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‘ABSTRACT

Four self-instructional modules designed at the City
University of New York for. training special education teachers were
field tested with 357 students. Information on module functioning vas
obtained from students and instructors through gquestionnaires,
ratings of module activities, comments on the materials and probless
encountered, and observations of students participating in.module
activities, Instructors who toek an active role in the module
reported a greater sucfess rate than those instructors who didn't »
take an active role. Among'the module adaptations made by instructors
to meet student needs were provision of supplementary work
assignments where needed .and use of students' prior experience. rield
testing revealed the difficulty in developing valid pre- dr
postassessment procedures. (SB) .
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Results and IﬁpljcaG}ons-oT the Field Testing of the C.U.
. Special Education Modules
v ) ‘ Lawrence Kilian

In this paper or bresehtation | will discuss briefly the field

testing phase of the CUNY module development project. .| will describe

N

LAY

3 . 4o . .

Py . the design and the scope of the field testing, and share with you
— ' what we've learned from it with emphasis on the conditions under
(] . .

(TN

which modules are likefy to be effective and where they could stand .

-

improvement.

Just to preclude any confusion, throughout this paper T owill

.

refer to all peréeQE\Ejiii‘the modules as ''students'', ”Sthdents”,

as used here means teachers-ia’ training: it includes not only educa-

‘

ticn students but also teachers who are taking graduate courses or

woe

o who are participating Th\iE:jiI:if? gra:nidg programs,

The purpose of the field testing was to evaluate the effective- ’

ness of modules as learning tools in diverse. educational settings

e and to provide data on how the specific modules uagd could be
) 2 ! { ’
3 improved. Dé:a were gathered from a variety of sources in each field

test.site.
¢ lpformation on modulg functioning was’ohtainedﬂjro; students and
. instructors through' the use of éxtensive qﬁéstionnaires. The instruc- \\\;\
" tors and students rated the effectiveness Qf each activity of the
. modw&}'they used oé a six point‘rating scale. In addition they were
asked questions apouf the general effectiveress of the material *and

)‘ »

! .‘ . apoutlbroblems encountered in its use. Many questions were open-cnded

o ‘ : :
" and comments on areas not covered in'the quéstlonnaire were solicited.
{

2 .
. Use was also made of participant observeérs (graduate students in, -

N - ! educatton and psycho‘ggffiwho attended {las¢ sessnons and particupated

*




- Observer reports provided a comprehensive, immediate source .of data

‘which included: four public college§ of the City University of New

service training programs of five special education programs of the

-

) 3
in activities along with the students using khe module material. .

N »

.8

on thewse of selected parts of the module. |m one case in which.”

+.

. T Co. T
two modules were used as a basis for a compliete graduate cour;ej/é/

participant observer attehded and participatid *B each'of the fifteen

class sessions. While the tabu¥ation of the studants' and instructors' B
Ly v
ratings were helpful in indicating pffec%ivehess'of various module
. T~

components, the participant observer reports were eiiremejy helbful
~ “ . .

in determining why a particular activity was either effective'or in-
[
" /. T T
effect%vg and how that act1vi$y could be or was improved- - P "

The field testing tommenced in the summer of 1974 and.conbinhed
: &

through the fall of 1975. DOuring that time, the modules were used

Y

by a total of 357 students in a wide range' of educational settings . ‘

7 R . ’
‘. .y ) - . , . .
York, two private colleges in the New York mstropolitan area, in-

b

New York City Board of Education and one in-%ervice program of the

4

New York State SEIMC network. .

s

Of the 357 sfudénts,one'hundred fifty-five used one of the modules

as part of a graduate course. -Fifty-six students used the material

as part of an inservice course and one hundred fifty-five'students

L}
*

used the mate}ial;fn the ;orm_of a one day in;service.tré}nfng workshap.

fThe number of students using eéch moﬁqlé'and the nu@ber of modules

used in each setting are presented ;;‘{able 1). e
As was ment}oned earl?er, the modules Were desig;ed ta be completely

» ’ 4 .

self-instructional andewhen possible a chdicblgj alternative instructional
. -~ .

activities was prongsd. Each instructor assigning a module was: free’
b vy o by




—— ’ L - ’ .

- g ’ * ) g . . .
to use ‘it as.he saw fit; vo“take an active role in using, adapting

. . - -

LN . e
. or. adding to thg mate

J

jal or to take no bart at all in the module

N other th&h\gzijgning it a reading and cheching the assessments.
* ‘\\'- - . ) ' Y
o« In fiv§ field test sites, the modules were used without the

~ - .

instruc-

tor taking an active role. Only one of these five in rybtors reported

L)

yd that the stuacnts successfully completed the module.
. 4 . .

"However, the results were different where the instructor adapted
. - . .

‘or G%ﬁnndcd the materios to fit the nceds 87 the sluﬂ%ngﬂ. the

/
educa;ional«setting or aﬁpart[c;lgr handicapping situation. 'Eight.
othhirteen instructors (612) who took an active role in the module
repgrted that st;dents suctes§fully completed the material.
\ Some wa§s‘¢ha1A[Q§t;uctor§ have'effectivé!y adapted the:CUNY

L.

T Tmodules to student neJ;s include the followihg: .
1. Drawing on the students' prior expe*-ience when

introducing a modete to sunp|§;ent or elaborate.

f . > »\\ N L“
A the module’s overview. __/
= o . y ‘
_ 2. Relating the module ao other work in the course!
N . - _;7?"
or highlighting its relevance to the classroom
o ‘ )
J A if the module is used in an inservice setting.,
3. Rewriting or adding .to the pre-assizssment to
AN
SN : provide for questions at a higher taxcnomic level
~. . ’ : —
\\\\ if the sophistica;ﬁon’lével of the students AN

‘ . warrants this. . An example of when this might be

licable is the adaptation of a Inodule in an L

in-sq?vice tting.

4, Administering the -assessment prior to the

.. . \TI:ZEIgggnt's exposure to the

dule chHntents.

LES Y3X




> \ 5. Setting a higher criterion -level for compétenoy
/ .

.

. " . "attainment if the purpose for usiny the module

is to increase an already exjsting competence. '
6. Setting up.a time table of expecte'd, completion
- J

- dates for each of the module pants and period-

ically checkiné on student progréss.

7. Assisting in, the formation of peer groupings.

8. Allowing class time or setting up >ffice hours

L4 L4

for questions of clarification and to.providé !

for the expressed need of more instructor: contact.
. . - /

Evaluating student assignments at critical

'
.

- A . . ‘ .
i . points in the module and providing effective .

LN

and early feedback.
10.  Providing supplementary work assignments where
» ) .

" needed. - . '
- 1]

» 11, Scheduling large group discussibgs to share ex-

| periences, clear up misconceptions and extend

and consolidate concept acduisit{on.i - .
12.  Revising the post-assessment to include some ) .

Jmeasure of performance under simulated or actuel
. A
. , classroom conditions. ' ‘

'

1

me comments need to be

in modules.

Each o?\bhg\fggflfi-tontaihga pr

*exempt students from all or part of the activities of thé{modd1e

,can se%ye to

and a post-a t which certifies a student as competent in the

module. The field testing experience

? /
’ \)‘ . ° - 5 r,( . .

. . -

th assessments and activities

. 4
N

L d
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made it clear once again thag it is. very dlfficult to develop

valid assessment procedures pre or post. Comments made by’ instructors,

students, and partucupant observers revealed some basic problems.

¢
p—

For example, two of the pre= -assessments ‘pent too much time \

, .
assessing prerequisite skills and did a poor job in selectlng ‘students )

) . & . 1

for differant entry levels in the module. Stme of post-assessments -

»
-

il . were’ not durectly~celat§dsto the varied activities of the modules.

. ¢ -

The assessment procedures in most cases requ red students to submit

.

written answers‘to written questions. The a‘%sessments of two of
’ ~ . ’
“+ - . - } L] . - l‘ ‘I
. the modules were criticized for relyirq on speclfuchlnformatuon ”

L]

questionsywhich required students neithe- to 'integrate the material
[ ] .

they learned nor to reflect upon it.

o .
s

The last point 1*11 make about assessment procedures concerns an »

at -
attempt by one module author to use-yeer evaluatlon. Peer evaluation . e
\ ' .

here means that a group of students evaluate each others' performagce

e 4

on some glyem cruterla. The results indicate’ th|s technique sumply

d:dn t work it was found to be insufficiently complete -or critical.

. Some activities in the modules were more or less effective. The use’
of video-taping of students working with children or their peers was.
. ]

" judged to be very effective. The use of small peer grouptngs for the

2 . s

(planﬁlﬁg'and conduct of simulations was alsc judged effective. On
the other hand, the use of role play activities under artificial cgn-

‘ ditiohs was not’ well received.

~ & !

+  This paper hns’presented some highlight? the results ot\tbe— l

. field testing of 4 modules designed for training specia
. teachers. A principal findifg of the field testung was that modules

. ] g

are not as effectjve'when they are used sblely'as seff-instructional




- , - -

— ' /
the modular material. A-mofe complete discussion'is contained in .

- . . ‘q ‘ “
a full field test report and each of the modules now contain .

. . |

=/

N -

v a section on suggested revisigns and procedures for module use.
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‘Module -

" Table 1

“

Interpersonal Perception

Family Reactions to the’
Handicapped Child,

How Parents Can Help

Modality Linking

‘

Module

., Number of

Students
86 .
47

24
22

Module Use in Graduate Coursed

’

Module{Use in In-service Courtes

*

fmterpersonal Perception
Family Reactions to the
Handicapped Child

" How Parents Can Help

Modality Linking

Module

Numbe% of

Students

-

-

. 13
13
21

Module Use in Staff Developmint

Modality Linking

*Since 33 studeénts used a.podule twice the actual sample size is 357.

Total

)

gorkshog

Numbesr of.
Students

155

390#

.

o

-— 4

-

At

-

.

Nuﬁber of
Classes

5
3
2
1

Number of

Classes

3
3
3
.3

Number of

Classes

1

24

.
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