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'.ﬁHAT 1S INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY

1

~ y ..
. The innovator makes enemies 0f all those who prospered
under the old order, and only lukewarm support is forth-
coming from those who would prosper under the new ...

- because men are generally incredulous, never really ﬁ'
crusting new things unless they have tesfed them by N
experience.' . . .
’ Niccolo Macdhimbelli .
. ) —

oL 1

A STRATEGY FOR INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE -

Our Strategy to manage educatienal change in the Continning_
Education D;ﬁision at Canadore College has been to encourage an eclectic
approach that mixes oz blends the eléments of-qhe process of individ- "
ualizarion and personalization. The final set or "mix" is Jecided upon J
to achieve the best or optimum combination of these elements for each \:
student. This strategy recognizes trhat there is ES,QEE magic nay to
teach each student. We szrfve to acvcount for each student, instructor,

L

administrator and counsellor as an individual.

——

Our model has been based upon instrpctional systems technobegy.

\ .
There' are seyera{ definitions of instructional systeds technology

but one that highlights all of the essential features is provided by

the ‘commission on instructional teghnology:

J..a systematic way of designing, carrying out, and evaluating ' .
: the total process of learning and teaching in terms of specific

objectives, based on research in human learning and communication

and egploying a combination of human and non-human resources .

to bring about more effective instruq@ion.l ) \

Many beoplé tell me that they are either using a systems-model or -~
that tney are taking a systems—approach to instrucclon. Unfortunately,
there is no evidence of this in practice, 1nhany cases. .To state
definitions is not enough, A systems-apprtoach demands that' we analyze,

synthesize,\model and simulate This will become clear as we prbg:ess.

3 %

l"Six Characterlstlcs in Search of a Profession, An Intellectual . o
Technique™. ,Howard K. Hitchens Jr., AqA]ovisual Inatruction November B Y
1971, pp.] « 101-102. ‘ - | \ . L

| o
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"AN INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY MODEL

- education program model which has been employed at Oakland Community.

simply drew a few more rectangles and added them to the chart.

that we are building and the process that we are. going through

. and Management of Individualized aQS\Personalized Pro rams, Figure L.

a

L4
Fl

when we first 1nd1v1dualized our Programs in the fall of 1970, we ™
constructed a simple model. Since we did not have a method or a pretise
"language" we simp}y drew rectangles and described our.procesa.2 This .

was aﬁémented by borrowing some of the.items from the personalized “‘b

Colleges. .As we began to “introduce other elements in the process, we

I‘felt-this was not adequate to represent our developments and decided ‘i
that the LOGOS (Language for Optimizing Graohically Ordered System)& ‘
language and process of anasynthesisS developed by Dr. Leonard Silvern
could possibly lead us to sophisticated modéls that could assist us to ' .
consider the compleﬁ relationships of the elements of individualizing
and personalizing our programs. The more we Individualized the more
complex relationships became apparent, ) - !
mme_—em o
i now feel that any attempt to individualize and personalize educatign « fi

programs should commence with the process of anasynthesis as developed by| A
. b K i
Dr. Silvern. . . ) ¢ - j :

In order to effectivly utilize anasynthegis, administrators, faculty - "

] [3

and paraprofessi}ona'ls must learn the process/and ‘the langudge.

To ﬁccomplisn this at Canadore, I asked Dr. Silvern'to train the . °
entire staff. 'Thisrled to a team of ﬁersons yho could implehent.the

processes of anasynthesis in our division. T.will now describe the model

zéee Canadore Continuing Education 1970 mqdel Eqr thq nmplementation

P |
v . ) v e
e \ . " \
\ ." " * W .
.
3

. \ B . T * o
35ee Oakland Community College model, Figure 2A and 2B..
s i

&L C. $11vern "LOGOS": A Systems Laviguage for Flowchart Modeling, R
Educstional Technology, June 1969. ! . :
SAnasynthesis - The process of ansl?Lis‘ synthesis, modeling and"

gsimulation. o ! . ':

. 4 . o ! . : . 1
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It is essentialjthat the graphic analog quel escarpts should be referred
to as I destribe the.model‘.6 (It is an effort to understand, but the worth
of the ef fért will be obyidus to your) Our,division had been implementing

.a process of individualizing and personalizing for four years bé%ore we

of. thetcurrent. situation. L

¢

decided to build a sophisticated model and our first sijp'involved a model

/

_ The Canadore Continuing Education Division_Model for Tanovative

-

Individuaiized and Personalized Programs contains seﬁerai\subsystems,_

“and appears in the appendix of -this article as Figure'j. The subsystems

are: S ‘ ST T
. &=1.0 Analyze Current Canadore Contlnuing Education Model . ’
9.0 -Identify Criteria ] . g
Evaluate 0ld Model
Design New Model ) -
Run Simulations . ‘
Evaluate Wew Model - : -

Implement New Model ' N _ o A

1

MOV sy
R Y-R-X-X-

L3

In subsystem 1.0 we analyze the current Canadore Continuing Eﬁécation ‘
model, The subsystem 1.0 contains tw subsystems referred to as 1 1l and ~f '
1.2 (these nu bers‘7 serve as qulck r ferences to the user of t . model).

|In subsystem 1. we model the current! functions and in. 1.2 we a alyze

r‘t:he model. Subsystem 1.1 containsg thxee subsyétems as seen id’Figure &.

/(Note*ﬁ Each subsystem is given a spdcific number to accurat ly portray

the sequence or flo of infqrmation from one subsystem to t e next.)

1.1.1 Draw Model : o _ /
1.1.2 Sipulace Mod “to Test it ' ’ ?
1.1.3 Evaluate Model\l: I Correspondsnce to Ganadore tontinuing

Education Situa ion

. L3

In subsystem 1.1.1'we d a model of the current funetions at

Canadore. This meodel represed{s a snapshOt picture of "the. way éur
all of the eledents of 1nd1V1d-

program is. It contains 4 description of

\.
ualizing and personalizing\deVeloped and used fo date, q< well’ as a complete
1

=y

look at all qdmlnlsgratlve, faculty and parapr026961ona current funétions.___ .
® , L T e ) %

L3

6See Canadore Cont;nulng Educ;}ion Dlvision model exéerptS. A ) oo %
. bibliography s also avajlable fro :

the author.

7Point-ﬁumeric ecode. . ’ . _' T ;;.f o

A
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. . \
Qur objective is to ﬁ;oduce a model of present functions which has a

1:1 corrélation or correspondence with the-actual program. In subsystem

1.1.2 we simulate {or tryout) the modei.to test it and in subsystem 1:1.3
“we evaluate the model as to whether or not we have achieved a high

"fidelity"” (i.e. accuracy) with the real life situation. It is imperative

that what-ac%uallﬁ éxists is clearly identified Beﬁore_we progress.

v . -

In subsystem 1.2, Figure 4, we dnalyze the current oodel and the
signal paths 1.2 to (follow the horizodtal lines with arrow heads — these .
carry.informatidﬁ from one subsystem to the follosing) 2.0 aﬁd_l.Z to 3.0
which indieate‘that the nekt step is to identify the erigeria we will

use Lo evaluate the 0ld model. The results of our analysis of the current

situation in 1.2 are fed forﬁaiqﬂfd.e. to be used’ later) to 3.0‘where

the current model will be eValuated. Ex%mine Figyre 3. Criteria for

evalaation 2.0 are used in 3.0 to evaluate the old model and are fed
™

forward to 6.0 where they are stored as information to be utilized when ,

the new model reaches the evaluation stage:ln 6.0.
J r

. L]

Qur goal is to analyze the exlstlng situation 1.0, design a new
model 4.0, Tun 51mulatlons to test this new model in 5.0 and implement
the new modad in 7 0. . ) } y Lo

, -
1

Refer to Figure 5. .The sdﬁs&stem 1.1.1 Draw Model coptsins two

[

subsystems. :

-1.1.1.1
1.1.1.2

Cenduct Project )
Conduct BTSD (Basic Tralniﬁg for Sk;ll Develop\ent -
Adult Basic Education) Prog: . \ \

For two years we individyalized and peﬁ

wlﬁhout the beneflt of‘&eSearch or pro;ecﬂ as istance. We learne that

Minlstry of Colleges and Uviversitles for a gran
to do a research and development project in the

o Lndfbldudllzed and personalized programs.

T

+ . ]

\

]




- The subsystem 1.1.1.1 regreéent§ the project and;subéystem
1.1.1:2 represents the resulting BTSD Program.

. At this point one should note the manﬁer in which LOGOS (the ‘
language developed by Dr~ Silvern) pprmlts a simple étart but allows
for systematic progress to lower and lower levkls of detail We are, - o=

, at this poment'wurking'et the fourth level of detail. (It is

i

‘ lﬁaortant that we become speC1f1c at each poiﬁt in our analysis The , .

-level of detail increa'ses as we become more sﬁEC1fac about the . functions’

8
-

tha£ have to be carried out at each point.) . :

j— Il

. - 3
- ]

]

~ The subsystem Conduct Project 1.1.1.1 shéwu in Figure 5 contains
lO,subsystems- ‘ ' - .o, "

. - i
i 1.1.1.1. l Create New Ministry. Propasal .

1.1.1.1.2 Evaluate New Proposal Internally ' J/
1.1,1.1.3 Submit to Ministry of Colleges and Un1versities Research Section

, : 1.1.1.1.4 Request Clar1ficatlon/Modification Proposal ] .

~ 1.1.1,1.5 Modify Proposal '

-1.1.1.1.6 Evagluate Proposal (Ministry)

) 1.1.1.1.7° Reject Proposal (Ministry) : .
l.l.l.l.8f Decide to Opeyationalize
1.1.1.1.9 Operationalize Project . ' .
1.1.1.1.10 Terminate Project 2

b
\ i

5 /Z e, Subsystem 1. 1.%.1 permlts us to us# a model to advantage in
Projéct ‘Work . Subgystem 1.1. 1 1 8 indicates that some portions of the

‘PrOJect Work are S&;critical that we must find a way to Operationalize
them even if Mlnlsti§ {undlng is not forthcoming. .Jhe subgystem 1. 1.1, 1.9
Y has four subsystems ‘%@e most 1mpottant subﬁygtem here is 1. 1.1.1.9.3.

-This subsystem receivé@ ;nput from the feedforward signal.path 1.1.1.1.6a,

L

after evaluat on inml1.1. lel g, 3, fed forward ﬁnd utlll ed in tHe subsystem | l
1.1.1.2.4 Operationalize BTSD Ptdgram. In sxéx;ar fash on, all‘problems ‘\ \%
c - N

arigsing in the‘day td day operation of the BTSD\ program are fed ack from .
_L1.1.2.4 to 1.3.1.1. {1 which integrates reseatch and 1m?lement§t10n L

and péfﬁits researcher} and lina manager to work together to solve mutual \ \

| .
\ prdblems and to develop and implement new ideas and findings. ¥ \

1 ! : ' 1 ' I ' !
. Iul \ ) . ] ) 3
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lbng range goal of Gur modeling is quantificaflon and I feel 'that .

we will be.able to use these models (when quantified or mathematized) to

apnswer questions regarding cost bemefit, cost utility ang cost effectiveness.

* * - L
] * .

The subsystem 1,1.1.2 Conduct BTSD Program contains five subsystenms:

J1.1.2.1 Propose Inalvldualized Progtams Days - °
1.1.1.2.2 Négotiate Proposal Ministry of Colleges & Universities/
Canada Ma pdger Centre/College y

. 1.1)1.2)3 Reject Propojal ‘ ‘ ' .
: 1.1.1.2.4 Operationalize Program \\ 5 . '
| 1.141.2.5 End Semi-Annual Cycle . . . . 1

A
B

wézpropose a block of training days to the Ministry of Coiieges and
\ -

Universities and Canada Manpower, Centre for a & month period in 1 1.1.2.1
negotiations occurlng in 1.1.1. 2\2 and we either operaciqnslize the

program 1.1.1.2.4 or rhe proposal is rejecced in 1.1.1.2.3.\

AN

The subsyStem shows feedback from 1.1.1.2.3 to 1.1.1.2.1; and from -
1.1.1.2.4.4 to-(1.1.1.2.4. 3), {1.1.1.2.4. 2), (1.1.1.2.4.1); and ffom
1.1.1.2, 5 to 1.1.1.2.1; and from (1.l. 1. 1.2/4.4) to {(1.1.1.1.9. 1)

L] . . +

o

-, The subsystem 1.1.1.2.4.3 Conduct ¥fogram is one of great interest ;o ’

5 expansion in Fighre 6. A T

jpstructional cechnologlscs and curriculﬁm personnel so we will look at \
k&

’ ' \| 4
] - 1 .
Subsyscem 1.1.1. 2.4.3 concains several subsystems one of which is

1.1.1.2. 4, 3 1.

subsystems. #

onduct Instruqcion. Subsystem 111.31.2.4.3.1 contains eight
. 3 A

L] it ‘ [
1.1.1.2!4.3. Conduct Rfiencation and, Diagrosis

1.1.1.214.3.1 Rlace Student in the Program ‘ : -
1:1.1.2.4.3.1.} Give Studgnt Pre-Tests . .
1.1.1.2.4.3.1. Prescribe \Objectives and'Resources :
1.1:1.2.4.3.1. Study Objebtives Using Reésources ~

1.1.1.2.4.3.1. Gﬁﬁe Studen\ts Post-Tests

1.1.1.2.4.3.1.7 lTuate Pefformance

1.1.1.2.4.3

aduate Stddent N 7 ” \ /
A . .
I Ould like Ao point out thaf we %re ac this momemc~work1ﬂg with-

a mo ac the 8th 1eVg1 of; detail. At‘this level of detail our view of \

instruction is still in pyoss overvilew format, This is an example of the

use of models that ?re const:ucced s sceﬁa ically. By using this system
we will be-able to s stematd ally take eacs\function to lower and lower

levels of detail, or hi her resolution, in a rigorous fashion. This }

H 8 | :\ \




permits ug to gain an exa
the 8th level of detaif t
but with LOGOS a¥ atool,

-

complexity and can procee

T

"t representation of instruction, Also, at
he subsystem Conduct Iastruction is complex
or'means of representing, we do not fear this .

d to reach the ‘level of exahtness that we desire.

'We can also achieve the goal of cons1dering the elements on 1nd1v1dualizing

'and personalizing and. thair 1nterrelationships with high resolution and

without finding a situatibn which is too complex for our system.

. Anasynthesis permits us ¢t
Subsystem 1.1.1.2.4.3.1 C

p solve very complex instructional preblems.
onduct Ins%ruction represents a situation in
This sub-
detail contains, the details of all of the

" which the total program is individualized and personalized.

.system at lower levels of
elements and interrelatiohships referred to_ in "Arriving at Individ-
uwalization and PersonaliZatio1" (Dudgeon, 1973) and "Innovative Approaches .
The model.

and LOGOS provided us with an opportunity to represent our.olements and

ty\\

We nava progressed from a svstemsﬁppproach ‘that was "hopeful" to

to Adult Basic Edncation” (Dudgeon, 1973, B.T.5.D. Review).

their interrelationships in a way that achieves a level of specifici

in keebing with our use of cbjectives in education.a
v

) (oo

-_ Qné that truly gives the capacity\for analysis, synthesis, modeling,

' d simulatlon. The process called anasynthesis provides the frame-
ﬂvork and the system for our division. We have taken a systematic

/ approach to solving education problems and have constructed a graphic

analog model using LOGOS language to be sure that we are actually

using the process of analysis, synthesis, modeling and simuﬂation 9

o . .
| o

L
IlI

4

1'

8F1gute 7 shovs subsystem 1.1.1.2.4.2 at a lower level of 'detail
and is'an example £ the use of the summer fupction: See "Systems
EngineEring of Eduiftion XVIII: Roles of Feedback and Feedforward
During Simulation",!Leonard Silvern, ETC Califiornia 1974 . Figure 8
.is|a graphic analog model -used by Dudgeon at the lQ?ALNational E#uﬂhti nal
- Technology Conference in Miami, Florida to inttoduce eginners to the
iyidualizétion and persodalization of College ABE programs.

i

in?
{ \ \

f For a 1187 of models available, contaot th authir.

|

fi .

/
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""" A SET OF ELEMENTS N U \ °;
- : T g -
o\r . Y, v N . o>
PR The process of individualizing and personalizing instruction is made
¢ 3 up of a large number of elements. Some of these.isolated elements are:

performance objectives;'pre-tests, post-tests, criterion-referenced i ;
medsurement, computerized data banks of objectives, itemg and resources,
innovative architecture, Theé Educational Sciences 1ncluding the cognitlve - 7]
. styles of administrators, faculty, counsellors and students, mediation by
. design rather than chance, computer-managed tracking, computer-managed .
evaluation, computer management of instrpuction, lnstructors -utilized -as
respurce persons, peer tutoring, paraprofesslonals, a*variety of hardware
- ang software, diagnosis .of learnlng problems, prescriptions, measurement

of retention, the use of sampling technique in evaluation to introduge ~ .

L]

economy into tesking, objectives written with attention to taxonomic
levels, sequenci:a_of content from the lowest to highest across levels,

a balance between cognitive *And affectiVe objectives. (The list is long
but not complete.) I have not listed these elements in the order implemented,
but‘the list serves to prove that an instructional systems technology model
J . for change containg a great many elements. These elements are all complex.
{Consider the inkrease in complexity that occurs if I ask you to begin to

Cre
consider the interrelatlonshﬁps of these elelents ) The e1ements and

.

' 1nterrelationsh1ps are complex and we need -the process of‘Janasynthes1s

~ . (analy51s, sYnthesis moderiug and simulation) to obtain solutions in
\ x complex syStems.lo ! . ‘ ’ )
' L . . . . , '\ . : . {
2 . JARGON | ' .

| ——— 1
1

At ahgut this point\many persons ask wme if all thF "jargdn

necessary. I admit that'ed ational technplogists use a language that

k] 1

/
\ neces%ity 1E one -is.to learn, commun1cate, research, or apply the young - . o

is Eﬁreign to many educators but it is a 'fact that this language is a

E .science of instructional\systehs technologg or any other d1scip11ne

. Each field has its language and I encourage you to learn this languag&

l

if you wish to' becoma 1nvolved

\ . i ‘

L . ) ' ‘s ’
' : 10&.C. Siluern, Systems Engineering of Bducation I: The Evol®ion
' of Systems Thinkiing in Educatior, E.T.C., California, 1971.
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ELEMENTS AND IHTERRELATIONSHIPS

In the Continuing Education Division at Canadore we combine, the

elements ?f individualization and persenalization to meet the needs of

each inditidual student. Each student has his/her own individual rate

of leami

WHICH IS BEST, LECTURE OR SEMINAR?

[3

g and ‘his/her own learning style. . . I

.
+ . .

5

¥ - L x
, The-answer is both. It depends op the student. f

learn best by lectures and we must provide good lecturers to fili this *

need.

There is nothing_ more damaging than to place a student,' who

t

does poorly in a group, into a seminar where the persoa will be expected .to

partic1pace in order to hieve the objectives. If a Seminar experience

.Is necessary. for, a student s chosen vocation, and if he/she does poorly

in gxoups, then we should 'dentlfy this prior to instruction and augment

the student S

=

"eroup~inte active ahirities" before expecting the student

to attend and do well in semiﬁar% Many schools simply place this ',

student in a seminar and/leave him/her to “sink or swin",

L4

CAI (Computer Assiste Instruction),I programmed instruction, and others.

audio-visuat—qandyall of the other varieties ok

Consider the problems when these modes are %omblned or.interrelated with' ,
print, audio, visual/

presentation format. The situation becomes very complex when we cojsider‘

the alternate media available for ea¢h mode: televi51on,.books, radio,

- -audio tape, video tfape, theatre, socxodrama, film ‘and reai life field

experiences, slides, c0mputers, etc.

Some students = v,

COMPU;£R MANAGED INSTRUCTION(CMI)

Co puter Manadged Instruction (e
utilize \the compyter in managing the

|
l
|
i

}

)

11

. E‘ i ]'| .

A !

]
. permits college mandgers to

rocess of individualizatjon and.,

personalmzation.| when programg are 1pd1vidua11zed a great dedl of

A complex ipformation must be avaﬂlable‘to mahagers to avoid chaog.
. ) . | ‘
11Not compdter assisted instruction (CAI). Computer-assist'd
instructign (CAI) is one of many modes for, the deliverv of instrgction.




., obtain pre-test, post—test and rete

) . ' - 1(7 ) ) ‘
. ! . Y [
‘ - 1 ‘ : :
Imagine a college where 10,000 students are each receiving instruction

e

bésed upon their individual needs. In a sitvation like this, the computer

A

can be used to‘prov1de, in a sophisticatedaand economical way, the

*

management information needed. How can the computer be used-in the .

- .i L} L} L} L} - s
management of individualized and personalized programs? Most importantly,

to provide a computerized data bank of‘gbjectiVes,‘items;and resources.'

It can-further be used in the evaluation process. /The step by step- 1. -
progress of large. numbérs of st dents can be easily monitored. Ne,cen

ion data without the armies'of '
clerks usually,associated with fiffdividualized learning. We cen utilize _
concepts such as .objective,,i 'and peréon sampling techniques. ‘~\
Sampling tecgpique and the comp ter can greatly reduce both the Erequency
and cost of achievement testing. The computer can be used to give computer
assistance to‘Such difficult jobs as curriculum validatdon. and analysis.
CMI can be used to help determine and allocate resources during the
operation of an individualized and personalized program. In short, we

probably have only begun Lo see the possible-uses of the computer-in

¢

. . 12 . ’ :
* the management of instruction and ®education programs. 4 '
. . 4 . - + . N

- - .
L ] L
> - - * &

COGNITIVE STYLE. Swe T . R

. o . g s Y
Concepts such as cognitive style have an almost infinite number -

of applications ifi individualized and personalized programs. CognitiveN

L ey

. style has been developed by Dr. Joseph E. Hill based upon four assumptions

a'v
about the human being:. \\ ,

1. BEducation is the process of searching for meaning.
f

Thought is different: ﬁrom language. .' ’ . \

’ * + ~
3. Hanrls 4 social creature with a unique capacity ;
for deriving meaning frdm his environment and L.
personal experienmces through the creation and use °

of symbol . _—

. A Kot' content with uiological satisfactions alone, .
» man continually seekf meaninpg., - v .
. \ . . "}lll""- A ! | . .|

2For further inEormation\about the Computer Managed Instruction s
System (CMI) usgled in the Canadore Colldge Gontinuing Edgcation D1Vision
contack the author of this pap T. Several papers 'on Thd Canadore

Py
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‘An individual’'s cegnifqve style-is deterﬁined by the way‘he takes

note of hlS total surroundlngs = how he seeks .meaning, how he becomes g

1nformed Is he a listener or a reader? Is helﬁoncerned only with .
his own viewpoint or is he 1nf1uenced in deC1sion-Pak1ng by his family
“or associates? Does he reason as’ a mathematician, or gs a social

. 13
scientist, or as an automotlve mechanic?
" H

_ 2 \
The‘;ommitment of the Qanadore Contlnulng Education Division is to'
determind the way- in which a student leanns, adapt instructional strategies
to that style to guarantee sutcesses, and to augment in a designed manner,
the studed}s lesser” strengths or weaknesses. The seven educatlonal
sc1ences as defined by Dr. Hill are: - . ’ \"
- L Sydbofgzgnd their mganings . ,)// -
'2. Cultural determinants of the meaning$s éﬁ\symbols .
- 3. Modalltles of 1nference '
4, Bfachemical and electrophysiological aspects of memory
5, Cognitlve styles of individuals . .

" 6. Teaching styles, admlnlstratlve styles and coanselllng styles

4 7. Systemic ana1y31s and decision—mak1ng .

: 4
’

A CONFLUENT APRROACH Y \

]

Most succes fu;\lnnovative, 1nd1vidua1 ged and personalized

"‘educapfonal pnogram \are based Jpon a blend \Qf cognltlve and affektive

stratfies. We have ften ignored the affective domain and\we need\to ‘: :

emphasize it. One successful apprqach to affq tive strateg s and dut- - ’
comes is to adopt a strategy whigh hlen oth a behavlorist and a
ﬁumanlstlc orlentalion tq the affectkv% main, . This béhav1d§est1c- \(

human}stlc approach can a&so be uqed wi;h ebe\cggnitive doma\n.
* ] .oy E ' -

o | \ .

T Educators are-doing well in the cognitive domain but the affectige

domain is ogten ‘gotten or ignorcd espécially in practical aﬁblication

v \

*of taxonomies.  ° . A ° ‘f
- - ) \ . L] * N
s » ’ \ R' : * “

For further information see "TheyEducational Sciences", Dr. Joseph Hill,
Oakland Community College, Detro Hichlgan Several papers\on the use

13
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. _ e need to empﬁagzge'education for tﬁeﬂtozal person. That doesn't

sound too new and it’s certainly fot a new idea. The Greeks saw this :
*as the only worthwhile education. No ascht of the human potential was
left to lie dormant. Knowledge, culture, athletics, human values and
. awareness were all a part of what Platpnand Aristotle practiced every
day of their- lives. . H . ‘ ' : . -

- ! . . N

b4

The modern age has found 1t$elf .caught up in technology. Our
#ildren have to be able Lo Euncl:1on, to manipulate within.the techno-
logical environment. The use of technology in €ducation sheould not be
dehumanizing if.ne pay attenrion to the eootiqnal aspect of learning.
We can't go back to the golden age of-G}eecE ang\ignore what's hap ening
‘today. But sadli, in order to guarantee sccces on the intellectu side “ik

we've ignored the "feeling" ‘componént that accompanies every proces

- - N
Certainly no one is to "blame" for- th1s , : ' e
L t ‘ . - v "
There is‘a growing recognition chat education .must equip\the student .
L to;Eupe in the technological env1ronmentandcope ip such a’way that no
_— part gf hlS or-her human potent1al will be ignored. This new emphasis
is calledsﬁonfluent education. Very simply, confluent education is che
' phllosophy andpractice Ehat takes into accgunt both’the intellectual
\ " demands of che complex society and the human potentlal needs of each
S 1ndtviq§al student. " Dr. ‘Geerge Brown defines confluent educatﬁon as ¢
o follows: - : . e - o
\\ . © + “Confluent education is the term for the , ,
. v integration dr flowing together of the
A ! . affective and, cognitive elemegts in N N
" individual and\group learning - sopetimes : . L
R \ called humanistic of psychological education. Vol
Affective refens to the feeling or emotional \
aspects of expelience and learning. How a
- child or adult ftels about wanting‘to learn,
: . how he feels 3¢ he learns, and what he
X feels after he\has lgarned are fncluded | ' . - 7
) . in the affective domain. \\\ - /c\
= . ”Cognitive refers to the activicy of the ’ . ’. '
' mfnd in knowing an cbject, to intellectual ’
‘//‘r functioning. What an individual learns and ..
2 ‘\\ the intellectyal process of learning it - oW
L AN would fall witiNn the cognitive -domain

unless what {s Lkarned is an attitude
; value, which would be affective learning.

A,

laﬂeor?e Isaad‘@rown,‘_gyman Teach1ng_ﬁor Hpman L
MacMillan Company of Canada,\guna/lQ?Z, pp. 3 and 4. / 1

i N '




THE REWARDS?

j

} Conf luent educatlon can gonly come about by a re-thinking on the part
of Lolleges. There needs to be a[re—lntroductlon of what has gradually
er?ded szuce the time off the Greeks - the affective 0£\\mo:ional aspects
of'experlence and. l@arn1ng° fhow a stggs:;hifels as he'learns and how_‘

‘he feels afterfhe learns.

. - . "
N 14 i o "
.. f .

. R ) . .
The concept of conflueut education is paralleled in the writings-of

thé\Qg:temporary Eufopean philosopher Martin Héidegger. Heidegger's claim
h

is that there is no intellectual process which exists in separation from

an emotional counterpart. Emotions are just as must a part of the studenp
in the classroom as are. his or her intellectual abiliti;s. We've been
asking stéﬂ%hts to demonstrate their intellectual achievements and We

try to judge them on the content of subject matter alone. But the graduates
cannot ekist on this alone. We want graduates yho can cope in ;}wofih
demanding more than knowledge of subject matter content. Thé\néw emphagis

must be on the‘total human belng with all of his or her potential for ~

o
4

intellectual AQQ emotional growth.

r

We need to re-think our émphasis in education. We cannot continue ,

to emphasize only subject content and ignore emotion. We shiould begin _

1

to emphasizé and implement a program of confluent education for the total °

person by building into our education programs situations that enhance

emotional learning and growth as well as subject conteut. . v

- [

¥ ¥

\ . .
4 - P

"A smile where odgce a frown grews’ -
- A 'slow' group grasping difflcuLt concepts
because they'experienced them. \ ' \

OQutcasts becoming involved. ) o o
X < R .
'Behavior problemsl trying to contribute. \\'

Young peoplé concerned about their world,
aftd my world too. -

\ \
Teen-~agers seeking ré%ponsible solutions

to their problems, and the problems of

Unafraidy committed, searching, open,
communicfitive people, finding the joy{of

life. ’ \\ o
¥

x/ ‘> A lii_ . / \

-~ i {-‘I, A -
mankind. - : \\k\
4 " )
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‘ + ¥ids whoe onte were bored now bursting with
‘ new discoveries. . ~ . '

Almost an entire grade level far surpassing . " AN
. those who preceded them.

Not only in grades, but also in maturity,
responsiBility, creativity, appreciatiom, K

P

!

I am(changing.. .
ah

‘e Others aye toQi~ other teachers, but most
. of all, our. students "l5 .
5 . .

A STRATEGY FOR CHANGE

-2

Educational change or changing should focus on the attainment of better
1earn1ngeoutc0mes and an attempt to reach each learner as an individual.

One strategy for institutional change involves college managers who adopt,

-9 as policy,.a commitment to permit indovative personnel to develop and

&

\gmplement their ideas. Any g00d change agent will be ineffective iq‘ﬁollege

olicy'or senior administrators block his or her way.

) - N .
Administrators should encourage the eclectic seleﬁtion{of the elements
of instructional\systems technology that will improve upon the efflciency
in the managementlﬁf learmning. 1In this c11mate, admiuf%trators can hold
all'members of their organization responsible and agcountable for student
learning outcomes and the accurate measurement of 1earning. Administrators
should not take a rigid position and must permit a blend of behavioristic

and humanistic approaches to bogh the cognitive and affective domain.
- ‘ . N

f4 . ]

DOES INSTITUITONAL CHANGE COST? ' )

.

Yes it does. Many colleges now have enough hard re Ebr an individ-
ualizedandpersonallzed process but it may be either.seldom or ineffectively
used. Education tends to, be 2 labor~intensive business and the re-deployment

£ resources based on educational technology .and an instruétional systems.
ajproach can 1ead to savings. Research and development has ﬁ@ be done and
in tge early stages this may negate cost savings but the end results wili

demonstrate trade-offs Fnd pay-offs in cost savings.\ .

’

’ ]
\ 1 g '
- SGedrge Isaac Byown, "Human Teaching for Human Learning,”
/ MacMillan Company .of Canada, June 1972, pp p. 200-201.

“ ;- Y (3 R
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Developnent cost llke any other cost, should be amortized. 1 Remember,

cost beneflts and sav1ngs are but one of many benefits of individualized

and personalized education program.

1 -

S

ARRIVING AT INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE . N

At Canadore in the Continuing Education Division we have-attempted
institutional change using an instructional systems technology model.
It has challenge& many concepts of traditional educational management.
gdmlnlstrators, faculty and paraprofe351onals in the Canadore Continuing
Educatlon Division, have changed and they support the implementation of
new.processes designed to increase-learning outcomes. Adminiserators

set budget priorities to ensure the achievement of desired instructional

L
- [

outcomes.

N
* ., .

THE ROLE OF THE EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICER

- - -
- .

The key to institutional change is the change agent. In an
1nstructiona1 _systems technology model for institutional change, the
educational development officer17 (lnstructional systems technologist)
can be a key change agent. It is important to note that change agents )
can be trained. Educational development officer; can implement syatems,
and then supoort and train adminigtrators, inetructors,‘paraprofessionals, ?i
and students, during and after the implementation of theae systems. An a}
educational development officer must be a trained instructional systems
technologist and not just someone with an interest.ln the field. Too ‘
many administrators choose an educatlonal development officer who is not
tralned and ingvitably find that the level of implementation and. the ..
frustration of fdculty and students varles Wlth the degree of expertise

of th educational development officer. .

B .
L} +

A

16See *Gene L\BWilkinson, Needed Information for
[Educational Technolégy, July 1972. . )
\ LS

1750metimes also ref yed to fis Faculty Educationf Prdfessional /.

Development or Staff Devefopment (fficer. / oy C
[} + 3

LY




MHERE WILL THE CHANGE MAKERS éom-:' FROM? - '

‘and adoption - We worry about where the institutional change makers will , . e

THE INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGER

.
2

The management of learning denands that instructors are instructional
managers who design and manage the learning process. Computer systems -
(both computer maqaged instrudtion eui and computer assigted instruction
CAI) ate available to _assist the instructional manager in his or heér Tole.

Computers can collect and tabulate evaluation datz and dispense informationl -

.The 1nstructiohal manager brings profespional judgment-ln,the role of. . -

£ :
designer ‘and manager of learning. The instruttional manager is the

diagnostician, the professional ;esou:ce_gersonT_Lhe_prescriheI.Qf-__-___-——v——— -
it ruct ional materlal and the interpretet of evaluation data. Innovative
approaches to the management of instructlon dre an integral part dgf. -

the process of 1nst1tutional change in an instructional)systems

e

»

techiology model, [ . ’ .

5.

. ' . e

- We have changed and are Continuing to change. We are toncerned with

the communication of. edqtationaI innovation, and with innovation diffusion

. come from. We need to concentrate on the training of ins;ructional systems

technologists who are tralned to act as cHange agents in instituwtions who

.vwish to use an 1nstructional sgstems technology model for institutional

change. Consider_these key statements from the UQESCO report "Learning

" To Be": o _ ' ! 3

Scientific and technical progress has three . )
-major conéequences for education. We are . : .
‘now entitled to talk of a, change in the ! ' '

learning process which is’ tending  to displace

the teaching precess. WNew theories of learning . T
hlghllght the principle of contiguity and ) .

- the impdrtance of needs and motivations, of, . . . -
chojce of content, of the hierdrchRic nature '
of learning, the interrelationship between )
educational content and environment, etc. °- T .
Learning practices are affected at present
by the disorderly and sometimes competing
relations between the various vehicles for f
transmittiug knowledge, hence the need for !
mylti-mediassystems to co-ordinate their -
utilizgation aAnd efgectiveness. /

. n‘ 4 . ’ ,(. ’ . Z
, 1 . y M

AT
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“She second major consaquence of advances in educational technology,
accordlng to the UNESCO teport 1s

\

that it is impossible really to derive advantage
from it withouf overhauling the entire educational
edifice. .The problem is not merely to modernize
education from the outside, *simply olving
equipment problems, preparing programpes for
using that equipment and inserting them into !
traditional pedagogic activities, but to make
systematic use of available tesources to develo
a scientific awareness in tbe 1ndividual of
methods of  acquiring and using knowledge The
aim is to avoid économic and financial wastage
by co-ordlnating those educa onal techniques
which are at present availablé-to us, as )
completely as po8sible. Educaklonal -technology
is not just apparatus to be cl mped on to a
conventional system, adding tolor multiplying
traditional procedures. It can only be of value
if it is really intagrated intg the entire system
“and if it leads us to re-think jand renovate it. T

L
-

. . The problem seems to Be whether, or nbt we can combine tﬁe’coﬁcepts'
and tethniques that are currently avallable to provmde more effective

instruction. Many institutions become dlésatisfied with the processg
because, they do not either:

L. utll:.ze enough techniques to sol\aL the problems and/or

2. 'seek ways.to 1ntegrqte and maxlmlje the effect of the various )
concépts and techniques of the indtructional systems
teghnologist. .Many, researchers anH implementors get
immersed in one te hnique or the ofher and avoid the type
_ . of work and experimhntation that integrates the concepts
’ and .techniques. Perhaps this is, enly due to the fact that
© insttuctional systems technology+is a young area where most
instructional systems technology experts are still too busy
researching and developing new concepts to worry much about
integration of these concepts in practical implementations
. ' designed to gain maximum benefit for learners.

> #

8 +
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