were read,y to |

participate,
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A second orientation session took place_jn the respective schools

~

; ‘ - ) and their participating teachers. The primary purpose of this orienta-

Aﬂ;{ tion session concerned the completion of "An Instrument to Assess

: Leérning Activity Packages" (see Appendix A) prior to students being .~

a’ssigned toA LAPs. This session was approximately 45 minutes, and the

v ggenda (see Appendix G) included assumptions using the iﬁstm‘gnent, |
“téacher. involvement in this study (particularly selecting ;-a\pubﬂ for a

particular LAP), the constructs of the instrument, and short detailed
. " explanation of “Gome of the terminology used in the instrument.
‘ Student oh' entation sessions preceded any attempt to'use LAPs to

ind‘ividuaHze instruction. Twenty-minute orientations were given by a

an opportunity to’ understand the procedures emp]oyed in this new system

of learning. The orientation sesswn 1nc1uded a d1Sp1ay of a sample

LAP, what individualized instruction is, what a LAP is and how it is

used. To assist ‘the studen;c' in explgining the procedures employed in
ﬁoing through a LAP, a large ca ‘boqrd flow chart had been prepared show-

ing all seven parts of the LAP. Pupils were encouraged.to ask questions.

:I"wo oﬁent'ation sessions were presented in the Pe'ret‘z‘School (35 students)

"

\

\

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

z

' ) competent teacher-mtern The primary purpose~ was to give each student
\ .

|

\

|

|

|

|

|

|

| a ) .

| gand six were offered at the Jewish People's School (155 students).
l Once the student had gone through the first LAP, the system‘besame

c1e’ar'and very little difficul ty was encountered in using succeeding

- LAPs. ‘Q“ . =

~Evaluation System

Field testing of 17 LAPs was of fered to real students ijndér the _
conditions of the partmular schools As the heart of any s,ystem is its .

testing and eva‘luation scheme . it 1s 1mportant that these stages provider




' situation became catastrophic. If a design had been carﬂmy worked .

for gathering the data neces'saty to 'determine how ‘the systefn is operating, '?

and what adjus,t_muﬁ;r modffications are needed to 1mprove it. Thes'e . g
two stages of the system, (Fig. 1) evaluation, together mth the revision = .

stage, form a loop which is in constant operation to provide this data > \

(Fig. 2). . S «
- | LAP SYSTEM BLOCK DIAGRAM ’ 0 - ’
: K | | | . o
|4 SPECIFIC FIELD '
ANALYSIS ——a{ OBJECTIVES —%Esmn —-[TEST —-'[ EVALUATE | -
o ‘ g . ) . . . \
T ‘ . Figure 1. o~ ]
Wl FEEDBACK LOOP T .

N ~ °

~

—————-bLE-IVALUA"EE i
* 7
REVISE

v

~ e - R Figure 2.

Y

In field testing, the LAP had to .follow the
and designﬂ created during the previous stagef merit - -

1n changing objectives or methods in mfdstrea -

out, {ts overall effect should have been observed before complete—
: ~ . ‘ . t..

'dissection oc\curréd . DR ' N

. Three basic'e]ements of the evaluation system. then included the
investi gator s observations student feedback and changes in the field. -
These were examined after each LAP was used and g,uided whatever revision

_seemed to be warr«anted before the LAP was used by the next Ieu'ner ‘)"./‘
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'Therefore, since t‘?e students’ and the field testing 1tself were in a

rel}aﬁ ve state of flux, due, to the fact that this experiment was in

additio‘n to students'and teachers' regular programs, and since perfes.tion
was ‘r.ar-e'ly aehieved, this loop within the system continued tg operate
as long as the LAPsexperiment continued. . a S

e Basic Rules followed for LAP Development

. Learning Activity Pa'\c.kages ‘used %n this studf were i(nitia'lly pro- . |
duced by education students who had at least five.or six weeks of'
lnstruction as part of a curriculam development course in theory and
practme. The 1nvest1 gator chose, deve]oped and checked a‘l] LAPs as to -

the extent they.followed Basic rules.
\ N 2y

In&tructiona] Sgecificatmns . *

<

= < 1. All learning objettives should be stated in terms of

3.

. the learner's post-instructional behavior.

{,,g 2. Critei;é, for judging the adequacy of the learner's

o

- . responsé should be specified.

s v

Assessment and Eilaluations oo 71 .

1. The criterion test (pretest, posttést) must be comp]etely
) prepared prior to the development of the LAP, 5

2. Test aitems should .not deviate from the behaviors described
' in the ]earning objectives . .

[
i A

LAP Develognent

W m—

.. The LAR should foHow the format cf seven curricular 4 ’
‘ elements. “ S .

2. The LAP should supply the learner with appropriate e
practice during#gn instructionat sequence, ; T

~

3. The LAP should provide.the learner with an
e ﬁopportuni ty to obtain knowledge of results.

- 4, The LAP should contain provisions far promoting the
learner's interest in the LAP. ;

5. Selection of the "multis" should be aade in the tht L
. of the desired Iearn'lng obdective(s) 'lntended target ce




gl —

‘ : . bopdlation, cost, and other relevant considerations.

, . 6. The time devoted to the development of the LAP should be

b - commensyrate with the importance the concept, skill,
 or yalue. o "
LAP Tryouts - R ” '
r . , ’ 1. At least three learners ére to use the LAP in the pilot. |
’ ' ©© study and at least fi“ve when field testing. , ~

2. Data from the piTot study and field trials should be
efficiently sunmarized for use by those who (investi-
gator and two assfstants) will revise the LAP.

* LAP Révision

’ "\, R Base LAP rev1sioﬁ on 1egit1mate 1nferences from pilot and
v ' ‘ field test data. .

2. The primary 1nferences regarding LAP rev‘lsi‘dn should be made
@ - from criterion data. ° '

!

~

T _ 3. Learner response data during the program should be consider?ed
: ~a valuable source of cues for LAP 1mprovement. W

L 4. Excessive time should not be spent in revision. - LN
(e.g.*not more than 90 minutes per LAP). <o

-
kS

S ' : Field Testing -and Revision LT

-

* o S ':rhis?‘study outlines the technological pr‘oblecn 1nvest19ated‘as , J

follows:~ Seventeen education stude%t designed LAPs were. evaluated for_

« - effectiveness throughg
' ( , ‘studen;t population, 'h

procedure of tryout-revfsion-tryout on-a defined
e LAP was deemed effective if it came up to a
predetermined 1e\}el of student performance, For exarrple, if 80 percent

of the students acbiexed the LAP obJective on a posttes for the first

time, it would be judged effective. No particul eir reafon 1s given for e
goosinqg 80 % level of effeétiver?ess other than an éxpediency in com- ‘.;'-“: K 1
pleting the ex,periment in a relat'l-vely short time. However. 1n revising
a LAP to the desired Ievel of effectiveness. the imfestigator asked ‘
Mmse‘lf- "Have>l been wasting time on this LAP or should 1t Justiﬁeb‘l’ :

.-,(v o
u"\'
' Vs
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be taking this long?" o ‘ p >

Therefore the investigator kept the fol l‘owing rule as his focal
point: o‘ A LAP {s a module with a single dr multiple -learning obj‘ecotives‘.
An objective states what the student will be able to dn as a result of

the learning. The objective niust be testable, To be useful, the objec-

- tive must be phrased in terms ‘of observable measurable performance, i.e.,

what must the ;earner do to prove that he has learned? e.g., the child

will be able to spell (type of behavior), in .formal and inf‘ormal'writing

_'(condition under which it will appear), 98 percent of the words in his
- ®

written work (1evel of performancej. (cf. Mager, 1962).

The LAP reviser, ther\"é"fore, looked first to the learnind objectives,
in order to determine whether performance on the criterion test had been
satisfactory. If certain of the stated objeci:i ve(s) had not been
dchieved, this suggested ‘Athat those portions of the LAP which dealt with

- those particular objecti ves should be modified. ]

_Additional practice exercises were added, en-—route behaviors were

n

e

g
identified moije adequately or sequenced differently. Hoyvever, it must /fjw/

be pointed out ‘that- Popham's (1971) Rules for The Development of Instruc-

tional .Products played a vital role in influencing this investigator‘s

pr'ocedural attempts in the LAP cycle of develobment, tryout and revi sion.
’Qhese included such as providing relevant practice for the learner,
providing knowledge of results and promoting»interest,’ prior to the
testing of LAPs. Some LAPs were adequately revised prior to Itesting, ¢
while others were subjected to revision! while being tested; But most of -
the modjfications were made as direct results of inferences derived from

learner performance on criterfon measures.

In additfon to information gained from criterion data, namely, o

U 4

;
] ;
. T
-

;

<



' pretests and posttests, many cues regarding LAP modifications were '

. p_'gbtained from the responses made by the learner dufing completion of the
program. The LAP reviser noted the kinds of responses which the learner
made as he completed the instructional materials. -

There was also an opportunity for elabpratioﬁ‘a?ter eaeh LAP (See:
Appendix C) on any other point a student felt would Be,he]pfu1. It wa;
1mpoetant in such an evaluation.situatioe to point out to sfudente that A
/fL " the purbose of the ﬁaitack was to gatﬁer_data useful in improving tﬁe
- LAP and that no reprisals were,forthcoming. ‘

It must further be pointed out that because this LAP experiment

was notﬂ?ully‘implemented in Fhe short period given to this study, several
revisions to LAPs were not attempted. For example, the schools did not'/
have the prescribed texts or audio-visual materials; the schools lacked
//[ . the physical facilities or)resources to carry out the LAP Tearning
activities; even minor reYisions to the scope and sequence were not:
possib]e due- to the rigid1 of the 1earning activities. - T
At the end of the exee;ement students were queried about tﬂeir
FEactions to the LAP system of 1nstruct10n and its elemeqts. This =
evaluation was rather simple. Questione such as‘(see Appendix D), “Nhy'
did you prefer workiﬁg with LAPs?" what did you espeeially like about
LAPs?" and "What did you especial]y dislike about the LAPs?" usua]ly j°
comprised the extent of the investigation. |
| _ -Formative evaluation of LAPs was carried out by the 1n;e$tigator- 5 ,
and two teacher {nterns. _As revisers, they assumed to have the same
latitude as areypfcal classroom teaeher. Fgrmat;ve evaluation data of

.- LAPs was baséd on the following:

<o ' 1. A teacher will complefe an evaluation questiqnnai%e for

47




'through it.and then take the criterion test. If they performed well,

Y ' o ,
3 ) ' ' ’
. each LAP before it is assigned to a student (Eash, 1969) .
_ (see Appendix A). ,

2, Someone other than the individual who designed the LAP will .
.make]revision recommendations in the light of field testing '
results.

3. The primary inferences regarding LAP revision shall be made
from criterion data (posttest scores) (see Appendix B).

4. Learner response data during the use of a LAP will be
considered a valuable source of cues (student protocol)
for LAP improvement (see Appendix B). ,

5, The student will complete a questionnaire on each completed
%  LAP (see Appendix C).

6. Even the bes%rdeveioped LAP will almost always need revision.
It can be concluded that the role of revision of LAPS included
revision of the instrugtional process and product. Any component in the

LAP was subject to revision in the ongoing evaiuation. The students who

,participated in the entire study, pidot gnd tryout, were involved

throughout the entire process by means of pretests, posttests, question-

naires and interviews.

Generally, tﬁé LAP was finally evaluated by having students work

then the LAP was accepted and~put into regui%r use (although it was still
reviewed at intervals). If the test results were unsatisfactory, however, 7
the LAP then had to be reiised until it proved to be'an effeotiie'teaching
medium. Records were kept of both successes and failures (see Appendik H).: W

Major revisions to LAPs were as. fbllows~

., o

LAP Title Revisions. Noted and Made ,r-!_f-‘
A VISIT TO QLD.MONTREAL - Noted: A vocabulary stiest would. - |\l
o help; Activity No. 3 or 4 couid _ ‘fv ;iif

S ,hqve been made into a game; ‘ "}‘fii N




1
r

" ‘ .7 .. LAP Title | : Rgvisiod% Noted and Made
S :\,Q' COME TO,PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND tﬂ.‘;ed: Audio-cassette barely audible
f:'d :f a S . and no script available for retaping.

- : ' Made: Textbook refe?ghce ha& to be
e ' supplied as none were in schools'
- - 7 ‘ ) libraries; Learning activity instruc-

| . . : tions clarified and sequenced; re-

| , L N vision time: 45 minutes.

DID YOU KNOW? | " Noted: Pretest items were in paper-
Voo ' and-pencil while posttest was to
g - — . . demonstrate a skill.

P Made: Level of performance stated;

' ‘ microscope had to be borrowed from

. : : high school and only daylight .

' | | 'l_’ighting was used, a Q\

DRUMS ~ , . o Noted: Needs special facilities for S

7 o ’ . {f 3;§'concéntr§ted lisfgnjng of the tape. ‘
‘ ’ ‘ - jMﬁde: . Learning pbjectfyé clarified;

- ” : ‘ '}'ﬁ_\l | | ‘instrgctions %6r 1ear91ng Sqtivtfigs“ 'k‘ , }j

modified; a new audio-cgssgtte tape

made to correspond to the pretest,

~ , . g N\ . Do, ol
. ' e R 'a@ﬂﬂmsﬂﬁwﬂwum;mdmn-ggxﬁa
- i o o _test sectians, so that the learner 2
G S could 1dent1fy thgse more e&sﬂy

s

rev1sion,$1me§* 5 minute§




LAP Title , Lo lievisions N;).ted and Made,

EXI?ORT_ING CANADIAN WHEAT g Notéd: ' Ob.;éct}ve ﬁot clear,

.  Made: Learning act1v‘1t1es were

b * sequenced and included one additional

— a;:tivity; 1ns'tmctioﬁs were clarified: :
.revis_ion time: 25 minutes. 1%

METRIC LENGTHS : : Noted: Overhead projectuals difficult

: : e to read du‘é to smudging; objective N
’ - ’ o | n ’ ) not clear. ‘ \
' Made: I,nst;ructions c]arif{ed and .
gctivities segn'xenced; revision time: -
. ) 30' minutes.

METRIC %SYSTEM OF WEIGHTS Made: Rationale and leaming obje@
| | tive was- modified; Iearning activi-

ties sequenced; revision time:

" . ) 3 | 45 minutes. ‘ ‘

NUi’RIT‘IOPi; HOW TO PLAN Nb’ted:‘u, Ob;jeqtiv? vague; posttest .

‘A BALANCED DIET - not relevant to the objective; Too -

p many learning activities required.

, SN : ' to be dofle at home.

B S , Lo _Madé: fhé;rucﬁéhs clarified;

. - - “ N g rev'lsion time: 10 minutes.
"+ MUTRITION: PROTEINS YOU EAT . Noted: Objectivé not clear,
. w0 T Mades New audio-cassett(_;e to

* o . N * * M B (\
- N N . s




LAP Title

PLANTS:  VEGETATIVE
L REPRODUCTION

PROBLEMS OF AN IMMIGRANT

MONTREAL AND QUEBEC

* SEEB DISPERSAL

v

v

SIGHTS AND SOUNDS. OF PLACE
DES ARTS

TELEVISION IN MONTREAL
TRANSPORTATION IN MONTREAL

TRIANGLES

" (THE) ROLE OF RELIGION IN -

*

' pretest constructed; instructions

" None

— Revisipns'Noted and Made - (:j)v-

Made- Learning Objective restated,
instructions for learner, activities
sequenced; posttest constructed;
revision time. ‘90 minutes’
Made: Posttest made easier and

paralleled to pretest; - _

revision tim:z 40 minutes. R o
Noted: Pretest and posttest‘net—~———~——~————~
Qaraliei; pretest not keyed to
objective. ;
Made: tearning Objective stated;

clarified; revision time: 65 minutes Ll

|
- None - L |

Noted: -Some test items in pre- and

N

o -

posttests were vague '

thed:

™
i

Posttest not relevant or v

keyed to_objective; posttest multi- - B
objective. | . .
Learning objective modified. . ;;i~j}

Made :

instructions c‘iarified- ]eaming . ;:,‘: k

w

activities sequenced- revision time
45 minutes. S e ' ,
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Instruments of Evaluation:

Learning‘Activity Packages developed by education students were

~-:dsed-fbr this study. The subject matter included cultural appreciation,

- social studies, language arts science and mathematics. Efforts were
made within each LAP to integrate several discipiines LAPs, singly
and coi]ectiveiy were subaected -to the instruments of evaluation des-

cribed below.v ) : ,,;> -

2 A’ M \
' Agggndix A. "An instrument to Assess Learning Activity Packages."

It was assumed that the participating teachers were not professionaily

trained in LAP design and production. individuai teachers were asked

to predict their exggptations of the relative effectiveness (quality) of

TTT——

.- particular LAPs for their student pqpuiation. A11° teacher's predictions

)

were to be,subsequentiy compared with the pooled‘experimentai measures
of the student population using one particular LAP. The teachers' ex-
pectations of effectiveness were to be correlated with measured LAP
effectiveness (pupils. scores) '

It was further assumed that a teacher usua]ly knows her students"
Tearning characteristics and therefgre she will direct a student to use
a perticuiar=LAP. The individual'student was the gglt_selected for
participatioq>;n this study. Therefore randomness in assignment of

atment was not applied, as it was, assumed that LAPs were

4

students to t

designed for a variety of learning lévels. . y

V-

The instrument inciuded four constructs-

W . Objectives‘ rationale for theedevelopment—ef—the~materiais*
general and specific objectives.

i’/

2.7 Organization of -the Materiais (Scope and Sequence) the
. arrangement and inclusion of. materia]s in a teaching-iearning




o
. . - i .
1) . ‘
. : : : 40
u > '
‘

’ B e - P

"
a

' 3. Methodo1ogy. ma:jor teaching strategies employed or mode of
o transaction used for focusing, engaging. and directing the
learner. o -
4. Evaluation: gquiding the leérning through feedback as well
- as evaluation plans for measuring student gains on accom-
plishment of obgfct1ves. .
After the teacher had ubjected the LAP to detailed examination, =

‘he was asked to give it a summary quantifative rating on that conétruc;.

Having completed his examination of the LAP, the rater wes asked to give

an overall quantitative and qualitative rating. ’

B The teachers' instrument on expectations of the quality of a LAP -
was based on a 0 - 10 scale. After receiving the teachers’ ratings, the
investigator determined the extent to which the LAP was meeting the |

o ~standards. A score of 0-3 indicated that the staridard was not being~met,

“or being‘met to an insignificant degree. A score of 4-6 indicated' that

the standard was being satisfied approximately half the time, or in about -

3

half the instances. A score of 7-10 indicated that the standard was

o]
being achieved or was being sat1sf1ed most of the time. Teachers as

<

raters were judged to be in agreement if they were one point or less in

,deviation from the,mean rating. ’ ‘ N .

’

- A correlation between teachers' estimated LAP effectiveness and

measured LAP achievement is shown on‘a scatter diagram (see Figure 3,

P. 54). ' 7 _ >
endix B. "Pupi1 Record Form Using a LAP". Pre- and Posttest

[

‘ scb?és and observat1ons were recorded. ,
‘ A1l students assigned‘a LAP were }equiredfto take a pretegi. Ak
studeﬁt had to achieve 100 percent on the pretest "to‘be\exempt’fmm :
taking the LAP., L o i

Posttesting of leamers provided q more vaTid 1ndfcatton 'of LaP




. effectiveness of a given |/AP with he d&tined populatmn.

‘Observations of the LAP system of learning and consensus by class
panticipants were equivalent sources of dpta, each of which may have
been preferable in a specific instance. Both participant teachers and

outside abservers (ma]t-td'rs and investigator) recorded information about

teaching-learning transactions. Also a record of time for each revisi'on

was kept. The tests werechand marked and scored according to test keys. .

Each test wae graded independently. to eliminate grading errors (teacher,
monitor. investigator) - b
Aggenchx C. "Student Evaluation Form for LAPs " T?\e "Student

Evaluation Form" served as a secondary. source for formative evaluation.

How high a student will rate LAPs was dependent on how suceessful_ he was

with LAPs or how well he was achieving., The LAP aéhievement score was

used to ,pre'dict how students.rate LAPs, Students from the two schools

responded to this form after compl eting a particular LAP which attempted’

to evaluate thei r experiences wfth LAPs. Pipils rated LAPs on a five-

point scale 0ne (1) meaning "no good"; Three (3) meaning “OK"- Five (5)
meaning very w Two (2) and four (4}, between "no good" and "0K* and
"very good“ : o A -

Appendix 0. "Baisc Interview Questions of LAP Acceptabﬂity b,y

Pupﬂs." Basic interview qyestions were composed by the investigator. B

‘A teacher- intern served as an’interviewer and the inteérviews wem res -

corded on audfo-cassettes. The {nterview consisted of three’ questipng i




\f

——

<

g ihterviewed responded to/ten questicns which were recorded on.audid-

~

42.

concerned with attitudes toward using LAPs. The 35 pupils in the pilot
studylconducted at the Peretz School were divided intd four interview %
groups. - In the Jewish People's%School, groups‘af'not more than six -
pﬁpils'per classroom, six groups in all, weré also interviewed. ‘ '
Appendix E. "Basicnlnterview Questions for LAP Compatability within
the‘School.“ Fivef teachers whose studente ueed‘LAbs‘and one administrator

and one librarian responded to "Basic Interview Questions" concerning

the influence this form of $ndividualized instruction had on their

. teaching in the regular classrooms and in their school. Each teacher

cassettes.

«

~
. Appendix F. “Selecting a LAP for your Pupil." The participating
teachers were asked.to complete a. form describing the reason why they

chose a particular LAP for their pupi]%. The primary purpose was to

establish further evidence in addition to the audio-taped 1nterv1ews

. whether the participatory teachers had accepted LAPs as one approach to

individualized “instruction. A

1

Appendix G. "Agenda of -45 minute Orientation Session .of the Teachers

" on: 'An Instrument to Assess Learning Activity Packages'.". The primary

purpose of‘this meeting was to give the teachers'a working! knowledge of

‘the instrument which they were asked to use in eva1uat1ng LAPs prior to

r’assigning :hgm ‘to their respective students.

Appgndix H “"LAP Record Sheet for Statisticnl Analysis." *This

L recoﬂq;;heet for each LAP was used t°-991\fte the pertinent data of

Appe ies A, B, and C. The re]evant data then were summarized into

Tables 1 to 5 inc]usive and are included in Chapter III.

: Appendix\l. "Learning Activities Package: TV in Montreal." The’ ;(

\ L o4 & R L]
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CHAPTER III

Y

PRESENTATION OF OBSERVATIONS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

A}

- - _Pilot Study . o3

. Table 1 summarizes the scores obtained by the Penetz and Jewish
People's School students using nine LAPs in a p110t study or first tny-
out before revision and after revisioq. Matching Pre4§nd«Posttest items
were deterﬁined for each LAP. This was done so as to éive a more reliable
gain score anduit was found that mauy‘of the test items in the pre- and

. posttests were not keyed ;o the lea;uing objective. It was later reveaIed
that many of the objectives were vague for the LAPs which were p]aced
directly into field testing‘withoutdthe pre-trial study. The gain scores
ranged from .30 to .70. Some Peretz School students' scores when com-

“pared with the Jewish People's School student scores seem to be higher.
This may be due to two reasons pne, pup1ls at the Peretz School were
given a free hand to choose a LAP whereas in the Jewish People's School
teachers chose LAPs for their respective students, and secondly, the
number of students using LAPs in‘fhe Peretz School was small. However,
the iucrease in gain scores for the Jewish People's School students may
be due to revisions of the LAPs and pupils having a better grasp of the
LAP individualized system of learning. A . b

The gain score for the LAP, Did You Know?, could not be calculated '

as the postiest was a demonstration 7 in the use of a microscope apd as

such could not be compared to a penci]-and:paper pretest, Also the @in

score for the LAP, Role of Religion in Montreal and Quebec was not

71t was noted that this LAP. was high]& popular and successful
.without revisions. The achievement mean was 94% and it was 92% °

. ~ . ’
. : - . ™~ ' ’
© - 3o . . . _\\‘
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R y 45
p_ . ‘ H ; , : N
' {ABLE1 - . L
S , 1SON OF RILOT srunv AND FI;Lg:rEanG LAP MEAN .
- P\ . B} ] as can e
G N SCORES OF MATCHING TEST ITEMS . g

L .. , - - >

| o . < o L g Peretz School JP§d / ,

SR o B © - = Pre-trial . Revised LAPs - °
,\.' . Ly ‘ a B b  Gatn b Gain © TN
o o LAP Title ¢ Koo N scoret N _ Score
R " COME TOP.E.I. . 8/10 |, 3 Neb7 1 I S %
‘ ‘.. ) ) A . . ) ’ N ' a ’ ‘ »
T - pIQYOU KNOW - .. .. 0/6 5 - _8 -
I DRUMS .- sps 2 Lo - 10 - .61

: . ) "- o * . N ‘ ". )

5 NUTRITION: HOW Tb. - X e
A CHOOSE » ABALANCED DiET * 4710 .60 15 . .45 . |

s _ NUFRITI% THE . g | ‘ “
BN PROTEINS'YOU EAT . . .1 - @&/0. 5 407 W7 57
o PﬁpBLEMS OF“BEING f T o L ” B A
AN IMMIGRANT _+.3/14 5 ‘.30'3}: 170 9 0
. o . T . ,
l o

" ROLE OF RELIGION IN ', 0 o ‘ ‘
'MONTREAL AND QUEBEC C0/5. B e T R

L TELEVISION IN MONTREAL om - 6" 0 © 18 41 C -
. . . ' - . - . ‘ . //,«’ \

v » - “ - . a

'i N z \/‘ - 4 ‘ ) ’,— ‘ hv " - .
N aNunber of ma‘tching Pre- \aﬁ/ Posttest 1tems on whfch Was calculated i‘\Q S
R ! p. N\ ' ’ L . o

‘ Number 1n total group. Co A ‘

S " N : S -* .

. L °Ga1n scorefformu]a 1s. N oo e

: ’ " .' : iG M{tua" Gain . ‘ ; POStﬁ’est' %‘ : 'Pmtest \% o

e, " (3] - N & '
¥ Maximum. Passible Gain. 100% ~ Pretest-% .

v \ L d.Je\v.rlsh Peéple s School . |
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calculated as there were no matching pre- and posttest items: However,d
the posttest“nas keyed to the objective and the LAP was designed for.: ’
broadening of cross-cul tural horizons. No revisions were made and the -

achievement mdan was 83% with 92% effective for its target populatioh

Field Testing

‘ Table 2 shows a'sample comparison of scores due to'revision of LAﬁs.
The selected”samplinglwas based on the conparabie number oﬁ/students
usinghthe LAP in- the first‘tnyout and the second tnyou?idand having at
least one-third of the matching pretest items included in the pdsttest.
Table 2 gndicates that with adequate revisions of LAPs based on formative
evaluations it is possible to. increase the gain scores. Only a modest
amount of revision of LAPs Was undertaken due to the lack of time and

o

the lateness in’ the school year, . ' < / '

The record of simple learning gains as chanqe,from pre- to/post-
test percents serves as an index of a student'soé/arning gain from a

‘,LAP. This evaluative small group tryout data wold give teachers an

quortunity to decide which LAPS would be retainéﬂ _revised, or dropped
If gains are not forthcoming under pnpper 1earning conditions for the
intehded school population on a smai] scale tryout&;the LAP should not
become a regular part of the curriculum for most other students. }~

Seventeen LAPs ﬂwere field tested and percent of bain and .gain scores

(::;sponding correctly to ach iteni on bdth the pre= and post est are

reported in Table 3. The range of mean percentage*gains is  to 68 and
the gain sggrsg/)ange from 0.0 to .84. The gain below a preset score,
* for example .25, indicates that these th?s would have to be drastically

revised or droppeds those:in the range s “_between .25 and .74 should~

“be Pevised to dncreaseethelgain score” £0 at least y75. However, due
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TABLE 2 .

Fal

SELECTED LAPs COMPARING MEAN' GAIN SCORES OF MATCHING

TEST ITEMS DUE TO REVISION | S
. 3 ' |
LAP Tjtle ) Tod _‘li’lteo‘ ﬂLb Ka gre-” "zost | é;'ln‘ gggrr"ec ?;
COME TO P.E.I. 1 6 3/ip - 209 60.6 40.8 .53 33
‘ 2 3B s 12,5 775 60.0 .75 60
RUMS . 1 4 515 0.0 75.0 65.0 .75 50
L. 21 e 16.3 67.0 50.0° .51° 50
EXPORTING OF . o . | h
CANADIAN WHEAT 1 .4 ,1111 25.0. 56.0 -7.0 .00 25 ' |
2 25 75.0 89.00 145 .3 100 |
NUTRITION: . ,
THE PROTEINS 1 9 40 500 8.0 .5 ,2\3, 67
S-YOUEAT 9 30 8 56.0 81.0  25.0 75
seep / T S R j
D ISPERSAL 1 8 67 w5 708 kO & 25 .|
2 65 6 75.0° 97.0 22.0 .63 100 '
. e S N v ’ N
_ :

35b1Coeq Table 1,
dFh'si: and set:ond tryout
CRevision time in minutes ’ o ST
1=l-:ff’egi:jveness was set at. 80% e, g. if 8 out of 10 students ‘met the °
minimum perfbrmance level for said LAP it was deeued effbctive for that

target populati on
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.TABLE 3

LAP FIELD TESTING MEAN GAIN SCORES OF MATCHING TEST ITEMS

\

., LAP Title

a 2 % 4
K Pre- Post
h )

Gain®

* A VISIT TO OLD MONTREAL
COME 10 P.E.I.
DID YOU KNOW?
ORUMS
EXPORTING OF CANADIAN WHEAT
JETRIC LENGTHS

* NETRIC SYSTEM 0P WETGHTS

NUTRITION: HOW TO CHOOSE A
BALANCED DIET

NUTRITION: THE PROTEINS YOU EAT

PLANTS: VEGETATIVE
REPRODUCTIOK

PROBLEMS; OF BEING AN
IMMIGRA

ROLE-0F RELIGION IN MONTREAL |
AND QUEBEC

SEED DISPERSAL

SIGHTS*AND SOUNDS OF
PLACE DES ARTS

TELEVISION IN rvggﬁmsm.
TRANSPORTATION IN MONTREAL
TRIANGLES .

ag 0.0 54,
g0 N
. 0/6 -
5N 13
ym .5
5/6 86y °
4o 4J

10 40 6
12 410. 48

)

\

6 1214 ° 18

12 314 56.

13 o5 ., -
TR, B 7S

8N

‘9/Mm

48
2o

§

d\unber of matching Pre- and Posttest {tems on which gain was calaulated.

. bﬁl\mber in total group.

Ccain score formila is:

L]

g«"_Actual Gain

Maximun Possible Ggin

-«

'
v

2
Posttest § ~ Pretast 3

100% - Pretest %




. may have had a strong tendency to guess on a test item whether ‘they

necessary for attaining the learning obJective or not,

learning objectides. - o e N |
‘trained in evaluating.educational materials and in LAP design and pro-.

" tion. The golumn head, Teachers Overall Rating i Table 4 shows a

o 49

to the small“ﬁ%%ber of matching items in both the pre- and posttests in
most LAPs, guéSsing may have taken place: In some LAPs students“responded

correctly on the pretest items and did not on the COFV&SPONdlng post-

test items. For example, in the LAP Expdrting of Canadlan Wheat there

were 3 out of 11 students; in Metric Lengths there were 4 out of 6

studentsiland in Problems of Being an Immigrant there were 3 out ot 17 | . o

students (see Appendix H). This may be due to more guessing that takes
place on the test. It was observed particularly in students using

the LAP, Did You Know? that guessing took place on the pretest even though

they had no or very ittle experience in using a microscope. Students) y

N -

have been exposed to the readings, activities and materials which may be .

It'Sinferred from the above observations that the pre- and posttests

<

need to be very scientifically related to minimize or eliminate the -
possibility of guessing. ‘Both student teachers and teachers need/::ain- .

Y

ing in writing a variety of test items which are consistentpnith the *

" Teacher Evaluation of LAPs ' \"

Since it uas assumed that_the(participating teachers have not been

ducttion in particular, it was—unlikely thag these teachers for the most
part could evaluate LAPs effectively fdr their. particular school popula-

prediction of their expectations of the relative ffectiveness (quality)
of particular LAPs for their student population. o
Each teacher had been asked to evaluate at leaSt 10. LAPs prior to B "



iy

6o,

TRIANGLES

o\ g
Note.- Ran

-

the LAP should be effective for 60X of her class or target poputation,

bActual acMevemant during field testing

Cmnimum mastery level set for sald LAP
fsie table 2.

4 'l, u \f’w ?\sh\}{{

ot
1% 4 f‘l’ &

for LAP ratfng is 6 A0 9; achievement 45 to 94%, effectivaness 0 to 100! and minumum
perf rmanée is 70 to 88%. , LT

%Rating was based on a 11-point scale 0 to 10, e.g.  teacher's rating of 6-would. indicate that

: ) ° ' . 50 R
, : . { K I - -
el o R L4 ‘ N -0
’ . ‘ mEs '
o SUMMARY OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO RATING OF LAPS COMPARED " ) '
WITH ACHIEVEMENT, EFFECTIVENESS, AND MINIMUM PERFORMANCE [ ‘- A k
P Title o overail . b ef "° . K
! : * ratingd ) , :
AVISIT 70 OLD MONTREAL 6 43.59 0.0 moe ’
COME TO PRINCE EDKARRASEAND 85 © 68.79  50.0 nas - O
DID YOU KNOW? ' ‘6 '94.25 92.3 87.5 .
DRUMS ) 7.5 65.8 21.5 73.3 U
EXPORTING OF CANADIAN WHEAT 6 73.60 72.8 70,0
METRIC LENGTHS ‘ .7 . 16 50.0 83.0°
METRIC SYSTEM OF WEIGHTS 6 78.3 83.3 70,0
NUTRITION: HOW TO CHOOSE A ) . _
BALANCED DIET - P 67.0 75.0 70,0 ' . L.
NUTRITION: THE PROTEINS YOU EAT I 78.30  80.0 70.0 o T,
PLANTS:' VEGETATIVE REPRODUCTION 7 83.3 . 100.0 na o
PROBLEMS OF BEING AN IMMIGRANT 9 58.3 33.3° 70.0
"ROLE OF RELIGION IN MONTREAL ' ‘ o o ) ’ : .' ., |
_ AND QUEBEC 6 83.0 92.3 0 :

" . SEED DISPERSAL . 8 %64 617 86 |
SIGHTS AND SOUNDS OF PLACE : - . .
DES ARTS ' 7 . 76.7 83.3 1700 . J'
TELEVISION IN MONTREAL 9 © 79.13 _sfs.ss 73.3 .
TRANSPORTATION IN. HONTREAL 8 5.9 8.3 . 700

-9 79.2 100.0 70.0
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" assigning LAPs to their respective',students.' It was obse;ved that this
was not baing done and the invest_igator than suggested a reeuction in_
the number of evaluations per teacher from ten to six to three and even
this did not entice some of the teachers to evaluate more than one LAP
Seven LAPs were evaluated by one teacher, four by three, five by two
- and one by four teachers (see Appendix H). Consequent'ly the LAPs vere
not evaluated prior to being assigned to the teacher's respective pupils.
Instead it was observed that the teachers mage a cursory inspection
(without the form) of each LAP- and on this basis assigned the LAP to ‘their

students.

~

s . &

. - In Tabled theteachers' mean predictions are compared with the pooled
L studentS achievement posttest measures (see Column A%) using the parti-
cular LAP-and with the calculated LAP effectivéness (see Co]um E%) for
their student_population. Eight LAPs were 80 percent effective for the .
4 .' target’ population.

. Though the number of participating teachers was small, the aimost
- aven sp]it of teachers in "underrating" or '*overrating" LAPs would most '
¥ likely rernain with a large number of participating teachers due to the
- ‘assumption that—most teac‘hers were not tra‘ined to evalu'ateu educational
materials. The scatter diagram (see Figure 3) may lead one to interpret
° " that the. range of perfo ance is greater than the teachers expectations.

#. .
A Corre'lations indicated by clusterihg ininediate'ly above or below the . )

regression line may suggest that some teachers were highly successful . T
in predicting effectiveness of LAPs. Thi s imp'iies that there is a n ;:_;,

<l ) ' for teachers to participate in decision-making rather than‘ follow a°

rigid regime set up .by the Board of Education. He have not been giving ‘

-ﬁ‘ R ‘,_teachers or: students sufficient credit. Techrs seem;tohave a slight
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- “30ne can plot the degree of relatiohship; or cdrre'latiqh. between o
oo : two measures, the teachérs' mean frediction of effectiveness of 'LAPs - ’
and the pupils® méan posttest scores by use of a scattergram. The closer .
~ the points fall to a single Tine (regression 1ine) which might be drawn. : .
through the points, the higher will be the correlation between the two = - o
. variables, By plotting the pairs of scores on a scattergram one can. . ~ . = |
predict about what the relationship might be. S D
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Figure 3 )

: " 3ne can plét the degree of relationship, or correlation, between .
. two ineasures, the teachers’ mean prediction of effectiveness of LAPs

’ , and the pupils’' mean posttest sceres by use of 3 scattergram, The closer -
. the paints fall to a single line (regression 1ine) which might be drawn . .

.-+ through the points, the higher will be the correlation between the two :

. ~ " variables. .By plotting the pairs of scores on a scattergram one can AR PRNTY

]

predict about what the relationship might be.
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", evaluating form "An instrument to Assess Learning Activity

. from 'both teachers and administrators that there should be a taachers'

n. workshop in "How to produce a LAP".” This was evident in informal chats

A
M
o’

i 53

e e

Y 4

tendency to underrate LAPs (below the 1ine) but this is not st'atisticaﬁy

significant due to lack of range. . ' T,

, Fad L
"...don't go by my evaluation at.all...", "I don't understand it",

and "I havenii; the time" were typical teachers' reactions to' ng the
\ga:jages‘* -

(seeoAppendix A). No doubt the complexity of the form and the Tack of

free time in the tea'cher's‘daﬂy’ duties contributed to the smaller

number of teachers participating in the eva]uati‘on'of LAPs than had been -

expected., Teachers had to take this on as an added load whﬂe still 1
fulfﬂlmg their curricu]um commitments set by the school A dIff:erence

would have been found in laboratory or demonstration school :fﬂ'f%ated

to a university where innovation is part of the program and. not"an

additional load for the -geachers.

a

These factors and others led to a prevaﬂi‘ng consensus of opinions -

with individial teachers and with ‘groups. Consequently the '1n\5estigator I~
was invited to act as consul tant'\Jto organize and hold a one-day workshdp
in the development and prnduct on of LAPs for all 'teachers' of the two

schools. . The objectives of a g\e-day workshop were ‘achieved and the

teachers enthusiasm 1nto this new venture appeared to be reassuring for

the coming months. One former participating teacher 1n the experiment ' )
who Jacted as one ‘of the group leaders remarked. "I wish we had had this, .. .

shop before the exper'lment { would have been better informed "

- Student Acceptabi]ity ‘of LAPs - S -
Students 1n the two schools’ who used ‘LAPs responded -to an eight-
{tem quest1onnaire or "Student E\mluation Form" (s'ee Appendix C)




ﬂ . T . Wf : %
Ve

A}
9

Tap]e 5 summarizes the responses for items 4,5;6;7 and 8 on the'question-:__ =
najre. The table indicates that the studenfs preferencé;for LAP; is
Jéxtremely high. Twenty out of 35 in the PeretzVSchoo] and 126 out of
155 in the Jewish People's School prefErred the LQP method of learning.
These students gave the LAPs an average rating of 4.21 and 4. 09 res-
pectively using a fivg-point scale. This high rating may be due to the
novelty of this farm of 1eérhing. The LAPs aroused curosify, offered,
y_,—-—r—f—"'fﬁa?VTdﬁ§T'BBpbntunity to study;'io persevere and accept new cﬁal]enges"
They gave the student the desire for self-direction. ghe particular‘\ ﬂ v
’ (\*-» ‘boy, who aécordingﬁto his teacher:was having‘1earn1n§)difficulties ;ﬁd -
: 1q&qpab1e of in?eﬁhndent study ,,was observed working thrqugh a partiéu]ér /
o LAP after more than ninety minutes. "I would have never bélie&éd it,"

' remarked his teachér. The prevalent lack of competition gave this boy

the desire fon‘se]f—impﬁovément and self-motivation, .
_ Most students had only one ppportunity to use LAPs, Houever the
assumpt1on that a student will rate the LAP according to how successful

he is with -LAPs or how well he is ach1eving may be questlonéd in this
,/ '

survey. Qut of 49 students who achleyed posttest scores below'the

required minimum performanée level, 20 rated LAPs as 5, (meaning "very -

dood"),‘lz as 4 and 17 as 3 (meaning "OK"). Ther?fore it can be inter-

preted that approximately 33 percent of the student population responding ‘>/

to the questionnaire Preferred the LAP system of instruction even though ' ' '

they did not achieve the mastery level as required. Before one accepts /
~ tﬁis interpretation it must be pointed out that almost all the studghts y

comp]efed the evaluation form before they receiQeg knowledge of their

posttest scores, - ' L | 3 * ﬁ

" A high number of students showed a desire to use LAPs for the




S o TABLE 5 - e
N v+ SUMMARY OF STUDENTS RESPONDING TO THE STUDENT Evi\’wATmu_Eom

‘a,“ ‘ -

oo - 'Total - Peretz ¥ Jdewish People's
e ~ Group School . School

n-190 © n=3h < n=155

| | . ‘UPs=9  "LAPs=17

i .. STUDENTS PREFERRING LAP S o
' METHOD OF LEARNING e . 20e . 126

o - Sﬁmﬂ.‘fs PREFERRING REQUIRED =~~~ = - ° 9
DAILY ASSIGNMENT S . 2 g

< " , : Mo response T 4 '. :
STYQENTS WHO THOUGHT THEY . Yes -2l o 125. / |

" LEARN- AS mcgj FROM LAPs , , , 'flo 1. 12
% - ; S ‘ K Nofresbbns‘e 1. ‘ 2 )

" | : STUDENTS HAVING TIME TO WORK © Yes B, @
: . INDIVIDUALLY WITH TEAGHER OR . o

oo sawewe o s N T e 13 e
r , - - No response .2 . 6

. . STUDENTS DESIRING TO USE . T v 20 . 1w
2 " LAPS THE FOLLONING. YEAR A "I R vy ,

r ! M . “, . - . y v

-

< : N . :No response' ',‘ 1 .o 1 .ia
s STUDENTS GIVING FOLLOWING RATINGS . o
k . _o N c : .‘_ - -
- OFLAPs “ - BVery.God .U . 63 o
P s e 30K S | IPRE
: ' R 2 | e
. LMo Good 0 . "2
Average rating given to LAPs = 4 21 and g, 09 respectively o e

B .
[ e &,
S

NOTE 23 out of a possible 35 {n. the Peretz School cow'l‘eted a-- - T
" questionnaire.’. 139 out of a possible of. 155 in the lewish Schooi e g
completed a questionnaire. s 2PN o
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f011ow1ng year. A two to six hour learning experience in using LAPs
" cannot be expected to change the attitude of students to a great degree.
It may take as long as a year of Ieaming by means of a LAP method to.

convince the student that this form of 1ndiv1dua112ed 1nstruct'lon may

-~
R " be one of the be;t forms of ieaming for him. .
, How a Teacher Chooses a LAP for his Student -
. The investigator asked the partic\'lpating teachers 'nhich reasons
) were crucial to the LAP system of instruction. In the two schools seven
) out of a possible e1ght teachers responded to the check Tist (see Appen-
dix F). In Table 6 seven teachers checked reasons (1) relevant to the( -

student's interests, abilities, and needs; and (2) to arouse interest’
’ attention, and awareness to describe their choosing of a particular LAP
for their respective pupils. Six teachers chose reasons (3) to foster

/ independent\york, a\§(4) it has the most interesting activities in

selecting a LAP. Reasons such as (5) as for punishment, (6) busy work,

(7) remedial work, and (8) rt was the only.one available were totally .

T

disapproved. in LAP selection. One teacher chose a LAP because it was . \}
j

recommended hy another teacher, or requested by a student. It would

- appear that teachers chose LAPs as "carrots" rather thanias "'st1cks" for
thgir pupils. - —
~ It is implied from the above summary thac there ._is a strong desir_e .

:on the part of the teachers f.o 1earn the LAP system as part of a course

in curriculum development. :n;erefore there is a need for educating '

' . s . teachers in how LAPs can-be used in curriculum contept, enrichment and N

oz of knowledge end .

« supp]ement;aI work, remedia\ work and fﬂHng in ga

./\
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S ~ ' ©C MBLE6 . N
| SUMMARY OF TEACHERS' REASONS N SELECTINGALAP T

ant to the student's 1nterests, abilities, and needs (physic}ﬂ
o S emotionai social). " _‘ t ‘ h .
7 -To arouse interest, ettentien, and a\yaréness._ L i o
- 6 - Toofoster independent work. | S a N C N
. . 6 - It has the moSt“interesting /ectivi ties. E \ . . -
, " 4 - Demands of the subject. ) ' ‘
e ‘ 4 -1t uses materdals I Tike. - - N : \ _ ;
c 3 - Level of difficu]ty (e g. it wasrthe easiest) T - S ; s
. "3 - Kctivities require little teacher help. ™~ ’ o “ ;
 2-To prepare an if\c'ﬁ:/idua'l report and .report to a group. . I
. ‘2 -Asaremrd. . . | C S ‘ .0
C gk supplementary work. ' T
, 1~ Another téacher recommended it.. _— - '
' 1- Other students reconmended it. | , 9
., 1 - Request from a pupil: ’ ., '
" 0 - As busy work. 3 | o ‘ , ’ |
L0 - Asapunishment L . B ' o 1
0Asremed1a1work—"f’-~, . | -
c W(‘)'-.olt was the only one dvailable. o N o o o \ 1
L T o- Other (specify) " ' c C a \ . '

< ‘ . +
- o & g ¢ B ¢
. - . . .
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ot P Pupﬂ Group Interyiews

. -." FTur groups of eight or less ‘studentsyin the Peretz School and six -

v
*

.gr‘oups of %ix,or Iess students in the Jevﬁsh People S School responded

to Basic Interview Quest'ions of LAP Acceptabﬂi ty b_y Pupils (see

Appendix D): The grimary purpose of .the 1nterviews was to asoertain

hwhether pupﬂs 1iked working with LAPs and why.

The pupi'l responses to “wﬁ/ do you prefer working w1th LAPs on your»

dwn rather t(an worki é in large groups with a tea\\f:her gmding you?"
were=in general agree/2rnt with the characteristics:of indi viduahzed
instrug;i.g%such as you learn by‘yourself at your own speed" “It 1s
more f'un" o You have your own responsibﬂit*les", "more mtereStmg and
many things/to do"; *no competmon" from or. with other people, you 7

leamed "quacker" and "faster" sJy yourself without a teacher “buggmg

you", no one "to make fun of you" Jhen you give the wrong ahswer' and .

t * RN o

"1twas more enjoyab‘le" o a ‘v‘ '” . ‘

The quest1on deaHng w1th the format of LAPs -produced a wide var1ety
of res\g,gnses 'to the questiorr "wh1ch part ar parts :you Tiked ‘bestF or
'Teast' and why?" Some 11ked the Rationa]e "because 1t creates 1nterest

v and 1ntroduces the LAP" @Aboyt half of the students anterviéwed preferred b &

o

\the Learglng Actiwties and some preﬁerred all evaluations especiaﬂy
the- progress test because it gave them immediate knowledge of resultsy

‘; Only one student fade reference for Hk1ng the Objective best because
"ft told him what he\qﬂlearn" ., This 1mp11es that there s a need to )
Qeg students Kiiow specifitally what they will be, learning qt the tine of \ Co

“ the lesson period 1 e.” teachers shou1d get into the habtt of informing
a.'dents the objective(s) of each lesson. Some did not 11 ke the Pretest

because "1t‘ mad _)ne faﬂ“ and the Posttest because "I got very nervou's" “ -
« ¥ u'i . , ® '
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v - 4 / ’ L 6‘ .
oy Some did npt like the Learning Activities which 'lnvdlved "look and re-. \
‘ search" becaus‘e it "took»many pages of reading in an encyclépedia". .An
. "¢ " implication herée'is that there is a speciﬁc need to teach research .
‘ * skills, as’ tools of learning .to students so that 'reading many pages' wiH i
o s not deter them from ach}eving the learning objectives. . . » . . .
‘ . .’{ Student responses to "whlch type of ac}:wity did you enjoy do1ng?" ’ A
N were many and varied. Such responses as "I liked reading", "I don' t ‘:)
1ike readmg", "I erd tapes", "I wish there were more shdes", "1 Tliked
" egames ‘and crossword puzzles“ -1 erdﬁ p1ctures‘§nth explanatwns'k "I
;] , ‘ Tiked making my own lenses" - (mean'lng shdes), are all ind1cative that
' each 1ndiv1dua1 stuﬂ'ent has a preference for a learning mode of his
cho1q~z. The pictorial and sound med1a were popular ‘with learners es- @
‘\pec‘lally tﬂhose who had” expreSsed that'trﬂ:ﬁd not like'reading (probably
. ‘due to reading difficulties). A variety of multi-media, multi-modal -
- '1earning xactivities (at -lea§t five) from which the ‘rearner selects ;for, \

himself appealed to individyal differences, o ot
. ¢ '

g y . ) ‘ . ) ’ Lt
. ’ Teachet Interviews ) 7

———

s
s

-

3

‘ N~ pd . .2 . v N
Ve - © . ™"Five teachers, orie admmistra}ty-and one resource center librarian 7.
| v - -y .- . A . P

~ " responded\to a Basicﬁ Interview Qu’éstions for LAP Compatability vgvith'ln ‘
S ’ the School (see Appendix E). A11_were in strong agreement that the LAP - » "
o f method of learning fits in with the present ObJeCt1VES of the school” ‘
program., With the exception of one teacher, all agreed that the LAP , ’
-.method enhances and strengthens the pperation and/or goal attai nment of
.~ the present school program . The adm1 mstrator‘ conmented that LAPs "fit
R\ in very weH“ and it is now not a matter of "1f" but "when we have LAPs"

© the goal attainmeng of. "our school" " will be enhanced S

-

/ t
/\' ~* Varied responses s%c\h as "noqe", "\%s surprised that: they (stud@nts},}
- . , . ) PARUEL Y B S

“va i
N M ’ N . . b N - . -
- . . R T '
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worked very wei'i on the\r own", "I wish I had more. LAPs". "1 have'used

something "the same but not cailed LAPs", and "not earth shaking" were re-

. ~ceived for the question "How did experience with i'ndividualized mstruc-

.

-

tion through LAPs inﬂuence your teaching?“ However, three of the
teachers strongiy agireed about the infi uence: th"is 'fonn of' individuaiized ‘

- 1nstruction had on their teaching in the reguiar classrooms indi’cating

a transfer of 'learmng for the teachers as weji as students.

The, resource center has a variety of "hardware" and "software"
which is ppesently used in -a variety of ways. Teachers felt the al]oca—
tion of fjeiities and .media are riow, avaﬂable for a LAP program but
they foresaw that a fully 1mp1emented LAP program would need “more

materials" and "equipment" and "a quieter place to work" or "a specific

o area where - they can ‘Wwork".- The iibrarian Saw it as "not a big- probiem -

must be fitted in -- shouid be much more organized“ " There is no doubt

1n the }nvestigator s mind that with proper planning this school can .

e &

embark on such a program in the near future. - .
j - i
Almost all_ were in strong agreement that students gained the benefit.

of independence (of- working and learning on their own) in using LAPs in

a resource *center .

[} -—

Onl y one teacher wasn't sure of the gains for students antici pated
for the LAP method of instruction The"remainmg six fe'lt that the LAP
program should be pa‘rt of the sthooi program and the gains for students .

anticipated by the LAP method were at ieast equai to under the present..

educational objectives of their school, The variety pf learning modes S

offered through-LAP activities wouid certainiy mai(e forﬂ.bet_termeni:.“’ ‘
Teachers can- al so detect individual learning pattems._— -

The responses to the qdestion "What .do you think is the teacher S,

o L,

a v ! 3 a
.
.
», . . e : . -
5 ) T
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"role in the LAP method of individuelized instructioh?“ varfed from "a
"\rery‘important;,role'"l to “a very miner role". One teacher saw the

°teacher's role as that of "marking time - an dbserver -- noting the

. interest or lack of it - nht a dominant role". Another- teacher felt

" there was little for a teacher to do but to “check" and “prov1de additional
1nformat10n".&hen needed Stil] another, felt that her role was to -

- select a'LAP for. a particular child's "ievelland interest" and "to guide
'the ch11d through the partlcular themat1c program" pursued in the’ regu]ar
'classroom and that the "11brar1an S role (e.g. supplying "part1cu1ar”
materials") is greater than a teacher's". The administrator and_one
teacher,fe]t that the teacher's role should ihc]ude “producing and re-

nvisihg LAPs", "a chance to discuss with:someone" (meaning-a student o

di;cuésing hie‘prohlem with a teacher) end "must be familiar with the ;;

LAP -and with information above and beyon<f Teachers wanting 'to kqow~,}

more about LAPs ~is in keeping with the 1nvestigator 5 pred1ct1on d1s-

. cussed under section "What is a LAP?" (cf Chapter I)

The 11brar1an saw her ro]e ‘greatly reduced in showing and te111ng
students how and where to find materials and equ1pment. She felt her
jgb would -be much.easier-because students "using LAPs wohld become mhch
,more 1nqependeht {ﬁ‘seekihg\anglusjng materials and«eguipment“. This is

;actuafﬁy an incorrect qssumption en the part of the librarian, fhej\
investigator, in conversation with- her, suggested that she list all the
‘Quest activities in the LAPs and thereby rec09n1ze how her rolé will .
become more important and more prodqctiveg
R ‘rThese’jntérv1ew§'ciear\y indicate thet even though,the tggghers .
.are aware of the tharacteristics of individualized instruction in |

tenhs of the student they are quite unaware that a truly 1ndi§j§u5112ed
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Systeonf 1nstruct10n 1mp11es 2 change in the teacher's présent role

(and in the librarian s).

.- the librarians _role and librarians have to confer more with what

»

Teachers have to become more familiar with

\

teachers arefdoing in the classroom.

Dual planning can offer enrichment

“rolerin operating the system.

“intervention.

to the students curriculum.

*

According to L1ndva11 and Bolvin (19707) the teachers changing

role can be outlined 1n tenms of functions. These are:

the system to enhance adaptation to individual needs.

(a) The teacher's

. -, 4
(b) The teacher's role in supplementing
" (c) The teacher's
‘role in providing.for the achievement of goals possible only with teacher

(d) The teacher's role as a'develbper and evaluator of :

the system, and (e) The role.of the teacher as a member of .the"total

school faculty.

--directed learner within an 1nd1v1dua]1zed 1nstruct1ona1

If the goal is to have each pupil operating as a se]f—

prOQram, then

the teacher and the librarian (funct1on1ng as a teacher 11brar1an) have

;ed system. * » -

.
. “1' ' .-
Lo .
. P =

§a

ia major part 1n helping to achieve the overa11 goal ‘of. this 1ndiv1dua11-~

Y




Surmary of Gain Scores -

Table 7 sunmarizes a comparison of the average gain scores from

¢ o o

Lié pfétests to inmediaté LAP posttests and the range or measure of
variability of gain scores fro%.pne- and posttests. The variability of'
"Qain_as measured by the range of scores was calculated by subtracting the
lowest gaiﬁ score from the highest gqid score for a particular LA?. 'fhé
reason that any particular range is greater than 1.0 was due to the fact
théi some sf&dents scared higher on the pretests than.they did on §hé ‘

[

posttests. ' For example ‘for LAP, Nutrition: The Proteins You Eat,

“the . 1nd1v1dua1 student ga1n scores varied from a low of -2.0 to 3 high

of 1.0 and thus the range or negsure of variability equals-3.0 (cf.
Appendik H). The range of average gain scores was fairly high, from 0.0 -
to .84° The ranges of gain wererfrom .35- to 3.00 with an éverage'bf )

1. 37 for 15 LAPs | |

Jhereas the gain scores indicate that 1earn1ng 1n some . instances

did not ‘show the expécted increase due to 1ébk of matching pre- and
posttest items ba§ed on the laarn{ng objective’ énd whereas,:the raﬁgé i

of average gain scores was fairly high, from 0.0 to S84, theréfore fhe
conclusion can be drawn that the 1earn1ng which was nof"ndicated but

' which.fook place could fall into the realm of bonus or byproduct 1earn1ng
(cf. p. 2) from unstated objectives either in the categories ofvEontent, ‘
skills, qttitudes, appreciation and/or values, o? higher level think%ng.

- - .
. n /
.

)
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“
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TABLE 7 / N
SUMMARY OF AVERAGE AND RANGE OF GAIN'SCORES OF LAPs - U

L ]

el o ) ' ; ' .+ Average '~‘,Range’, ' .
{‘LAP 'ht]e o R ‘ - - gain ;. of gain .>
s : ‘ : T score * . scores

: .- AVISIT TG OLD MONTREAL ot s o35 1
R COME TO P.EI. » - e .62
. DID You.knOW?? j‘fc' - ‘--:, L e,
n DRUMS T T - S T o
EXPORTING OF CANADIAN WHEAT N L cia . ',,z.o:o
: METRIC LENGTHS - o s
. 7 METRIC SYSTEM OF WEIGHTS L .78 ;.00 |
NUTRITION: ~HON TO CHOOSE A - - = oo L - ‘ ‘
BALANCED DIET s T 11 M
. NUTRITION: THE PROTEINS YOU EAT . o 6 3.00
|- PLANTS: VEGETATIVE REPRODUCTION. . .84 40 . ¢ )
© PROBELMS OF BEING AN IMWIGRANT - . .00, © .00
ROLE OF RELIGION IN/MONTREAL L o : e
AND queBkc® ( I -
SEED DISPERSAL - T R I I

SIGHTS AND SOUNDS OF PLACE DES ARTS-. .60 S o0
TELE;IISIQN IN MONTREAL o T s s 2.00 “
TRANSPORTATION IN MONTREAL . % . .00 e
TRIANGLES - : :, L | s S

i

R fa’bMati:hing"pre- ‘and posttest items were not ava‘ﬂ’a\bl‘e for thgée LAPs j} Lo
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Comparisan with the Nova LAP Project

Though the initial educational research and development in the use
4
of Learning Activity Packages in the Nova School District (¢f. The
L School Board, 1970°& 1971) wds relatively longer in duration,'wider in

scope in organization and methodology, and different in the use of

|
evaluation techniques, several comparisons can be made. While the Nova - . | |
. . * ‘experiments dealt only in mathematics and science, sjmilar assertions i
‘could be made for almost any ebmbination of subject areas. :
¢ In the. Nova project it was shown that the eighth-graders achieved -
"about 85% of the test items (of the LAP objectives) in algehre on their
first attempt while the ninth-graders, whe were with Tower ability, | B \
aehieved almost 66%. The geometry students, who were”higher in ability
than the ninth-grade algebra students achieved a]most 70% of their objec-
" . tives on the first attempt. This is compared w1th the 1nvest1gator s
f1nd1ngs that 24% (4 out of 17 LAPs) of the 'LAPs were effective on the
'fvrst attempt and another 24% were effect1ve after a second attempt.
The students at Nova ngh(Schoo1, who .haye used LAPs for severq]

years, preferred the LAP method of 1eahning as did the students at the

&t

Jewish People's School (Jps) . The Nova students gave the LAPs (in a]gebra)
an. average rating of 3.00 and the JPS students gave the LAPs an average

rating of 4.09 using a f1ye-pplnt scale. | ' |
B Sincejtheir experienEes with LAPs seem to have been more successful,
a lerge percent of the Nova school students'expressed a desire to use-ur:

LAPs again the follow1ng school year. This expression“of desire to use

- i 'LAPs again was ev1denced fr:z/xhe JPS students when 131 out ot 139
V .
students in the field testi f LAPs responded with “yes" to the same

(ol , - v

question,

§




 ‘training and for workshops™ to familiarize the teachers.with the LAP and

66

*

. The following %imilarigies are held to.be self-evident and, there-

a

. fore, have not been ascert&iqu ar supported by formal objective'

evaluation. (

hoth the Nova project and this exp]oraﬁory investigation found that

teachers were in agreement about the influence the LAP system of indivi-

dualized instruction had on their teaching in the regular classroom.

They felt they would Brefer having students work iﬁdependentfy with LAPs .
Qhere the teacher—]gbra}ian acts as a §u1de and/or faciliator rather
than participate'in_thg traditional large group instruction, R

Both projects assert that because most students’arg accustomed to
traditional teaching methods, a careful orientation to the individualized

program is a necessity. Fa11ure to provide this can. result in dlscourage- |

. ment d1sappo1ntment and possible fa11Lre of the entire progran.

Co Further, bgth projects confirm that a plan to 1nd1v1dua11ze ingtruc-

tion must include provisions for teacher education. The need for formal
. It ‘ . ’ ‘ B

its use in the classroom is of utmostfi&portance If LAPs are to be
wrltten by the teacher, then training programs should 1nc1ude the use of

consu]tants having experience in th1s area.

A

”.
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. . CHAPTER IV

‘CONCLUSION§.AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summany of Findings

1 * It was found that many of the test 1tems in the pre- and post- |
tests did not match the Tearning objectives. - The breakdown
_was ‘as follows' five LAPs had 80% or more one had 66¥\ two had

.« -50%, three had 40%, two had 30%, two had 20% and two had 0%

of matching‘test_itemS. S L -

2. In'the pre-tria} study the average gain:scones ranged from .30
to .70'prjor to‘reviééon. .After. revision they ranged from .09 .
to 63, : I /

'3, According to Table 2,4 revision of LAPé based on formdtive' ’

eva]uation did not seem to 1ncrease the‘effe;f1venes; of LAPs

as had been expected However, it is noted that thehe was a

ot L

‘ . modest increase in 1earn1ng gains for the five' LAPs w1th an
:‘ average gain of .48 before Fev1s1on dnd .56 after revis1on.
,Furthen, accordwng to. the set 80% criterion for'effect1veness l
‘'of LAPs, it i5 “6F9d that before revisions the-averagepercen- .
tage effectiveness for these LAPs rangéd from 25 td 67 with an.
'average‘percent at 40, whereas~after revﬁsions fhe’avenage ner-'
céntage effectiveness ranged from 50 to 100 with an average
percent at 77. : , ’ , SO

4. According to the set criterlon. it was found that out of 17-

LAPs, four were 80% effectxve wlthout revisionSf fbur were .




'68 and the average gain_scores rang‘e«kfrom 0.0 to »

£

" effective without revisions, “four were,effe'ct‘ire after ;.

revisions and, the remaining nine needed further revisions
% , ‘

and test1 ng. T J

In field test1ﬁg the range of mean perqentage 1ins was 0 to -

‘. o

range or- var1abihty of. gam scores was \35 to 3 00

mean’ a’pd .37. SN

A S

In teacher evaluation of mPs it was found that there was an- |

. even‘sth ‘of teachers in "under,rati:ng' ar ‘gverrating' LAPs

o

Twenty out of 35 students in the Peretz Schoo] and 126 students T

?

according to the re'la'@ive‘ effectiveness of particular LAPs for
their‘student population. Further, very few LAPs were e\(al uva- .
ted by more"than one teacher. Seven were evaluated by one

teacher, four by three f1ve by two and -one by four teachers.

out of 155 1n the Jew1sh People s Schoo] preferred the LAP

. method of 1earnihg The. students gave the LAPs an average rating

Cof . 4.21 and 4.09 respectively using a f1ve;po1’nt ,scale.

A1l participating teachers had an: awareness of the characteris®
tics of individualized instruction in selecting LAPs for thejr

students.

. method of learning fits in mth the present objegctives of their

10.-

A11 teachers interviewed';vere'in s;rong agkem%fﬁhat the LAP

school program,

AH teachers 1nte'r:viewed_:were 1 ackfng in fundamental knowledge
and understanding of'.the 1nn')lied‘ch'ang:e in the teacher's
present role (and in‘ the 1ibrari an's);in implementing a LAP

system of instruction. -~ . R

N




- the probability of learning partmular concepts, skﬂ'lsd, attitudes and’
.. vironment will be max1m1zed . To this end wmtmg Learning Act1v1ty

’ Packages 1nvo]v1ng part1c1pat1on \Exerc'i,seys p”rovided a vehicle for

_-In other words, one can expect a transfer of leammg in th1s type of

‘and ]eamipg‘experiences for a LAP should be madf with’ the 'learner, .

S *

Based an the foregoing observations 4nd interpretation of results

. the follgving conclisions and recommendations may be arrived at. -

( LAPs AH?w Studefts to Learn Through Their‘Environinent ‘ . B ' B

L.earning wae propagapeu through :'hands on" experiences, rather than
lecturing by a teacher. Prepared LAP materials allowed the ‘students to’
Tearn :through.thefr enviconment, Though the per.:iod for this study was
relatfi've]y short, it was shown t;hat the environmen't ‘can i)e_' structured in.
seeuence to maximize the 'puobability that Fhe desired learning will take

place. Ba;sed on the postulate that learning is maximized when one inter- ‘

. acts with one's environment, it follows that in order to’ maximze

|
learning, one would want to structure the env1ronment in such a way that 1

vawe 9&‘ higher. level thmkmg from interaction with a part1cular en-

]eammg experiences to occur by means of a rélevant) curnicu'lwn.wnich

was meaningful to the student in his daily life in 'and out of. school. |

environrent. . ' ' ‘ o

- selection. and Organization of Le&rning ActiVities ’
o - . . 3 . ) ., )
Making decisions about the s‘election and of‘ganization and content.

rather thx:or him. In seleécting content, student teachers as LAP g

writers and @ducational product des1gners attempted to provide alternative




4

sets of confgnt items which aimed at'the attainment ofulearning tasks..

.“.In general these alternatives reJated to'the potentia] fndividual - ‘
d1fferences and thus did provide for variations in levels of sophisti‘ (/’//

:’cation or abstract1on degrees of comp]exi‘&aqgradedness Iength extent

of coverage “and topics of - 1nt2rest These alternatives were not pre-

scribed for the 1earner, but the Tearner was used as a component for ‘ . i’

'se'lectxng the one ﬂnost a'pproprnate for him. He, himself, had the - -

opportunity to test-the alterhatiyes‘in order to find out which he could

best respond toor which ;timu]ated him the most. ‘ “

‘. Since LAPs aré not meant to be completely self-instructional, it is

recommended that a'teacher should be‘evailable at all tines to"prescribe _

alternative learning .sequences and to help individual students in case.

of ditficulty Initia11y the student should spend, about 50 -percent of . »

Py
his ‘time working 1ndependent1y or .with a partner on the LAP mate 1a1s. Z
tion and~sma11 group 1nteraction.f Essent1al]y the, LAP 1s des1gn forJ,

A teacher or consu]tant should be avai]able to the student for help

whenever~he1p is needed. ‘However, the student shou]d be encouraged t

- assume the_responsib111ty for learriing.

Assessment Provides,Feedback for Curriculum (LAP) Development’

"ﬂ{g.tudent Self Assessnent

The record keep1n§.*1 ign prov1ded considerable\data thag were
valuable 1n evaluatlng the effect1veness of- LAPs. The LAP was held
accountable for student success through bu11t~in mechan1sms for evalua- v
ra

tion! and modification ATl testlng ‘was based | on measuieble obaectives 4 - ;

If too many - students d1d not ach1eve dﬁgiven learning objective 1n a R




, oy
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/ : . : . i |
LAP, something was wrong with- the LAP or:with the way the LAP'was being
, used by,the student oriby the teacher. Dué.to the lack of time devoted
fs\\\k . to this study it can be concluded,that only a moderate amount of success”
i\\'mw“ ‘had been achieved in increasing the effectiveness of some LhPs'through.
3' | ' formative evaluation. Nonetheiess, it can be concluded that without >
good record keeping formativerevaluation of LAPS or curriculum materials ° - R

in general wouid be virtualiy impossible.

-

One LAP innovation which, according to student interviews .and very

4 | popular and of much heip to the student, was self—evaiuation or the pro-
gress test. It was observed that most students were quick to appreci te’
that these tests were built 1nto the LAP in o::§> that ‘they might se
for themselves how they were progre531ng Th self-evaiuations or -

. .' asséssments which came before the posttest gaye the student an opportunity
‘ ‘ to 1mprove his perfonnance by 1ooking at. higﬁdeficiencies and working
! ? r specifically on them. It was observed ‘that some.students tried the se]f—
/ | test as nnny as’ “three times before they asked for'a posttest Therefore e
u *it«¥s inferred that a student was becoming’ respon51b1e for diagnosiﬂg

his own strengths and weaknesses andqgrescribing for himseif, or seeking

4

P

N teacher consultation in prescription. A

‘ ‘ R "good* " LAP can be identified by measuring through the actua] -
j*ﬁ_ performance whether the spec1fid behaviorai objective has the intended‘

,outoome and whether Tearning activities (experienees) have impiEmented :

.‘the "obdecti ve.

~

. A measurable objective helps. both the pupil and writer. -
‘ ?' ' Although-its main -purpose was to help the student knomzhhat he was s
' expected to do, 1t also served as a guide for the LAP writer. As the
writer gathered materia]s ‘for the LAP he was- to be continua]ly referring e

.

L ‘ ’t;—thh obJective. The investigator accepted this premise in’ identiﬁytqg (:;‘
.. .. . Q .
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Lt e 1 the part of %e teachers as -to what c:ontent should be taught or what

A particuiar group and regional area. "The lack of common agreement on .

T - N 3 . SRS
4 @ ~ . .. \ . vt
P . . » » . " 14
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5 , acceptable LAPs. . ot L - ?\, .
> Unacceptable%s were’ :Identified by the\\use of ambiguou§ Aanguage - '

o0 W t

- and vocabu]ary 'I‘evel in stating the Iearning objectivefand instructions
in using” the LAP Learning actiVities not reie nt to the ob,)ective or
poorl y sequenced were other means of identifying unacceptab]e LAPs

@

3 However, the most discrlminating méans of identifying unacceptab'ie ' >

’ o 3  LARs ,."‘ is study was to compare pretest’and posttest 1tems " Each -

"item was) to % representative of a performanceobaective - It was found
A that th posttest was different than' the pretest ai though &)rreSponding .
items were. supposed tirmeasure the same obJective ‘Some jitems on the :«-'
s posttest however, were of much greater difficulty than correSponding
v 2, ,’ "items on the pretest 'God‘&' LAPs. invariably should have pre~ and post--'

7 iests. whi;,h are keye,d to the obJective and are parallel,

" . . C Bersonnei and Facilities . ‘ b e

- N .

’

, The success of the LAP program depends heavﬂy upon the ma/teriais
used It was pomted out m the’ preceding sections that" t hers can

b write LAPs if tbey ha'een professwna]ly trained to "do so. The LAP

’

Y 2 program must be carefuliy deSigned for their Tearning tasye\ There is

’the need for materia-]s to be adapted by teachers to fit. the needs of the

obJe@ti es are reaH y important or the lack- of* common learning r:esoﬁrces"

are sqme “of the reasons why teachers should wWrite thelir own LAPs ]
(Smith 1971, p. 17). A schoot district must. provide for” such materials ' .
by giving teachers time Lo produce and/or pl an the necessary LAP: prog_g‘am R

'Although different arrangements tan be SUggested, the only successful o LR
b X o oo ;

S ST 8¢ Inclusion of g]ossaries are very impor‘tant 1" 1mprov1ng St“de"t

R A voqabulary. Lt . : _ S «
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.-"or teacher aid& can 1mp1 ement the ob:recti-ve specified by the teacher by o

: .
too personne] are needed to type duphcate and”asseub]e materi’aﬂs for el
N . . °. 3 ‘ R . . R '
" the LAPs. . g o 59, T » .
L \ SO B !Nho Should write "LAPs?/ ‘ & X

'07' copmon agreement on -the part of the teachers with reference to

" LAPs. The fo'llowing procedure as suggested by ‘Smith is recommended:.

This process shou]d be individual tzed to serve as a modé] for
_ ~. v ,\' .'“-‘\55‘.. : , ¢ e ! ’ ‘ , T ! . i o "'T:' e
: ' ~L ‘ ' ' ! : \ ¢ ’ to !
P T . ~ :\ | > ‘
Yoa k. Awd : N 1 ‘ I.’" \
) ‘i o, ) .‘.,-
v . ‘\ Cu Y @ bl 1\. S ‘ ) \t RTINS

o'he, may be u’smg teachers during th%sumer or re]ievmg them of other e
responsibilities so that’ the_y can dev»ote fuII time to producmg the '
needed LAPs within a period of the schoo] session

\--‘

Not onjy must time ‘be avaala’ble for the teachers but paraprofeSa

- .sionals (Fr edman, 196§ and 1971) for non-teachmg tasks and certain o
physical facﬂities must also be prov1ded A vtsua]- and materia]s center ~ - . |
oo
*is imperative. Although a greet variet of instructionah materials are - boe
N |

; .

avaﬂabfe conmermany,'much of 1t can ot match spé’cific ob.]ectives set
by the teacher. Theref'pre, a media pr uction and duplication center
st be estabhshed locaﬂy to help»~dev 1op the kinds of LAP mat{:rials Rk ‘

necessary to’ ensure achievement of the o ctive A paraprofessmna1 s :

workmg on tapes shdes home mov1esfor video-rtaped recordings Then, , 57
S

It shou be kepQ: in mind that the LAP is the ref'lection of .

an attitude towards students and will, when 'written, do-only
f that which the writeﬁ allows it to do - no more’ and_no less .

(Smith 1972 P 17) /.

o

a

It was 1nferred 4n the prev1ous discussmn that there is a 15‘ck

o LY e

commerc1a1 ly prepared LAPs or curriculum materials. \Therefore it is SR

recomhended that the staff within A schoo] or- district wri te their own

( 1. A :wocess-oriented workshop shou]d be conducted helptng all
° * .~
- professiona] staff members develop at least one compiete LAP

- ¥ MR ]
Loy

a
2
1 -
x
5
v
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‘. ’ students in their particular envivonment. - ~ /7 .

. 3
El i S ‘
44 3 . . . ! !
K - - ?

S

- the staff as to how they in turn might work Best.with their

v

/

2. The’most effective and efficient LAP writers shou]d‘be

d 1dent1f1ed from thase part1c1pat1ng in the workshOp
3. A plan should be developed. that schedu]es’the deve]opment
» of LAPs over a two or more year period invo?ving teachers
\) who wish to do this kind of work. ’

@ -

| 4. AT1, teachers in a-school shou]d be 1nyo1ved in 1dent1fy1ng
content, obgect1ves and 1earn1ng actﬁvitles, in evaluat1ng )
‘ the LAPs before they are used, 1h us1ng LAP, in prov1d1ng
?\; o feedback for rev1s1ng i.e. decisfon mak1ng by)the te&cher

°_j in Order to pr0v1de relevancy in the’curr1cu1um. ) f -

‘. 'R .

. - The Chang1ng_Role of the Teacher .- - T

b

. [
N As the function of the teacher in-: the LAP systEm of 1nstruction .

differs from that oF his convent1ona1 role as d1spenser of. 1nformation,
there will be 11tt1e "talk and chalk". The new function of the teacher"
wil] be'to diagnose Iearning problems,.to prescrlbe the/éest learnlng -
sequénces to conduct small group dlSCUSS]OﬂS and traln the students to
engage 1ndependent1y, in %1m11ar d1scussibns and to assist students l

via 1ndiV1dua1 conferentes ST - i. Lo {

PR}
¢

( In“the LAP system, if the teacher s job becomes One of educational

!

diagnostic1an and prescriber to fit tnd1vidua] needs he will need to

\

develop the folloW1ng skills: » c . ".“ Y.

LTS ’ (

S t. te specify def1n1te learning obJect1ves without using such .

e vague and non-measurabIe terms as understandjng, apprec1ation
. O i . , it
) for’ etC, ) M ‘ B - N ‘ h]
v LN .o “ LT "\
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L,

T in teacher education proora ‘ ,

L .
2. fto design prétests:which will identifyua’student's’need
- for- a specific remedial work or advance placenent
é.‘ to be a director of learning resources - selecting media and
combining them because they are conSidered-to provide the
\most effective means of. satisfying specified pupil needs. -
i.e. 'arrangihg for learning to take place' in a meaningful

x
»

o .' “,and relevant fashion. %"' \\

‘ObJeCthE. . .
‘. ,' K Therefore 1( is reconmended that Qszeachers need training in playing
a&diagnosticfpre criptive role muiﬂt is vital that this training be

included in courses of curriculum design. and indiVidualized instruction )

.5
e

TeacherrEducation

s

"sities or in -service should include the study of solid criteria which

- would guidepthe teacher in gathering data to clarify the instructional
';design of learning materials., A. knowledge of -such criteria would put to

scrutiny the developmental procedur&éiused by COmmerCial producers and

‘lt would- guide the teacher in analyzing instructional materials and

o

in o educate him/to produce. such materials It}is recommended that a full

- course in cunriCulum devélopment should/be of at least two semesters lfy
teachers are to be taught to mak\‘theiriown LAPS, and/or- evaluate \
educational materials-of which LAPs are a part. Nit out such a program,
intelligent implementation 0f instructional materials in the classroom

' contéxt ,to bring about ihdividualized education would be no fUrther

v s ~
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‘4. to make: sure tests are valid al d that they actually.measure

;course content asdspecified in thé behavioral or performance | :

The teacher education program today in teachers colleges univer- "



) use, but teachers withou

o~

76

1
4

ahead as analyzed by Wilhelms‘(1962) ‘
This study did not come up with a basic mcde] of evaluating
materlals but it can be conc]uded that educat1onaT mater1als have to be

2

testedl>and revised for each paFticular area or local School. This isa

> rather lenthp procedure. However, if a teacher is trained in curricylum

! design and ind1v1dualized 1nstruct1on he can adapt educational mater1als

N
.

'for his spec1f1c needs Teachers, 1nc1ud1ng adm1n1stration, in a proper‘f
env{ronment and properlyf7ua11f1ed can- rate educat1ona1 materfals before
tra1n1ng m1ght have d1ff1cu4ty

5 , e Effects on | the Students -

_The students reactions to the LAP system ‘of 1nstruct1on was very
- !
f-@031t1ue This conclus1on is based on pup\ls responses 1n comp1et1ng

the Student Evaluation Form (seeeAppend1x €), group-1nterv1ews, and on
T
the observations made by the 1nvest1gat0r and his ass1stants. Even

though a student was required to work towards only one obJect1ve there
were many “by- products" part1cularly)1n student att1tudes . The student
worked at a pace commensurate W1th his ab111ty, the studént attempted to
study only the/m jal wh1ch he d1d not already know, the student had a“\-’://'.'
choice of modes 1n ach eving a part1cu1ar obJective The Quest sect10n
joffered the opportun1ty for greater 1n-depth invest1gation and enrich-
: ment/ One student's remark "I W1Sh they have LAPsewhen l,go‘to high
school™ typifies.the future acceptance of LAPs as Z fdrm on:1ndiv1dua1ized u
1nstruct1on. Given the proper env1ronmental setting, relevancy of .

materia]s related to interest~aﬂd self-motivation, there is very little

3
doubt in this investigator s mind that pupils will readily 'Iap the
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- Gain Scores as a Measure for LAPs Acceptability

u—\

‘The basic- purpose for deve]op1ng criteria to.assess the quality of |

specific LAPs is to-increase their potential use in 1nd4v1dua112ed

1nstruction Th1s can be done both through improving the selection and

[ {3

use Tof ex1st1ng LAPs and through st1mu1at1ng the development of more

ffectlvemLAPs in the future. Both the w1se selection and the effective

‘utilization of LAP programs in schools clearly requires a dependable way '

) \ to assess the merqt of any given LAP program , ]

~

,,«In ‘this exploratory 1nvest1gat1on the investigator set the 80 per-

iment

cent criter1on as a measurefor effect1veness of LAPs. However, aiother
way to measure for LAP acceptab111ty came to light after the exp i

) and merits d15cuss1on.' This way is by comparing the ;merage ga1n scores
and the range of ga1n scores. (cf Table 8).- This alternative means, as
‘ a useful ™ r1ter1a for assess1ng LAP effectlveness sonly became apparent

’ fﬁ 'after the average ga1n score and its var1ab111ty for each LAP,had been
ca]cuIated "The invesfigator feels that in any future replication bf
th1s study the use of mean galn scores and the range, of gain scoges: in
assess1ng LAP effectnveness 1s warranted . This can be done by using
decision rules based on a comparison of 1earn1ng gain scores wath their
0 var1abi{{ty of gain scores for each LAP.  The 1nvestigator recommends the ‘,

Cel following dec1s1on ru]es as a measure of LAP acceptab111ty

L

‘ DECISION RULES FOR ACCEPTABILI?YfOF LAPS BASED ON ‘ g
ol GAIN AND VARIABILITY OF SCORES ” o Lo

ol ’
£ .

I ’High ga1n wtth Iow var1abil1ty ~ an 1dea1 LAR ,

'n ’ 2 High gain with medium var1ab11ity - acceptable

3. 'High gain-with high’ variability - acceptable

%
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“4. Medjum gain with Iqw'variabiljty - more acceptable .than #3 ltw' .

9, Low gain with high var1ab111ty - unacceptable. T

: c]ass1f1cat10ns in ascerta1n1ng acceptability of LAPs.

o

-
- , )

-~

. 5. Medium gain with medium variability - acqeptablé .

1

6. Medium gain with high variability '-. need revision ' i

7. Low ga{n with . Tow varaibility - need revision O
. .t f

|

!

8. Low gain with medium variability - need revision

2
2

!

,Tﬁ?s h1erarchy of cond1t1ons is on the assumption that any given LAP

‘shall meet the needs of all students in the target populat1on.

If one Choose;an,arb1trary c1a$s1f1cat10n range’ to include both-
fhe gain scores and”their variabjlity, say, Iow gain and variahﬁlity .

from 0.0 to .33, medwm fron .34 to .66, and high from .67 to 1.00 and Lo

‘greater, it is then poss1b1e to use the above decision rules as sub-

If'Table 8

" is used far illustrative purposes in- applying the above dec1sion ru]és

.~the acceptab111ty of the 15 LAPs used 1n th1s 1nvestlgation is revealed

as fo]]ows o , ‘e L g )
Rule no. No. of " Remarks - o
¢! ‘ ’ . LAPS ‘ ' .
e - - i * o " + . = ‘
. 1, 0 T0f 7 . An ideal LAP
"t 2 1 - ;'Acceptah]e . - , i
.3 1 ,  Acceptable ‘
.. * ] - :
A "0 More aCCeptable than
,-' s ‘ - #3 . .
: . b ’ . 2 B Acceptable |
. ~f;{’ ¢ o g 4 - '
6 7 ' . need revision ‘
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’; * “The use of ga

. ¥

. Rule no." " No. of . > Remarks
. oe B

g ' 4 Unacceptable
scores as a measure for acceptab111ty of LAPs hds

11m1tationst nonetheless, a record of simple learning gains - serves as

RN

" an- index of a student s learning gain from a-LAP. The use of gain scores

is a comparison measure of what,students achieved as opposed to'what‘they

m1ght have’ ach1eved

‘ The 1n$11cat10n js that teachers are not stat1st1c1ans or genera]]y

research oriented and it is not to be expected that they will willingly

conduct stat1st1ca1 analyses of student tryout data which contributes -

11tt1e more to the LAP program's effectiveness than the 51mp11f1ed re<’
commendat1ons presented here (cf. McGu1gan & Peters, 1965) The teachers
can use this 51mple procedure,fWith little- time investment to eva]uate '
LAPg/or othér self—1nstruct1ona1 mater1als It 1eads te great rapidity ‘
and s1mp11c1ty in assess1ng re1at1ve effectheness of given LAP programs

W1th‘a defined studegt population, - It 1s'recommEnded‘that teachers be '

,giveanimpIe, duplicated columnar sheets directing them to organize and

v 3 .
record simple learning-gains, This serves as an index of a student's

1earn1ng gain from using ‘a Learnxng Ac1tvﬂty Rackage

Decisions about further 1mp1ementat1on of locally va11dated LAPs have ‘
many.facets. The problen of correctly hand]ing eva]uative data 1s one

‘f\such example. Teachers' should give first priority to 1earning gains of

SN

about which LAPs will be retained and which dropped without full attention ‘
‘to tryout data defeats the ent1rerpurpose of rapid, sma]] group tryout.and ’

all the time’and investment of staff personnel and. students in the above
recommended procedure "

[ ‘ , N 4 » N
o -
L4

LAP 1nstruction.\vMere1y hand1ngPdown ediqts by administrators to teachers o

£
¢
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b \_J nost important part of the teaching/]earmng process) arev .

Lo tnaditiona] teaching | : ' Bt

80

Summar_x and guesttons for Further Research L .

A

The following is a summary of the observed re}v’lts and some recom-

~

st

me:u\dat‘lons utihzmg a LAP system approach in individualizing teacQ?g :
and Iearnmg ) ' : o . - -,

" 1. . Students prefer a behav1ora1 obJect1 ve based LAP as it tells

L3

.. them exactly what is expected-of them. , AT
2. (Si‘hce' 'thekbas‘i(;, re.quirements of a LAP are specified, students S
" ™ tend to‘ use their time more efficiently. ) ny cho'ose to
delve more deep]y into one or more aspects of spemal '
] 1nterest to them, Wh]Ch too frequent]y in % trad1t1ona] g l
system, they .fail to do. S T ; ¢ ‘

-

3. Students seem to do better work ‘and 1earn from the matemals |

. ¥

a:’-more thorough]y s1nce any unsatlsfactory efforts were , ’ ' . :' |
corrected by trying agam w1thout fear of repr1sa1

. ’j
‘. - 4, The LAP can be cont1nua11y made current and re]evant wt;th a-
Sy, & o
mimmum of effort on the part of the instructor and a - ch

. max1mum of avaﬂab]e data. -~ . -". - » o

v
o -

.5 Although the teacher necessarﬂy spends Some time workmg f
£

out the f1rst stages’ of the .LAP system, the overall saving

of t1me through the ehmmatwn of continual p]anmng seems

to foseft the amount of .necessary initial preparatwn.

,J.‘

L 6. A great sat1 sfaction on the part of the teacher is derwed L

< as a by product, in the knowledge that ‘the students (the -

“«

. £} »
~ °  ypeceiving the best poss1b1e persona'l guidance without the
A

usual busy-work and frustrat‘lon which accompdn‘ies most T



Y V]

7 $

10,

determlne the extent and effect of the LAP program. This was .

'part1cu1ar1y*not1ceab1e in the 1ack of teacher responseetd

xinto a variety of school builddng designs which have a,

A word of caution- $ince the initial expos%re to the very

.detailed and h1gh1y structured LAP tends to give un1n1t1ated

students a feeling of being‘somewhat overwhelmed, care must

be taken to properly prepare them beforehand, .Therefore

~ preparation for adehuatﬁ_ortentation of students who will be.

participating is mandatory.

Some of the teachers, "because the administration made them ' N

take part in this experiment," did not get involved to .

?

evaluating and ratlng of LAPs (see Appendix A) prior to the
students use Therefore a plan must be formu]ated to a]]ck\\\ Q‘
a. s]ow but cautious and del1berate enzrance 1nto th1s en- ' "‘ .
deavour. ' An adequate in- serv1ce tra1n1ng of. teachers is

rECémmended. A ‘'crash progran must ‘be avoided. 0r1entation ,,sl

" is essent1a1

' P]ans should be made ahead for poss1bfe conversion of exist1ng

space to include resource centers, special media rooms and

e

.sma]l group fac111t1es

If economxcal]y-feas1b]e, make use of teacher’aides, stud'nt .
teachers and paraprofessionalsﬂ;g\re]ease the teacher from .

clerftal Chores (Fr1edman 1469, pp. -9)in order that he may ~1*{

, vhave the nece;sary time to dev te to 1nd1vidualizing
..

LAPs do not need d specially bdﬁlt school and LAPs can f1t

t

,resource- center or faciht‘ies ~for. a resource center, The

resourceful. teacher can turn his classroom into a resourge’ - ', ..



'interest" -in Various themes or disciplines. However, when

. recommended o : g o T, . .

13.

) time Spec1al materials should:be ordered tp permit ;he-in- "

" patterns, testing and neasurements, curriculum development (\

',along thematic l1nes. e.g. a theme such as "Cultural Heritage

;5of Ca da“ can include a study of various ethnic groups

materials for effectiveness The developmen and application

zbe asked to work ; 1n a summer LAP workshop for wh1ch they..are

.given due credit The job-in training should associate a”"

. ALAP system. of 1nstruction has some 1mplications for j -
' teacher-education COurses in colleges and universities -

°',hould include child psychology, child behav1or and learning

, . ) : I S 82 .
\ . A . Y,
center by sefting up “learning stationsf or "centers of

thé teacher assigns a LAP the a551gned materials must he

readily available w1thout fail N

A1l teachers.as’ potential users of educational materia 1, - .:/4:
should be professionally trained to eValuate ducation:$\ o \x.: |

l
of an evaluation mddel at the local or regighal level is ’

d

e
If a LAP system is to be implemented all teachers shou1d

- f

new[teacher w1th an experienced person for a ‘short period of

div1dualization of teacher training ;
. » /4

&

r

small'group dynachs, tutorial instruction indiv1dual

progress diaghosas, and prescription writing

Further study and research should be made on LAPS developed

contributions to Canada with‘the view of providing young -

Canadians with an ppportunity to meet and to deyelop a close o e

understanding pf Canadians Tiving and working in regions




- B .9 5 .
i . . . . - .
A ' x L 8 .

, ’ dlfficult without an experrmental -or demonstration school L

- -

| . $ . . . ‘ . . " . - ’ k ”’
< : ‘ 1 o ! . N

| : * dther thar'their own. Such an underta}jng n@‘/ be sovnewhat '

= . Q\ . H ’

|

- .

. - —affiliated to a university.

<

\ .

; . © - «16. Research js invityi for the folTouing possiib]e‘ .questjons:
L ‘ '

\

for” high abmty pupﬂs than for pupﬂs of average or low

~ e ] o (a) Does an’ iydividua] student perfoym the LAP learnin"g
’ / o g ~ obJectwe more smcessfu]ly if he consults with the teacher ot
_ \ S than a student who uses the LAP independent1 y? (b) Are
e N " LAPs more su1tab1e 2§ a form of 1nd1v1dua1ized 1nstruction
L |

;v;"' , ' capabﬂ’l'ties7 (c) Can a/typacal professmna] educator
‘Functioning as a classroom teacher select suitable educataonalr -
” " materials for her stude“gts? (d) Shou’ldi teachers wr14e thear
{ "'ownLAPs?,,ﬂA /R T i ‘h i
S “17. .The relatively smafll number 0 f - teachers \i-n/cl uded 'in thjs'f
study; the non-random assignment of ‘classes to treatm'eht,
LR ‘other unknown sources of variation assoc'iated with the . —":',
S ) ' " g o ~implementation of\t‘he treatnyent and: the . urrknown validity
) the criterion-referenced tests ire factors wh1ch make '!t
%&ﬂism]e to attempt any further in tation of the.
enc]osed data Tms was an exploratory investi‘yatwn and "
‘ . N can “onl y be cons1dered m that framework for further
\ R experlmenta] Study:” ‘ L, | | |
. i , N ]{} This exploratory investigation showed that out. of 17 LAPs,b R
0 L ” ) T four were 80% effectfve without revi sionsn., four'were - - - w
E ' ) effective_after revisiOns and the remaining mne needed

W

further reviswns and testing. The evaluation pmcedure of ‘\\
-\

I L0 tryout-revjsiq,n tryout was obse&ed to-be eﬁfective :

!
‘ \ " "’
R



Therefore tms is 1ndicat1ve as to the degree in the

sqution of eva1uation as” a technoloqica] problem 1n th1s

particqﬁar study \ P \,

- hid ' 2
- Value as .a Thesis Project

»>

' The purpose of this study was to evaluate LAP effect'iveﬁess' as an

‘ mnovatwe program for assesm ng and 1nstruct1ng 10 to 12 year old pupﬂs

-using a procedure of formative evaluatwn. Af‘ter twenty years of, ex-

perience in the ﬁeld of education as a teacher and supervisor, the “in

' vestigator had always ]ooked forward to mnovatwe changes in ed‘ﬂcatwn

) -ﬂHoweﬂver,_ in h]s career, (almost all of 1t in a modern secondary school),

'all that was;‘ seen and experienced Was Little more than, Mip service"

s

‘given-to cdrricu]um deve]opment, 1nd1v1aua11z1ng 1nstruction, and evalua~-

ting mstfhctmna] materlals S o . oo

- In most conventlonal classroems, al] students are treated alike. )
2, .

AT must léarn the Same matem al, in the same way and in the same’ arnount

.of t1me /This 1s the way indi v1dua1 d1fferences v‘fere; treated 1n schoo]

-

The teachmg of a rigid school currlcjul um to’ pass externa] exammatwns
&
was the order &f the school day Added. to the 1nf1ex1bﬂity of the
cu?]um was the 1naccess1b1]1ty of a-modern hbrary and mgdwa services
Q

t ividuals, or small groups of students Further, even though the -
1 jbrary was incre_as-mg year by year in new additions of beoks, films,
sl’ides; records, tapes and various pieces of hardware, little has been N
done in a formal way to evaluate and utilize hbrary mater1als and ’
equipment effective]y and eff"icienfiy Jt is a known fact that many
’t‘egional areas including Mon»treal. have spent huge sums 1n purchasirig
educat1 anal hardware, which are Iyinvg dormant because the teachers have;’
not been” trained how to use th‘em et‘fectivel y( "Resqurce (;enter" and =
)’ '& :: \* / “ ;

’

. LI ., .

| . , *
e ot f “ L N l <,

»

~ ‘J

v‘




o - "“individualization of instruction' wen ue and mean'in?]ess terms- . . ]

. > - ‘
a

o -7 even though the 'téachgrs were readyto claim that 0the/y_v_)_%é\i'n'/a, L

emodern school. . . PR
. . B . 7../ . Q - P
», The vziue afthis thesis proJect is to narroy the w1de communica~ - KX

i ons-gap

. ideag,«or ereate 51 gnificant changes in educationa'i procedures and pro-,

,
o .
:
e
U

ei:ween the creative and imaginative people who conceive

* 1‘ - cesses, and the peopie upon. whom we rely to appiy.themu "inless this

. gap i$ closed, t_he)» theorist operates without the practitio'ner an'd"ch'aos "

. : results" (Arena, 1970, p. i). . S T ‘:\,

. N -
s . ~

Learning ActWity Packages are but~ one approach to indiViduaiized

ST ' 1nstructi§: LAPs in today s el ementary and secondary schoois can reaily

¥

assist students to be abie to do or be. The iear er, usjng LAPs wﬂ]

‘ find them to. be one effective and ef’fic.,ient way n. attainiﬁg Iearning= i

[

J/l‘ . - .
obgective / ’ st

g.

I3

_ This thesis \ﬂ/I serve as a motivation for teachers to enroli in

= A 'curriculum courses for the purposes 0f upgrading in the present ré’ci as::

&3
4 .
- . . 14
- o . 2 o
. “

sﬁ’ication crisis in the Provmce of Quebec There may be increased = "d’
. rinterest for ho'iding teachers' workshops to deal with the writing of ~.. |

", oy iearning packages. Given the professmnai background writing a LAP oner- 1
'\
self . 1s an excel'lent way to iearn about: LAP\s_ystem of. instruction. . Even '

S . experienced teachers wﬂ] f1nd that their ideas abbut the 1earmng ‘ .
’ .o O T , L)

o process and’ about’ effed tive ways of. organizmg their materials {curricu-’

» <

’:’ . ¥ ~  Tum content) are modified when - -they deveiop LAPs themse]ves. 3' B Yis

L S The teacher will be abie to identify an unacceptabi@AP “because of

S

such oversights as ambiguous Ianguage, nonre]évant learning experiences, ~ -

. o_’ ) - ‘tack of sequencing, and to study the vaiue of a/particuiar set o,f P TR

é 4 . . LI
.

£, revision pro&edures for these LAPs. . @ - ° S N T



SN This thesis will make evident that further researgh\is needed»for o L
finding a maans for establi%hing product deve]opment guidelines to ensure '
© that students iearn with the assistance of educational materiais of

pruven efféctiveness Ln this regard here are, some of the things o .

Komoski™ (1971), observed - . A Y
N At this time, of nationai cohcern over. consumer protection, L R
.~ .the largest.single group. of unprotected consumers ‘1s made : ot
’ up-of the 50 million school childrén now require to use. - -
_ thousands of ihadequately* evaluated," and, frequently’ in- , e
L effective, edycational materiais purchased by schoo]s. S

>

The quantity of leafning materials on the market has in- ¥

- creased by a factor of twenty.in the last twenty years. -
However; an estimated 99 percent of the’ learning i
materials now being used by school children have not been .
‘put through even ‘the initial phases- of systematic evaluatiens
with Jearners. .

v
‘.

)
o

i Both developers and purchasers of}educationai materials, use
comittee decisions to judge a product’'s Tearning effective- -
ness. In most cases, nefther group makes use of systematically.

: gathered evidence of "how wel] children learnifrom the materials . .
, .. 1n question, While such committees are oftep well-equipped to - .
: judge centent and scope of materials, existing research indicates

.. that decisions regarding learnin effectivedess cannot be made
. reliably without the benefit of‘g‘ta gathered from systematic
eyaluations of learners (p 10). - ‘ ‘
In summary, then, the value of . this thesis 1s to conv1nce the . z v
teachers that learning thrOugh/the\LAP method may - be one'of the best
\fo\\s ‘of individuaiized instéuction’for their students in their presgnt
ﬂschools, and that research 1s needed in the deveioment and app]ication'
of an evafuation model at ‘the 1ocai schobl level of curricu]um products
. and of seif-instructionai nmlti-media learning systems. ’j
This study was a technological problem of evaluationt Student .
C - teacher designed Learning Activity Eackages were tested for effective- ‘
.,nes\. This exploratory investigation att/e\npte to show that there Js “a |
need ‘for each and every product to be, evaluated and adapted to the S

N specific needs of a group or regional area.’ It is hopedcthat the -




[}
* - R - .-
° “ . - ree Py -
el i S h - -
L3 L3 { fa . ’ - - Q ¢

SR - X3 e - I L ,

e el pAR - . ’ .

g e g . . ;

N “\ ﬁ . - .

e = . © . . PR,

\)t. m o . e a.. o - /. - ’
B © o~ - o - ¥ - S * PR
.9y . 2 e . PR . :

AT £ . . Y :

e by P Y ) . » & e Lt °

7 n B ) ‘ \ ‘ - . T A - e -
.9, M N t . ! . . ¢ - ‘ .o - K
R s . « . . . . . .
Q- = . . s - - -

a* L) . Lt s ' . N R -
. .nn,— hid €. . , < °
b - . . .
o, B " . ’
] -w»m m)h T ) o - v, \ a > .
n g - B . o . . >, .
G . Iy . - e N : LS o~ .
. @ ,.‘...o 7 - :
LS = . s %
. - ' . > N . - . .
A . T @ ~ , o
s ' . - : . AL :
=. € UL -t oot

» - i - . . ] . .
ST e “ .. . . . .

.AQH | % ].J . . - s .- - om; . L

1% m .“ | = - e . (S .

Ld ey . « . .

e s . v .a hannd 8 ~ . “ . . - -

g - b~ te . v .- : N .. .

\»nll.tg\ Ead n i » v ...,N . [ . Tt
. Pou‘ - . »- . N

, P 4

ducational

ng
judging and sel

- ». favest

Ll . . . .
- . .

% el e . LT N .

m . VN . < i’ - . - ¥
4 ' TN . : * ”.mx

3 - v . -0 i N . - . =

] . 2o .

= (=2 - s - . A K .

o g . ¢ - R '3 .

o -~ . o

ecti

|

-

.

fea

<

- a

4

©w- materials.




' LREFERENGES .. - . T
p Abedor, A. d. Development and vaHdation of a model foi formative

« evaluation of” self-instructiona] multi-miedia learn'lng systems ..

ERIC ED 064 927. . ’

LN ‘
- & [}
~

Arena, J. E. An 1nstrument for individualizmg instruction.

. ) .Educationaj Leadershlp, May 1970, 784-787.

© 3> - Arena, J. E. Informaﬁgn and suggestions for individualizing instruction

in_the secondary schoal. For? Lauderdale, Fla.: The School Board
° " of Broward County, 1971. N o \ ,

Baker, J. L. The Tndividualized le'a.rm'ng system, -Educational Leader-

ship, May 11976, 775-80. " S o,

.. Baker, R. L. & Schutz, R, E. (Eds.). Instructlonal product deve]opment

~ ' I.nq1ewood Calif.: Sout\lwest Reg1onal Laboratory for Educatmna]

- \‘ Research and Deve1opment 1971, o . e
Beard J. G. Adaptmg 1nstruction to student%characteristic\Paper
' presented at the Conference of D1rectors of State Testing Programs..
* Princeton, N:.J.: October 19674 :
-

" Briggs, I. J.: Sequeneing of instruction in relation to, hierarchies of fon

co[nbete‘nce. American Institutes for Research Monograph, 1968,
v Np, 3. ' '
y &

@riggs, P G.- Putting the research into school district research ;and
4 ~ evaluation efforts._ ERIC ED 056-313

3
4

Bloom, B. S., Hbstings, J. T., & Madaus G. F. Handbook om formative .

s and summative evaluation of student Teamnin New York: Mc(iraw—
A4 ng- .
HiTT, 1971 Lo N | J

AN
. e

Carro]l In’sfructiona1 methode'and 1ndiviaual'd1fferences. ‘I D
R. M. Gagne (Ed.), Learning and_individual mffeknces. Calunbus, e

Ohio:~ Charles E, Merill, 1967. - - e \ ' ' j',




' ‘Carroll J. 8. on ‘learning from being told. Educational Psychologist,

| 1968, 5(2); 1, 5-10.
. Cooley, W, W. & Glaser R.” The computer and individua]iied instruction. ,

y
4

In R. A. Weisgerber (ed.), Develogmental Efforts in Ind1vidualized

s e ) Learning. Itasca, ni.: r. E. Peacock, 1971. - .
Cronbach L. J. How.can 1nstruct10n be adapted to. individual differences.”

In R. M. Gagne (Ed.), Learni;gkand Ind1vidua1 D1fferences Columbus, "¢

Ohio: Charles E. Merr11} 1967. " K

. Cronbach, L. J. Codrse<improvementethrough-evaluation. Teachers' '
. . ‘\\‘/ ‘ .

Q

_College Record, 1963, 64, 673-83,.°

Dunn, J.-A. The Accommodat1on of 1nd1vidua1 differences in the deve]qp-
ment of persona] programs of study. In R. A. Weisgerber (Ed )s .
Developmental Efforts in Individualizing,Learning, Itasca, I11.:

N Te e .4

L g F. E. Peaeock, 1971. ™ . o

' Eash, J.-M. AssBssing curriculum materials: A,pre1iminary instrument. .
EPIE 1969, 2(5), 18-24. . | '

EPIE, Toward an assessment of indiv{dualized instructional materials

" EPIE1973 No. 46, 12-19. - S

- ‘ o Field W. B. & Swenson G The UNIPAC A form and process for

1nd1v1dua11zing. Educational Techno]ogx;1972 5(10) 11-13. . '

Flanagan J. C. -The uses of educational evaluation in the development
- ) o of prdgrams courses, }nstructional methods and equipment -instruc-
tional and learning procedures, and administrative evaluation In \

‘ R H Tyler (Ed. )s Educational Evaluation. New Roles, New Means

} ) } o Sixty-eighth Yearbook of tﬁé Natjona1 Society for the Study oﬁ*
| Education. Chicago: Un'lversity of Chicago Press, 1969, 221-41
~ Flanagan, J. C. Individualiz1ng Educatﬁon. In R A. Weisgerber (Eq )

. ‘e R &
" s .
. v n . . .

. \ ' v R
e . P - ol A [ A

- . L B [ .
R Lo . . s N . Lf - , .
. Al - < N
, A L YUY




)

-

4

© Hess, R. J. & Wright, W. J. Evaluation strategies as-a fugction of

‘f'»f Associates. Inc..1971 o S

&

<

De\relognental Efforts in Indivwdua‘Hzed Learning_ Itasca, IH
. E. Peacock 1971, o ' S
Friedman, E. P. Teacher aldes; Their role in the school, Education_
Canada, 1969, 9(2), 2-9. - ', | S " , L Tl
Friedman, ‘F‘. P. Differentiated staffing: Increased educat.ienal' oppor-
-tgunity for the disadvantaged through paraprofessional training
programs. A key address presented to New {Brunswick NewStart . b
| Administrative and teachmg perosonnel Conference 0ctober 1971. -

»

Gagne, R, M.- Condi tions of Learning. New Yprk: rgo'lt, Rinehart and

Winston, 1965. - A /, v
Glaser, R. Theory of evaluation of 1nstruct1on., Changes and trends.‘ ' <

Paper presented at the Symposium on Prob]ems in the ‘Ev:aiu’ation of : '

1nstr‘uct10n Dec. 1967. Los Angeles: Uni‘vers'ity. of California.

. (mineo). I - . . .

>

’ Glaser, R. The schools and the i hal]enge of 1nnovation ’ o

' Chairman, Edward S. Mason, Committee for Economic Development,

New York: McGraw-Hi11, 1969. ' "

-

Goodlad;, J. I. The future of'leaming and teaching. In R. A\:f is-

,gerberl (Ed.), Developmental Efforts in Ind% vidualized Leaming_.
Itasca, I11.: F. E. Peacock, 1971.

’

product deve]opment stages ‘ERIC “ED 064 364

L L

Jackson, P. -The writer s LAP.. Fort Lauderdale, F]orida. . Educational

.

Jacobs, J. K. A ﬁndel for program develppnknt and evaluation at the .

13

local school hevel _ERIC ED 061 269., ‘ _‘r b

Jones, R V. Jr. Learning acf,ivity packagés. An approich to.
'\ o T K o



. e * ) ) ' 91

L T
1nd1v1duaﬁzed instruction. -Journal of Secondary Education,” 1968
43(4) 178 183. S e v
.Kapfer, P. G. An instructional management strategy for 1nd1v1dua1 ized

‘Tearning (Mimeograph source unknown)

r

Kapfer, P. G. & Kapfer, M, B. Introductmn to Tearning packages. ’

-

*© Fducational Technology, 1972, 12(10), 9-I1. | .
Kapfer, P, G. & Ovard, G. F. Prepaqu and u'sinﬂ individualized . -

learning packages for ungraded, contmuous progress edication.

Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Educationa] Technology Publ icatwns 1971
=K1e1n,,s.‘ Procedures for*comparing instructional programs . ERIC AED :
061 271. oo !

. 4 N K
Komoski, K. Fresh off the newsfront, . .

>
-
1

NSPI Jourpal, 1971, 10(4), 'IO.\ E e _
Kropp, R. P, & others. Identification and definition of subject-matter

content variables related. to human aptitudes. Cooperative Research

A
Project No- 2914-1, January 1967. Florida State University, Contract m_ o
OEC-S 4 §297 Us S. Ofﬁce of Education v ' o \W
Lange, P. G., Media and thaleam1ng process. ‘ -

Audiouisual Instruction, 1968, 13, 554-57.

J
Light, J. .A Formative evaluation procedures far the 1ncontext develop- g ]

, ment df 1nst?1ct'lona1’materials. ERICED Q65 557. ,
Lindvall, C’ M. & Bolvin, J. 0 Programed 1nstruction in the Q,cuhools'
An appl&catfon of programing principles in 1nd1v1dua]1y prescribed ' )

! 1nstruction. Programed Instruction, ° 'Sixty-s.ixth Yearbook of the

. National Society for the Study of Education, Part II. Chicago: * -

" University of Chicago Press, 1967 a0~
. Lindvall 'C. M W& Bolvin, J 0 The ro'le of the teacher 1n 1nd1v1dual]y
oY q .
< L N ¢ 4 7




prescribéd 1nstruct10n. ‘ The Educatmnal Technology Review.

J
s ’Series. ‘Individualizing Instruction. EngIewood Cliffs, N J.:
Educational Techriol ogy Publications ,- 1970, '
Lindvall, G. M. & Cox, R. C. - The role of evaluation programs for B

. individualized 1nstruc'tion Edhcaiiona] E\;aluaftion: New Ro]es, )

" New Means. Sixty-eighth Yearbook of the National’ Society for\ the .
Stlfdy of Education, Part II Chicago; University of\ﬁhicago-\ ‘

.~ T

! Press, 1969, 156-88. . ' \
Lumsdaine, A. A. Assessing the effectiveness of 1nstruct1’ona1‘ program’s

‘~ In R, Glaser (Eq.), Teaching &chines and Programmed Learning' Vata .

and Direptions, Vol, 2. washington D.C.: National Educagﬁon ,
‘Association 1360-65, 267-313. . S

Mager, R. F. Preparing instructional objecti\)es: Palo Alto, California;
FearenPuHsherk—%—%?———“—‘—‘“’——‘" o,

- w-/Markle, D. G. The Development of the bell system' first aid and personal

. safety course. Palo Aléo, Calif.: American Ins‘titut,e for -Research] .
i M 3 . . . . t . - ’ ‘

1967. o
67. N

McGuigan, F. J. & Peter, R. J. ) Assessing the effectiveness of prog 'amnlled\

" texts: Methodology and some findings.:- Journal of Programmed

Instruction, 1965, 3(1), 23-4. . = . R .
McNeil, J. & Smith, J. E. The multis at Nova.' ‘Educatiohal Screen\and\:\. -
Audiovisual Guide, January 1968, 16-19,83. .- ' . . .

Morgan, D. L. Evaluatio_ﬁ: A semantic dﬂemna, ot

Educatipnal Technology. 1971, 12(12) 46-48.

Oliver, G. L. A technological rationale for curriculum and 1r&tmction.
Paper presented at the Annual meeting of the Ame™an Educational
Researdh Association, Los Angeles, February 1966. . .




)

L

[

I

?

1

v o
. .
.. ¢
. *
' . ' .
. - o [

Popham.1w AppHcations of teach1ng performance tests to 1nserv1ce

. and preservice teachersedueation Pape? presehted at the annual” '
meeting at the AERA, ‘New Or_leans, Feﬁrﬁr‘y 26-,Mat‘ch~ 1, 1973: |

Redvis, W. €. D fferentiated requirements ‘i the Uﬁ:iversity of th'ica;;o
-High School, _In Nati Qnal Society for the Study of Education,

- (
Adapting the Schoo'ls to Individual Differences., . Twenty-fodrthg

‘Yearbook, Part 11, 1925, 49- 52. . I g

4

RusseH H. H. & Leithwood, K. A. Evaluatwn and the diffusion of
" educational innovat}pns.\ERLC ED 063 330..

Scr:iven M.” The methodo]ogy of'evaluation Perspectwes of Curriculum

Evaluation, AERA monograph series on Curmculum Eval uation by
R. w. 'Tyler, R. M. Gagne, and M. Scr;iven. . Cmcago: _Rand McNal]y,
1967, 39-83. R
Short,, J.,}a‘éée\;*m. K., Kress, 6. C. dr., & 0'Brien, R. K.
' 1y

A study of a training system for advanced AT&T salesmen.

,, Pittsburgh: American Institutes .for Research, 1968..
\ , B . . _ (e
Smith, & E. Jr. The learning activity package (LAP).
| .
- Educational Technology, 1972, 12(10) 15-17.

!

Stéke, R. E' An. approach to the e‘aluation of instructional programs.

‘ ERIC ED 064 350, -

' Stake, R. E. & Sjogren, D. D, Aétiv'ity_ level and 1eam1rLdFeffect1veness.‘f ‘

Title VII Ifrojeét No. 753, NDEA Grant 7-37-0226-147. LjncoIn.
~ Neb.: Uni”versity of Nebraska, 1964. . | !
Steen, M, T. A progham of teacher development for a system of

1nd1v1duaHzed education. In R,_A, Neisgerber (Ed )

DevemeantaI Efforts in IndividuaHzed Leami j_-. Itasca, .
_ F."E. Peacock, A S ; '

[ ! RPN

’
c , i “ R
. . \ T . .0
. B A3 N




' Stevens. W. W & Morrissett, I A system of ana]yzing science curricula .

N - -

.. +.° . EPJE'198: 1,10-15, - o

|l

U Stufflebeam, DI L., Foley, W. J., Gephiart, W."J., Guba, E. 6.,
’ _',, s Hatrmond R. L, Merr1man H 0., & Provus, M. M. Educationa]

e evaluation and decisibn makmg Itasca, I11. F. E. Peacock, 1971.

s

Swenson G. A,, LA "UNIPAC“ onhow to make a "UNIPAC "

| g ‘ Miami KendaH F]or1da' Teachers Umpac Exchange, 1971. o
Talberg, R. L. A Learmng act1v1ty ‘package: -what 1s it?
Educational Screer and Audiovisual.Guide. January 1969, 20-21.

Tallmadge, G. K., Shearer, J. W., & Gréenberg, A. M. Study of trajniﬁg )

3

- . B ,' ~ equipment and individual differences: '~The ‘éffects of subject
matter }/ar1ab1es, Technical Report NAVTRADEVCEN 67-C-0114-1, May,

“

P . 1968 Amer1can Inst1tutes _for Research Contract No. N51379 67-(2-
. 0114, Naval Traimng Device Center, o

The Sthool Board of ’Broward‘County. Evaluation of selected science

- ’

" Tearning actwitv packages IMS Repo’rt No. 4. Fort btauderdale,
F1.: Research Depaf-tment August’ 1970 o \
. The School Board of Broward County. A study of the re]ationship of |

v

var1ables associated with the use of learning activity packages,

b . o« MS Report No. 7. Fort: Lauderda]e, F] Research Department,
.August 1977, - ¢ T ! '

-

vfashhurne, G, ;l Burk s individual s,ystem as developed in Winnetka. .
In National Society for the Study of Educatfon, Adapting the School

. . to Individual Qifferences Twenty-fourth Yearbook Part II 1925
- 2 ,

| - - 77-82. / SR y L. _ | |
(- e ,‘ " Wilhelms, F J T. The curriculum ‘and 1ndiv1dual differen%s/ In. Natignal | ’ 1
« . . _.Society for. the Study of Education. Individualizing Instructidh, ' S




{

. . » . . .
o A Sixty-first Yearbook s Part I, 1962, 62-74 "~ B o
s ' o Heisgerber, R. A, (Ed.) Development efforts in 1ndiv1dualized Learning. - .
T T Itasca, I1T.: F. E Peacock 1971.. - O ‘ ‘ . L
. ¢ . Womble, M. L. Publ c- school research--The two-faced profession L '
S e ERIC ED 061 272. S | o
L]
o , o
. o . - _ . L . oﬂ ‘\
‘ . . ‘ v: ‘ .- ] . . ;1

[
o
. 4
- ‘ ¢
~ e v . - oo R
m:.;’ P ‘i #
-, . W ~-.§:
o ol k]
‘ 1 5
B ! L. g
L Ee g M
L]
W
H .
NN A
B ~
) 1 iy
el e
. M
evn, S - 4
G AN RS fom

[C



e

<o,

Y, Filar
RGN
TL D

v
a4

! T
by EAREY e o 38
§ . g P VHg oG e gy
, A 1At )
ot A ey
L ‘1‘.1\\‘)'\‘
L s

%h,,

R X 3% g vy
R ERR TS

A :-4133:,1,3; ‘Zﬁ}s;

R e N

Vokde, ¥ Out




rl

4 1mp1ementation of materjals in the cl dssroom context. _ £

+

T, APPENIX A

14
*

AN INSTRUMENT TO_ASSESS LEARNING ACTIVITY PACKAGES

& k3

Note: - Appendix A includes:

1, Instdictions to the teacher,
2. A Glossary of terms used in'this instrument
- _3. An ‘instrument to - assess Leaming Activity: Packages

4
L4 . w

Ins‘"t:ructions to fthe Teacher °

This questionnaire/opimonaire is par‘t of an educational research
Al

proaect carried -out at Sir George wilhams University in Montreal

Ty This instrument 1s designed to guide thepotential pser in anal_yzing

Learning Activit_y Packages and by’ educating him in the producer s instruc-

tional d351gn Thus the instrument could bring about a more E\telhgent

It is assumed that you as' a teachén‘know your students" Iearn‘in.g
characteristics and m]l be ab'le to use your profe551 onal Judgment in
choosing a Learning Act1v1ty Package for your defined student popu]ation

In reading this questionnaire, you may experience some difficulty
with some of the 'te'mi-noiogy. A glossary nf terms is inclﬁded’and shoﬁid
be read.prior to completing the ;uestionnairé. Terms listed in the
glossary are’ marked with an asterisk. ‘ ,

Please answer each of the/:westions in this questionnajre. ' Respond

v

" as aqcura‘tei y as you can, expressing your knowledge/or professional -

opinions. If you do not nnderstand_ a question, answer it as best as you

" can, but_write next to the'question that it is not clear.

ou are not to consult with your. colleagues or discuss it with y‘oun

_students while you.are filling this questionnaire., Please complete it

before your students ‘b.egin using the Learning Activity Package.

¢
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i1l remain strtct‘]y&‘confident They" can be, -
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.«" 7 AMLOSSARY OF ‘TERMS USED_IN THIS INSTRUMENT"

*Obaectives stated in behavioral terms «- a word picture of the
' type of behavior or behavior product which one might éxpect when the
objective is-achieved. QbJectives stated 1n behavioral terms wiH
.\ . .
and the level of performance expected, e.g., the child will be able-to
. spell (type of behav1or) intaﬁé’rmal a}’é informal writing (condition
under which it will appear), 98 percent of the words in his written uork
(Tevel of performance). /
*Impiicit objecfives -- an exammation of thekcontent will permit
* the reader to readily identify the ob.aectives that t;ie student should '
accomplish, even if the producer‘has no? stated them. If a filmstrip -
. gives'the sequential steps in solving: arithmetic brobiems using'long )
‘di vision one would assume@i::he implicit obJective to teach the student the
process of long diViswn.

i
o

*Broader behavwra] pattermn -- ’1nstruct,ional materials frequent'ly

are geared to goals that inciude eomplex behavior which is. to be deve-

o

usually name the behavior, state the conditions under‘ which it will af)pear, '

1oped over time., Example: voting behavior as a function of c1tizenship ",

“ {nvolves a broader behavioral pattem which chains together a compiex of
behaviors ranging from kngwing the candidates and -the issues, to“being
registered and knowing; now to operate a'voting machine. The instruc-
tional material may be designed to contribute té a broader behaviora]
pattem, rather than a simp] er, more specific behgvior. Even if the
objective is geared to’a single specific behavior there should be-some, )
re]ationship to a broader behavioral pattern ) .

*Attitudinal objectives -- ob,:ectives fhat are designe«L to deveIOp

ot
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feelings and predispositions fo act in accordance with. interna]i;ed valuesv
and beliefs. These may be listed as attitudes vaiues interests, and ,
appreciations They may be fai riy direct as to deve]op in each student
. an interest in Iistening to a newscast at ieast once a day or more complex
as” to form an@atti tude of critically evaluating the &nEWS by investigating /
“the source of reports. ) o " - B , '
*cOg:itive deveiopmentai skiﬂs - objectives which have specific g \

deve]opinent skills (thinking) as a basis will usually 'emphasize thinking . |
‘ processes as their focus such as understanding, discriminating, uti]izing, . |
chaining and evaIuating as Opposed th emphasizing Specific products '

/ *ObJectives drawn from-a learning approach -- obaectives may be /.,'

drawn utilizing approaches to iearmng, in some Gases emphasizigg who]e-

sq_._‘*f

ness of 1earnmgs prior to,.fradmenting into specifics for instruction.,,, ,,.,sg
LExample- the student wiﬂ become famﬂiar with the background of the,
12th and 13th century European interest in coldnies and trade, prior to
: studglin‘g'the s-pec1fic explorations. The extréme of“the above approach

would be a small step by step sequencing of thé: material on *Europe in the
12th and 13th century in which concepts on European interest in trade and 3

colonies-were fed to the student on a programed basis\ eventually leading

through the various exploratibns.' These objectives are basedvon different

approaches to learning. = | : ) o ' .

b

*0Objectives based on detnands d needs of child -- objectives'using -

this emphasis usuaiiy ha heir facus some developmental sequence
(physical, emotidnal ar social) as their central organizer. Examp‘le~
the student will express affection as weii as receive affection. The s ."l‘)- y
behavior of expressing affections is devclopmentaiiy more advanced than N

simply receiving affection. Example:- the student wi]i cooperate uith




" tasks for the Tearner which have behavioral requirements that suggest a

, : \ 101 e
another student on taking turns in using a game. If‘thisﬁbjective is

o N Y

to be taught, it is usually sequenced with other objectives according to

<
-y

3

the way mast children develop.
*Task analysis -- the matema]s have been developed into specific
sequence for presentation and wh'ioh allo\y an observer oto determine if the
learner accomplishes’ the task., '
M *Eﬁ‘\(\orless discrimination -- the tasks are sequenced in such a manner
that the student shoold move from step to step without making errors.

This techmque is used in some types of programed instruction. o *~

*Figure-ground -- the organization of métena]s frequently percep-

[}

* tual jin nature, in a field so that one stands out in a distinct way

" different levels of attitudes, from t(Le simflest of merely attending to

) "behavior. tov)ar'd é wide range of stimuli, e.g. enjoying a variety of v

!

" has been developaed 1nto small steps that lead the learner toward a larger

‘(figure) and the rest remains in the background (ground). Figure-ground
organization can be used with oth&l characterdstics such ‘as sounds, where -
one sound is heard over and above a background of 'o}hers.

. *To-an effective response system -- where u:ecognition is given to - - -———

- ’ ) 7
an opject, to the building up of complex attitudes which predispose one's

forms. of mus ic. : .o

] *Interrelat1onsh1ps of a subject -- where the subject matter contains
a lagical relationship of concepts and processes. Example: adding must
be mastéred prior to multip]ying The 1oca1 community is studied prion #
to more distant entities of state or federal government. .

r

" *Positive reinforcement and ‘programed sequence -- .where the mateHal\

concept through a sequence that permits the learner to receive frequent P
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ot *"“‘reinforcement thmugh know'ledge of r"lghj: answers‘

)

\
Y

*Open ended dev%\opment of generaﬁzation - the 1nstnuct10nal
S ‘ sequence is purposely quite open, e.g. lett»i.ng the learner try out many

‘ ’ possi/bﬂitie,s and alternatives before arriving at a generalization.

’l ' *Advanced organizeré'(cogni tive) -~ a fr"amework of key concepts,
] crucial to understandmg and relating concepts of the Iarger boiy of - o

material, are strategmaﬂy placed in the sequence fonmng an ideational ’
q ] .

ladder to wh1ch other material can- readﬂy be re'lated o In some materiaﬂs ' . :

a short summary pre'ceding the main body of 1nstruc“tional material delineates . -

y

ﬁ the key éqncepts or stresses their relationship to other concepts‘known
} , by the Iearner, thus serving as advance orgamzers through the ideationa] i

'anchors it gives to the learner for orgamzing, relating and remembemng N
- _ the new material. " . .o ‘
*Mode of transaction --'a trahsaction’is the interaction of a

) .'leamer and stimuli in this contbxt consisting of 1nstructiona1 materia]s.

>/ A.mode is the channel that s used. Is the student asked to passively -

| ﬂ ‘ view, manipulate, verbally organ1ze'§; Is the teacher an 1nﬁortgnt_part :
of the mode thrgugh exercising control over the learnex's chanr!é'ls of

transactions? Is the student free to seekjout channels of transaction

or are they chosen for ‘him? The‘s" ! are du fions which must be answered ’ .

‘ when setting up modes of tr‘ansa’ction (methogolo,gi'es\) to be’ysed wi_th s

e . instructional materfals.. - . " - L T ‘
o ‘ %*Teacher-‘cenfricv method -- the teacher {s ‘larg'ely responsible for PR : /

choosing and directing the made of transaction for the Tearner. Teacherg N -

centric modes of  transaction usuaﬂy prescribe that the "Teacher witt-* - B2

. o and are predicated on obtaining specific leamer nespbnses.

., . . T
t . ' . {
< N ’
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*Pupil-centric ‘method -~ the learner is responsibie for choosing

. "' ‘the modes of transaction with the instructional material and is frequently
left to evaluate and revise his behavior toward materials without teacher

N ' superyision. . . .

. " *Psychomotor skills -- muscular or motor skills which require mani-'
\,

S pulation of materials or obaects. The ability\to stack blocks is &
. psychomotor skill, ' |

A 14

*Affective response -- responses which emphas}ze tEe1ings; emotiod\_ ..
or degrees of acceptance or rejection stemming from internal attitudinal
sets. Such responses may be laoelled attttudes, biases} interests, .etc.
*Norm referent evaluation -~ judging a 1earner's performance by .
what other known groups of learnerd do so on the same tasks. Achievement -
_ ‘ | test scores, aptitide tests, and mental test scores report thetr results
in norm referent tarms. The'statement "This particular learner scored

L _,'~,’ at 4th grade level," is using a norm referent evaluation of the learner's

~— - .

performance. ) - F

~ . . b ! /

\ *Criterion referent evaluation -- the learner is, judged on his - .

~ ' _ability to do a specified task or demonstrate the behavior appropriate. .

o —— 5‘9

TTT———
-

. T to the task The Tearner is’ judged on whether he can or cannot demonstrate

e

the apprbpriate behavior that signifies task accomplishment and is not

judged by comparfson of his performance.ujth~another group of Leed,ers. K

‘4

v . ~ T LN ~‘ '
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o “APPENDIX "A"
" AN INSTRUMENT TQ ASSESS LEARNING ACTIVITW PACKAGES

L

{ -

| e, OBJECTIVES a - -
{ A. Are there obgect1ves stated for the use of the material?
/ - 1. General object1ves? Yes . No ’
N b el :}’ —
2. Learning objectives? Yes | No.
. o, -
T 7 3. Are the obaect1ves stated in ﬁ' ‘,Q . )
- ‘ behavioral terms?* ) Yes Po ‘
4, If siated in behav1oral terms, do the obJect1ves speciﬁy
‘ a. The type of behavior?  Yes h "No K
) b. Conditi&ns under which . :, :
‘ - it will‘appean? ‘Yes,_ | - No
’ c. Level of performance : . o ) .
. expected? Yes " No
2, e e A | —— o
7 5.7 List example pf objective(s). , v s -
! ¢ ) a ’ |-
' - S L N et ~ |
‘\‘,“ .o Te - s -
. .B. If there are no objective(s) stated for the -use of the mater;als :

the obaectiVes instead 1mp11c1t* or readi]y obvious? VYes . °




5.( Are the objectives drawn from:
(check as many as appropriate).-

a. A learning approach* :

Ky

C. What appears to be the
‘objgctives)?c e

]

L4

c. Demands of éhe subject '

', . b. Society needs (¢itizenship)_

]

d. Demands and needs of chi]d*

. 1. Are the objectives
) instruction? ,
. . o
2. Are the objectives specific te a subject skill?
s " 3. Are the objectives related to a Broader behavior
* pattern“that is to be developed over a period
’ ! of time? ;
. 4. .What seems to be the gmphasis of the objectives:
p (Check as many as appropriate).
) a. Attitudinal™ 1
b. Mator skills
i c. Cognitive developmen skills”
_ . d. Subject skills_

Ygs

related to a larger frame of  Yes

.
. Yes

—————
v

[

.

source of the -objectives (both‘stated and'implicit

i

No .
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ND. Quantitative rating of o:bj;ctiv:s: ‘ b ' . - ' '
(QIRECTIONS) Please CIRCLE the NUMBER"on the rgt}né scale be]oﬁ'which re-
‘presents yourabesf Jjudgment on the following criteria. // . )
Lowest rating- 0 1 2 3'4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - highestAGting

-~ the hiéher the number the better thé rating «-)

~ IR , . .
Objectives vague, unclear, or missing, - . : o
Those included not useful. Fails to distinguish . ‘ ' e
between general and learning objectives, m’lge‘s g

'various types of objectives, confusing to the > ' o \ .

. student and_teacher. . .- ) \7

Average - some of the criteria fo}"objeqtives; . ’ B
met, some missing, at times ‘inconsistent, ob- - . ’
.jectives only parfiaﬂy operatioqgl 'for the

e _classroom teacher. g L -

v

M r

The objectives are stated clearly and in behavioral
. terms,” Both general and ‘learning objectives are . ' “~
| N stated in a’.consistent conceptual framework.,

" Excellent, one of the best, useful for a teacher, = '

e

012345678910 ‘
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.11 Organization of the Materi'a]s (Scope and Sequence) A .

A. Has a task ana]y’sis been made of the, matema] and some relationship | . e
specified between the tasks? - Yes '° ‘ Nc ‘ e
J ‘ .
B. If a task analysis has been made what basis was used to orgamze the !
- “materials? N\ -
(Check as many as appropriate). . ‘ ,‘

1. Errorfesg discrimination* . . . . .

| 2. Simple to' complex__ o Y ) ~—J ‘ .
] V3., Figt;re g.round*______, d \ o o . o,
’ 4, Genéral.to ‘specifi"c____ e ’ E _l - . S
" .5. Llogical order_ - .- - | )
L . 6. Chronology Co . - |
c. If no indication of“a. task ana]ysie has been mede,what essumptions do _ ‘ -
____you-believe the author (LAP writer) has mad‘e concerning the or:gam' Xtic’m‘ of :
the in‘stnuetionéhsequence .of the material? '
' . @ . . .. R
D. .Is there a-basis for the s _gggg_ of the material ncluded in the instruc- e
_tional package? - . Yes_ No__ . . e
1. If there is a basis, i$ it: : ‘{ A | S
. a.' related fo a subject area? Yes ‘No____ ‘
v ' b. ‘to a motor skill development? Yes No_;___'
_-c. ‘toa cognitive skﬂ].area? ‘ . Yes ’ No_ t
d to an affective response system ? Yes No < P

v e. other? (p'lease specify) " | - T




Y

2. Has the scope been subjected to an;i§§$s:§ok

a. .appr&prippehe;sé to stuldents?.'
b. relationship to other magerié]?

E. Is there a recommended sequence?.

(1. what is the basis of the reco?r:pehded sefjuence?
(Check as many as appropriate)’

*
~a. Interrelationships of a subject _’ .

J 3 - ‘ ) *
v b. Positive reinforcement and programed sequence

) . . %
cy Open ended development of a generalization -

¥,

!

d: Advanced organizers’ (cognitivg)*

e. Other (p1§se specify)
.3

————t—
N

-

)
1

Briefly outtine the scope and sequ

K

\




109.

3 Q_/ M .. y.‘- ' ) .
G, Quantitative/rating of organization .of the materials (Scope and.Sequence).
\ (DIRECTIONS:  Please CIRCLE the NUMBER on the rating scale below which
represents your best judgment on the fol]owi.ng criteria).

Sequence illogical or unstated, learner and teacher Js Teft
- to puzzle it out, Does-not appear to have subjected mqterial .
’ to any analysis /to build any instructional design. 8”(56pe is ‘

- _ uncertain, seems-to contradict sequence. Little help uninten-.

tionally to teacher or pupils in organizing materials.

Average in oréanization. Some help but teac_her mdst supply
much of organizational sequence. Scope somewhat limited,
" may be too narrow (6'r\ broad). Sequence is not detaﬂed

enough and may have been tested with a range of children.

v

y ‘ , .
% Excellent organization of scope and sequence, Conceptually
- developed based on a consjstent -theory; task analysis or

other appropriate 1‘n‘vest1'gat1'on has been done., Tested for

appropriateness of recommended sequence.

012 3-4 567 8 910

<
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A 111 METHODOLOGY ' ) ‘ . g\
. A. Does the author(s) and/or material suggest any.methodological N
. approach? ) Yes 0. No__ .
. ' -~ ’ N s
, Bl Is the hethodologica] approach, 1f suggested specif1c to the N
* . mode of transaction? - Yes' ~ - No___ ° .
) t 1. Does the mode of transaction : ‘ . -
: (/—’ (Check as. magy as appzoprlate)
. - a.” rely upon cherﬁCentric method (1argely
3 @ ’ " teacher direct1ng3}* - Yes_ . No__ - - ; '
C- : ; b. rely .upon pup11-centric method (1arge1y ) , '
‘ self-directing?) ' - Yes No“ ~
. / T
: : c. _acquire active participation by the
. 7 students? Yes No
d. passive part1c1pat1oh by the T A ‘
A students? ,) Yes °~ . No ’
S "+ 7 e, combination of active and pasgive’ g , , T
. , ‘ . participation by the students? Yes_ No . ‘ |
Y. f. direct student's attention to method of
"+ learning as well as the learning . ' .
L product? : Yes - . «No ‘
e g / g provide for variation among students . :
C e ’ uses several approaches to ’ 2 ‘
method? ‘Yes .’ No
- C. Does the methodology suggested require exténsive preparation by the - - t
teacher? - .. Yes No -
1. How much deviat1on is perm1tted in methodology?
4 R -~ -
o o . Much - Some Litt]e N . ’

, 2. - Does’ the methodology require unusual skills .
o ' obtained through specific training? . R

o N ~ o ‘ Yes_ - No_ e
‘ : 3. "Is there any statement on how methodology was : .
. . e tested: any experimental evidence? : . -
’ : ' . Do Yes No° g /

- . —————— .




[

. * 4, If you have tried the recommended methodo]og&, how - successful "\7
: . did it seem for your students? - _~ R

‘ N Most succeeded S : ‘
: ‘ " . Dhpproximitely 3 succeeded ‘ :
B . Few succeeded_ 3 . ' : o .
. a. Please provide[ a brief description of the students’ .
. T ) . who were successful and those who were not successful.
. ) -' . . : . - . ’ ) § ' -
. N - .g . . " 5 5 )
3‘ . . “'. . .

. ‘ ” . . -,

hd ' .
) . S
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E. Quantitative rating of methedology. o ‘ L Ly

-

(DfRECTfONS: Please CIRCLE the NUMBER on the rat1ng 'scale be]ow which re-
presents your best judgment gh the fo110wing cr1ter1a) . !

. Very 1ittle help is given on methodo]ogy, or methodology is
. too abstract and complex for most students and teachers, . C -

!

Methodology appears to be unrelated to content and an

.

‘afterthought in the learning package. Too active.or passive’ ‘ ' _ : |

for most students. Teacher required to-participate fu11y

.

with too many students at every step. Doeésn't have appro-

e pr1ate methodology for variety of‘?earning abi]ities among~ S
\ .

students. : ;;. . e,

S

Given some help to the teacher. but would. Tike more. -Some
13

. students would be able to cope with suggested methodo]ogy. .
but others not. Doesn‘t appear to have been widely field .

B

tested. Teacher has to work out variety for students with Vs

-

Special leatning'difficulties. o . A

Uses a variety of modes in the transactions. Doés not:

. éhein a teacher’t a mode without reason, but'brovides ¢
- \‘ Q_ ! o ’
! . , .. -assistance for d{ }erent abilities, Describes the field

. , test of the methodology. ‘Teachers will find methodoquy;

PR
oot

easy to vse and be11eve students will respond. Methodoiogj

is part of goals of instruction and not just vehicle for .

SRR b TR
content - , K - o R

\ \

c Y 012 3,45%7 8910



o W EVALUATION

"A. Are there recomended evaluation ‘procedures for teachers and studeés.

. | 13

- . [y

in “the instructional package? : - Yes: NG -
1. What do .the evaluation procedures emph@sue? , :
(Check as many -as. appropriate ‘ , Lo
ra, Cognitive skifts__ - . -
. a .
b. Subject skills N ‘ . , o
l * N
c. Psychomotor ‘skil]s ' '
. — .
d. Affective responses* ‘ '
2. Are the eval uat1on procedures compatib]e with the objectives?
’ Yes s go -
3. Are evaluation procedures developed for several different lTevels?
((check as many as appropri ate), . .
L ,
- a. Inmediate feedback evaluation for the pupﬂ / .
b. Eva]uatmn for a variety of {\he areas in No. 'l above, / . '
. and gver a period of time___ | ! .
; . 4
c. Immediate feedback evaluation for the teacher
- d. EvaJuatioo on a norm referent Lt ‘
— ~ -
’ *
‘ e. Evaluation on a criterion referent e, e T
B. Are the eva]uatmn procedures contamed in the package? :
- . * Yes - No ) .
Does the.evaluation give attention to both /“) .

.product and process learnings? Yes ' % p |
Is there inFormation on-how evaluatién %~ |
- procedupes were tested and developed? Yes _ No (/:\ ol
Briefly- state what .evaluation procedures Lo ? :

are-included, if possible, give examples Yes No



(4

_-F. Quantitative rating evaluation. "

(DIRECTIONS: Please CIRCLE the NUMBER on the rpting‘scaIe beiow which re-

N

but poorly constructed. No evidence testing of eva- .

_different types of learning where appropriape. -

Samples given but Timited and sketchy. Teacher finds

_on whether evaluation has ever been tested, but seems

~approp'riate-.',Stu_(.iept obtains assistance in

presénts your best judgment on the following criteria).

Haphazard in approach. Product and process learryings
either entirely neg1eéted.or confused. Lists items, -
Tuation approach. Students receive no assistarice . - -

through feedback, Fails to recoqn%ze and examihe

“«

Some examples given, range of eualuation 1limited. - "o

useful that which is given, but needs more examples.

Evaluation is 11mi€2§§}o product or process. Unsure .

. X
lTogical though limited in types of Tearning examined.

Many suggestidns'and helps in evaluation for the

teacher. Hag\briterion reference procedures where

learning through feedbdck eva1uat50n. Gives dttention

to several ﬁinds of learning, consistent with objectives

of learning package. ™

!,

3 . o, ) 1




V. COMMENT - | | ' | .

"going to use it to make a decision ori these instructional materié]s.

’ ’

'Dréw up gn__xgyerall statement of-the str:“engths and weaknesses of the

material as an instructional pai:lagéi—'Preparje“your“statemenﬁia&j—f —

iy were to be addressed to your felldw classroom teachers who a}re‘ :

. B
- @
-

~

Strengths:
)




| :' o B, Quantitative rating overall assessment of materlals.

~ ¥

K : (DIRECTION: Please CIRCLE the NUMBER on the rating scale below which re- _
‘ ¢ - e o - ="
L _presents—your best judgment on the following criteria). ° ' '

’
.

Poorly designed, conceptually weak, and fnconsistent = o ,

oq.haphazard design. Does not appear to have been o

+ svas

o field tested: inaccurate assumptions about children n
.
who will be using materials. Overpriced underdeveloped,

. V]
. . a- bad bargain, ot
\\ [ ‘ . v ‘ﬁ.

v

i\\\ﬂgs strengths and weaknesses, but most teachers would 3;_ g .t

find satisfactory. On the balance comes Gut about .
average, would need considérable supplementary effort .

’ FaY \ : e
by teacher. A compromise on price and availability.

Excellent, one of the best by comparison with other
available materials,

Theoretically and conceptually strong and carefu11§
field teéted. Shows consistent instractiona1 design.

. ' " MWould recommend highl)[ well worth the price,

[ - . »

! . 0123456782910
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I Appendix B.. . ;, LA LT '@ - ’ ” .
* - PUPIL RECORD FORM USING A LEARNING ACTIVITY PACKAGE - . B
Student s name____ _ ' : o :
S i . Grade Level - L Reading Achievement - _ -
p B 4itle of LAP being studied .. - Lo ’ ' _
, : " Date started: : ' Date completed:. .
- Time in completing LAP (if known) ' minutes. | ’ ’
ig_ Pre-assessment results: .) . . - ' o
(a) Learn"ing obje;:tive achieved Yes NG | .
’ ' : (b) Rau;?;:ore‘ a ) o T .
’ iLearn'ing activities completed:‘ (Identify Activi;:_y by ﬁo\) ) - B
. N ’ . ~ - , . . ., )
~ Post-assessment results:” - : - R
. i (é) Learning objective achieved ' Yes No *

(b) Raw 'score N

Teacher's LAP revision recomendations in the light of field testing '
r'vesult:ssr e.g. student required more thqq one explanation, difficult
vocabulary, lacked speciﬁc leﬁning materials, etc.

!

{‘
>

I
N .
)Yv’l h a
. . .
. 0 1
’

4

T'lmé taken in revising LAP in minutes: . ‘1 . e o
st time___ 2nd time___ 3rd, time___ TOTAL ___min. S R




e " Appendix C. \ - ‘ . _

~ Name - '\ , - SchosT , L - .
' Title of LAP -7 _ o
e — _ STUDENT|EVALUATION FORM o

[ S

for

LEARNING ACTIVITY PACKAGES

e

Please comple form below and give it to your teacher. Yonr

truthful op1n10n about how you fee] about LAPs Mppmc\@ed .

8 Please do not ask a friend to he]p you.
P ace an X in the appropriate blank %m_w_v\‘
L What did you Tike best about this L T e
. . (Check as many as appropriate). _ ¥ - _ : ‘ -
Do Kationale_ T selfetest. - . o
. . .. Pretes t_L___ . Pos t«test_____f |
. Learning objective Quest_____ Y
' ' I Learning acﬂvities Other'(epecifj/)f.\ o - .,» S
| 2. What did you disltke most about this LAP? . " '
\ (Check as many as approprdate). - )
— . .- Rationale___ . = Self-test___ "” |
T - " Ppretest ' | . Posttest_ .
7 Learning objective__-_‘____‘ Quest____ o L
L Learning activities__ Other (specify) . - .
,3.’ Howf\_nould you-'er to improve this LAP? | 1 . ’
r . ’ P : = - i . \
‘ T | - = ‘

‘ 3 \ ' ; —/
4.° Rate the LAP you used by circling-a number: ‘ ,




[y N . PR
B [

LY ’ /
.

. 4, Rate the LAP'you used‘b;y;circHng a number: S

[ ] -

+ 7 Ong (1) means "no_good." Three (3) means "OK." Five (5)

means “"very good." Two (2) ~and four {4) fall between "no .

P 28

’P

good" and "OK", or "OK" and "very good."

© o Neoed K . _Verygoed
R B I T S S
"5, Which do you like l;etﬁer: the LLAP method of 1eamin\g. or the re-
'quirgd dai'L{ assignment method of lea‘mi‘ng;? A R .
e = LAP__ " " Daily Assignment___ ‘ . -
. "‘\mﬁ' 6. Do you think you can ledrn as much using LAPS? Yes___ No___

7. Did you have time to work individually with your teacher or with
small groups? "Yes . No . L )

8. ‘Would you like to use LAPs next yeir in your studies? \ o ' ‘

’ Qes No v °

- avmre—— ———

-+
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Appendix D ) o o
BASIC INTERVIEW QUESTIONS OF LAP ACCEPTABILITY BY PUPILS - IR
o " 1. Why do you prefer working with Learning Activity Packages on your
- own rather than working in largé groups with a teacher guiding you? ’
. ' 2. There are seven parts to-a Learning Activity Package. Tell me which
: " ' part or parts you liked 'best' or 'least' dnd why? ’
3. Each package had at least five learning actiivitie's.~ Which type of o .
I R e !
_activity did you enjoy doing? - '
‘ | ‘ | ? | | “ | ,I - ‘
< <\ .N . ) 0 ~ ( ‘ . . .
l -~
- i ‘4 v . %'. !
i " | . w . ' x . ' , .
g _ - '
' ERR ) . :‘:“"\'.a
d L . o » ¢ - o
i AR




Appendix E.

121"

BASIC INTERVIEW QUESTION§ FOR_LA ’Cﬁﬁ?ATIBILITY“WITHIN THE SCHOOL

1//

What amount of time was availabe for student participat1on in the

10.

mthod—oHnd*ivtduahteu m::uuu.lun(
How c!bes the LAP method of learning fit‘ in with the present objec~,
'tives of the school program? IJ

How does the LAP method affect the operation and/or goal attainment
of the present school program? - s
How did experience with individualized instruction through LAPs
influence your teaching? - . ‘ '

Hew do 'yo;I use resource cénter learning in cyour schoel n‘ow?u

What facilities ‘and media are now available for the LAP program?
How is the LAP program affected by the manner in which facilities
and media are allocated? '

what benefits do you see your. pupﬂs gaining in using LAPs ina °

resource center for their learni ng?

Are the gains for students anticipated by the LAP method equal to,

less than, or greater than under the present educational objectives

of your school? . . L
What do you think .is the téacher's role in fhe LAP method of indi-

vidualized instruction?

y




_ Appendix F : ' o o

SELECTING. A LAP FOR YOUR PUPIL - , ‘ L .

what statements below best describe the reason you chose a particular

-~

As busy work. « s ’ :

- Learning.Activity Package for your pupil? r ;

{Check as many as appropriate). o

Demands of the subject - _ . -

___Level of difficulty (e.g. it was the easiest)

-

Relevant to the student's interests, abilities, and needs.
N i (physical, emotional, social)

___To foster inﬁependent work

___To arouse 1nterest. attenﬁon, and awareness.

Tu prepare an 1ndividual report and report to a group
_____Activities require little teacher help. :
__It uses materials 1 like. . . _
_.__It has the most 1nterest1ng'activilt1'es.* |
____hAnother teacher recommended it.

. Other students recommended it. © - /

¢

Request from a pupil. , ~ ,l ‘

_____;As, a reward. S _
____As a punishment ' . RIS \_ S
As remedial work. |
As supplementary work.

_L__It wag the only one avaﬂable - y

_______Other (lspecify) ot .




Appendix G

’

- AGENDA OF 45 MINVTE . - - ~ ‘

v ORIENTATION SESSION OF THE TEACHERS ON:
Lo — AN INSTRUMENT TO ASSESS LEARNING ACTIVITY PACKAGES

'1. My positional stand in this studyi
- to leave something positive .
-'yo Teave ;ométhing constructive and of value
, with thg teacher in this’school. ' |
2. Pilot study at Peretz School . o L
. - pupils reactions to LAP method of learning '
- recorded on tape
3. Assumptions re: teagher using this instrument : f
. that the classroom teacher knows her pupils' learning
characteristics an& therefore will be_ab]e to make a face
evaluation (based on her‘profESgionaT opinion and judgment) o
as to the suitability of a particular LAP for her.pupils. |
- that the teacher may not know the principles of;antruc- ' R
tionaT design and development rules for instructional products: ‘ |

- tﬁét the' teacher can choose a par%i;ular LAP _for her pupil
or a grqup of pupI];. ‘ . - -
- that the teacher will have difficulty with the terminology |
used in this instrument. | . - ! k
4. Teacher involvement in thislstudy:' Teachers' aré ASKED tp' SR L

a. Evaluate the LAPs before being used by their pupils. ~ _ :;NLSQNQSQ
b. Assignf}u

.. ¢. Take an occasional opportunity to see their-pupils in )

pils to certain LAPs. - . ‘: "L‘ ﬁ'f},

" action usihg LAPs and giying some_teachér-diréctjoﬁ when
; and glyjng some teacher-direction when,



- K / - ' ', : //124'

A ¢, asked by i:heir pupils, (1st‘ hard -experience).
‘5. The instrument - is designed for various kinds of instructional
: | materials and does not repres'.ent'fe'edba:ck from one learning -
o package or unitam} piece of instructional materials. Hopefully
yoﬁr school may come up with an evaluation mgdel of its own.

CONSTRUCTS OF THE INS{RU\\‘ENT K : o

td

Ao | . (1) Statement of objectives, aims ends, or purposeés of Tearning
. in the materials. EI
' ’ - i
p " (2) Organization of the materials (Scope and Sequence), the ° "

'/ - - - . arrangement énd inclusion of moaterialg in a teaching-]earning'

| sequence. . C . ‘ N

b (3‘) Methodology, the modes of transaction used for_focusing, 1
. - engaging, “and directing thT learner.

Ly (4) Evaluation, guiding the Learmng th h feedback as well as . |

yie]dlng data on accomp]ishment of bae\ctives . ' . |

6. Exp‘l anation of the 1nstrument ~ teyminology, hat parts apply to LAPs.

-

I3

~ b




LAP TITLE
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Appendix H LAP RECORD SHEET POR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Ter

hor"g Quantitative ratings:

125

EORSTRUCTS

Minimum Performance Level 3 4
K- No. of\matching Pre- & Posttest ltems 2
K-l- No. of corxect Pretest items
. K )
K%~ No. of correct Posttest items ¢
‘Rovision time ‘in minutes
. ~ A SCORES
§tudent™s E LeP | PRE POST GAIN
at- ,
- Grade ing*“\J” G
/
1% o
, o
J— A
~ |
: |
i
\ : |
. : N
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LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
LAP TITLE A VISIT To otD MomTeEAL : "

Teacher's Quantj,etative ratings: CONSTRUC T S
Minimum Perfomance Levelg ’%3 . 3 5 - LT 5] )

K- No. of matching Pre- & Poettest i tems /S g 315 7 \\6:
Kl- No.. oL -correct Pretest items

ision time in minutes _0

; \f:-.Nof of correct Posttest items
' v

SCORES - ¥

St;gggt' 8 Iﬁﬁ_, PRE POST GAIN :

Grade| ing 1S K2 .
Fissr TevouT. .
Suetn Senpeen | & |+ |92 o |Ys |1 | .#0 |
hisa Frigproy 6 |3 |og o |23 2 | ‘$o |
ﬁe;u;_&éa ' b |'# |98 |o |3a |/ | %0 |
Corrty Poarze | 6 | 5 |o/g | e |73 |3 | '75
Dnermacnesze | b | 5 [°/¥ | o |83 |3 | 28
Joner Busgess | b | & |°/3 |o |83 |3 | 75

a Tt\
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o : . LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
LAP Tf’TLE cme‘ 7o /qewee’ ﬂuno T scand

‘ Teacher '8 Quantltatlve ratinge: F ONS T RUCTS
Minlmum Performance Level /OZI‘f . BEIEKIEIEE
Y . I(- No. of matehing#Pre- & Posttest Jtems %o L ‘ [4 6|6
. _ i o
}(l- ‘No. of corr ct Pretest items A ‘¥ ? ol 919
o . K%- No. of coxrect Posttest items ' /0 /o 10| 10} 10
R * Revision time in minutes 45 glgielela
R L . SCORES
o - SWdnte - {1 | PRE ! post GAIN
| -~ Rat- .. '
. Grade| ing Kkt K2
Pido T . : - ’
3 i N ”
. g . ) J ] -
© Jomwne Wopeg | 8 13 | Yo |1 | 4w | 6 68
Lpany Fotvow | 6 | 3 | Yo | \vhye | 7 | F3|
. Mages Wewsrew| b | & | %o 12 Yy |5 | -Spf
3 ; ; 3 = ‘
Frast_TateuT '
L ’ | ( 2
- Lary Seoecroft | 5 3 | Yo 12 |7y | & ‘Jo |
N Lamess bivmay | 5 |3 L%he | o | Ty 33 |
Lalun W | 5 | 5 Uehe~ | o | Yy |5 | 063
i W ’ . . e
- g‘gemn Taveu 7 ‘ . © v
R i sl " . . o
Lywn . Marernayd Fmry i 0/,0 0 uit . |6 ' 7§
LEC Taitustousc | § [ o |t |3 | 6 | 6F |
o Bou§ Sosortont | X INR'| %o | o |t |« | -§o
Luand Brsunl | b INR | Yo | ! |safi¢ | T | - E3 |
c Sugow Koz | 6 4 | Hhe | 3 |13 | & |l:0
e , f
*—ﬂe- Ng_ggsm::

\
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. . - . LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
. LAP TITLE Dio You kuow 2 (Als..m &Mcop.seaﬂf)

Teacher's Quantitative ratings:

o

pONSTRUOTS

. Minimum Performance Level ""Z'[Q TT 2] 3] B[] 3]
K- No. of matching Pre- & Posttest items °//b PI41 715 é__
J(l- No. of correct Pretest items -~
K2- No. of correct Posttest items -

Revision time in minutes __ O : N

: o SCORES
Student’'s : ,
Name | LAP 1 DPRE POST GAIN

Grade| ‘ing K K

AleT .

Alho kosgngr | & | 5 | Y4 | 75
£ 15 13 8

Boa Meanis 6 | & | Yo 1/

- _Auon Surean | & | & | 4t /43
Hagey Geren | b | 5 | 34 £/g

i

- ?{4}1’ ﬁ!smaf“
{ . -
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LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALY?IS

» LAP TITLE __,)zeanfs

~

' T
3 . o : :

, Teacher's Quantitative ratings: . CONSTRUGEGTS
Minimum Performance Level _“/i§” g IT2] 31 kT 5
K- No. of matching Pre- & Posttest items 5715' 7 7191817
Klf No. of correct Pretest items 91§ (7|58
Kz- No. of correct Posttest items « o
Revision time in minutes . ,_7$) T, .

SCORES
Student's '
- -LAP PRE POST GAIN
Name , Rat- . , '
N Grade| ing | " K K
PrroT |
ZIMRY Barrraan A4 »3/15 | o Slhg | & | %0
: G’# v LgTovsxd | -6 | S |y | 2 |l & | /-0
Fasr Taveut *I" }
henpkh Moseowsrow| & | & | s | o (Mg | &5 | 1o
N LS Ly 15 o Wy | 3 oo
geond Tavour _ ?‘{),
Rowny Dymsry | S | & 35 [0 |12 | % | g0
Stewiwn Lo | 5 | 5 | why | # | 12/iS | + | 000
Tan _Kerr N - N /1 A )/ i - N Y V'
Doug ins Nainer r | 3 |25 | o sl 4 | Lo
Gapdons . & INR | Ny | o | KNIV ¥ %o
Jad SepeeorF ¥ | 2/ | o [/u a2 ‘%o
T =




Teacher's Quantitative ratings: CONSTRUCTS,
Minimum Performance Level _7//o BEKIEIRIE]
) - K= No. of matching Pre- & Pc;sttest items ‘*/II b.| # 717 6
k- No. of correct Pretest items Lo .
chj No. of cbrrect ‘Posgttest items
Revigion time in minutes ,‘ 25 _
e SCORES .
‘ Student's - { ,
- : Name - J};:i- PRE POST GAIN
T, ' Grade| .ing Kt K2
f;ggz Zaggar ]
| ' ' |
. Lowos Favrat | & | 3 | Yy |3 | | 2 |—fo
S - Cneeyh WaGensang 8 | & | yolu | 3 | 4o | 2 | ~to
e Bagasas Levirr & 5 | 9w | 3 | do | -
‘ & & | 4 | g/ | 2 47s0 / -~ +&o
~d TR T I
. ) J N
. Mancy Gaoss S |\ &5 & |2 | §he | + | te
Veerp Eswnos | & [ NR | b/u | 2 [ €ho | #:| 1o
Kae-Ferge L & | ~NR| uln | % |4ofro | #. | 0.0
‘ SHoeg 6 ! 7/1 4 8he | 3 | o.0 |
i%:; ;gigggg-rnag é S Yy | & . e | 3 ‘S0
M~ .\ -
Hraky Gasecr b | 2 | wjn | 4 | (olo || 4 =00
. ™~ Jaced Srinian L 3 | weju | 3 ro }; 3 LY
\ 2 | - )
— z
Loty

~

3
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S  LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

LAP TITLE _Exp_o_.grwi oF C'ouoa‘mﬂ\} A/mm-?’




- LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
we nime _Merere denerits

Teacher's Quantitative ratinga:

131

CONSTRUCTS

%

Minimim Performance Level f[’é IT 273 ] 5
K- No. of matching Pre- & Posttest items 67@ 617 r-{ 17
K*- No. of correct Pretest items | | '

KZ- No. .of correct Posttest items

Revision time in minutes 30 ’

> Y SGORES

Student's 1 :

. Name- 11;21;_ IfRE POST GAIN

Grade| ing xl 1(2
Fies7 772);au7’
ian (ropet & | & 12l |1 |5k |4 | 75
Wasngs Groaw 1T3y | A% 5 | 46 - ‘f/é 1 3 -/ 0
Second Tavour I —
— : B . .
Bensie Pritosold & 5 | 6fs 8 | 576 4 |- 0.0
Jane Respirz | b | 4 | 6fe [ 8 |46 | 3 | oo
Tary Dusgoswy | & | & | 6/6 | § | s/ 4 | 0o
Davd Ravete | &  lafe | 1 136 |2 | :as
dﬁ v




N ' . .

. ' ,, ; 132
 LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
rap mimE (Twe) Merrie System op Weants

’ " Teacher's Quantitative ratingss CONSTRUCTS|
7 " Minimum Performance Level 710 ‘ SEIEIRIE]
T K- No. of matching Pre- & Posttest items Yo | &6 | 8|0 é16
K'- No. of correct Pretest items = |
Kz-. No. of correct Postiest items
5 ‘Revision timé in minutes’ 4§ ,
SCORES
Student’s | LAP | PRE - | post GAIN
Rat-
- | Grade| ing - K? \
RSI
Dawwy LiGuree | ¥ | ~NR | 3/g / Elo | 4 | Lo
. Aisa Weosré & | 3 578 | | 2o | 3 67
Losgy Liumewrant| & | 2 | s7g | 2 1 elo | 2 | oo
. Leonand Marcoviren | &~ | & | ¢/% ' | glie | # /.0
' SE _Swarf. ¥ | & | %8/8 |3 | 9o | 4 | 40
Scorr Scansrianw. | & | 3 | #g | 3 |9 | 4 | 1o
N ‘ = 3 1
. ’
’ T '
N . N
\ ,
— 4 £
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.LAP RECORD SHEET FOR STATISTICAL ANADYSIS

_ LAP TITLE

‘Teacher's Quantitative ratings:

133

*

o ;| Hew To Croose _a Eanawecwd Dar

ONSTRUCTS

xxxxx
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Al .‘Appendix 1.

Learning Activities Package: TV in Mopktreal

RATIONALE R

4 €

K_ Do_you kr;pw how your faygr’i te TV program is made?: 'Did you ever .,
. wonder how a TV program geti‘into your television sgﬁ at home? 1Many
people work together to. make aTly program \ :
When you watch TV you see only ‘the actors. Let's take“a look'in-
‘side a tefeyisiog station and see what happens. Wé'11 §eé the director,
the cameraman, the set designer and find dutiébout some other jobs in a
e TV station. ‘Né'll see what a TV studio laoks Tfke with its 1fght3 and
"*cameras. We' 11 find out about master control. where the différent parts of
a program are put together and then sent out to your TV set.

"‘.D

* S0 come along and fet's see how.a_TV program is made,

¢ s

& P ) . )
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: (. " LEARNING OBJECTIVES Lo -

B ~ . . '

o . . . a .

) Given a descriptive sentence you will be able to‘ identify any five -

e ‘ i (5) different jops performed in a TV station and the use of any five (5) ,

. different pieces of equipment or work areas used to make a TV program. .
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LAP: TV IN MONTREAL - , T e

7

PRE-TEST: Before you start work on this package see how many of these
questions you.can answer. WRITE your answers on the answer
sheet given to you. You must answer all the questions cor-
re@tly to be excused from taking this package.

INSTRUCTIONS F111 in the blanks to complete the sentence.

1) A person who writes a story for TV is called a’
(two words)

2) The TV picture you see on TV is taken E)"\)special - .

&

3)- TV programs are made in a

4) The man who is in charge of all the people who work on a TV show 1s '
called the . .

5) The furniture and backgrounds that we see in a TV program is called
a: - . ' - P] ‘

"6) The man w‘;hnperates éhTy camera is called the

7) The small TV screen which the cameraman looks through is called a

8) When a TV show is recorded ‘it is put on tape.

INSTRUCTIONS: Choose the correct answer from a), b), or c) to complete L m
] the sentence. .

- 9) 1 adjust the TV picture before it is sent to yourMTV. I amke sure the
picture is not too dark or too light. I am called the:
a) production assistant - . >
b} master control operator ;
producer : ‘

|
10) It is my job to decide how many lights will be used.on a TV ogram.
I also decide how bright the lights will be. I am called the: ot |
A , elegtrician ooy ; |
b)+TV monitor e T Cos
c). lighting director ‘ . i

11) The large steel structure that a TV station usually uts on top of
a mountain or high building 1s 11ed the TV'
° a) antepna
b signal
¢) transmitter. "

SHOW THE ANSWER SHEET TO YOUR TEACHER?, \ - -
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LAP: TV IN MONTREAL )
LEARNING ACTIVITIES : . | - L
‘Instructions for the learner: T ~_ ', o R

This learning package has-eight’(8) activities. You should do
activities three’ ?35 and six (6). You can also do any other activities
you want to do. Any time you feel ready take the self test. If you .
pass the self test go to your ‘teacher. If you don't pasg the self test
continue to perform or review the learnin? activities un#il you do pass.
See your teacher if you are not successfu after three(3) tries.

1. . READ AND WRITE: New Vocabu]ary Words. Look at the 1ist of new - o
vocabulary words and see if you can learn some of them. Divide a . ’
sheet of paper into two parts. On one side put the new words and on’ .
the other side put what these words mean. You do not have to learn
all the words but try as many as you aan, ' ,

-~
s 3

2. REAMN: Read about “television and TV stations in any of the fo]'lowing
*\ encyclopeadias.

. 3 .
¢ : . . c ’

Britannica Junior Encyclopeadia. AL

Encyc]opeadia Canadiana, Volume 10 Television Programs.
pages 38-46. (1968) .

» ’(\.onptons Picture Enclyc]opeadia and Fact Index, Television-
, Home Entertainment for Every/ne- pages 70-79. (1966)

‘ /" - Chﬂdcraft— The How and Why ubrary, Televison-volume 8
‘ - pages 178-179, volume 10 pages 267-273. (1967) :

-

3. DISCOVER AND LEARN: What Do:I Do? Find out about some of the exciting
 Jobs 1n a TV station and look at some pictures, '

W 4, PLAY A GAME: Play a game of 'Concentration’ and try to match words
‘ and meanings. You can play ‘this game alone or with one or ‘more )
classmates. o N : o -

5. READ AND ENJOY: How it Works-Television, a Ladybird Book If you o
would Tike to learn.all you can about té]evision you'll enjoy this - :
small book. Don't worry if you can't understand* parts_ of this book-

Just.read what you can understand P ,

% 6. DISCOVER AND LEARN: What is Televisio® How does it work? If you
- WO e oW how a TV program gets from the TV station to your. . - . 7
¥ house, you will enjay this activity. . _ )

. A PLAY A GAME: Play ‘the game 'Who Am I try to guess the jobs
LU e \perﬁmea -by. people who work in-a TV stg‘iion.

e 8 LOOK AT A’ FAP - Do you know what a TV cov_erage map 1 s? Let s Hnd ', ) :‘ Ii
L ou ’ a . Ll ]




LAP:" TV IN MONTREAL
: * BIBLIOGRAPHY

» N . -

- -+ If you would 1ike to learn rore about the ‘fasginatin’g* wortd of TV ask' "
your teacher or librarfan to help you find some books about television. .

Herg are two books which you'll enjoy. :

1) Buchheimer, Naomi, Lets Go To A Television Statfon, G.P. Putnam's and °
+ Sons, New.York, 1958. R ; ‘ 3

- -
-

2) Ben&ick, Jeanne & Robert; ‘Television Works Like This, Whittlesey House, -
McGraw Hill, Toronto, 1959. , o : \
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+

»

SELF-TEST: "The purpose of this seTf-test 1s to check your. own progress
and- to see if you are ready to take the past test.

the word(s) which complete the sentence.

' Fi11 in the blank(s) to complete the sentence.

*. 1) I am in charge of all the Tights in a TV studio.
lights will be turned on and how bright they will be.

the director.

2) The TV picture is changed to electricity by the

3) There are three different kinds of shots or picture sizes used in TV
These are -the Tong shot, medium shot and close-up. As C !

is my job to choose which shot or picture you will see:

4) Your TV set at home is also called a

-

iINSIRUCTIONS: 00 NOT WRITE ON THIS SHEET. On a sheet of paper write

I determine which
I am called

it

e

5) The instrument that the 1ighting director uses to measure how bri§ht

the lights are is called a

(2 words).

6) As’ ‘- ‘ (3 words) it is my job to record

TV .shows.

RN

. INSTRUCTIONS: Choose the correct answer to compTete the sentence

7) ‘After the TV picture leaves the control ‘room 1t is sent to the

set workshop -

§ transmitter
b
light meter

8) The man that is respons1b1e for seeing that all the furniture and sets

are well built and look real 1is ca1]ed the:
. carpenter - fa ¥

b production assistant

c set designer

*

s

)1 am in charge of choosing the actors and actresses who will be in.a
TV program. I a]so decide how much money will be spent on the program.
I am the: . . - .
" a) director
bg script-writer
producer -

T
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S . SELF-TEST - 3 ST :
10) The director works in the:- . - % o 3 o -
a) control room - S e
b) workshop : . : . . ‘ .
transmitter room ' . ' o .

11) Adolly is a: . : oL
LA a special kind of tht

.o ’ gon on which cameras are moved around : .
c a sgt used for children's' TV programs . o '

12) I often help the videq tape operator when. he records a TV show. - :
I' am called ‘the: : .-
a) video-tape operator . . ' o
Jb) TV aide ‘ , ‘
c¢) production assistant T . ‘

r .

’ : )
< .

The key to the self test is printed upside down on "the bottom of this
page. - .
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POST-TEST: The purpose of the past test 1s.to determine whether you can
° perform the learning objective for this learnin§ package and
. go on to the next package. s

INSTRUCTIONS: Write your answers on the answer sheet provided
; " Choose the correct answer to completé the sentende‘

1) This piece&of equipment 1S usually fousd on top of high buildings or
on mountains. It is called T
a) anterina ' - ‘ . , ‘ -
.~ b) transmitter ' : . P
c) headphones ‘ h '

’

' ' 2) It is my job to record.all the TV show§ that are not done 'live'. :
@ : What is my job? ‘ | _ :
el T ' ‘ a) video tape operator , ' -
b) producer of TV show
) 2 c) designer

"3) The cameraman talks to the director by using his
R a) telephofie ’
. b) TV monitor
. .o . ¢) headphones

4) The man who is in charge of all the. people who work on a TV program -
, - is called the
a; director
‘ ’ b) production assistant

c) mastest control operator :

5) If you were watching me work you might seée me turning lights off and. - . |
on. I would be choosing which 1ights to use for a TV program. [ .
© ¢ " . " would also be measuring how bright the Tights are. What is my job? |
a) light meter reader . o
b; 1ighting director_
c) light tester ‘

-

R : 6) Before I send the TV:picture to the transmitter I check to see if it
e . » {s too bright or too dark. If it i3 too dark I make it brighter. If

| Y, it is too Tight .I make it darker. What is my job?

ot ‘ ' ' ag .brightness checker ‘ . AR

/ ’ : . b) lighting d'l%ctor ' -
EEEER c) master contWd1 operator :

Lo 7)1 am the director. .Where do I do most of ny work? .. '
IR : a) control roam Lt ‘ ' R
S b) 1ighting room - ‘
, ¢) studig :

.....
,,,,,
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POST-TEST L ' . Sy 1

8) The furniture and backgrounds used ,on aTv program to make it look
-y -real is called the :

<, ; set . - : .
b) stage N A
c) studio . , ' .
[ 4
; 9) On the ceiling of thi room yau Wil see hundreds of lights.” On the- :
P floor there will be<several cameras. This room is usually two stories S

» : high.* What is this room called? : o .
a; master control y "
b) TV studio ' -

c¢) TV hangar . ' "
‘10) A]though I usually have many jobs in a TV station I am often found -
helping the video tape operator record TV shows. What is my- job? o
’ a) producer, '
b) TV show recorder
'c) production assistant

~

INSTRUCTIONS' Fill in the blanks to complete the sentznce. ‘ ‘ ]

»

K 11) I am in charge of all the sets built for a TV program. I"have to
) make sure that all the sets are well built and look real 'Who am,

17 . (2 words).
12) 1 am the person who writes a TV show. Nho am"I? * o T
(2 words) . ' ! ,
31'3) As s it is my job to move the camera around the studio and ’

N

I’ ” S : taE the picture that the director wants
14) The small TV in the camera that the cameraman watches to see what

|

|

picture he. is taking is called the . . .

N * 15) After the TV picture signal leaves the master control it goes to the

4 o TV stations____ = . . ‘
SHOW THE ANSWER SHEET TO-YOURYEACHER. ' = ' | A

b
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QUEST: If anﬂart of the 1AP has 1nterested you,'you may want to do a
project of ¥our own. - .

ion. Before you go

1) Aék your tdacher to arrange a trip to a-TV st
mak_e a list of questions you would like to o k your guide. Perhaps
your ol ass could arrange to get tickets to be the audience for a ~
Tive TV show'. When you go to the T\'I station ;trg? to see the contr‘ol

‘room, the studios, and the set design workshop. '
2) f you enjoyed finding out ab/out television and the mary jobs
available in a TV station perhaps you. would Tike to read the enclosed

. book, Careers in éroadcasting. In this book you will find explanations

of all the different jobs in both television and radio. Try to find
some of the jobs ‘you might be interested in. -Perhaps you can get.more
1nform:;ﬁ about these jobs from your school 1ibrary. |
é) In Can ‘and the~Un1ted States television is free. That is, we do
not have to pay to watch TV. The companies that put on commercials
pay the cost of making a TV program. Theée companies want us to
'"watch the'ir commercia]s and\then buy thelr products. Do you like
watchmg commercials?’ Do you have a favorite commercial? Do you
ever buy and products that are advertised on TV? Try to write a
mcomnercial Pick a product (such as a new toy or a car) that you
would Hlte to ;ﬂ Wr1te a smaH story trying to convince other
people to buy that: produot. Read it to your Friends and ask them’
if they would want to buy that product If you need help or ideas
Taok through some magazines and see how conmerciaIs are written. K
. " 4) What kind of programs do you Tike to watch on TV? Do you have a
favorite program? Llet's 1magl ne that you were asked to make a new

TV show. What kind of show would ‘you 1ike to‘make? Would it be a
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QUEST -

8)

“

5)

a

(2

western, a cartoon qb? a movie? fvPerhaps you and a friend would l\ik

to desi{;n a TV.show. How many people would you need to work on the

AN

show? " If. you are not sure take another Took-at so’mé of the Tearning

actiyities. Remember that all shows start with just an idea. Do you\
. 3 v\,

have an idea? o : o -~

TV is one way of“ comunicating. Radio is another way. How many

other ways do peop]e-gomnunicate? Make a Tist o} the ways people

‘communicate. If you would Tike to know more ways of communicating

read the 'Communications" section in any encyclopeadia or ask your

teacher or librarian for a book on communications. One good book

that you may want to read is: Communication: From Cave-Writing to

Television, by Julie F. Batchelor, published by Harcourt Brace and

6)

Company, New York.

{ e

‘Ask your teacher if she can get a‘film on cammunications for you, .

The film "Allo, Hello, Al o'.1s an_ excellent short cartoon film

- / -
i1Tustrating the history of communications from- tom-toms to satellites.

‘It is available free of charge from the.National Film Board of

Canada, 950 Sherbrooke Street West, Moptreal.

1
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. © . INSTRUCTIONS TO JHE TEACHER LA Looe T S
o S j T Ly L
T Here are the answer:keys to the pre-test and post-tests for cthis LAP, =~
l.'_. R ) . o . . ," R . . . i
. . v ) ('b ' . . “ ) . . ‘&f‘ . L » 2 ..‘
-, 1) PRE TEST KEY: e S T
. 1) script wrjter , o ' :
oo . 2) camgra _ T S : "
. © 3) studio ' , ) e S
o ’ '4) director . , e N : |
> ¢ . 5 §Et " . . s , ’ . . ’ B ’ *i
o Y 6) cameraman- - Coes . oL
o ) 7) monitor - * ' R g ,
: - ' 8) video A ’ . IR |
. - 4 - ; . . . - .
S Me, "o S
. 11) a -’ . Lt " o . . .
_2) POST TEST KEY:* = . o
e _ ] a ' ‘,p ’ o= ) ) -’ . Lt
) . 2) a: S _ . L o
’ ‘ 3 C 1 J ' & . . . S
- : 5) b . N DL o
. . 6 C_ Lot ’ LN . P A ‘/~ . R
. o, 7 a . ‘ . | R 7 .
. - 8) a ‘ - } - 4 . o
e T .9) b - S S
C . ’ - 10) ¢ . C . “ C '
L e 11) set designer " ' « T T
et 12) script writer - =, D R
Lo . 13) cameraman T T oL e
R 14) monitor « . C A
S - 15)" transmitter ‘ . B ‘
e ’ 8 . . : ' . ” S
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