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Abstract

for the last THree yezars the Military Training Centers (MIC)

PLATO support group has been e_xpel:imenting with the development of a
number of formalized techniques for assisting authors in writing instruc-
tionally etfective courseware. These methods, collectively referred to

as "lesson reviewing”, vary widely depending on individual authors’

needs. Basically, however, a lésson review is a set of comments about the
lesson ranging from alternative instructional strategy suggestions to
grammatical corrections, from content aﬁcuracy to punctuation {see

Lesson Review, MTC report #3, 1976, Larry Francis, Merle Goldstein, and

Eileen Call-Himwich for examples and complete descriptions of review
techniques),

This report describes the evolution of the lesson review process
and discusses review effectiveness in terms of resulting lesson revision
and author training. The report also details 2 number of recommendations
for improving review effectivgness in the future. The foliowing areas:

--reviewer characteristics

--reviewer/author relationship

--review content/format .
are emphasized. Some specific recommendations are that_the reviewer
should be on-site, that the reviewer's actual or éerceived authority
should be equal to the author’'s, and that the reviewer and autrhor should

reach either a contractual or lesson formalized agreement about the purpose

of the review and about what specific feedback each expects.

ERIC
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Preface

Due to the personal nature of c¢ritiquing lessons, .data for the

following report is largely anecdotal. Some information has also been

i
»

. ] . ; , ; . %
gathered through the questionnaire in Appendix A pr in face to face or
phone interviews.- During the cou se vf our “"reviewing” experiments and

’ «
evaluation work, we have observed a marked inconsistency between what
authors say and what they do. Some authors replied with nothing but
praise both to review$ themselves and to the questionnaire, Lut had *

rarely responded to anything more than the most rudimentary recommendations

in reviews. This dichotomy proved to be our nemesis for quite a rime

before we {inally began hearing the "metatalk” underneath the words——

what was really being communicated rather than the words that were being

*

said,

"




\)
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Introduction

_For the last three vears the Military Training Centers (ﬁTC)
support groupP has been experimenting with the development of a jumber of
formailized techﬁiques for assisting authors in writing courseware that is
more instructionally effective. These methods, collectiveiy reférred to
as "lesson reviewing”, vary widely depending on individual authors'
needs. Basically, however, a lesson review is a set of cdomments about the
lesson ranging from alternative instructional strategy suggestiéns to
grammatical corrections, from content accuracy to punctuation.

Lesson reviewing was originally conceived f[or the ;ual purpose of:

1. aiding authors in lesson revision

/!
2, training authors In instructional “design.

-

The purpose of the following report 1s to both describe the ewolution

of the lesson review process and discuss review effectiveness in terms of

lesson rewision and author training.




Lesson Reviews

L4

"

Rationale
When the MIC group first began reviewing lessons, the éationale
hehind the need for reviews was grounded in a threefold problem. Firse,

while a number of ARPA authors had teaching experience, few were familiar

with either computer-based education or instructiomal design. Many

authors found the transition from classroom to computer both perplexing
and frustrating. What once could have been taught im a lecture format
now required a more innovative approach. Instructors whe could once
comfortably rely on standardized course objectives and lists were sfuddenly
wrestling with the subtleties of student behavioral objectives and credible
criterion testing. In addition, since the MIC group of fered a two to
three week course im both the TUTOR language and the rudiments of
instructional strategy, many authors'felt somewhat harried over having

to learn TUTOR, instructional design, and the mechanics of the PLATO
keyset and editor all at one time. Part of that frustration was the
sometimes stated, more often implied cenviction that instructional

design seminars "interrupted" the "more important” task of learning

TUTOR. Having trained a number of diverse author groups, we've found

the premise that instructional strategy is basically intuitive and that
authors need little if any asdistance in lesson design L0 be & particu—
larly persistent, widely held attitude. This is especizally true of former
instructors who sometimes feel that knowledge of one medium implies
knowledge of another medium, i.e. success in a lecture situation implies

"knowing how to teach" using an approach even as dissimilar and indivi-

dualized as CBE.

[€)
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Anctier elenent of author rrusic et ion, Dowever, woes ol e Lo problen

et heine bordarded with g sarierv o mev o cieptae stmaltanccus - Mk,

v L]

toe MTU 2rove oW Iesson reviewing as one Method of ceontinaine traipine
even diler authers ad recurined to therr sites.

Vingliv, even experienced avthers can benetit from an oulsige,
objective ppraisal ot towir work, part&¢uiarl¥ in tho-e arvas not
readily analvzable !rom student pertormance data, I,e. amount of inter-
\action, organization, alrernative approaches, visual presentation, etc.

Lessen reviewing, though by no means ideal, seemed a potentinlly

effective way of handling all three situations.

Evolution of Lhe Reviewing Pracess

End-of-lessun reviews. Although MIC did a few earlv reviews .t

Chanute, the rirst formalized reviews were written tor the Aberdeen
e
Machinist (ourse Pr?ject at Aberdeen Proving Grounds. By the end of the
Aberdeen project, approximately fifteen *ITC-reviews had been written.
These early reviews, later zeferred to as "end-of-lesson" reviews, were

often a + mbination of coding and instructional design sugpestions with

Lthe main emphasis en the latter. While the rone ana slant of each review

vertainly varied ith individual reviewers, end-of-lesson reviews all

had a number of common characteristics,
They were alwavs written after the lesson had been completed.

They were always rendered in written tors, {requently
inciuding, an annotated printout oi the lesson sapgesting
coding changes, textual revisions ete.

They generally required from one t0 two menths 6 be written
and delivered to the author.

Q
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The substance of end of lesson reviews centered on anv or all of

tour lewvels of lesson Jevelopment:

-=planning
—~desiin
=~implenentatiocn
~=polish

Each level in turn spanned a variety of possible problem areas and

recommetidat ivns or suigestions tor alternatives. The following exomples
detail many ot the sorts of i{ssues that were dealt with,
Level One=-Planuing

-=intentions, goals, objectives of the lesson

~~agsumptiuns about students' entering ability and knowlodge
of the subject (e.g. terminology)

-~the relationship between the iniividual lesson and
the overall curriculum

--the relevance of individual Lopics to the lesson as a whole

Level Two--Desipn

-=choice of teaching stratepies
——selection/appropriateness of media
-~individualized routing

-~prianization of content.
Leve-l Three-—TImplementacion/devel opment

--effective utilization of teaching strategies and medium
--cprrective feedback and remediation

-—appropriateness of tone and style

~=reliability of the criterion test (if present)
--transicion from frame to frame, Lopic Lo topic
--quality and quantity of student inter..cion

-~claricy of texe

-=appropriateness of reading level, illastrations. cte.

Level Four--Polish
~-grammar, spelling, typographical errors, ete.
-=consistency of terminolegy, instructions, kevs, etc.

—-visual presentation (including textual layeut)

Reviews were generally formated to include the following elements:

[€)
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a cover letter enumerating the rmajor points brousnt cuc
in the body ot the review

approxinately six pages (reviews vanged from a=11 pagms)
ot petieral compents and Susgested chanies

Tiowcharts of hoth the present lesson structure and -uaggested -
organizational revisions '

an apnnotated Printout of the program itself vith lince=ky-line
textual orv coding suggestions.

[

For a complete description of Aberdeen lesson development, reviews and

coursevare see Summary and Analysis of Aberdeen GRE Project {Call-Hlimwich,

19775 Himwich, 1977}

While Aberdeen authors usually claimed that the comments and suggestions
they received in reviews were "useful" and "helpful", they also seemed
inclined to simply file reviews away and forget about them. MTC
reviewvers conceded that they generally had scant success witl getting
authors to m§ke anything other than superficial lessoﬁ revisions {(i.e.
correcting misspellings, etc.). 1in addition it was “ten difficult to
get authors to comment about the reviews themselves with anything more than
a perfunctory "thank you". MIC reviewers felt that definite changes in
reviewing needed to be made. The establishment of the Sheppard project
presented an excellent opportunity to experiment with alternative neview
methods.

Reviewing pitfalls., Hampered by a lack of author {eedback, “MTC

revievers were forced to draw their own conclusions about the new

form or direction reviews should take. They began by as<wuming that the
quality of the reviews was not in guestion, but rather that ather more
subjective or ambiguous elements were lovolved. The fact that authdrs

were 50 reluctant to talk about reviews seemed tg support the assumption

ERIC
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that feelings racher than issues vere at stake. Thus, MIC turned its
dttention from revising review comments to revamping review technigue§,
aund from the impact reviews had on lessons to the effect they had on
authors. 1In emphasi.ing the subjective elements of teviews, reviewers
ser about trying to pimpoint the possible technical or psychological
pitfalls in effect ar the time 2 lesson was reviewed,

Psychrological Elements. From WIC's perspective, three psﬁchological

.
i

factors played heavily in the accentance or rejection of a lesson review.

First and most obvious was the problem.of the author's subjective involve-

1y

ment in the lesspn. As one (male) author effused, Writing lessons is a

very creative, djfficult'thing. It's like giving birch.’

Thus, just as

artists sometimes find it difficult to separate thewmselves from their work,

authors otten find it difficult to separate themselves from their lessons.

To,criticize the lesson was to criticize the author. This was especially

true if the author And reviewer hiad never met., In this instance the

reviever was ofLe; regarded more as an adversary than an all}, the review
itself more as d threat tham a tool. )

Apart from the question of subjectivity, there was Lhe problem of ~
time. A thorough end-of-lecson review typically required a number of

weeks to prepire. During that time the author had usasally begun work on a

new lessoen. Since enthusiasm for the old iesson was usually replaced by

" the preoccupation and momentum of work on the new lesson, revision was

often nelegated to a limbo status to be carried out "as soon ag this new

i *

lesson in finished". As the old lesson ‘got "colder", revision seemed

*

less and less important until it was easiest to regard a lesson as

Yfinished" simply because coding was complete.

13




|
Peﬁuqn:the most detrimental Jrawbacs of end-of-lusson reviews.
!

i

huw&ve?. was the problem of the part ver . the vhole.,  Anv task i+ ~ere

hurdeniome viewed as .1 whole rather than"n v}rts. Singly, each
criticism or suagestion 4 reviewer made o rave sceemed reasonahle.
Colleulivoly, however, the suggested chapnres may have been overvhelning.
After receiving a printout annotated In red ink, one author ruefully
\’ubsgrbed, "1t looks like it bled tovdeath." He also chose to Ignore it.

Technical £lements. The two major technical prublems we perceived

centered around one outst§nding dileTma~-time. At the ARPA sites we
worked ;ith, authors were under consideréble pregsurg L0 meet semester
dates, project deadlines, etc. Thus, they sometimes felt an undqrstand-
\‘~\gble relucﬁapce to "waste time" revising lessons which were essentially
. >
considered finished.
In addition, reviewers sometimes found themselves suggesting clianpes
which'would have required a trajor overhaul. The nFed for such subs;antial

*

ravision might well have been averted had the zuthor and reviewer .bevn
able to consult in tRe planning stages, using the review as a pro;nqal
rather than a post mortem.

The problem of autﬁor/review&r cdhsulta;ion was also a stumbling
block. Almost By definition, an end-of-=lesgson review was a lenglhv,

: . . .
one~sided excursion Lhrough the lesson's strengths and shortcomings. This
ronologue qualicy, coupled with the other inhibitive ejements, pr;L=Hl' did

l{ttle to enhanee anV real exchange of.ideas between author .ind rev,ower,

In-progress revriewing. With the onset of the Sheppard AFB pararmedical

*

project, MIC felt that the time was right tor experimenting with different

review techniques. The main problem was to develop a [lexible pFoeess that

could:

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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reduce author defensiveness by examining the lesson before
the author's subjective involvement became Loo stromg

capitalize on lesson momentum by giving the author immediate
feedback while the lesson was stil} “current"

optimiée author'ttm@ by enabling the author to make any
necessary modifications or corrections before thqy became
habitual.

The most reasomnable first step seemed O bhe Lo 'bﬁ_gin reviewing lessons
as they were being written, in bits and pieces and at ;arious stages of
develepment. To maintain continuity and an overall‘perspéctive, in-progress
reviewing was intended as a cumulative (rather than fragmentary) approach
in which the reviewer would reexamine “old" sections of a lesson in .
addition to each successive "new" gection. Since the reviewer had only to
deal with part of a lesson at a time, review comments could be written much
more guickly. In order to provide immediarte Teedback we also established

. \ .

an on-line “review'" file in which reviewers wrote general comments, and

authers were encouraged to make replies or rebutrtals, ask questions, etce.

Additional mere specific comments were then sent somewhat later (usually

within the week) in & hardcopy form along with a lesson printout mainly
noting suggestions {or textual changes, alternative wordings, etc. The only
problem was that sfnce the author was continually revising and expanding the

Pl

lesson the hardcoPy comments were sometimes outdated by the time they

reached him (her).‘

The development.of PLATU inter-terminal communication and monitoring

g s ] . Lo
capabilities’ also added anocther dimension to reviewing.* It was now *  ~

-

-

l‘I‘his PLATO communications feature emables two people at two different
terminals to go through a lesson “together”. One person enters a lesson,
presses certain keys, and the lesson appears simultaneously on the second
terminal. Any responses entered into the first terminal also cause the
display on the second terminal to react identically. Authors are also able”
to "talk"” to each other on-line while in this monotoring framework.




pho~sible tor tic thor and the reviewer to be at diifferent sites and vet
&otharougi a besson topether while simultaneously heine able to "talk”

vith vach vther,  Since the reviewer ustally had specific corrents in mind

about a namber ot diticrenl sections of ithe lesson, the author usually

momitored the reviewer sp that the reviewer could direct their progress

through the lesson., This method not only made. it easier for ecach to

explain various commentxs or thoughts aboutr the lessor, but also enriched

the review as inore an exchénge oi ideas and less a set.of directives given
over to the author. While many authgrs favored this method, it was extremely

time consuming, rapgine irom I to nearlv 3 hours in length, and rvequiring

a good deal of mental stamina on the part of both the author and the
3
reviewer.

]

In-progress reviews covered essentially the same areas and levels as

end-of-lesson reviews., Whereas end~of-lesson reviews Lended to Qe more

lesson oriented, reviewers tried to make im-progress reviews more .su..or

ariented, Written comments were always prefaced with a recitation vi what

the reviewer had espécially liked about the lesson, i.e. "The grephics

"

i unit x are especially effcctive", or “You generally provide helpful
teedback for incorrect answers’. Reviewers also tried to intersperse
rendining comments with specifie examples not only of what could be

changed but what was pood. VWherever posdsible the reviewer tried to

reference one part of a lesson and apply it as a solution to another part,

e.g. "This section might be more eaxily illustrated by using . .the same sort

ot :raph vou used in section _ ",

By the end of the Sheppard paramedical project, MTC reviewers had

pertormed over 100 lesson reviews for Sheppard authors. or a thorough

- -~

| iy
BFRIC
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description of "MIC review techniques with sample reviews see Lesson Review

(Francis, Goldstein, & Call-Rimyich, 1975).
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Conclusion

Having experimented with a number of reviewing approaches, we find
ourselves in some senses boggled by even more hy¥potheses than when we
. began. As is so often the case, the more one learns, éhe more there is
t¢ be learned. Our increasing understanding of thé subtleties of working

simultaneously on an intellectual and emotional level has left us with

*

more questions than answers. _Therefore, the following section enumerates

]

(1

not o;1y what we know but what we don't know. '
The conélusions fallgint& two categories--what was accomplished and

what migh£ be accomplished. Topics in the first category include assess-
ments of review éffectiveness in regard to MTC's dual geal with rélated
incidents and autho} comments. Topics in the second classification center
on recommendations for improving review effectiveness in the futu}efh

_ Before examining the relaéive "success'' of erch type of.reviewing,
some concomitant philesophacal issues should be explored. Two major
quandaiies plagued reviewers (and probably authors) throughout the course
of critiquing é p:ojegt's courgewafe. What 1s.the relationship between
author and reviewer? What is the purpose of the review? Obviously these
two questions a;e interrelated. Very often thé rapport between author .
and reviewer determines the purpese or importance of the review. This is
exactly the problem. In our experience, neither the reviewér's authority
nor responsibility was ever ciearly defined. As a result, reviewers
generally felt that suggested lesson changes that were instituted were .
usually a result of whatevertpowers of persuasion or cajolery they could
summon. While the reviewer had no actual authority, s(he) usually felt

¢

Q

ERICS e S - . \

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC . -




[€)

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

some ethical respensibility for the quality of the lessor Consegaently,
) .

reviewers [ound themselves continually vereld with the question of shether
their responsibility ended with aiding authors to meet the author’s own

standards or whether they {(reviecwers) should try to entice the autiior into
L4 .

conforming to their standards. Usually they tried to aim somewhere
between these two points, relenting in some areas while holding to ochers.

Authors sometimes complained about the "university approach" to
1

‘lesson writing claiming that military students were "different), SN

by E Y -

LTS

certain instructional approaches {increased interactibn, open-ended

questions, etc.) ware neither applicable nor feasible. It is true

that there are differences between a military and university setting.

Aberdeen authors were writing lessons for a widely varied group rangiag
v y .

from high school dropouts to college students. Also, the coyrse material

required very few cognitive skiils, centering largely on mechanical

skills required po machine various sorts of keys, keyways, gear teeth,

etc., As one author wrote, "It is a drastic change to step From the Univer~
sily of Illinois into an army classroom. 1dealism and the university

approach can be disastrous." It is true that some aspects of "technical

t

‘training” differ from academics, and réviewers gradealiy began to phase

out comments in some arcas. However, many: techniques MTC suggested which
were labeled "university approaches” were actually strategies recommended
or mandated by instructional design guideliﬁcs and rules for the individual
armed gervices. llost so-cailed "university approaches; wore never shown to
either succeed or fail since authors often refused to try them saying,

"That would never work with our students.” After a while we began to

understand that very often citing "the difference” was really a wav of




saying, "1 gdon't like that", or "T don't want to do that." T1n one

*

instance revicwers supgested chat authors at one ARPA site try a
visual technique thar had originated at another ARPA site. In this
instance also authors at the first site claimed that their students

were "difrerent" so such a technique was neither "necessary" nor desirable.

Reviewers began to conclude that something other than "the university

approach" might actually be the problem. Some authors even implied that

&

the problem was a patter of défensiveness, of feeling that the second

site was getting praise.from reviewers while the first was mairly getting

T
-~

criticisa.’

i

. 1

Consequently, reviewers felt trapped between two conflicting convie—
tions. While they believedrthat lesson quality was mainly the author's

responsibility, they also felt that failing to comment on a serious or

"

recurring probiem might be misinterpreted as condoning or even encouraging

»

something the reviewer in fact regarded as ineffective or even detrimental.

What Was Accomplished

End-of-lesson reviews. Viewed with the inevitable clarity of

hindsight, the énd-of-lesson review technique yas almost. a complete
failure both as an author aid and as a training tool. Authors mainly

L4
made only minor punctuation, spelling, or working chanBes, or coding changes

L

(though reviews didn't usually stress coding révision). In a number of

. to 2 . .
instances even execut iun errors which were pointed outr 'in a review went

L8

2Execution errors are programming errors s¢ serious that the lesson
will cease to function when the student gets to that point within the
lesson. Typieally, the srudent is then taken to a display .that says,
"There's an erro- iu this lesson. Try another one"” and then rerouted back
to 4 course index. ’




unchanged. As one author wrote, "I changed coding but fought most
suggested changes to our instructional design plan.” . When asked what
the main advantages of reviews were another author wrote, " . . help

with coding~-corrections, a shorter, better way to code, etc."” One

-

explanation is thar coding changes are easier to make than styategy

changes. As one author said, "We tend to get involved with the computerx

/ -~ '

and forget the desired resulr, training rhe students."

‘ Author comments ahout the deficiencies of end-of-lesson reviews
center on three synerzetic problem areas. First, autho;g commen ted céac
reviews were too detailed (a{broblem shared hy }n—progresé reviews).

One author commented 'Your attention to detail will destroy a new,

marginal or struggling author.” This partiglly Spppofted our conclusion

.
Ll #

that the sheer numbers of comments resSulting from reviewing a }e$son in

+ ~
*

its entirety could be devastating. A second and perhaps more serious

»
L]

pyd%lem was lack of communication that resulted not.only because of the

divergence between “professional" and "lay" people, but between civilian

*

and military approaches. One author commented, "Your wording of changes

and new coding was very, very poor for those programming 1,000 miles away,"

while another author wrote, "{ar ex-military MIC member) was best able to

review ourl lessons because he could speak our language. The majority of .

the other reviewers were £ood but the communication gap was real difficult

to cress.” Ye: conkrary to this claim,” even this.ex-military reviewer's
A .

comments went largely unheeded. A third, related theme that reverberated
“throughout nearly every ARPA project was the element of culture ghock
resulting (rom civilianv and military personnel working in a cooperative

efforr. When asked to rate the iﬁgortance of 2 number of areas included

. *
»
L
*
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in reviews, one author vyrote with reterence to content accuracy, 'Tn our
case You could not belp. even in areas where you all were trained i{.e.

test conitruction.  The idealistic university approach prevailed." Since

one of the two {at that time) MIC reviewers held a master's degree in

. instruct ional desisr, and sinc. many suggestions were taken directly

from Air Force instructional design regulations. such a criticism did
not seem valid. Furthermore, the review recommendations were, once

. ks T
again, never tried and proven effective ¢r ineffective, As sne author

said, "The authors never gave the reviewers a fair chance.".

In-progress reviews. In-profiress review techniques were considerably

-

more successful in effecting snort range lesson changes, but only marginally

successful as a long range training device. Authors instituted 4n average

-

of SOw?SZaof the changes suggesred in MTC reviews. These changes consisted
mainly of adding graphics Lo replace or clarify text, adding various Lypes

of questions, improving cxisting questions, distilling wordy text, rear-

ranging or breaking up heavily texted displays,' punctuation, spelling,

[
etc. he velative "success" of in-progress reviewing wus due in part to the

rapport puilt up through almest daily communication between site authors

and MTC reviewers. The "success"

of in-progress reviews, however, also

supports our assumption that criticism ghould be doled out a little at 2

time.

This is, of course, pot to claim that in-progress reviews are free
L. r
of spags. A number of ig¢sues stil) remair upsolved. TFor example, since
there were only two MIC reviewers who performed in-progress reviews, it

seemed to evolve that authors, usually nad lessons critiqued by the same

reviewer each time Working on successive lessons together ol course




resulted in authors and reviewers building up a certain rapport. Thus,
the author came to know what serts of comments that particular reviewer
was liable ta make, and the reviewer came te understand what sorts of
comments would be accepted and what would not. As a result some comments
were eventually dropped entirely ¢r at best categorized as perpetual
debates. For example, one guthor and reviewer continually debated whether
the author's\igsson ;aterial actually belonged on PLATO or on a printed
handout. -The rgﬁigwer‘would say, "Just for the record, my old objection
still stands", and the author would acknowlcdge the comment and then
ignore jt. Both knew chat the suggestion would be made and that it would
be ignored.

Another more,serious Problem was the author dependency that sometimes

resulted for reasons which are not entirely clear even now. Some au-hors
relied heavidy on lesson reviews as the sole "validation" of a lesson. For
example, in spite of repeated promptings, one author insisted on relying

on reviewers to find problems in the lesson rather than running studencs

through the lesson before it was given to acturl project students. when

actyal students did take his lesscns for the {irst time, they naturally
found a number of erors that reviewers had not been able to anticipate.
Rather than proving the need for student testing, her zver, the incident
resulted in the auihor's loss of faith in the value of reviews. Fron his
standpoint,’ reviewer credibility was at a fairly low level for the remainder
of the project.

Not all authors responded in this manner, however. A number of authors

made the comment, “Often when you say something in a lesson isn't working,

-
- x

in fact the students object to it too. How do you know what they'll object

.
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e e such author did see the need for student testing te validate
lezon-, and in tact vent te great leugths o veerult students Lo po
thiroupir Lo swons betors actaal coarse student @ started poing through the
PLATO courwc.

Authors also reiterated the theme "0ur students are Jdifferent than

any others becausc o . " with students eitiwr being viewed as "too

smart” or "tuvo Jdumb" for a suggested approacH. Sinve in-progress r;vicwing
was honed mainly on a paramedical project, the “ariation reviewers heard
most frequentdy was, "'Qur students are even differént from othér militéry
students because they're so highly motivated that all you have to do is
prese;t the material and not veally worczy too ﬁuch about how you do it.
Sophisticated approaches aren’t really necessary and only slow them down."
When chree of the ?Original sixteen students (an alarming rate for this
paramedical course) {iunked out of the paramedical program entirely and
the remainder of the students asked to bg reassigned to the regular class-
room, the theme hecame, "These students are so poor that 'sophisticated
approaches' are beyond them." For example, a common reviewer comment was
that’ questions wer; aimed at too low & level of learning, requiring the
student to demonstrate Simple recall rather than apply a concept to a

new situation. Here again, review comments conformed to gptual Sheppard
course document requirements vhich specified the peed for.teaching to and
testing at the hifhest cognitive levels (analysis, swithesis, evaluation,
etc.) over recall or restatement. At the beginning ol the project, some
‘authors claimed that "sophisticated approa;hes" took up the student's

valuable time. Later, after reviewers again made the same objection to

=~ a-number of later lessons, the same authors retorted that "these” students

"
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were at too low a level for "sophisticated” questions. and had to be

"spoonfed” the material. Some authors also admitted that part of the
problem was the difficulty in coding short answer types of questions,
though a full-time programmer was on stafi ot the si;é.

Over rhe course of the project, MIC reviewers observed 2 number
of author behavisral changes, without apparent corresponding attitudinal
changes. lor example, one suthor consistently resisted writing student
objectives for his lessons. In a number of congsecutive reviews, the
reviewdr reiterated the usefulness of specific stude&t objectives in

-

assisting the author in knowing wvhat material to iuclude, how the inior-

mation should be orpzanized, what he actuaily expected from the student and

-

. how he was going to ;est whether the sctudent had learned what hé intended,
ete., A(Lér 2 while, the author finaily began to write object%vés, at
times «ven submitting objevtives for review apparently before the lesson

- had even been srarved. The reviewer assumed this represented a change

! 5 (or rather an addition to) the author's instructional philosophy. How-

ever, when it was pointed out that the objectives und content of one of

his lessons didn't match he replied, "0k, I'il write the objectives over -
again.” The thought that it was simpler to just rewrite “he objectives

showed 2 lack of undérqtnnding of what the purpose of stating objectives

really was. .

In another instance, 4t author and reviewer debated at some length
the value of interspersing the le;%on with interactive questions in
reinforcing the lesson material, giving the.student practice at utilizing

information he would later be tested on, "monitoring"” the student’s

progress, ete. One of the sources of disagreement was in their conflicting

29
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det.nitions ot "interaction". The reviewer defined interaction as any

wituation 1o whiich the -tudept is required te respond by writing a

comment ,» ashiny 1 gue<tion or jgiving an answer- The author define@ inter-

action 4s any student input whatsoever including simple keypresses (NEXT,

BACK, ete.). The author finally began to put “interaction” into hig °

lessons, but since his definition was so broad, simply increasing the
number of Student inputs did not appreciably raise the quality of his

lessons. Also, what questions he did include were mainly y-=s/no or

F]

copyframe types in which the student simply scanned the page for the
corvect answer and then "recorded” 1t. 1In some tases, questions were
not even at the level of simple recall. It seemed appareut that he was

including interaction strictly for interaction’s sake.

LY

In ancocher episode, a number of authors at one site were producing

strictly linear lessons with all students routed through the same path.

While a linear format is certainly not inhergntly detrimental, the .

reviewer tried to persuade authors to consider including at least a

small number of lessons in which the student had more autonomy. Indexes,

"crossroad” type choice pages, etc. were suggested. .Joon the reviewer

began to see a flurry of index pages appear. However, students were

still instrucced to go through the lesson in the order given. 1In oue cvase,

vhile a lesson index was supplied, it seemed in fact to be more a2 table

w

of contents since the student was never allowed to choose wher» to go.

in all these instances, it is apparent that, while exteirnal changes

Wt

were certainly made, the attending internal changes never crystallized.
In none of the preceding incidents is it ¢lear whether the problem

was the reviewer:z'

* b

collective lack of persuasive ability, lack of

[€)
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communication, or simply that, rather than debate the issues any longer,

-

quthors chuse o make token chinges. In a number of instaqreé real

changes were made. For example, a number of authors at one site began
to eliminate "copyframe"” questions almost entirely from their lessons,
learning instead o write q;estions aimed ot higher levels of learning.

In many cases, iowever, it seemed apperent that, though authors' approaches

sometimes changed, the attending attitudipal changes never metamorphosed.

.

What Can Be Accomplished

S

In gpite of our sometrimes frustrating experiences, we feel very
str&hgly :h?t some sort of lesson review is essential not onlg‘for
fneqperienced authors but also for already established authors. 1o the
same way that the publisbing industry exercises editdrial standards,

CBE needs some quality control methods to insure at leas; minimum lesson

B}

standards. Reviewing can be a valuable tool for lesson development,
a "soft" step between programming and fecdback from student runs. Based

on our experiences and perceptionsg, and comments from-authors at various

sites, we feel confident in making the following vecommendations. While

nearly a2ll our testing and theorizing has been done with the wmilitary,

many suygestions should aﬁply with e¢qual validity in any number of situa-
tions.

After complling and sorting through past recol tections and commpents,

ithree major areas of c¢concern standout:

—-reviewer characteristics
--reviewer/author relationship

, ~"review content/format

following discussion deals with suggestions im all three areas.

LS
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Reviewer Characteristics

-

In a resounding expression of unanimity, all authors agreed that a
lesson reviewer should be on site. This is perhaps the strongest and most

widely expressed recommendation we will make. As one author wrote,
" of all the reviews that I had, I felt the most useful one uas
the one which I had side by side with ___ when she wag down

here. I felt I learned more in that 2-3 hour period than in

all the other reviews. There were alot of things she said and

did that just wouldn't have been included in a review. Reviewers
should have come down to deliver the revieys personally or to

do the reviews right there. 1I'm not sold on the idea that you
can de reviews long distance.

- 1

Some authors also felt that a reviewer should have teaching experience,
though there was wide disagreement over whether the reviewer should also be
a subject-matter expért. Most authorsxéeemed to think that subject-
matter expertise was not necessary. One author even said, "Sometimes

L

it was good that the reviewer didn't have subject-matter experience. 1It's

.

‘too easy {for a subject-matter expert] to miss some things . . . an outsider

can ask 'what's going on here?'” Sirice most sites are generally staffed
with a number of subject-matter authors, we feel no real nerd for the
reviewer to be a subject-matter specialist, too. A number of non-ARPA
sites (as well as one ﬁocable ARPA site) have observed the tendency for
subject-matter experts to "review" lessons solely on the basis of content
accuracy. In fact, some projects and authors specifically requested
subject matter reviews only, stating explicitly that comments on presenta-
tion; instructional stratégy, etc. are of no interest. This is certainly
a valid area, but by no means the breadth of what a lesson is or the only
y -

criterion for lesson effecciveness. Though some content specialists

would disagree, content expertise does not presuppose instructional exper-,

tise. By the same token, lack of content experience need not imply lack




of credibility. A lesson needs to be critiqued.from a number of difierent

perspectives, one of which is from the instructional design point of view.

Thus, Just as it’s reaconable,to ask a content expert to review th: rontent, -

it's also reasonable to relv on an instructional desigier to review Lhe

instructional approach. . . .
A more illusive but equally important quality is reviewer personality.

-

Nearly all authors agreed that a reviewer must be able to "handle” a
variety of author temperaments. Typical aguthor commrwis are, " . it's
very tough to find the right individual .who can handle each auwthor indivi-
dually and appropriately",‘and “Personality'requirements vary with auathor

temperament.” A reviewer needs to be something of 4 psychologist, able

to employ various approaches. For a complete description of review

techniques uged throughout the MIC project see Lesson Review {(Irancas,

Goldstein & Call-Himwich, 1975).

Reviewer/Author Relationghip

3

Many authors (and reviewers) felt that the success or failure of a
review was a direct result of the relationship between author and reviewer.
As one author said, “It’s all so personal. Tt's all in the relat.onship
between the reviewer and author.” Another author stated, "Rappert is
important .;. . it’s intangible, but it effects the resu]ts.b Rapport
will always be a factor in any cooperative effort. However, the heavy
reliance on rapport in reviewing is often counterproductive. A number of
steps can be taken to reduce the importance of the subjective relationchip

between author and reviewer ind to clarify the purpose of the review

icself, First, if the reviewer is to be in any way responsible for the

Q
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LS

m

guality of the lessons produced, {s)}he should be accorded some 2uthority -

at the outset by the {unding agency or project management. A "'consultant®

pesition is not a strong vantage point from which to effect change. in

k]
any project (pariicularly in the military), i{ an on site reviewer-is a

member of the military, his/her rank shouldobe equal to that of the highest

ranking author. At one ARPA site,: tne only instructional design specialist
was an enlisted man whilg all but one of the rémaining authors were officers.
His suggestions wete not well received, and were in fact either totally ..
ignored or never requested at all. If the reviewer (either‘on or off site)
is a c¢livilian working with military authors, his/her perceived authority
must be equal to that of the authors. ihis, of course, contains the seeds
of a reverse sort of problem. If the reviewer has higher authority, some

authors may follow the letter rather than the spirit of suggestions to

give the impression of obeyiag 2 superior. In the long run, the most
important factor may still be the relationship between author and reviewer.
r

’

If the reviewer is off site, hic/her credibility can be greatly

ol . -
b

enhanced by frequent site visits at which times (s)he can become familiart

.

with authors probleﬁs in the environment in which they must function. Th}s
would als; help in dispelling the Jivory tower”" syndrome. For example,

two authors act one ARPA site repeatedly discounted portions of what MIC
reviewers suggested, saving, "You don't understard. You don't understand

our students ot our problems.” When a reviewer-:finally visited the site,
both authors commented, “Now that you've seen outr students, Yyou won't have
any trouble reviewing"”, though the reviewer had in fact only literally "seen"

the students in hallways, ete¢. rather than in a scheduled PLATO cllss.

Though the reviewer felt there was little discernable difference in the ¢ -

hd -
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comments she made in successive reviews, both authors seemed to be

satisfied that now her reviews yere "better". How much credibility

exists in fact and how much in the eye of the beholder is sometimes

speculative. If the Problem exists, howeve{ {and it usually does),

debating r_hé point will never solve it. . -
A second step toward clarifying the purpose of rhe review would be

to contract'at the outset for specific feedback thg\author would 1ike

from & review. This is particularly fmportant if the reviewer is s;en

only as a consultaqt~ To facilitate this and to establish some Eommon

instructional ground, rhe author and reviewer should also meet before

even the first review is requested and tr; to establish an instructional

design concensus. This would also afford each an opportunity to get a

better feeling for the other's biases, nomenclature, etc.

"

Review Format/Content

One of the most Ilmportant recommendations we could make is the ’
establishment of on~site, peer revievs as a regular part of the work{ngs
.of a project., This could take the form of regular group meetings, or
individual, m&re informal one-on-one types of reviews. At every site at
_which Peer reviews were a regular routine, authors said they relied
approkimately half on MIC reviews and half on peer reviews both for
feedback and as & tool for revision. In order to effectively review
each other's lessons, hcwever {i.e. comment on more areas than spelling,

N
punctuation, content accuracy, etc.), authors also need more explicit

training in instructional design.

1f possible, reviews should always be performed face-to-face with the
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ceviewver invb}ved in the lesson from the planning stages on. If

reviews can't be doune in person, on-line monitoring or even over-the-phone

-

reviewing dare good alterpatives ond preferable to end-of-lesson or .

«

hard-copy-only type reviewé.

A legson should also be reviewed in segments. We found this to be .
a highly effective deterent to the buildué,of author defensiveness or
subjectivity.

Finally, depending on the contracted specific feedback, reviews
should stregs organizaction, alternate i?structional approaches, c¢larity . :
of text, quality/quantity of interaction, etc. Since enumerating mis-
spellings and grammatical errors both is time consuming and increases

- +

the nuwber of perceived "ecriticisms" in a lesson review, the lesfon should

already have been proofread for such incidentals before a review is

requested.




‘Appendix A:  Author Attitude Questionnaire

1. ‘The tollowing 'is a list of suggestions you may or may not have been
looking for in an MTC review. Please indicate the importance of those
items you WANTED by using the rating scale provided. Ttems you were
NOT interested should rate as 0.

. 4 —- wanted and very important

== wanted and important '

3
2 == wanted and moderately important
l -- wanted and minimally important
0

-- NOT wanted

a. grammatical usage, spelling puactuation, etc.

b. qualiéy/quantity of student interaction -

—c. appropriateness of tone and style

d. clarity df-explarations

ef fectiveness/arrangement of graphic displays.
content organization
content accuracy
alternate instructional strategies

coding efficiency

-‘.

L

other (if other, please specify)

-



2. Using the {ollowing scale, please rate the importance in lesson
development of the sources of information listed below.
i

ks

-~ very important
"= moderately important

~— minimally important

-~ not imporcant

~— don't know
9

local review by project member(s)
review by MIC

review by instructor/users.

"

review by outside experts

observation of students

Pl

comments or questionnaire responses from students

.u

student data {(on-line)

test or quiz resueles

Pl
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What were the ‘main Jdisadvantages of MTC reviews?

What were the main advantages of MIL reviews?

p
/

1 regarded\the MIC reviews I received as:

o

El

Generally a waste of time B
Interesting but not very useful

Moderately usefuyl
Very useful

In what way, if any, did you change your - approach to lesson writing
based on the information you received in MTC reviews?

How would you characterize the "ideal'’ reviewer with respect to:
subject-matter knowledge, personality, geographical locationm,
teaching experience, instructional design experience, etc.?

-
-
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