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L INTRODUCTION M ' -

L

. s - .
A survey sponsored by the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) 1n .

K]97] indicated that teachers in Appalachia were 1nterested in. receiving
i training in reading instruction and career educat1on As a result of these
f1nd1ngs, the AppaIachian Education Sate]]ite Program (AESP) began dXTiver?ng
courses via satellite to remote areas of Appa]achia in 1974. Four graduate
level teacher training courses, twosin d1agnost1c and prescriptive reading
and two in career-education (one for secondary and one for e1ementary school
teachers), were offered to nearly 1200 teachers in eight Appa]achian states.
" The results of these courses are documented in AESP Technical Reports #6-9,
11, 12, and 15. ’ oo ul

™ Based on the evaluations nade during and following the courses in
reading and career education, nodif1cations were made in course delivery
and~content. Following these changes, each course was rebroadc;st to
Appalachian educators. This report presents the results of the third
" delivery of the:diagnostic and prescriptive reading course in the Spring of
1977 and the‘second deiivery of the career education for elementary teachers

course in the Summer of 1977.

*

Evajuation of these courses included pre- and posttest measures

cognitive and affective achievement, participants' rat1ngs of thé various

’
Y

learning activities and methods of presentation, and ratings of the techn1ca1

Y

aspects of the courses.

’_\ ’

"

¥




In examining the gourses, the fo]]owing questions are addressed

questions.’

How were participants learnin and attitudes affected?
How effective were the ]earninj activities and methods’ of ',

presentation and how might they be improved? .

How reiiabie was the equipment used during the course?

what was the overall evaiuation ‘of the course? -

}

_How do- the results compare with the results of the previous

-de]iveries of the course?

The fo]]owing secttons of this report present the answers to these

Section two consists of thevresu]ts of the diagnostic and

prescriptive reading instruction course and section three ing]udes the

'resu]ts of the career education course.

Section four presents.the

. summary and conclusions. '~ s .

-
[}




‘ DIAGNOSTIC AND PRESCRIPTIVE READING INSTRUCTION  + . °~
s 0 ” e »o.

. . -t .
L4 ., - q) By N
. . " > . . e
- P .

- ).\’

Introductioh - C o

‘ﬂi\‘ . Reading 1nstruction is ohe of the prim;ry needs.in t:e Appa]achian 1:;
‘ region In order to meet this need AESP has offered a cdurse in Diagnostic
and Prescriptive Reading Instruction on three different occasions Thie .
resu]ts of tie Suumer 1974 and gpring ]975 de]'tveries are reported in AESP K'Y
Techni cal Reports #3, 6, 8, and 12 This reﬁgrt presents the resu]ts of the i

third de]ivery ‘of DPRI Jin the Spring of ]977

. Oyérview of Eeursé; g S - i/ ey . A
< The Diagnostic and Prescriptive Redding. Insﬁ}ruction (DPRI )&courSe {; 7
intended to be practica] and classroom-oriented and uti]izes both teachers\
students in order to iTlustrate reading techniques Specificia]]y, the
oourse, is designed to instruct teachers in the diagnosis of par;icu]ar reading

prob]ems and the development of individua]ized prescriptive instpactibn to

&repiedy*these prob]ems. T )

? - : . . -
v .

Strupture of Course , v ) g

The course sonsisted of three basic components. . ’ - T e

]) Sixteen 30ﬂmiqute videotaped programs,]

3] Three ]ive, interactive seminars, . ,
3) Anci]iary activities associated with each 1esson R
'4.'93~ . ’, \ o - . .. &
,.1 1 ©

The earlier de]iyeries consisted of 17 videotapes.-- The tape entitled,

Copfprehension and Study Ski1ls Tests was eliminated because the Fountain Valley
Te cher Support Sy§%em presented was infrequently imp]emented by the teachers

. .
. “3 .
. : ‘ y - .13 .
.. . . R
. , 9 * « N
. L) “ » .
’ . ~ . g . . N * ,
\)‘ v " ' X L R . . N
- 4 - -
.
PAFuiiText pr ided by ERIC




T ‘. f , )Qgring the previous two deliveries of the course, partid?pants also
utilized four-channe] audio revqews and an information retrieva] system 2
The eva]uation results indicated that thEse components were not effective .
and- they were therefore e]iminated from this de]ivery ' v . -y

Dr Lowell Eberwein, Associate‘Professor of Educationa] Curricuium and
- o Instruction at the Universityih* Kentugky was the instructor for the course
l Dr Eberwein, has been instrumenta] in the deveTopment of the course since its. -

inception He served as the moderator for the 1ive seminars and recommended

L

grades fors the students based on their work in»the course ' '
S ' Participants were able to choose one of thtee course options “for credit:
K-3 4-6, or K-6. Ten of the videotaped programs were viewed by a]] participants.

In additionkgeach participant completed three’ of the remaining six programs

ster hours of graduate credit

.

depending on the. course option e]ected Upon comp]eting the course, each
' participant received three s

Course Content and Objectives

) “The topics and obJectiVes for the sixteen programs3 were:

PROGRAM 1: ~ DPRI INTRODUCTION -- K-3, 4-6, K-6 |
1. Adentify reading subskilts 0T oo

2. didentify the parts of the diagnostic-prescriptive
s+ -instruction model’ .

3. realize the importance of early diagnosis and
correction of reading prob]ems ‘

- . =

¢ ' _ N

2For exp]anation of these components, see AESP Technica] Report #]2; .
: Since some programs are numbered differently than in the ear]ier
~ DPRI courses, requests for information on the programs should specify the
" title of the tape being referred to.' .

bl

) S

<

A .




. " PROGRAM 2:  INFORMAL: TESTS -- £-3, 456, K-
LT I recognize the aéva/tage of ;?/ormal readfng tests
C ) 12, 1nterpretxthe§;eéu1ts'of informal reading. tests

R 1Hentif/'the equence of/activities involved in
A constr cting an 1nforma1 reading inventory

PROGRAM 3% STANDARD ZeD TF.STS -'K-3, 46, k6 ) ) °

4 -
5 .

tify/the procedures necessary for effective

’1n1strafion of standardized tests - e<’

.f‘interﬁret the results of standardized tests

recggnize the strengths and limitations of standardized.“
tests ' . . -

PROGRAM 4: MORD RECOGNITION TESTS =~ K-3, 4~6, K-8 o St

L
¢

-
»

. adminigter and 1nterpret the results of the Wisconsin
C Design for Reading Skill Development: Word Attack

2. connect diagnosis to tbe 1nstructiona1 materials

1dent1fy the sequence of activities 1nv01yed-1n going ) ..
through a complete test-teach-test instructional cycle )
using the The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill o
Development - Word Attack . .

-/

4 ’ ~ .

- PROGRAM 5: MISCUE’ ANALYSIS -~ K-3, 4-6, KFG o N
, 1. 1dent1fy and do the‘sequence of ‘activities involved
/. in administering The Reading Miscue Inventory

. I ) »
: 2. categorize reading miscues S

H

-3. compile the results of The Reading.Miscue Invengﬁhy
on coding sheet

4, ddentify N%ype}s reading strengths and weaknesses. ° .

PROGRAM 6: PRESCRIPTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS == K=3,, 46, K-6

* }.. ‘translate test results 1nto words (descriptors) that
" '~can be used to find.materials in the retrieva] systems

"2, identify the sequénce of steps in the process of
 -materials selection : 5 .




PR PR identify several patterns o:F grouping . ¥ ’
2. assess the strengt&§—and Timitations of-grouping patterns

. . '. 3. detemming the most appropriate, group1ng pattern in a
: ' g'Iven situat‘ion <

<L 44'. recogn‘lze Jdasons for‘ using a group'lng pattern in a
. ©o- - given situat on ' .

", " PROGRAM 8: . READING READINES ANU BEGINNING READING == K=3, K-6 opt'ion
. with Program 9 &

i

K3

‘ e 1. 'Ident'lfy act'lv t'Ies used to teach read'lng read'lness and
. beg'lnmng readt,g o

2. —Hst advantages nd di sadvantages of the activi t'I es

- 3.} determ'lne which adtivity ts most appropr'late for a

, gi ven si tuati on

. PROGRAM 9: THE EXCEPTIONAL READER - 4-6, K6 option with Program 8

. ) . ' T 1. 'Ident ify activit'les and procedures to teach the ‘low average
‘ <o % tand giftedereadier - X

‘ o 2. list advantages and d'ls dvéntages of “each of the act'IV'I ties-

."3. -determine whqch act1v1ty ilS most -appropri ate for a g'Iven
' -situat'lon ’ \

‘<
PROGRAM 10: wowcoan;nmn -~ K-3, 4-6, K— ,

1. 'Ident'lfy act'l vities uséd to te&h word recogn’lt'lon
"2, 1ist, advantages and di sadvantages of the actwit'les

I ‘ g ;& “detarmine wh'Ich act‘vity is most appropr1 ate ‘for ‘a given
' . . situation

T pROGRAM 11: VOCABUBARY. —- an, k-6 option with Program 12
' 1:. 'Ident'lfy act'lvit'l es used to teach vocabular%
. ‘ .' .2 11 st'advantages and d'Isadvantages of the act'lvit'les

'3.»' determ'lne which Fttivi ty 1s most appropriate for 2 )
g'lven S'Ituat'loﬁ ' '
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PRoonAn?és- EOMPREHENSION =~ k-3, K-ve option with_Program 14

FURE.

PﬁOGRAM 12: STUDW SKILLS -- 4-6 K-6 option with Program 11

1dent1fy activfties used to teach study skil]s
list advantages and disadvantages of the activities
determine which acf1v1ty is most appropr1ate fdr a

given situation /

identify quest‘lon strateg1es used to teach oomprehension

write¢ques€1ons to stimulate»student responses in
various categories (i.e. knowledge, translation, etc. )

determine the most appropriate question.strategy for
a;ﬁven situation

A
P

,ﬁRoeR)An 14:  READING IN THE' com'x-:m FIELDS -~ 4-6, K-6 option with Progran 13

; .
i ‘ A" * s]
o, . " 3 .

2.

"3,

1dent1fy act1v1t1es used to teach reading 1n the content fields .

list advantages and d1sadvantages of the activities‘

determine which acthity is most appropr1ate for a. g1ven s

situat1on . /

\ !

PROGRAM 15: DEVELOPING LIFE-LONG READERS =~ K-3, 4-6, K-6 /

‘ ,

: o,
';‘ ,'3'

PROGRAM 16: TOTAL READING PRQGRAM - K-3 4-6, K-6
. ) t°
. .

4

. g1ven situation’ e o

1dentify activities-that assist in the development of
reading interests. and tastes

list advantages and disadvantages of- the act1V1t1es

determine which activity is most approprlate for a
-

1dent1fy ways to encourage parenta] particﬂpation in"
reading programs '

[ 4

recogrijze the strengths and limitations of DPRI e

determine ways to implement diagnostic-prescriptive
reading 1nstruct10n in a total reading program

determine ways to estaplish priorities for 1mp1ementation

of DPRI

Qﬁ
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N SN . In addition, all students participated in three, }ive, 1nteract1ve ’

seminars. These seminars provid d the participants an opportunity to~\‘
interact with a panel of experts in the fie]d of reading concerning particqiar ¢
. - aspects of the course’ content., — S L C A
e. ' Preprogram and fo]]ow7up activities associated with each program were . :
) outiined in the anciiiary materials package which was purchased by eath .
student. This materiai inciuded activ}ties designEd to assist’the student in
' appiying the’ techniques demonstrated in the Videotapes . .
\ In contrast to the previous DPRI courses no materia]s were given,
‘ free. Therefore, each participant was asked to purchase the foiiowing

' S i

materials: ‘ < /

{
> * i

- Otto, Wayne and others_ Wisconsin esi n for Readin Skill Deve]o ment,
] Word Atfack: Specimen Set nneapolis, Minnesota: Wisconsin
ot : Design, Nationaﬁ Computer Systems Divisidp, 1973. Cost $6. 00
I - .

- - - Eberwein, Lowell and gthers., Ancillary Materiais Diagnostic and
T Prescriptive Readin Instruct1on, -6. Appalachian Education
4 . Satel i’iite Progranm, | g

[, esource Cbondinating Center, 1977. Cost $6. 50. N

textbooks and they were encouraged- to purchase and use these materiais

It was also necessary that participants have access to the following

Dallman, Martha and others. The Teaching of Reading. New York: Holt, ‘
; L Rinehart apd Winston, Inc., 1974. Cos .95,

,'Goodman, Yetta and Carolyn Burke. Reading Miscue Inventery MZEZ;il New
York° Macmiiian Pub]ishing Co., Inc., 1971. Cost $8. 80

In addition, one copy of the following material was needed at each site:.

Otto, Wayne and others. wisconsin Design for Rea ing Skill Deveiopment,
‘Teachers' Resource File: Word Attack (W-5) and Supplement Number
(H-5s). Minneapolis, Minnesota: Wiscopsin Design, MNational,
Computer Systems Division, 1973. Cost $4 00




i- Subjects ‘ ' v
An_average df thirteen participan;s were enrolled at each of 15 51tes
= for the DPRI course The number varied because’ of more dema‘ﬁ fn some areas
| for reading instruction and because some sites were equipped to aceommodate
" more students. In all, 197 participants took the,pretest and 164 compieted _
‘;all course requirements. Complete data (a]] cognitive and. affective pre— . c"}
and posttests) were available for ]49 participants. The number of partdd?pants ‘;}‘

‘gy site and course option is presented in Tab]e 1. A
A combihed att1thde and background questionnaire was administered to

the course participants prior to the first te]evised prog?ﬁm“This questionnadre,

Awhic?71s presented in Appendix I, was divided intd’two parts. The first part

concerned the participants' attitUdes toward reading and the second part

. sought background.information regarding teaching and educational experiences.
< - Table 2 summarizes’ the background:9nformation obtained. .. ,
- M B \ ‘a
a = / L ! \

Procedures and Instrymentation . -,

\

- .
A'variety of instruments wére used by the eva]uation component to R

-~

eva]uate the DPRI course. Copies of all instruments except the cognitive -
achievement tests are inc]uded in‘ﬁppendix 1. h’
The time scheduie for the course, the. 1earning activitiés for each ’

class session, and the eva]uation instruments administered during ‘the course '

»
are presented in Tab]e 3.’ ‘ R R o . BRI
3 Achievement Tests. During the first class session a pretest consisting

of 40 muitipie-choice questiohs which measured students cognitive knowledge
abqut diagnostic and préscriptive reading instruction was admjnistered to _ A

all participants. During the eighth class meeting participants compieted

o ~ I [
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) TABLE 1
.. DISTRIBUTION.OF PARTICIPANTS BY OPTIONS ANQSITES
N : ~ (CompTete Data Cases Orﬂy i
= ——— =
Tl ) . " % - Option J .
o Site o Poh— . : Total
: K6 " K3, . 46 - e
o . . - Py _ h.J
. B \ VoRy . 1
10 Huntsville, AL, | .5 4 . 9
. “ .. S %, -
"y Rainsville, AL | 13 0 0 13
12 Guntersville, AL .6 o 0 6
16 Tazewell, TN - 7 B 4 0 9
, P ' - )
2 Nortom, VA " 4 P . om g L
2 sﬁckleyvme, VAL e 17 .. o 5
22 Boone;, NC - . - I "2
23 Norton Teacher Corps VA o . 0 MY /27
AN - "\
25 Cumberland, Mp - 9 - 2 0 11
26 McHenry, M .0, 5 8 .23,
27 . Keyser, WV : 1 S 0 . 2
35 Fredonia, NY S AR I ¥ 7
% Olean,ny . -~ . 0 - 0 0 10
37 Edinboro,PA - . 0 e 07 1
\? B - . : N a :
Total 78 29 42 149.
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TABLE 2 °

SUMMARY BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR PARf&CIPANTS '
COMPLETING SPRING 1977 DPRI COURSE -

*

g

. (N = 149) W " s
. ‘. 3 “
Item Responses Jrequency Percentage
Sex. Male 130 20,0
. Female N7 78.5
. ~ No response 2 1.5
: ‘c ‘ r ¥
Age - <} 21+ 30 85, 57..0
AN ‘ 31 - 40 ' \ 32 N 21.5
g v 41 - 50- .° Co. 21 . 14.0 .
51 - 60 . . v 10 6.5 " .
61 and over N 1 - 0.5¢ ~
No response 0 0.9 = 2
Type of community where Rural’ 119 .- 80.0
| partic}bant'worked Suburhan .19 " 13.0
. , Urban’ 11 7.0 >
i _ . No response 7 0 0.0
Grade level taught - Elementary - a1l grades 24 1640
‘ : . 6 4.0~ -
o 'l -3 v 37 ~ 25.0
) .4 -6, 54 36.0
7~12 i 25 17.0 o
No response: 3 2.0 ..
Position during C'lassréom,teacher . 97 . 65.0
1 1976-1977 academic - Reading, specialist =~ - 8 5.5
. year . - Special education teacher A 7.5
. School administrative . . :
‘ position g9 | 6.0 .-
3 Other 24 ‘. 16.0 "
' . No response 0 . 0.0
GRE verbal score 400 or below P , 3.5
401 - 450 7 \4.5 \
, gs} - 500 Z >~ 45
2 01 -, 550 . \ 1.5
551 0or above A ~7- 2.0
) ) No response 18 84.0
" BRE quantitative score 400 or belbd 7 4.5
. 401 - 450 . 4 \[ 2.5 ., 4
451 - 500 7 4.5 . A
501 -~ 550 -0 0.0 ! .
< 551 or above 2 N . -
" No response ‘129 . 86.5 '




4 . 2 \ ]2 > ' . _ A -~
e S
L Lt v - v
i e - .. TABLE 2 -~ CONTINUED ,
. L MEEAN . !
. o Item - Responses . Frequency: Percéntage
L . ¥Work experience in 1 year or.less v, 28 19.0
_ teaching N ., 2=D5years . 49 . 33.0
‘ ;e . 5 --8 years . +28 19.0
‘ : . 9 - 15 years A 195
. : 16 years or more bo1s , 10.0
- No response ’ 0 0.0
- Experience as a None ' 128 ° 86.0
reading specialist 1 year or less . 10 1 6.5
2 =" 3 years : 16 e 4.0
o : - 4'- 5 years . 1 0.5
' 6 years or more 3 2.0
S ~ No response . . 1 0.5 , i
€ e . Lo .
Undergraduate GPA ° Less than 2.5 10" 6.5
b (4points =A) _ +  -2.51 2.5 23 15.5 -
- ‘ . : : 2.76'- 3.25 . 40 27.0 ’
' “. s 3.26 - 3.50 - B X 35.5
\ . * 3.51 - 4.00 . - 16 10.5 ¥
. No_ response . 7 ‘4.5
Graduate.BPA . . ! Less than'3.0 | 3 2.0
. (4 points = A) 3.01 - 3.25 . 12 8.0
Lo . 3.26 - 3.50 . "9 6.0
[SPRPP S S 3.51 - 3.75 . . 25 17.0
A 3.76 - 4.00 43 29.0 -
' - No response . 57 38.5
> Last degree completed ~ High schaol diploma - 4 2.5 X
' : Baccalaureate ) 107 72.0
Master's 35 23.5
. Specialis ) 1 0.5
‘ < Doctorate’ 1 0.5
L No responSe o] 0.5
Taking course for Yes ' © Ga2 - 95.5
PN credit No : . S - 4.0 .
. . ) No responge = | 1 0.5
If registered for ~: Uk y 10 7.0
credit, where . Other ) . 13? Qgg

‘ ' No response

* ’
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TABLE 2 =~ CONTINUED

Item _Responses . "~ Frequency _Percentage
Number of undergraduate None : ‘ 62 . 4.5
" reading courses T . 41 27.5
- : 2 o 21 - 14.0 -
‘ ) 3 - . 12 8.0°7,
T 4 or more. . K 9 . 6.0
RIS N No response - . 4 2.5
Number of ‘graduate - - None . -7 .96, 64.5
reading courses 1 ' : 33 22.0
2' : '/ 5. . 3.5
L 3 - < “ o 0.5
o Y 4 or more™ 6 4.5
/ -~ No response 8 5.8 .
Purpose of present. . Baccalaureate 2 1.5
. ¢ollege enrolTment Master's degree or - , L
: o : . doctorate 60 40.5
g - -* Maintain teaching certi- N
o ‘ ficate o 25 17.0 .
Other ’ . 27 18.0 °
Not enrolled . 27 "~ 18.0
No response  -. . . 8. 5.5

L] .
b

. X N !
A midterm test-whiép consisted‘of 30 jtémgifrom the pretest. These items
were based on ?nformation covered ip the first dix Sessions. A posttest,‘
which related togthe last 10 programs, was administered dur1ng the final
class meeting. This test consisted of three vergions, one for each of the
class optiops: K-3, 4&6, and K-6. Each form consisted of 35 1tems, 20 1n
common and 15 Felated to the vidéotaped program appropriate to the option :
chosen the student. These tests were designed to measure the cognitive

. <
learning that took place in diagnostic and prescriptive reading 1nstruction

as a result of the course.




K / TABLE 3 C e
| " SCHEDULE OF INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES )
: : LR } i Activities . 7
~  Session| Date .—— — - -
o : S Evaluation® . ".,Progxams Seminars ﬁgﬁ}i}igﬁs
1 | 1/25/77 'Pretestf Attitude anlt -
Background Question- v -y X
2/1/77 naire _ . _ ‘ o
2 lewym | o, 2 | !
B 3 |2/15/75 AR N - R - X
o || - Ao s X
L& 5&6 |3/1/77 ' Y 1 5&6 X |
7 |wam ) ; 1| .
8 - 3/]57;7 Midtenp};xamination ‘
9 3/22/77 | - ) \7 _ X
10 |329/77 ¢ | KD : X
noasm |0 e o | 2
| 12|49y S 10 X
o |ysm S e | X
- 14 |5/3/17 | o |13aae | X
15 |5/10/77 | . {15 S X
T Jsnin | " | 3 |
v a7 - [5/24/77 | - 16 ~ I ox
T T o fele T ,
. ~ i

*In addition to%the’ evaluation 'Instruments 1isted on the table:

/"~ _ 1) the Equipment Report and Student Satisfactiog Form was completed after each
i - ) class session excegt March 15 and May 31 by site coordinators;

. 2) the Instructioqal Activities Rating Form vTas completed by one~half of . the
participants at each site after‘\every televis'i on program and seminar,,

~

24
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Attitude Questionnaire. Participants compieted the attitude portion

of the chbined Attitude and Background Questionnaire during the first and
last c]ass sessions. The instrument was composed ‘of 21 Likert scale items,
with 1 indicating gtrongly disagree and 5 indi ating strongiy agree. The
'instrgment was designed to measure participants attitudes toward the methods ii”
and theories of reading instruction. ) - - .

Factor ana]ysis of the attitude questionnaire used during the Spring \&\\/
1975 DPRI course revealed a unifactor structure with the .first factor

'accounting for 70% of the estimated common variance (Factor loadings for

A each ftem are 1nc1uded in AESP Technical Report #12). The questipnnaire
administered during the Spring 1977 course consisted of the itéms from the
earlier questionnaire which had ]oadings between t+ .30. Item scores were

\ reversed for negativeiy worded items.

_guapment Report and Student Satisfaction Form. At the end of each

/,g/ c]ass session the Equipment Report and Student Satisfaction Form was completed
by the site coordinators. This form was used to report)the quality of the
audio and 'video signal received and any technical difficulty with the equip+
ment. The site coordinaiors also used this form to subjectively evaluate |
. the participants' satisfaction with the taped programs, the seminars, and

L anci]iary\activities. This form replaced the Site Coordinator'sIChecklist

!

used during the Spring 1975 DPRI course. [

instructional Activities Rating Form."hpproximately one-half of the
,participants at each site completed an Instructiona[ Activities Rating Form
'(IAR) after each class meeting. The even numbered students completed the

4 '*form at one session and odd numbered students at the next session Thus, the

" responsibility for comp]eting "the instrument alternated between the participants




’

Likert scafe {1 = gxcellent to 5 = acceptable) was used for the ratings. -

This questionﬁaire sought participants' reactions to the session's ‘

jnétructiona] activities and replaced the Class Rating Form (CRF) used during -

. the Spring 1975 DBRT course. Thequestionnaire covered the felevision ‘

programs, the live,.interactive séminarsl and the ancillary tivities. The
participants completed only the parts of the form that correspondéd to that
_session’s activities‘ The students were’also asked to rate seven 1nstructiont1 .
activities‘accordfng to the quantity of useful 1nformation they received from
each "The standard of comparison was the traditional 1ns;ructor-tagght course

A five-point Likert scale (1 = outstanding to 5 = qpacceptable) was used ftr )
the rating. . ' ok ‘ _ ’ s
Summative Report Form. The Summative Report Form (SRF) wds‘usgd ;;‘—\\\\\43

meagpre‘tue s%te coordinator's perception of the overall quality of the course.

This form regﬁaced the Summative Comments Forfy used during the’Spring 1975

DPRI course Wjich was completed by both pa 1c1pants and site coordinators.

[
For this cour e= however, student g@tin were 1nc1uded on the Instructiona] y

Activities Rat1ng Form, thus el1min ng the need for the student to complete

both of these forms.
S , - :

“The SRF asked site coordinators to rate each component of the course

and their satisfaction with the operation of the equipment. A five-point

(N
RS
’

3

-
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As stated in the introduction, this report is organiZed around four

research questions. The results for each of these questions fo]]ow.

. . . '

Hoq were;participants' Tearning and attitudes affected?
: The resths of the participants‘ perfdrmance on the achievement and
_attitude measures were analyzed using a mu]tivariate analysis of variance

. for repeated measures. The factors in thé andﬂysis were clusters of. Sites,

-

sites nested within c]usters, and administrations. The four c]usters in=
cluded in the analysis were Alabama, Virginia - North Caro]ina Maryland .- -
west Virgania, and New York - Pennsylvania (Tennessee was not included o
" becaBa# pre- and posttests were only returned from one Tennessee site). | -
" The .frequéncy of participants at eakh site by cluster included in the v,
. analysis are presented in Table 4. Only those participants who comp]eted ‘
‘the pre- and post-atgitude measures, and the pre-, mid-, and’ post-achieve-
~ ment measures weré includéd in the ana]ysis (total.= 140).
The resu]ts.,} the mu]tivariate analysis of‘variance are presented_
‘ in~Tabie 5. The results indicate a significant difference overall for
sites within cTusters for administrations and for the interaction of .
_administrations and sites within clusters. The results of univariate . -
\'analysis of variance for the dependent measures provide .added insight intp
. the meaning of the above results. These ar reported in Tahles.6, 7, and 8.
J The results indicate that the changes occurred only on the achieve-
ment measure. The participants did not manifest a change in their.attitudes-
as a regult of participating in the course, ‘The resu]ts indicate that ‘,
differential improvement occurred_for the participants on the achieV"ent

measure'within sites in c]usters Nevertheless, &Qere was an overa]]

significant improvement on the achievement measure from pre- to posttest

W80 2,.,7
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- O LTABLES Tt
" FREQUENCY ‘OF PARTICIPANTS BY SITE BY CLUSTER INCLUDED- IN MANOVA .
- . . * ‘ ‘ < ’ P
- Site pg'cmst‘er | “ - Frequency °
"Alabma » ‘ e © .
Huntsville . - J fgo e
Rainsville 13
- -Guntersville * ‘ . ] 6. -
Virginia - North Ca}bn&aﬂ ' | g ‘
Norton - , - ) o K
ckleyville : * y 5
Boone . . T o 2.
- ‘Norton Teacher Corps . . ‘ c 27
Maryland - West Virgiﬁid '
. / e . : N
CumberTand - . S 1
McHenry ‘ 23 ,
Keyser ’ : ‘ T T -2 ‘
* New York - Pennsylvania * - I ‘ 4
Fredonia o ' | 7
0lean” ' ) ' - 10

Edinboro — . ’ ’ : . 1
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o T e - * TABLE 5 ,
- MANOVA FOR PRE~ AND POST-ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDE MEASURES
‘ ) .
’~/‘ Saurce )” “d.f. . “l;iu]tivariate F ) ‘P< f
’ : S/
Between Subjects , S
" Clusters () o 8,06  * . 1.32 .30
| Sites withiin Clusteys {S:C) 18,268 220 .0030
within Subjects L ) \ ‘ )
“Administrations (A) . - 2,134 ) 312;4% ',.6001 }
AxC | C86 L .
COAxs:iC 18,268 - . 2356 ,  .0007
_—
: _ TABLE 6 *
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS FOR SITES WITHIN CLUSTERS- :
¥ 4 o7 ‘ . ‘ . - ®
- Source  ‘ Mean Square Univariate F p< Step~Down F p<:
Attitude LI TP B L A - R A
Aéhievement:’ ‘. 595,26 237 .02 ‘ 2.61  .008 -
~ =
" TABLE 7 g
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS FOR ADMINISTRATIONS (PRE AND POST)
) . - o T
Sqr:!‘rce ‘Mgap Square “ Uni\’iariqter . p< Stgp-Doan F < ! )
Attitide. w0 . m .4'0\
Actfievement: = 73220,00  * 629.41 .0001 . $20.89~ " .0001

\
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-’ . v T, "TABLEa “ . . H

UNIVARI’ATE ANALYSIS FOR THE INTERACTION OF ADMINISTRATIONS S
. ~AND SITES WITHIN CLUSTERS SRS

= o S > ==
Source Mean Square Univariate F ~ p< Step-Down F 'p<
. Attitude 115 .. 1.89 06 1.89 06 .
Achievement ~ 381.43 | . 3.28° 002 327 002 ‘
4 t L 2% $-._ . o . .
IR ‘% R rTABLE g '

PR

REP.IABILITIES, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ATTITUDE
. * \AND COGNITIVE ACHfEVBAENT TESTS

—

4 .
.

Number of items (Itens) Mean . SD ‘N
" - M - - o Fs 1y
Attitude pretest ' 21 r 7475 13.260 149 ﬁ ‘
Attitude posttest 21 . 7604 1268 149
" Cagnitive pretest - 0.7 . 72 8.2 7.66 149
=i . ‘ . . o -
‘ Fognitive midterm ' 30 . 74 21.9 4,01 149_
Cognitive pbétpest ) >
G AT e : Co o .
_'K-3 option. B .65 22.4 3.95 29. .
4-g optibn' - B 0 72 T 246 k21 42
\ ’ -~ ~ 2 - ) . o ’ N
K-&\opﬁon o 3/ .69 22.15 . 4.757 78
Th1s test actua11y had 5Q items. Hdwever, there are three option points and
each ‘pe on only answered 35 1tems e ,
V, ~ ¢ . . [ !
" ? ‘. 1 i wsh." oy

Table 9 presents the means and étandard deviations for the several

versions of\the achievement tests used to measure cognitive, achievemen

and for the attitude pre- and posttest * \

’
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How effective-were the Tearning activities and methods of presentation and

i

‘The Instructiona] Activities Rating Form (IAR) and portions of the

« how might they be improved?

; Equipment Report and Student- Satisfactipn form were used -to evaluate the
perceived effectiveness of each 1eayﬁ3ng activity. The fol]owing 1earning

' activitiés were rated: videotaped TV'programs, seminars, and_anci]iary
- activities. Ratﬂngs'for each activity on each'day'were obtained from fhe

e~ IAR These ratings for each item W re sumnarized for all class meetings

L4

Tab]e 10
. ’ Videotaped Te]év1sion .Programs. Tab]e 11 presents the students

| s

evaluation of the te]eVised programs. Overall évaluation of “the videotaped'

-t 1essons ﬁas between "good" and "very good". On a sca]e of 1 to 5 where 1

is exce11ent and 5 is poor, tha.average overall rating for the program was 2 68.

¢ R . The other items were rated similarly. The maJority of the participants |

’ felt that ¢overage of material and the amount of time spent discussing
theoretica] aspects procedures, and exampies were adequate (items 6 {/7 and -.
8). In all cases,.ﬂmwever, a significant number felt that more time shou]d i
" have been<spent on all these areas, and that the programs would have been more

effective if 1ess material had been presented but in greater depth The most .

_frequent suggestions for improvement were ampiification of main points and

more summary statements

;
A

. Comments focused mainly on the pace and the - techni

: .
T, programs " ////f”
Co (g\ “ - supp]fed a "Tot of information too fast to comprafjend

~ “ “7

i quality of the

. " - too much covered and not in depth enough

/

. ‘ - .more coverage at slower.pace Ca )
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A e O TBLE 00y B e
sm: COORDINATORS‘ MEAN. RATINGS) GF PARTICIRANT SATISFACTION '
WITH. LEARNING ACTIVITIE] " v
] o
' Videotaped ’ "-. Ancillary -
i 1 T 2. 0. 2. 50
2 |2 2.2 - 2.38
23TV 1490 R 238 [V
4 Jwe [V 10 cT c2.22 7
586 | TV5 &6 e 1.92 2.17
) 7 . | Seminar 1 L 2.00 ’ |
slem | | o
9w 189 . . 152
10 v 8 &9 1.67. 2.08 -
o ' 1.38 "
: K1 Sem‘lnar 2| %
o 12 .| V.10 90 ., R 1.63
| 13| TV 1a12- | 1.80 - 2.2
‘ 14 [TV i3s14 1.64° : o 1.89
Co REEEE AT 1.90 T "2.20\‘
o "' h Y - M
y 16 . | Seminar 3 . 1.89 |
N C17 | Ve 1.907 1.75 .
‘.. 18 ~ | Exam —mpe—t === Py
Tofal 197 “1.n 2.08
Ratings: 1 = excellent
. *¢ . 2= very good -y ’
- 3= good o N
4 = fair : ‘
5 = poor- o ' ,
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INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES RATING FORM SUMMARIZED ACROSS ALL PROGRAMS 5
;. PARTF T:_ VIDEOTAPED TV PROGRAMS | .
m- — — x Q ,
N * . ¢ R . ~ o ~
Item # °* . Content . Frequency  Percentage
' 33 \Y ‘\\ - N ; 3
1.  The presenter's dischgsion of materials was; * o
" " a) excellent - \ 160 14%
e " b) very good - ‘ ( 447 39%
~ ¢) good T 440 38%
’ d) fair - 102 T . 9%
" e.) -"poor; \ 9 1%
2.. The classroom scene with ‘the presenter i
describing activities was: , . oy
a) exce‘l‘lent' . . 123 . 112
- b) very good ‘ L 436 38%
¢) good . . . - 477 . 42% . -
v d) fair ' e 100 . 9% . .
) . e) poor - . 13 . 1% ¥ '
. 3. The presenter's explanation of the
graphic materials was: »
' #_a) excellent - ‘ 70 6%
bg very-good | 351 . 31%
¢) good Dt 538 " 48%
d) fair : ' (134t 128
N poor . , N , 26 ' 2%
"+ 4, XThe setores of a teacher working with-students
\ were: ‘ ; oo |
"a) excellent . - ' 133 2%
. b) "very good ‘ a9 36% ‘
¢) good - . t 467 4% SN
N\ d) - fair - . , " *116 10% .
-«) | e "poor '. o L e 15 ’ 1%
5. The interviews of experts or.practitioners _ 4,
N § were: J '
‘ a) excellent ' . : 99 . 9% o " -
b) very good N - 379 35% - T
~ ¢} good-, : . - 485 - 45% '
d fait; e o, ']]1 o 10% T
e

poor ,.<- . { - 15 , L, 1577




TABLE 11.-- CONTINUED. = .

‘\\\ Content. _ Frequency . Percentage

»

T

6. Amount of timeldiscussing theoretica]
aspects
b
) much more time-,
somewhat more time
coverage was adequate :
som hat less time . '
L less time . A

M QN D"D’

7. Amount of time discussing procedures for
using materials:: ,

+ +

-

a; much more time
somewhat more time -
c) ‘coverage was adequate .
d) somewhat less time
e) much less tim

«

8.  Amount of time s ent on examples, of
-application in 9 assroom:

"~ a) .much more éime , .
: b’ somewhat,more time .
« €} coverage was adequate . ,

. dg somewhat less time
e) much less time

.9, 'Erogram\more\effectire'1f:
. a) Tless material at greater depth
//r b). Tess material

g more material in less depth

e) coverage was adequate

]0: Tne presenter might have been more acceptab]e

3 he/shelggoke more clearly
b) he/she appeared more knawledgable
about subject area '
he/she spoke in a more natural manner
d) he/she was quite acceptable

11, The program might have been easier to
fo1low with:

*
-

. a;ﬁ moreg exp]icit transitions between ideas
. )7 b) more carefyl organization of content

~ c) greater amplification of main points
'd) more summary statemenﬁs ‘

.,‘ A

", ' ’ . < ! g v
i x| ¢ 34

o ROMEN S04 1 - - hd .

more‘'material relevant,to central issues

&6 £
. 223
778
65
5

- 86
293
706

56
1

208
74
89 °

118
658

66

33
164
835

= )

147 °
78
476 - ®

| 295
’ ’ ’

-
>

19f |

68% <,

6%

- 1%

8%
26%
62% -

4%

1%

7%
25%

- 61%

" 5%
1% .

18%
6%
8%

10%

57%

6%

. 3%
15% -
76%. -

15% -
8%
48%

303

,.
yey



. TRBLE 11 -~ CONTINUED

Ty 1 d cp——— ) .
Ttem # ' . ’ . Content  ° - Frequency Percentage
12, . Effect o'f*"program on teachii)éz . , ' ’
"’ a) 1ittle or no relevance N5 -, 103
b} -would er?to use it, but probab]y won't 173 . 15%
c) would Tike to use it, but don't under- . . t \
- stand it emough = . - : 140 125
« 'y~ d) T plan to use 1t . 590 52% )
; e) somethmg I al ready know. or am using - 125 H‘% ;
i 13.  Graphic materials could-have been used in “ . e
E the program: \ L ' a
) a; much more frequently . . 55 " . 5%
2 . .b) more frequently ) 215 19%
) . ¢) use was satisfactory : 827 ~ 73% E.
: less “frequently . . 37-, 3%
e) much less frequently ' 5 0 3
¢ . .
"~ 4. Graphic materials needed to be held on
: the screens: /
- a) much longer | 185 ©16% ‘
~ b) somewhat Tonger\ : »1 0 313 ’
c) time was adequate ' . 589 52% °
-d) somewhdt shorter . . - 8 . 1% :
e) much shorter = . S ' 2 0
15.  The pace of the program shou]d be' _ -
' a) much slower, 4 122 11%
b) somewhat slower . . 316 © 27%
c) pace was satisfactory 652 ' 57% :
d).’ somewhat-faster : : ‘ 58 5% =
¢t~ e) much faster . . _ 4 o *
e 16. The/éfarity of the picture was: .. ~ ' ] )
N S S , .
. i .77 "a) excellent - . . 211 18% - .
' . b) ‘vgry good 344 30% .
.c) good . o 366 3%
- d) - fair . 154 13%, -~~~#
#% .. . e) poof ) ~ . 87 7%
.’,; ) . * T T .-:_—”
L ) 17‘. /Tie/qtm{cy of the %ound was: o | _ -
e ~"a)” excellent h S .. 170 .15%.
. /./ b) very good . . 332 29%
oo c) dbod e . 355 31%
Lo, od) fair . - ) 182 - 6%
o0 7 v Te) peor 35 ' 121 - 7 10%

]

ERIC o ) T

L - .
A .
: ' . . o .
LA v voxc providea oy eric: - . .
7 - - 4 B .
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‘ . .. TABLE 1] -- CONTINUED : ”
=—~= . = " . DS .
Item # ' Content Frequency . Percentage
) 18. There were annoying distractions in the : .
: Foom: ,
a) wvery often . s : 137 - 3% -
b often - ( 70 6% .
occatio@ ly i _ 266" 23%
! arely . .o o ' .- 479 41% .
.~ never ‘ Co. 303 o 26% -
o ﬂ(ﬂ . c .
Y, 19: Overall evaluation of TV pxgograms o .
* ' o " T ’ o ot
a) excellent v ¢ o 86 7%
b) very good vt , - 407 , 35
¢J- good - . - ‘ 475 41%
d) fair .o~ ' 164 142 -
'S e) poor . L ( c2ar - 2%
20. Do you have a spgcific commefit: o L
\ “a) yes 80 ’ 7% .
b) no ¥ - - 1028 '93% _
s, ~ » - : ) . P //.
’ . G - ; - 44
= program too fast '_ '
\ - garbled sound e : :
. > . o, '
/ - audio-video problems ~ * o o ..
< sound Tow ; ; : , \ ’
- couldn't hear ' ..
' . / o . . . o' ] 7

¢

The majority of the participants (76%)’fe1t that the presenter was
’ quite acceptab]e Sixty-three percent of the participants 1nd1cated that
they plan to use DPRI in the*r tea%hing or were already doing s0. These

results are similar to those obtained during the earlier DPRI course.




Site monitors' comments varied from extremely positive to critical

and focused. primarily on the program content: ©

" —= not’ enough specific information

use advanced organizers ot

P

lectures were good,and content very worthwhile
quality of content excellent ' y '
some material outdated. ——’//'

Seminars. Participants' ratings of the 1ive, interactive seminars are
presented.in Table 12. ‘The~overa11 rating of the tnree seminars was 2.55 which
is between "good" and "very good"‘ Each seminar was rated simiiariy although
the second was rated s]ightiy higher than the first and iast The majority
of the participants felt that the answers they received were useful and
‘valuable and that questions shouTd continue to be answered via teietype and‘.
VHF. The most fcyquent suggestions for improvement were- the use of more direct'
answers, occasiona'ﬂ.ummary statements, and more c1assroom exampies

Most of the comments, howevér, were positive as indicated by the
representative comments beiow Y

- well organized

4 . , . .
- guest speakers were well informed

. . E =2
seminars more valuable than TV sessions because they're more specific

_monitor summarized and added to guests' responses

informal atmosphere is very good.
The site monitors rated student reactions to the seminars. The average

rating-for all three seminars was 1.79 (on a 1 to 5 scale). The site monitors

also rated the second seminar nigher than the other two, giving it a mean

rating of 1.38.
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TABLE 12 . -

PART II: SEMINARS

Content | .Frequency

INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES RATING FORM SUMMARIZED ACROSS ALL PROGRAMS

"~ Item # Percentage
& \
21.. Improve effectiveness of seminar by format
change: ‘
a) 1. hour TV seminar and 15 minutes
intermission v K - 88 28%
b) 2 hours TV seminar and 15 minutes ’
intermission 23 7%
c) 1 hour TV seminar.and opportunity to
. generate questions during and 15 '
minutes prior to the:program 101 32%
d) 1 hour seminar with direct voice hook-up 98 32 -
e) other | ) - 1 0
22. IQProve effectiveness of senﬁnan: , | <
a; moderator answer questions alone ' 27 9%
b) use more teachers as guests 60 20%
o cg use more professors and experts as guest -~ 54 18%
- d) fine as is - 162 53%.
.23, Faci]it@te the generation of more-meaning- iR
* ful questions: . ’
a) begin with 10 minute course content”
summary 106 35%
b) begin with 10 minute fi]m of ‘previous .
. programs . ’ - 4] 14% °
cg begin with $hort film of new material ] 55 18%
d) use whole seminar for question answering ) -
and, discussion © 97 32%
e) other . .. 2 1%
é4. Increase the value of the answers to the
questions. ‘
. o
. a ]ess.theﬁiifﬂ#—_’h. ' 7. .7 6%
b) more classroom examples . . 61 . 20%
= c) more direct answers ;) 80 27%
R d; less repetition in answers 20 7%
L e) satisfied as is- T 123 41%
/
38

l\k‘
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TABLE 12 =~ CONTINUED

\

,' " Ttem # Content Frequency Percentage
. 25. Seminar moderator more effective: -
. a) keep guests more on topic ~ 27 10%
- b) provide occasional summary statements 160. 62%
c)- allow each guest equal time 23" 9%
d)} keep a faster pace ‘ 49 19%
26. The film segments used as sources of
stimuTation were: ‘ .
; extremely useful 13 . 5%
very useful e 48 18%
¢ somewhat useful . . 86 32%
‘ ; completely useless ‘ v 5 2%
riot applicable 115 43%
27. . Advisability of continuing to.answer -
) questions via teletype or VHF:
a; yes .« 244 86% -
., b)no - - 4a - 14%
28. Usefulness of answers received via .
7 teletype or VHF;
e \ a) yes 227 83%
5 b) s 45 -7
: , 29. Overall ,evdluation of seminar: o
o’ *a) excellent 39 13%
¢ b). very good °. 111 37%
c) good 101 34%
d) - fair 40 13%
e) poor ‘ 7 2%,
' 30. “Specific comments: ,
- a) yes 27 9%,
b) rno 258 91%
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Anci]]aryVActivities. Tab]e 13 presents participants ratings\bf\the )
angillary aétiyities used during the course. The overall eva]uation of the
(ancillary activities was between "good" and “very goodﬁ (average rating = 2.75).
Fifty-eight percent of the'participants agreed that the assigned work was‘
useful and 73% felt the activities could be applied to. their classrooms.

Fifty percent of the partic;pants felt that too much reading material was
assigned. Only 27% oﬁ'the students spent more thaa one hour working pn

- ]aboratory activities. Representative comments varied: .

A |

to0 much reading . .

simpry ‘directions on activities \ -
quite ... well prepared . '

assignments are interesting and helpful.

Site monitors rated students’ satisfaction with the ancillary materiafsi )

as very good (average rating = 2.02).

f
>

How reliable was the equipment ﬁsed during the’ course?

[ 3

'The vigeotaped programs and interactive, live seminars were broad-
cast via the ATS-6 delivery system. The questions duéing thé .seminar 7.
were-tiaS;mﬁtted from the sites by te]etype or telephone.

F

Towing each program, the s~ite monitors completed the Eqmpment
Report and Student Satisfaction Form (ERSS). This information was used
to determine "the reliability of the equipment and the quality of the s
reception. Table 14 summarizes the ratings of the audio and video reception.”
across all sessions The video signal contained ]1tt1e or no dfstortion
8§% of the time and the distortion was only s1ightly or not at all, annoying

A

/ | é%? of the time. The audio signal_was rated as good 87% of the time and
e signal strength was good 81% of the time.

; N
- 40
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| o~ TABLE 13 , .., :
. I@UCT IONAL 'ACTI\‘ITIES RATING FORM: SUW'IARIZED ACROSS ALL PROGRAMS )
N PART III: ANCILLARY ACTIVITIES
Ttem # - Content - - . . Frequency ¥ .:Rercentage
31. . Use of materials from reference shelf;:
a) very often ’ N . > ' 79 L sy
. _,b; often - ’ . \ 188 U 19% ’
: c) occasionally ' - 305 Nz -, W
,dg rarely o & 156 16% -
never 256 26%
. . )
32, Amognt of* time spent working in lab: + - < 1
. »
a) SOJm/nutes or less . 1 314 . 30%
b) 45 minutes . . 229 22% ~ ;
c) 60 minutes . - 212 —20%
" d) 90 minutes - . - 197 . ‘19% »
e) two hours or mo&e - v 95 Coc 9%
33. Ancillary activities should have covered: 7 ‘ - ' g
a) much more material ' . 17 . . 2%
bg somewhat more material ) 46 T4z
c) -material covered was adequate - 688 - 66%
o d) somewhat less material . : 220 1% -
™ e) much less material T 8 1 TN
34. " Instructions for ancﬂlary actWi t*les were
. ;- clears: . "
a) strongly agree. . K ' ) 195 18% .
b) moderately agree . . - 480 ) 45% -
¢) no opinion or neutral , 203 19%
© . ..d) moderately disagree ". | . 142 “ 13% .
e) strongly disagree . . . o 37 . 4% - ~
35. Anci 1ary activities were relevant to
the TV program: , |
.a) strongly agree. ° 275 . 2% . o
b) moderately agree : 550 -~ ., -52% . »
¢) no opinion or neutral N ;157 15%
d moderately disagree ) . 63 . 6%

', e strong]y disagree ’ .10 © 19
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- T TABLE 13 -~ CONTINUED . S

= ftem # : Content .~ ... Frequency  Percentage.

wn . et v o
5

’

36. Time allowed for completion of dnct ]1&’Yy '
activities adequate. :

a) strongly agree . " 21467 . 14% .
by moderately agree P S \ 446 . 42% ’
I's ¢) no opinion or neutral . ’ 197 19%
- dg moderately disagree ' : 77 17%
e strong]y disagree” _ 9 . . 9%
> - 37. Anci]]ary activities practica] and u - ;
e app]icabie to the c]assroom- ‘. ' )
. -, a). strong]y agree o ‘217 29 . -
v b) moderately agree . . B4 . 52% -
. c) no opinion or neutral - 188 18% S
. d) moderately disagree i 78 7%
. _e) strong]y disagree ] . . 26 2%
_/ ' o
38. Too much ’reading material assigned for ’ :
7_ class preparation. N .
2) "strongly agree - 212 207 .
b) moderately agree. ‘ 314 30% N
c) no opinion or neutral - a 321 0% -
, d) .moderately disagree 157 15%2
e strong]y disagree " 53 . . 5%
39. Prepardtory reddings more relevant'to o
R winary activities:
.o . a) strongly agree : _ 47 j 42
e . b) moderately agree , ’ 243 23%
L c) no opinion or néutral L . 478 46%
d; moderately disagree . * 205 : 20% -
e) strongly disagree . : 75 7%
.~ 40, Materials on reference shelf not re]evant \
L to anciﬂary activities:
" a) strong]y agree ,, . o 4k ' 5%
-b) .moderately agree S 133 14%
. €) no opinion or neutral - : 470 49z !
d) moderately disagree L. .. 198 ‘ 21% -
. e) strongly disagree - ) , J15 0 12%
r f / } ‘ ' »
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SRR TABLE 13 -- CONTINUED L a
Item # . s £on%ent T ,Fnequency‘ Percentage
8. Assigned homework quite useful: | y ,

i _ . = L » " . 4
' a) strongly agree ) : 156 . 15%
by moderately agree + 453 43%
c) no opinion or neutral T - 297 28% -
d) moderately disagree 114 11% -
e) strongly disagree . ‘o 32 3%
42. Overall all evaluation: .
“~ - ) "_... ) <
a) excellent. ” P 66 . 6
b) .very good L& ] 334 3
c) good- . B ) 462 44%
y 1 d) fair : 167 16%
Vo, e) poor ‘ Y ‘ 19 2%
43, Any especially innovative or creative
. activities: . ’
% ‘ . , : :
) a) yes ‘ 166 S Vi 4
. b) no - : . 810 - 833
44) “Specific comments: ' o
- a)- yes.(' : ) - \ * <55 5%

b) no, \ : ©* 958 95%

( 51te monitors' ratings of eqﬂipment functioning of the ATS-3 system
across a]] sessions are presented 1n Table 1§ and ratings by Sites are _
}' presented'in Table 16. These resu]ts 1nd1cate a great deal of variability -
~j'from site)to site and session to sesston in technica] qua]itx;of the programs.
» Site monitors also used the Summative Comments Form to rate several

L

aspects of using the equipment connected with-the course(/‘These results are
presented in Tab]e 17. Only one out of 12 site monitors

responding felt the °
¥ equipment and relat®d procedures were difficult to use and did not 1ike
operating the equipment. Less than half of the monitors Jesponded to items

. , . . - —_
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: . § TABLE 14
e~ ‘_QUALITY OF RECEPTION SUMMED ACROSS SITES AND séssmns N
S :z;;
% - — . " .
o Frequency - Percentage
v — SRR ~
. " Video-Signal Rating -
Perceptib'l‘l'lty S % L L
_—T. Picture.not perceptible. - ‘ Ho. . 6%
-+ 2. Very perceptible distortion 7 4
3. - Some ?1stort10n . st L c 7 4%
‘. .4, Very little distortion . ' : 28 15%
s 5. No distortion TN ~ 128. . 7%
¢ - o : : s : - ~ - -
--«ObaectidnabTenESS'bf digtdrtioq;
N Extre:ne]y annoying_. . A 0 12 i/
2. Very annoying” W . L4 2%
3. Definitely annoying ~%\\. , . 4 2%
. 4, Slightly annoying, - 5,0 36 t20%
5." Not-annoying”™ . .t ' “125 \ - T 69%
; — " Audio Signal Rating . i
‘:‘} : . ;-' - 5 o - .
Readability .°: . o
. ) ot 4T L v e . ' '
B 1. Poor "V 0 o) ‘ .10 . 6%
- 2. Fair T Y g 14 -, - 8%
3. Good- . « . et 1s7 - 87%
. 4 .
Signai Strength ' . P ,
o . Very weak' . o S E 7%’
T % Rir - ... T 12%
© 73, Good 0 oy R T V.1 81%

T g >
- . R 1
-
s 3
o 4

re]ated to their.satisfaction with the equipment repé*r service. This
- 11m1ted response‘makes conc]ug\gns about the repa1r service difficult The .,

most frequent comp]aint, however, was with the quality of the reception.

»
. .
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" ' - . TABLE 15 - g .
SITE MONITOR'S RATINGS OF EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONING BY SE$§IQN

-

i Session . o . bate : éudio " Video
1 -yﬁn' ¢+ 3.00°x 2.92 4.86 x 4.46
2 2/8/77 | 2.85x 2.62 L 4.00x 3.92
IR 2/15/77 3.00 x 2.92 4.75.x .75
e v 2pm 2.58 X 2.50 3.83x3.92
.5 - yuni,{izwxznw ' 4,54 x 4.62 -
. 6 3/8/77 | 2.85 x 2.85 4.38 x 4.4
7 3AR/TT 2,75 x 2.83 4.83 x 4.75
g - 32T . 2.83%2.75 4.50 x 4.50
S fywn 3.00 x 3.00° 4.82 x 4.82
BT, ‘ 4/19/77 2.67 x 2.50 4,17 x 4.00'.
1 4y26/77- - - 2.75x 2.50 4.42:x 4,42
12 5/3/77 3.00 x 3.00 " '4.83 x 4.83
13 ¥ 5/10/?7 2.83 x 2.75 ; 4.83 x 4.83
14. - 5/17/77 ‘ 3.64‘x 2.55 4.27 x 4.27
RENRER 5/24/77 . 2.64x2.58 3.82x 3.82

~

Video Signal Rat ng Scale

Distort1on and[or Noise Percegtibi]itz

Very perceptible distortion and/or

1
-2
. 3. Definitely pergept1b1e distortion
or noise

"+ 4" Barely pefceptible distortion and/or

‘nojse

Picture content impossible to ascertain

noise but picture content ascertaig

Dist

on and/or Noise
ectionableness

1. ‘Extremely annoying
able 2. Very annoying
nd/ B. Definitely annoying

r

4. -Slightly annoying

'L/S. Not annoying

Se...Impergeptible
Readability

1. Unreadab1e oL ‘
“. Readable with difficu]ty

,[:R\j: ' Readable with practically no
T difficulty, or no difficulty

15

: Audio-SignaT Rating Scale
Signa] Strength

jo
e+

1. Faint.signals or very weak

signals
2. Fair signals .
Good signals ‘or very good signals

3.
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_TABLE 16 -

v

7/

i

* SITE MONITOR'S RATINGS OF EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONING BY SITE

-~

Site . . Audio Video . -
‘10 Huntsville 2.80 x 2.80 3.93 x 3.87
11-. Radnsville 2.27 x 2.20 3.87 x 3.80 .
. . . . ¥ . ~ ! }‘
12 Guntersville 2.73 x 2.20 3.24 x-3.40 o
e . |
15 -LanTIette\’ ,3.00 x 3.00 © 7 5.00 x5.00 .
16 Tazewell .. 2.85x2.85. . . 4T x 4TF -
20 Rorton / ' 3.00 x 3.00 ‘4,86 x 4.79
21 Stickleyville . 2.80 x 2.53 - 473x 473
22 Boone 3.00 x 3.00 5.00 x 4.87
25. Cumberland 3.00 x 3.007 4.80 % 4,80
26- McHenry _2,52 X 2.57 4.00 x 4.00
27 . Keyser - 3.0Kx 3.00 » 4.00 x 4.00
35 Fredonia N 2.93x 2.93 4,73 x 4.93
36 Olean ' oanxan N 4.50 x 4.50,
« “/ . ‘ B v . «
, T Video Signal Rating Seale
Distortion and/or Noise Perceptibi]ity Distortion and/or Noise
. Objectionableness
1. P1cture content impossible to ascertain . .
2. Very perceptible distortion and/or ° 1. Extremely annoying
* noise but picture content ascertatnable 2. Very annoying
3. Definitely perceptible distortion and/ 3. . Definitely annoying
or nofse 4, "Slightly annoying
4, Ba:eTy perceptible distortion andfor 5. Not annoying
no se o~ Py . _ \
S. Imperceptible - Audio Signal Rating Scale : N 1
Readability : * Signal Strength
1. Unreadable & . - 1. Faint signals or very weak
2. Readable with d1ff1cu1ty . signals -
3. Readaﬂ]e ‘with practically no —‘“4) 2. Fair signals
difficulty, or no difficulty "< - 3. Good signalsfbrvvévyﬁgbbd signal
- .
f‘, ’
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o TABLE 17 )
' | ’SITE‘MQNITOR'.S RATINGS OF .E"QUI?MENT .gi v
B Frequen;::y : ng;jcenntag

=

Theequipment s easysto user— ;

. -a)

b)
Cc
d

e)

-

strongly agree L
agree - g -
neutral
disagree
strongly disagrge

2. I like operating-the equipment:
3 strondly agree ) 7 v
agre .
neutral
; disagree -
strongly disagree
3. Equipment check is easy to do: . ‘ ‘
©a) strongly agree 7 -64% ‘
agree- o 2 18%
'c) neutral o ' 1 9% . -
‘ d) disagree 1 9%
#™ o) strongly disagree 0 0
"4. Equipment Report and Student Satisfaction
instrument is easy to use: ( L N
2 strongly agree ¥ 55%
b) agree  ~ .3 _27%
c) neutral 1 -9% .
d) - disagree 0° 0o °° L
e strong'ly disagree \/} % S
T g
Repair Service . % _ .
was satisfactogz stron agree agree neutral disagree strong]y disagree
UHF %, 2 41 ¢ 2 0 0 ’
C RSS2 S T T 3 |
Téletype *© "1 . 2 0" 0’ 1 ,
Telecopier S P . D 0 0 0, W
. +
. .
. '
-~ -
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What was ‘the ovérall evaluation‘of'the'course?ﬁ . ¢
The overa]l rating of the course was obta1ned from participants' ‘ '

responsesfon Part .IV of the Instructiona] Activities_Rating Form. Seven

aspects of the course were rated in comparison to traditiona] instructor .

Table 18. The site monitors regeived the highest ratings with dn average

\;'2 ’ of 2.11 which is’ good. This resyIt is simi]ar to the earlier .course when,
' the sége copfdinators a1so received the h1ghest ratings. The.other
features of the course were a11 rated sinﬁ]arly and were between good and
ayerage. On-site references were rated the 1owest with .an ayerage rating .
of 2 62. Ihis may have been a reflection of stqdent dissatisfaction.that
all sites did not have sufficient on-site resources available where~they 3

were meeting.

X The ‘cYerall rating of the course Was d?so measured by the Summative -
Comments Form whjch was comp]etéﬁ by site monitors at the completion of the
course. The monitors rated the televﬁsion lectures, the 1ive seminars and .
the anci]]ary activities on several criteria. Table 19 presents the results

-

of these ratings. o ' . :

" 'The televised lectures received the highest overall rating and the _
highest rating on quality of presentation although.the seminars and ancillary
activities were also rated above average. The pnc111ary act1v1t1es were
rated the highest of the three aspectsof“the course in re1at10n to other
unit activities. The cﬁntent of the programsinas rated h1gh1y for all the
activities.‘ Student reqction, a}though adee average, was rated somewhat

,
7/ x

Tower than other aspécts. B ~ .

.
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_— - VAR TABLE 18 -

INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES RATING FORM SUMMARIZED ACROSS ALL PROGRAMS
" PART IV "FEEDBACK ’“

N ]

Item# - ] Content ‘ Frequency  Percentage
\ . Quantity of useful 'lnformation recei ved : T
+ - _compared with a traditional 1ns‘tructor T .
' taught_course, ha ‘ ’ .
45, Pre-pr’ogram preparation:. | ’ ,
N ‘ . . . PN
a) outstanding . 96 8%
. bg. 9523‘ ) . 460- 40%
c) average .5 522 45% C
poor 55 - 5% -
i ~—'e) unacceptable , . 17 1% -
* Mean = 2.51 | | ( ’ .
A . 46. Televised, interactive seminars: ¢ ' . , :
a) outstanding ' “88 - < o% '
b) good 366 39%
c) - average 395 42%
d) poor R ' 62 7%
e) unacceptable y, ' : - 20 2%
'Mean = 2.53" ' : ] o
48, 'Ancﬂ]ary activities: . ‘
a; "outstanding , . 112 10%
. . b) good - : - - 461 41z -
- , c) average 484 . 43z -
‘; d) poor . : . 54 - 5%
e) unacceptable ) 17 L 2%
Mean = 2.47 ’
49. The videotaped TV programs: ] .
a) outstanding - . 127 ooy - .
: b) good ;- Lo g 445 39% »
. c) average - . 454 40% - \,
% d) poor ‘ - 93 8% -
* e) unacceptable. . L~ 29 3% o
». ' . < R

S 7 Mean = 2.52 ‘ _ ‘ T . !
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Mgan = 2.62;

,cg average

The site monitor:

ag outstanding
" good

poor \
e) unacceptable

Mean = 2.11
Specific comments:

a) yes .
b) .no . .

. 287

507
302
39
1

34
1039

s ( ‘ . « 40
. TABLE 18 =~ CONTINUED
“ o 4 N -’7 ° ,
Item # ' Lontent - Frequency - Percentage
4 s -
50. - Follow-up activities: ‘ i . )
~a). outstanding ® 81 7% [
"b) good . .7 " 473 42%
¢l average R 502° 44%
d) poor ‘ . . 56 5%
e) unacceptable - 18 2%
. .
Mean = 2.52 - )
51. On-site reference materials: E
a) outstanding — ¢ \ 114 1%
b)- good -+ . . K 367 34%
¢} average - " 457 42%
d) poor : . 93 9%
e) unacceptabl . 48 4%

25%
2
6%

3%
1%

3%
97%

Y- 14

e
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¢ TABLE 19’ ‘ ‘

SITE MONITOR'S RATINGS OF LEARNING ACTIVITIES

A ‘Activity -_ oo Mean. s.d.
* - - ks . . i N s 4
T - ] ) . : N )
Ovéra]'l rating A 2.;(58 C RIS 4° RPN
) Content . iy 182 . 308
’ Quality of presentation - - © 2.8 . .67
Student reaction 2.33. . . ¥gg .
- Re'lat'ion to other unit activities ' 2.42 _ .79 -
: Tglevised, Seminars o .
© Qverall rating ' 237 0 T o a72
> Content : C 2.17 ~ .83
e . Quality of presentation : : 2.42- - .90
Student reaction -+ . 2.50 1.00-
Relation to other unit activities 2.67 - .65
Ancillary Activities .
* Overall rating 2.25 A5
Content : ' 2.17 +58
Quality of presentation s 2.63 " .64
Student reéaction . ' . . ‘2,42 .67
JRelatfon to other unit activities . 214 . -
Rating’Scale: 1 - generaﬂy exceﬂent in that category ) . t
2 - excellent at times B . -
- 3 - acceptable ;o . @__ -
-7 4 - weak at times o
- 5 - generally unacceptable .




9

i

T g 4 -
IO
> SY.
s * <« “ *

- é,‘x/i‘#‘-;' ~ ] * N
How [ooes ‘this™ course compare with the previous course” ’ >
VA '

l ~, +As in the earlier DPRI course, these students showed a significant
gain on the cognitive achievement measures from pre- to post-tests In
addition~ the percentage of correct items was similar for each course. -

During the earlier course the percentage of items correct increased from

49% to 71%. During the current course the percentage increased from 48% to *°
between 64% and 76% depending on the course option selected.

| As with the ear11§} course, there were,no significant gains in v
_attitudes from the pre- to posttest measure. The pretest attitudes,

however, were positive ds they were aurtng the earlier course, making it more

.. difficult for signicant change to occur.

\J

As with the eariier course the ratings for the learning activities
averaged betweén good and very good. The siteacoordinators received the
highest ratings of all the course features at both sessions. During this
gourse, on-site reference materiais received a 1ouer relative rating than
previously. Ancillary activities, however, received relatively h}oher

ratings. Seminars received 1ower ratings during both courses, a]though

~

the ratings were still above average.

5




~Conc1u§ions

B -
The DPRI course, which was offered for the third time during

‘ ' Ach1evement and attitude test resu]ts were similar to these obtained
dering the earlier deliveries. Although both cognitive achievement and
attitudes increased from the first to last session, only. the achievement
gain was'signifieant Att1tudes were reJativeTy positive initially,
which may explain the lack of significant 1mprovement in attitude scores.

The learning activities.and methods of presentation received average
ratings of between "good" and "very good" as they did during the previous
deliveries. The videotepes, however, were rated slightly lower during this
latest de]ivery This may be a result of the mOre frequent techn1ca1
difficultids -experienced. For both the seminars and taped programs, the'

- most frequent suggestioqs_for tmprovement were more dtrect statements, more

- * v

_examples, and more summary statements.
During this delivery, site monitors received the highest rating
compared to several aspects of the course. This suggests that the role of

“the site monitor may be an 1ntegra1 part in the success of sate ite

. -delivered courses.

-

In summary, this course received above average ratings in all aspects

tor previods broad-

~and although overall ratings were sltﬁhtly 1ower th
casts this was attributed to technical difficytties and equipment mal-
functfons. The most frequent recommendation for improvement was' the use of

more concrete’examples and specific information.

"o 10777 o ainmm e,
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I /\ " - CAREER EDUCATION IN THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

*

Introduction

) , . -
The Career Education\in the Eiementary Schooi (CEE) course has been’

_ delivered by AESP on two occasions. The results of the Summer 1974 broad-

cast_are presented in AESP Technicai Reports #7 and-9. This report presents
the’ rgiHEts of the second delivery of CEE during the Summer of 1972.

Overview of Course - | N

The CEE course surveys the major principles, concepts, and practices

~ ~of career education in an eiementary school setting..’Specificaiiy, the course _

is designed-to enable teachers to deveiop career education units ‘that ¢ /an be
integrated into the traditional subJect areas at each.grade level and to
serve’ as’ leaders in the development and impiementation of career education

programs in their schooi systems. -

gtructure of Course

L

P

Dr Clayton Omvig, Associate Professor of Vocationai Education at the
University of Kentucky was the instructor for the course, 9

The CEE course inciuded the following components:*

1) Thirteen half-hour videotapes;

:23 "Four Tive seminars;

N

3) Ancillary materials and activities.

——
-
.

*

Four-channel audio reviews whioh were used during,the previous
deTivery of the CEE course‘were elimindted from this delivery due to low
ratings., .

~

- 4 54
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- The course consisted of ‘11 sessions. Participants normaily viewed
two tapes during each sessid‘\and cd%pieted the associated anciiiary
activities. Participa ts participated in 1ive interactive seminars during

three sessions In add ion to participating in the seminars these se551ons

inciuded viewing one v and compieting the corresponding anciiiary

" activities Three semester hours of ﬁraduate credit was awarded upon '

&
'cunpietion of the course, -

Course Conte "-nd 0bgective : : -

» Several objectives ggre specified{as intended outcomes of the course:
1) comprehend the major principieSgand practices of career
education in an eiementary:schooi setting; :

2) recpgnize the nead for career educatdon in an elementary a3t

-

- school setting; - L.
* 3) develop a career education learning experience, .

: 4§ recognize the formative -nature of the*career education
concept and be aware of areas of possthe conflict among
: educators,

5) indr/duce career education to an eiementary schoo staff . o

The topics and objectives for the twe‘lveql

' TAPE 1: THE CONCEPT OF CAREER EDUCATION . \ | 7

units were.

. define career education in your own words

2. understand ¢he need for'career education K

é. identify, five basic tenets of career education '

. P ! °g
3 TAPE 2: A COMPLETE.%AREER EDUCATION PROGRAM R i ' .
o identify the\noie.of elementary education in the deve]opment

of caréer. awareness ,
2. identify career awareness concepts appronria?% for elementary
school students .
\ . : ¢

o
« <

> ’ 1The first tape was intrqduptory in nature,and is not considered as .
a unit, . | . e L

50‘
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f3. identify and describe the four phases of a complete career
' . education program , ’ -:h

TAPE 3: JOB CLUSTERING: A TOOL FOR CAREER EDUCATIONE . ) o

®

N o —— —

) ;'fwl:< N cunderstahd the need for an organized ystem of ordering
i the'world of" work - -
Y v *
" 2. .identify three basic ways a ciassroom teaéher can cluster
X ' or group Job information . ' : .
) 3. 1identify-two basic functions that clusters can serve for a
N~ ciassroom teacher - -

v

N 4. 'understand how_the elementary school teacher can use ¢Tusters ' «f
as a tool in infusing career education experiences into his'
,or her classroom. : N .

TAPE 4: INTEGRATING CAREER EDUCAIIQN INTO THE éURRICULUM )

K 1q identify the 3. “basic ingredients“ of a career education
- Iearning experience

2. \understand the importance of‘career development concepts
. in\a career education _learning experience °

3. interreiate subject matter objectives and career education ‘
objectives

g TWPE 5: TOTAL CURRICULYM INTEGRATION \ -8 .
PR 2 .
gﬁ? 1. plan, teach and eva]uate\a career education learning

oy ,experience ~o L, - :

. SO '
‘iiﬁ' understand the fundamenta]s of curricuium integration
' Tﬁg% 6: THE COLLECTION AND UTILIZATION OF INSTRUCTIQNAL MATERIALS

. psgvide for individual diffarences and int\reaas in the
- nning and preparation of \career education rials

”

, 2. capita]ize on areas of high st ent interest or promo
. *, Student interest through the use of individua] and/or
N * small .group activities

r

TAPE 70 COMMUNITY RESOYRCES ~ = . .

- ~

& .- .1 recognize the .effect Breschoo] va]ues and the home environ-
%M?W,u . ment have on an individuai S tareer deye]opment oo . N

2. recognize the need for parent, community, and teacher- °~ A
cooperation in eareer education - o o

. 3¢ be aware of the wide variety of community’ resuurces o . ' .
available to classroom teachers " _ . o

I

-

' en
o
>
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4. plan, teach, and evaluate @ career-education learning
-+ experience ipvolving the use of a resource person.

y J . S s
' TAPE 8 IMPEEMENTATION STRATEGY :,_ o s - .
- -}~ %dentify roles of the various school personnel in afi
.. implementattion strategy for career educat1on
2. 1identify several of the major approaches to. inservice.
”training for career education® s,
LN 7- 3
3. plan a model for 1nserv1ce training for your schooT system -
TAPE 9: ATTITUDES ABOUT CHANGE - S\

L

1. 1dent1fy current attitudes about educatignaT change «
2. 1dent1fy attiiﬁdes, both pro and con, about career education

3. discuss ca ucation 1n neT/tion to curriculum reTevance

TAPE 10: DEALING WITH EDUCA ONAL cmzee

L4

- d
1. 1dent1fy current p//s and cons regarding educationaT change .

~
2. 1dent1f¥/current pros _and cons about career .éducation
TAPE 11: SPECIAL INTERESTS AND_CAREER“EDUCATION ‘

1. 1dent1fy current educationaT-prob]ems voiced b§>specia1
interest groups . .

2. identify the‘stereotypes you pTace on certain interest groups

N

3.'(understand the approach of career education toward speciaT '
1nterest groups- , -

TAPE 12: THE REMARDS OF A COMPREHENSIVE CAREER EDUCATION PROGRAM

.

C . program

Y

C 2. state _three major points which indicate the necessity “for~
N . career education. . ¢ T

In additionato these taped programs,.all students participated in’

1. 1dent1fy the rewards of-a compre'hensivwer education C,

foﬁrgaaive,einteractive seminars. These seminars enabTed participants to.

1nteract wwth experf"in career edggation 1nstruction.

o .
. . N
Y ’ K
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T Individuai and‘group developmentai anid foTiow-up activities
. ‘t .

designed to suppiement the tapes were included in the ancillary materials _

provided each participant. The developmentai_exercises Were designed to __

help the‘student question and tﬁink about the concepts of'career'education

‘- while the fo]iow-up activities/consisted of actual career education 1earning

experiences for the student—to tryoin his or her own . c]assroom. - /”f/
' Each participant'purchased the;fbiiowing instructional materiaisﬂ;,a

) Hoyt, Kenneth B., et al. Career Educatiop andsthe Elementary School Teacher. -
' Sait Lake City, Utah: Olympus PubTishing Co., 1973. Cost $5s95.

Ancilla Materiais for Career Education in the Elementar ‘School, prépared
’ Ev AESP ﬁesource COOrHinating Center” Revised ed., 1977. Cost, $6.50
A e

"Method

Subggg | I T ' Y
Compiete data (aii cognitive and affective pre=~ and/posttest measures)

“were avaiTabie on 72 of the 109 persons who participated in the CEE course
offered during Sdﬁner 1977 Thirty-eight of these Students were enrolled at

~ nine AESP sites. Tbirty students at Norton Teacher Corps and four students at
Tennessee Teacher Corps completed the course with the videotapes and '
anciiiary materiais but did not participate via sateiiite. ' The number of
participants at ‘each site is presented in Table.20. -

- Participants compieted a combined attitude and background qqestionnaire

during the first session. This questionnaire consisted of two parts Tbe

first part dealt with attitudes towards Career;education and the secongrpart ‘.

with backgroundﬂinformation.on thehparticipants.' This background,information :

is summarized in Tahle 21. - L o

il

e




* *." TABLE-20.

.~ DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS BY SITES
% '% R (Complete Data ‘Cases Only) L,
Ssite ST T - Hunber, oF Pareicipants
- <Y C T - L
) 10 .Huntsvilie , ’ . 6.
11 Rainsville L . : 3
“12 auntersville - ' "3 o
© 15 Tedﬁessee‘Teacher_Corps_ N 4 - "
16 Tazewell | -\ . - i 3
20 Norton T T T Tttt
23 MNorton Teacher Corps’ c ‘ 30 4
26 McHepry » ‘“ ‘- /IA ‘ ' 8 .
.27 Keyser. e i""'. S ) s
35 ,Eredonia/- . /’ ~ 6 ‘\\\ A
36 Vlean - ' 3
Total . R "72; C
o Procedures and Instrumentation -.7L- - . jad ‘

_ The CEE course was evaluated using severai assessment instruments .
' that were completﬁd by cour%!lparticipants and by the site monitors. These ..
= instruments are. described below. - - . ' u ' |

) Tahle 22 presents the class meeti#p schedule, the activities associated

. with eth session, .and the evaiuation forms compieted during the course. /

Cognitivejﬂchievemeﬂt Tests. During the first class session participants '

:’ R compieted a pretest of 30 {tems which were randomly seiected from the midterm .

and posttest, ‘This test was designed to measure their knowiedge about career

-

oy . "‘-' p 5'.9
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i ‘ TBLE 21 T - . \
smmnv BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR PARTICIPANTS
“COMPLETING SUMMER, 1977 CEE COURSE SN _
./k, v . . N “.; R ( ik ~"'r" ; _ — .
N ’ o ’ . ‘ ) ' N ¢ t"
) Item = Resporises .  ® Frequency  Percentage
. Sex, ! s Male -\ : 24 33.5%
‘ . - } . F&IM]E e " @ o 48 . '569‘5% 1
. . No response o 0 - 70.0%
Comgunity in which you  Rural . . 63 '87.5%
tedch Urban - . ’ 3 '4.0%
. Suburban ', - y ’ ‘6 ' 8.5%
. » "‘,-. .m"\ ‘ O Nao .response e .. e e ~ 0 aro ) . 0-0% . -r\v'
" Agé at last birthday = 21 =30 - 32 44,52
. oo - v 31 - 40- t — 20 :' 28 Oz €
" 4] - 50 . 10 ., 14.0%
, : . 51-60 . S 10 . 14.0%
Lo _ 61 or over - . > 0 0.0%
| ~ o <, No resp'onse’;'\ ' ) .07 : o 0.0%
. Position during © " Classroom teacher 40 - 55,5%
~  1976-1977° academ‘lc ! School counselor 0 O.g%
+ year e Special education teacher 1 _
- . : . ».  School'administrator 3 4.02 .
o - ~ v Other . .. ; ' 28 "N39.0%
¢ - Grades you work with ,Elementa'w - all grades ‘lg ‘lggé |
) 4 L K P .
; “ " 1.3 : 6 - 8.5%
S 825 I R 1
% 2 - Y AP ¢ - 18 . .
. , No response o o - 0.0%
‘Experience teaching 1 year or less _ _ 6 - ’22./6%;
» : 2 - § years+. - 25 5% .
_ - 5,- 8 years . 12 . .16.5%
v ‘ * 9 ~ 15 years . ) 1N . 18.5%
N . " . 16 yéars or more . , .8 v 11.0%
. No response : 0 0.0%
-  Unidergraduate GPA- \ less than 2.50 - 5 ° 7.0%
" (8 points = A) 2081 - 2.75 . .9 12.5%
. 2.76 - 3.25 5(3) 2B82.0% -
L ‘ 3.26 - 3.50 \'/Q 28 0%
' . o - 3.51 - 4,00 ° ° s g . 11.0%
No response ) . 7 10.0%
|- ® . : .
o | , . —— ‘ . . P ’ .’
RC e




TABLE 21 == CONTINUED

< - \
Item . Response . Frequency i’ercentage
- ‘ M
" Graduate GPA  Yess than 2.50 .. -0 0.08
(4 points = A) ‘ 2.8 - 2.75 ) 2. 3.0%
AN . « 2,76 - 3.25 : 11 15.5%.
R ’ ~ 3926 - 3950 . i ]5 ° 2100%
- 3.51 - 4.00 20 .28.0%
’ No response 24 33.5%
Last degree completed High school dfploma 10 14.0%
o - = Baccalaureate . - 47 . 65.5%
v X Master's N n 15.5% .
. Specialist ‘ i 1 1.5%
' * Doctorate 0 : 0-0%"'
.. / o . No response . . 3., . 4.0% -
& . . . . R

_education philosophy and 1mp1ementation., After the sixth unit, studg.tggg |
- comp]eted a midterm examination. This test was composed of 30 items and
| \‘ corresponded to the content 1nc1uded in the first 6 1essons. During the
' last clads sess1on, a posttest was adm1n1stered which consisted of 30
] 1tems that refTected the content of the last 6 un1t§§. These cogn1t1ve ..o

*

tests were used to measure learnigg that occurred as a result of partic1pation
in the CEE course. Dur1ng the previous CEE course, unit tests as wel] as_,
pre- and posttests were adm1n1stered These unit tests were eliminated from °
) the Sunmer 1977 course de11very. For more informat1on about unit exams see
~ AESP Technical Report #9. - o o
- , Att1tude Quest1onna1re. Stu:e::zé?ompleted the attitude portion of
‘ the Combined Attitude and Backgroun tionnaire for CEE on a pre-post

., basis, This quest1onna1re cons1sted of 25 {tems which were :answered on a 1.

L'to 5 scale where 1 1nd1cated strong]y d1sagree and 5 indicated strongly

agree.  This instrument was designed to assess the student s affect1ve attitudes
towards career educat1on theory, concepts, and philosophx' For purposes of

" scoring, means for each item as well as all items comb1ned were computed.

61 .
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L «  TABLEZ22 - . St
o o " SCHEDULE OF INSTRUCTIOMAL ACTIVITIES ' | é ‘
_ ' ‘ Activities T
Session| . Date ~ |— — _ —
a h E'lti"') 1 prograns ﬁ"?’?‘?'
n - - -tvaluation rograms Sem ctivitiess. -
) N;‘_— Ve
. c 1 | w617 Pretest, Attitude and\ Overview : )
. ; Background Question- . . . ;
-naire B 4 : - -t
n . . .
2 | 77477 | ' ] 1&2 Tox i
~ v 3TNy . S P DU e ¥ Xy
4 |y . 485 ' X /
_ . . . i P .
5 |714/77 . 6 G X
’ ‘6 |7/19/77 | Midterm examination . [* 7 X
7 |7720277 | | . g X
i 8 w2y | ~ 9 Yo X
o9 et ' SERTERT ToX
P A Ce
0 |w2117 |, SR 2 x| X
11 |7/29/77 | Final examimation, . | B -
. Attitude Test, « ) BN
.17 | Summary Evaluation “Form ! :
a4 ) )
. *In add‘lt‘lorr A Unit Evaluation Form was comp'leted by all part‘lcipants
e - —-—.—after_each session. R -
K ’ ~ . A ) ' .
® . ¢
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e S ’ ‘, | . _ /‘
guimgnt Report and Student Sat'lsfaction Form. A11 site monitors
comp1eted the Equipment Report and Student Satisfaction Porm following each

gc'lass sess'ion. Th'ls form waé used to, report ?Jechnicﬂ functioning of the .

e,qu'lpment, audio and video reception, and the sfte coordinator S, perception

—— —of students' satisfaction with, the taped programs, the 1ive, interactive
.. seminars, and the ancillary activities. ' ,

Evaluation Rating Form. After each unit. partic'lpants compTeted a
5-{tem eva‘luation rating form designed to measure their reactions to the
videotaped programs and the anciﬁary actjvities. Part 1pants responded to
each ftemonal to7 Likert type ‘scale and were ehcouraded to include
Rarrative comments about their reactions. This “form laced the Televised

1

Lecture Questionnaire and the Laboratory Activiti es Quest /gpnaire used during

* . the earlier CEE course. ' .

<«

Seminar ﬁvluatiorrForm. Following each seminar, participants

, completed an 8-ttem seuﬁnar evaluation form desiqped to assess thefr reactTons
to various aspects of the seminar including the moderator and the~seminar
guests. This form.replaced the Seminar Ques\tionnaire used during the evarlier
CEE ‘course. ,

Summary Evaluation Form.” During the last se‘ssion.' participants _—

comp1eted the Summary Evaluation Form. Thi)stnmxent was used t0 ‘measure
the participants' satisfaction with the various components of the cﬁurse
¥ as compared to a traditiorm instructor taught course. The students also

pE
- responded to several questions re1ated to the 1nfonnation they received

during the course and areas of-interest for future programs. -This form .

replaced the. Instpuction Fee:dback Questionnaire used duri ng' the earlier
Lo . ‘

CEE course.| Co , . -



T
| . o Results T
The evaluation of the CEE course is’ fodhsed on the four research .

questions presented in the introductory section of this report. The answers -

. to these quest}ons are presented below. o -\

How were participants' 1earnin9 and attitudes affected? _
‘ A pre- to posttéSt gain anaiysis'was used as a basis to ascertain
v the amount participants had learned and the amount of' attitude change that
< 1 occurred as a result of participating ih the cgurse. The percentage
W . correct of the cognitive pretest and the combined midterm and posttest, and
® the average rating on the 5-point scale on'the 25-itém attitude pre- and
' | - posttests were used for the anaiysis. The pretest consisted of 30 items '
random]y selected from the nﬂdterm and posttest. The midterm and posttest
dach consisted of 30 items. | '
The analysis of varighce design was an 11 site by 2 administrations LN
design. ‘Both achievement and attitude were included in the ana]ysis, thereby, '
making a muitivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) design appropriate. |
Procedures described by F nn (1968, 1969) for rewéfted measures designs
were followed. ) '
- . The results indicated a significant difference for sites”(mu]tivariate
F = 3.94, p <.0001), for administrations (multivariate F= 102 44, p < .0001),
and sites’ by administrations (mu]tivariate F=2, 30, P <.003) The mu]tivariate
results are presented in Tab]e.23. -The differences for all factors occurred

-

A/ .. only on the cognitive variabTe (see Table 24) This means that a differential

gain in Rnowledge of career education concepts occurred among sites. As is

=l
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- | _  tamE2 |
.. MANOVA FOR,PRE- AND .POSI-A(fHIEVEblENT AND ATTITUDE MEASURES ‘
S Source | - )df ' Mu'lt'lvariate F op< |
~ Between Subjects . ( ) o .
Sites I 20,120 3.94 Yoo .
Within Subjects - U o
Administration .20, . 102.48 - L0001
L Sites by\ Administration” - \20,]20 | 2.30 +003.
N ;
: \
o~ TABLE 24
- UNIVARIATE ANDL STEP-DOWN F's FOR PRE- AND' POST-ACHIEVEMENT
AND ATTITUDE MEASURES
Source @ Univariate F ~ p < Stepdown F~ p<
R e ' 1.69 o .103 1.69 103"
! i © Achievement . 6 :0001 6.88  .0001
b Administrations . . p R
Attitude . 119 . .28 1.9 .28
Achievement. £203.94  © L0001  199.82 0001
-)‘ Sites by Administrations -, |
Attitude B .23
Achievement 3.5 001 342 .001
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,ref]ected in their average score;,(pretest«average = 52 514 3nd posttest
average = 75, 292), the participants significantly 1mproved their knouledge
' of career education concepts from pre- to posttesting.

e ¢~Nh11e no significant-difference occurred for the attitude variab]e,
the pre- and posttest means were 4.005 and 4.122 respectively. (For item

f4°

™ means see Table 25). These scores indicate a relatively positive attitude
toward career education concepts existed at the beginning of the course which .
was maintained at essentially the same level throughout the co&fse. )
Because two Téacher Corps sites (Virginia én& Tennessee) used video-
‘ tapes on site, a separate anélysis was conducted’to compare theiﬁ performance
;to the pétformance of individuals at sites that received the programs via
satellite. The ﬁes&lts of this analysis are presented in Table 26.. The
results indicated a significant diéf;rence between the Virginia Teécher Corps
“site and all other Sites and between the Tennessee Teacher Corps site and
all other sites. The ugivariate analyses are presented in Table 27,’.The
resu]ts indicated that the dtfference between the Virginia site and all .
other sites occurred only for the att1tud1na1 variab]e. The Virginia group's
attitudingl score changed from 3.70 to 3.97, while 311 other sites showed,a
change from 4.42 to 4.03 from pre- to poé;testing. Théﬁe resu]ts.jndicate
that the pattern of change ?b(”V1rgin1a on the attitudinal variable was
T ey tusignificant}}‘S?ffetent than the patte?n of cﬁange'at all‘ofgér~sites. .
As can be seen in Table 27, the results indicate that the difference
between the Tennessee Teécher borps site and all other sites can.be attributed
" to the cognitive v§riab7e. The Tennessee éroupiggpﬁbed from 29.0% to 55.2% ‘

correct, on the cognitiye measure, while the.satellite sites changed from 53.3%

to 77.4%. This difference 4n performance indicates that while participapts -
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" TABLE 25

ULV

/ . ° ITEM MEANS FROM ATTITUDE SCALE . =~ ¢ -
- - - ) z,
. Pretest | B Posttest
Item T F,
Mean S.D. Mean s.D.
1 4.44 .96 4.50 1.06
2 4.39 .99 4.46 1.13
3 * 4,50 .92 4,47 1.01
- 4 4.36 .94 4.49 1.10
5 4.13 .90 4.1 1.00
6 3.47 1.01 3.39 ¢ «99
7 3.28 .+ 91 . 3.42 .99
8 4.14 1.18 4,00 1.23
g 4,32 .98 4.14 1.00
10 4.22 - .89 4.15 1.18
11 "~ 4,08 .90 4,00 "~ .08
12 4,33° .96 4,36 - 1.13
a3 3.85 1.07 4,11 1.22
14 3.81 - 1.22 4.26 1.28
“ 15 3.15. 1.03 3.38 - 1.16
16 3.97 1.32 4,31 1.1
17 4:10 .92 4,17 .98
18 3.93 .94 3.93 .92
19 3.9 1.05 4.1 1.03
20 4.17 .98 4,35 1.02
21 4,21 - .89 4,32 1.0
22 3.94 . .98 4,08 \ .96
23 3.68 1.19 - 4,07 21,05
24 3.90 .84 .4.31 .94
25 3.60 1.43 417 1.22

Note: 5-point,scale - 1 = disagreé._s = agree

]

G .
atfthe Tennessee site showed an impnovémént from pre- to posttggting; their

* students a
+ attitude m

.

4

overall performance was sign{ficantly ]oyer‘thén the performance at the other

. sites.*

i

*It shpiild be noted that these results are based on only those -four

the Tennessee Teacher Corps site who completed the pre and post

sures and the pre, mid, and post cognitive measures.

'd
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L o ~ MANOVA FOR TEACHER CORPS SITES VS._-S,ATgLLI-TE SITES
‘. .l . Source . . . df Mu]tivaria_fe? p'<', :
~of s Virginia Teacher Corps sites ! .
"vs. all other sitgs e 2,60 - “5.38 - .007~ |
; Tennessee Teacher Corps sites p ) ‘ o
,, . Vs. all other sites . 2,60 11.22 .0001 .
| ' NI AESP sites . 16,120 . 3.09 .0003
Ao b 5‘:’
. ASnraali . TABLE 27

UNIVARIATE AND mbmm F's FOR.TEACHER CORPS SITES VS. .SATELLITE SITES

Source Univariate ps<

5.78" .

Step-bo;ﬁ F . p< '
Virginia Teacher Corps N
Vs, a]] other®sites ' | _ - SRR
* Attitude AN X'l 004 9.1  ° .004
L Achievement 0.45 s 1.8 .20
L Tennessee Teacher Co;‘ps : )
ys. all 'other sites . B ' '
C O Attitude® , o226k .64
"N\ Achievement 20,46 ©  .0001 22.15 .0001
© A1 AESP Sites \ )
Attitude % .. W L 86 &
Ach1e\(e5nent | 5.31 .0001 0001 - \




'In SUmmary, g 1fferentta1 ga'lns on the cogn1t1ve measure occurred among

— v o——_—

, s*ltes, and the part'lc'lpants showed a s1gnf1cant ga‘ln 1n their know]edge of .
career educat'lon E’ncepts overaH. W‘re]ativety positive att'ltude toward . 4

career educatfo\x?cepts was manifest at the beginning of the course and
no signiffcant chénge 1n thfs ]ev&‘l occurred throughout the coursea The 3 )

) diffeventiany IR

However, : w

5 ‘due to thé preHminary nature of these\ ﬁndings, no deﬁn;.u%e conc]usions
o8

can yet be _drawn about th'ls effect. % , .
. ° ‘ )

* How effectt\k\’ﬁere the learning activities and methods of presentat‘lon ‘ .
and how m'ldht they be 1mprovgd? - -t . s e‘.'._

k4 LA

_ The \evaluat'lon rating form wh'lch was comp]eted after each un'lt was.
used to measure the effect;vene&s pf the video tapes and the associated -
learning activities. Partic‘lﬁants used a/]\to 7 Likert type sca]e where \ |
1= strongly agree and 7 = strong]y d'lsagree to rate severa] aspects of each
session. The rasults were ana]yzed separate]y for AESP sites and Norton
e Teachen»{orps s'lnce Norton did not v1ew the program v1a sate]Hte.

Videot Jed Te]ev'ls'lon Programs The partic'lpagts responded to -

—s——

the quest'lonq,of whether the vi deotapes assoc'lated with each unit provided »
them with useful 1nformation. Both AESP sites and Norton Teach%r Corps agreed

with this item. The rat'lngs however, were significantly more posit‘lve for '

X the AESP sites. These resu]ts are pr"esented in Tab]e 28. : ‘,,\ .
. Coments were gé‘herany positive, a]th‘ough severa] 1acated the tapes
.wer:e somet'lmes repet'lt'lous and went into too much detaﬂ. ;‘ I ‘ )
L - the videotape thorough],y covered- the material ’ , J
> very good AT - ' ‘_n A P
,' - I: could apply the videotape 1n my'c]‘assroom ©oa ) ‘

N
- AN - . - - .

469 . , L ‘ . f‘t
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" TABLE 28 ‘
~ *AVERAGE RATINGS OF VIDEOTAPES/FOR EACH UNIT | . -

AES,'F Sites# Norton Teacher Cbrps

UnfE o h . :
o \/\ " Mean . SD ’ . Medn ‘ S.D.’
o I - 2.24 - 61, . 2‘2.38 . Lo -
FIRETRE X S B . 2.5 o8
T I 5 R K . 266 . 10
-y ©o2.08 - T .9 .. 261 (RERN
5 2.34 “1.19 S '3.2‘9' Cn3) /
¢ ¥ 202 ., .97 % 2.64° 1.22°
7 ' 2.2 1,00 | 2.71 ..
8 222 oo ¢ 200 ., L0
- .9 229 .85 - 2.92 1.06
10 c240 - 19 S 290 YL 1.03
- n 212 - . .92 2.9 .96
12 Lo2.27 1.1 3.19 © 1,98
9 o _ ) l_ I B : o . ..
v overalt, T 22T .18 ) Z.83% T.06
- ] N=38 :  Rew ~. | . '
¢ L . .
* *Includes all \s,iées e»xcépt Norton i»Tt.eacyher_',(:grps and Tenpessee Teacher Corps.
.‘-" uséf‘ul‘idgas to implement career ed‘l‘lcatioﬁf.' <y * ) !
- enlightenjng N ' . - o |
g ) - .;"ue're getting too rrluc‘h in defith material for the time we have \‘
T . q]assroom‘egcamp']es \;Jere éx’ceﬂér;t \ {
'_‘- too much repetition. A \ . ]
: ) oo 70 ,
- ‘ ’ &3
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Ancillhey Activities. The participants rated the anci]]ary activities

.m\
—t

on severa] crLteria The resuits of the ratings for AESP sites are presented ’
" in Tab]e 29 and the results for the Norton Teacher Corps are presented in

Tab]e 30. A]though, the ratings for Norton’Teacher porps ware genera]iy -
positivg, ‘the AESP sites ratings were significant]y more positive. The t

Norton Teacher Corps ratings were lowest for the category "adequate time was

al]oﬁed to comp]ete the anci]]ary activities" suggesting that perhaps other

4

activities such as setting up equipment took up c/pss time.

A N
’ " In general the participants' . comments regarding the ancillary
activities were positive: | B \
- these activities can be taken back to'c]assrooms ' T" .
< lengthy although useful =~ - s e o
- will use some’of these activities in c]assr_oom/' *
’ - some directions were confusing ~ .
In addition Norton participahts indicated that some activities were difficu]t
) to complete with so large a class. . f>' ,
- Seminars. The Seminar Evaluation Form was/used to measare st ats' ‘
- perceptions of each seminar. These results gre combined for the fou:§::ssions,
fwwﬁmmm—?f “The-majoréty of the participants were satfs= -
fied with the seminar guests and the moderator. The overa]] rating of the
seminars was between "very good“ and “good“ (average rating = 2.35), although
e

' on]y abqyt one half of the stlidents were completely satisfied with the ansyers ' v’
they received and the seminar format. “The most frequent suggestions for c

.improvement were more direct answers to the questions and a shert':ummary of
prior course content 'precediﬁ‘; the seminar. The fo]]owing comnents e]ucidat;.

the participants' reactions:
) »
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. ' ’rABLE 29 - T
% 2 ) ¢
4 AVERAGE 'RATINGS FOR ANCILLARY AC.T IVITIES FOR EACH UNIT FOR- AESP SITES
N _
L ’ . '
: : Practical'and ) '
, Instructions - Adequate time applicable to " ‘Overall
bnit ~- . clear . "to complete - Glassroom -

3

Mean ' S.D. Mean S.D. ©~ Mean  S.D. - Mean ' S.D.

Sl 16 T2 T 208 160 206 e Le \98
2 246 146 305, 216 2.7 L& 202 W22
3 219 . fas ot 248 L (209 T2
4 2.91  1.81 275  1.43 2,60 1.9 - 2.42° 1.14
7 5 . 345 "1.52 293 1.80 No38 - L1 2.3 1'osw--—-§
T 6 2. 143 - 209 L 140 215 106 207 100\
7. 2.47- L3 232 146 233 1.3 . 234 100 .,
8 o252  fs0 208 W6, 227 109 2.05 99
) 9 2.3 1.3 209 1,03 220 b0 . 2.05 .88
10- 242 . 1,53 2,02 "1’_.13 ‘ ,2.?4; L2 229 L4
. 22 145 192 105 230, o5 285, .97
12 . 2.3 150 2.00 ‘.1.}1‘ 2.32. 1 1.173 2.02 100 i
Overall "2.87 .48 2.83 145 232 108 2.4, 1.05 . y \
s, - dnswers .net detailed : . B o S o

Wt -

- speakebs were well ‘informed alnd exberienced in- carger education

- the panel shou]d give more -di rect answers tQ questions " .
-’paneHsts sh ld spend more time ‘on some questions. '

. : S % S
LR ” ® < : ' '
' A ] l‘ ¢ ‘ N . ) ~

, 70 | ‘_ )
i - L
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. TABLE 30

,‘*

AVERAGE -RATINGS FOR ANCILLARY *ACTIVITIES FOR EACH UNIT FOR NORTON TEAdHER cones

’

‘Unit -

L/\

. . il . S
. : , Practical and —
Instructions Adequate time applicable to - Overall
© wWere sj\e_ar to complete , Classroom ” i
. T o \ . Pt - . ~— .
Mean  S.D. . Mean S.D. - Mean S.D. * + Mean S.D. .
. . . - . .

!

'1‘\. %\ '

2.81
RS
- 2.93

W N

- 1

. 3.06
310 1
3.29 -
3.22 -,

303

X

©w ® U o jm N

3:,2,,0._» ! i;.!_
3.00,7% 88 %,

5

79

A

.96
.23

.08

.22

*.96
~.90

.81

.02

3:38—»-'
3.13

1.41
1.30

¢’

2.9~ 1.20% 273 ) 1.10
©.83

2,967 . .85 281

gt

3.25
3.37

LI

7 _
4.00

3.60

3.00

3.72
3.44
3.36

. 3.90.
- 3.50

BRI
1.39

2.97
3.03

a1.21

3.00

2.97 1.25 "

’

.85

1.58
1.65
.63

1013

.

\

.65

3.39 .
b
© 3.37
.92 3.19
.14 3.43 .98
N
T 3.40 .82
60 3.30 .06
S B

1.08

.98

3.7

@07:_,_1-16 :
S 3.00  -1.25-

.76

99"

3.16 -

3.18
318
3.20

3.27° . 1.08.

3:08

13:3] '-).u}
2.79° .97
3.20 °

78

.90
.85
1.09

82

’
g '-

.99

e _— %
‘s . R v
L]
- 2 ‘ z
»
. o P3 ’
B [y
- .? .
-~
~ -
' 8 i
2 .
o ) "
' .
, .
N g /
/ " . + .
- ! . } . oS
* - - : « B -
* . .
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s ‘7.’) : - - .
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'
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, R TABLE c) S
‘ SEHINAR EVALUATIGN FORM surmmzsn ACROSS ALL SEMINARS
L > L -
< —

Item # - Content < L Frequency _* Percentage °

i Hhich one of the following would ‘have made. to-
., day's seminar more effective? (If the semi-

nar participants were fine, mark option.d) g
'a) the moderator answering the questions him- '
self without guests ’ 5 .o . . 2%
b; use more teachers as guests. . 25 - 15%
. .€)-use more professors or other experts as . S
guests - 14 - 4 8%
~d) the’ sem'lnar participants were f'lne R - I 75%
2. Which oné of the following seminar formats ’
might help\you think of more meaningful
quesﬁons ) ask? '
a) have at the beginning of the .seminar a 104 , .
- minute summary of course content covered— . L

." since the last sémindf 3 T 21%
b) show-at the beginning of the seminar a '
short film i1lustrating several new class- .
room demonstrations of material covered 22 0 13%
c) Have the opportunity to use the whole sem- : ’
inar for question answering and discusstion -,
rather ‘than spending part of. the program

for question’stimulation O C &
d) the seminar format was _ﬁnel 93 ‘ 56%

. € other . A N, <
L : T I
3..° The -answersg to” the :questions-. cou1¢have been

v Jmore valuable if there had been. .l -

a) less discussion,of theoret'lcaT aspects/of :
the question 3 C 2% s
.~ b) more®frequent use of specific classroom’ M
. examples . . 18 - Nng
., -¢)'more direct answers to the quest‘fgns - . 57 . 33%

L ) less repetition in the guests answers 12 . - 7%

~ e\7T was very satisfied with the answers I :
heard ‘ ; . 81 -47%
' 4.7 "The pace of the”seminar-‘should be . o /

‘ ; uch slower - . T3, “feg -
b Eomewhat s lower e, o~ 4 : © 2%
£~ c) the pace was satisfactory. : . 126 75%

d) somewhat” faster 747 "' 28 17%

e) much faster : T -4 s

»N\

- -
b Y v T s . -, . -
.
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" TBLE 31 =- CONTINUED | g
. — - . {
. . . J |
fffem # Content - Frequency Percentage |
~ ; — — :
N ?
¥ 5. The seminar moderator could have been more ¥ 4
-effective if he/she had |
a) kept the guests on topic better 1 > 7% -
b} provided summary statements occasionally 11 7% v
kept the seminar moving at a faster pace so . , |
. More questions could be answered .15 ) - |
d) asked guests to 3ivp more:detailed answers 19 129 ¢ |
, " e) the moderator was acceptaliie as s 102 65% . " .
I S Y

6. React to the following statement: The seminars

gaYg_EE_Qn—OQESIfiifty to have real input - . . .
. \ . .
@) strongly agree ‘ 31 g 19 -

. b) moderately agree - 86 - 51
¢) neutrat ’ =31 . 19%
d) moderatel¥ disagree 7 4%
_e) strongly disagree -] 12 7%
. ‘ 4 S -
7.  React to the following statement: The inter- ] * -

actions in the seminar werg of personal rele-
vance to me. . ‘. -,

/ " . a) strongly agree - Y 27 '16%

' b) moderately agree ., .93 56%
c) neutral : o ) 39 23%
d) moderately disagree ) " 4 P
e) strongly disagree Co 4 2%
———~ - - -8~ What is your'°ifsgi3 evaluation of today's v .
) ) seminar: 7 » L '
a) excellent” QE* : 28 - . 17%
" * + - b) very good o ) 68 41%
T ¢) good , . 56 34%
’ d;'fair . ' .- . - 14 e 8%

e) poor - : ' - , - 1% « .
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How relfable was the equipment used during the course?

\ As with the earlier delivery, the videotaped programs and semi nars

Were broadcast via the ATS-6 system and sem‘inar questi ons were transmitted

B T via te'letype or telephone. The site monttors comp'leted the Equipment '

Report and Student Satisfaction Form after each session. The technica'l \\-—

functioning of the eqoi pment was determined by summarizing the rati ngs of

:f’ the audio and video signals for a‘l'l sites across all sessions. - The audio

' signa‘l funct‘loned with aarehabﬂity of. 93% with a mean rating of 2.91 which .
indicates 1ittle or no noise. The video porr.iqn funct'lo,ned vrlth an overa'l‘l
reliability of 88% with an average rating of 4.81 which means no or bare'ly

p‘erceptib? distortion. ' _;5»;* : N .

" What was the overa'l'l eva'luation of the course?

The Sunmary Evaluatton Fonn and portions of thH& Equipment Anort and
Student Sat1sfaction Form were used' to evaluate participants’ over 1
} . satisfact‘lgn with the course. Six aspects ‘of the courspe were rated according
to the qua'th of useful. 1nfornfation recei ved as’ compared with a traditiona'l
dnstructor-taught course. 'Fhe frequency of ratings for’ each item are

2

4 we%nted in Table 32. The site mon'ltors received the highest rating of ail.

, L < the course components eva'luated They were rated betweern ”good" and "out-

ndi ng." The fo'l'low*lng comments suggest ‘some reasons why the monitors were .

r
Ll

rated hi gh'ly : , N ’ N —

. .- site monitor did-an exce]'lent Job in keeping things mqving along
\ , ~ . smoothly’ & ;
. - site monitor- was effective 1n'quest1 on stimu'lation from our |group -

= this type of’ course offered could devel op into an impersonal
- type of learning situation, but w*Lth an interested site monitor
this di d not occur .,

. "
v . A . 3 »
‘ L] ¥ » .
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3 ‘ " TABLE 32 T T

PARTICIPANTS® RATINGS OF COURSE COMPONENTS AS COMPARED

. "TO TRADITIONAL INSTRUCTOR-TAUEHT COURSES ;o 5" ;
& ]
- .'Itgm # , g Content ‘Frequency = Percentage E
1. Pre-progran preparation: ; < © o
.‘ . ) >‘ ‘ , $e —_— s : : .
» a) outstanding" o L 6 .+ . 16% ~ s
b) good . N A 25 .. . 66%
& c) average B <(_ 7 B £ A
o ’ d) poor - - : ’ 0 . -0~
e) unacceptable S = 0 -0
© Mean = 2.03 o ) | ,
. ' A oy . \
2. - Televised, interactive seminars: A \ ‘
. ) L ) -, o @ - '
a)y T outstanding ' ’ - 12 — 3%
o b; good . . T - 16 » o 41%
c) average : N : , 9 . . 23%.
R d)- poor ., ~ : « . 2 ' 5%
. e) unacceptable \ ‘ D 0 [
. ] ‘. ) . . . 2, q
Mean = 2.03 ~ , >
3. Ancillary activitids: . ‘
v " a) outstandirg L, e 8 ¢ 213 &
b) good L ) ., 8 - 4Tk . ‘
c) average - A 1 ’ 29%
’ dg poor ' , - (1) g%
p - unacceptablie : . . . o / '
z' ‘Mean = 2.13 S \ © o ’ ~. -
- 'ﬁ. Videotaped TV programs: =~ .- - - e o
a) -outstanding - Cow + - 10+ \Q// 27% -
b) good . . A - 5 21 w* 57% -
. C) average |, : ) . T A
d) poor . ’ . _ 1 © 3%
e) unacceptabte T ‘ 0 - 0,
’ Mean = 1.92 . ; '
. ’.w B
4‘- L ), o
. . W 0. . )
) -7’ ¥ ( -
. { ‘e -
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TABLE 32 -- CONTINUED

> —— ; — — e — —————
© Item # ° ) Frequency Percentage
/72. -Follow-up actiVities: ',
o " a) outstanding ‘ ‘ 6 16%
- " b} good - - ' - -~ 16 42%
¢) average . . 16 42%
.d) poor. . : * 0 0
- e) unacceptable . 0 -0
. . ,Mean =2.26 ,
R 2 )
‘ , 6. Site monitor'
S a) outstanding . T L7
" b) good ' 7 - 18%
c) average , ' . 2 - N%
d;\ poor 3 Y ) 0
, e) unacceptable- . , , 0 0
J
Mean = ].49 ” o
- . 7., Spec¢ific.comments: «
. - * . ) X , "-:’ K
ag yes - . 4 11%-. - Y
b) no - - . » - 89% |

A]] the other aspects measured were rated "good " Representative comments )

may indicate reasons why other aspects, although rated as above’/venage,

§

were.not rated, higher: - . o L
- ancillary activities were_redundant

- television programs were at times too repetitious of the same
materia] talked about previous]y.

N ‘ Participants also reacted to several other statements intgnded to
* evaluate their ove}afl"reactions;to the course. - Table 33 presents these ratings.

The~majority of the participants’ agreed that the course was not impersona].
> Most indicated they received many ideas for practica] application in their

" - 5
)\ c]assrooms and that they planned to use the information they received in/}heir

K
own teaching

Y
o . . . "..' ._ . 78 .. . '

. :
-.ERIC.. - p R o " ' — 1
. Bt e B . , . . '

. N ' .o . N .




TABLE 33
* OVERALL COURSE RATINGS BY PARTICIPANTS

e r— re——.
— — —_——

. ~ . -
Item # ) ) < ' Frequency - Percentage

%
> 3

1. I did not feel the technology used in course

delivery made it impersonal: @ ¢
-a) strongly agree 14 36%
W b) moderately agree 19 49%
* ¢} neutral : . . 3 . 8%
d) moderately disagree . N 1 2%
e) strongly disagree . 2 5%
Mean = 1.92 ' e |
2. It would have been very difficulisto‘get the .
information provided 1in any other way: «
a)- strongly agreé ‘ | 1 4 .17 45%
b) moderately agree . , 14 - 37%
c) neutral . . 5 13%
_ d} moderately disagree. | . 2 5%
. e) -strongly disagree. - 0 - 0 -
Mean = 1.79 R
3. The textbook for this course was-an inter-
esting and informative supplement to. the - ~
videotaped programs ‘and ?nci 11ary .act1v‘1 ties: .
' ' 14 373
gree—: 3 34%—
neutral . - 5 C 13%
. d; moderately disagree v 6 16z .
e) ’strgng]y disagree . "0 "0 <
| Mean =.2.08 o )
4, /,fhe course preseﬁfed many interesting ideas - ¢
for practical application in the classrooms:
a) strongly agree ' 26 68%
b) moderately agree SR 10 o 26% C
c) neutral . o 1. %
- . d) moderately disagree oo 1 3%-
strongly disagree . - 0 ) 0
A -~ ’

] [

\ . Mean="1.40 * . .
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_ TABLE 33 -- CONTINUED © R

. / :
Item # “\‘ Frequency Percentage

* 5. HWhat effect do you think information contained
.in this course will have on ygur teaching?

a) has very little or no re]ev;éce 1 3%
b) would Tike to use but probably won't . .
be able to : 3 8%
* ¢) would Tike to use but don't understand
enough . 1 _ 3%,
d} plan to use . 33 87%
e P

already know or am using ) : 0 0.

6. The guidelines I followed in completing the
ancillary materials were:

a} clear and easy-to-follow L. 14 . . 37% .
generally understandable . 15 ' 39%
c; somewhat confusing. -— 5, -13%
d very difficu]t to follow .4 H%
- 7. Would you be 1nterested in partictpating in ‘ . o
A _~ programs of this type in the future? ’
» a) yes _ : , 33 87%
b) no - - , ., 5 133
‘ 8. Primary reason for enrollment in this course:-
a) need 3-hours credit 14 35%
b) interested in gareer education 24 - 60%
t ¢) ~career education mandate Dl G . 3%
d) other ‘ . 1 /3%
9. Which coursé format do- you prefer? ' '
, a} 3-credit hour course . 31 79%
e B) short course with 1-hour credit 1 3% .
' ' ¢)- one-day in-service workshop 6 - 15%
e) other- - 1 - 3%
10. Do you prefer %,o meet:
‘ a) once a week for 4 months C 17 RV}
b) twice a week for 2 months . 17 47%
.. \ . ; more than twice a week ' : 1 , 3%
- d) other 7 k 1 < 3% .

\ ) PR ~§0
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a B -

in:future programs.. The majority said they would be interested in
" participating in'futureb3-credit hour ‘courses and indicated that they had - .
<: enrolled in this course primari]y because they were interested in career
| education. Areas of interest for future. programs frequently mentioned were
special Education, hea]th education, adult education, and classroom.management.
Using a 1 to 5 Likert type\scale where 5+ excellent and 1 = poor,
the site monitors rated student satisfaction with the tapgd programs, the live
seminars,jahd the ancillary activities following each class session. The
taped programs and the 1iue seminars both received:a¥§£39e ratings of "very
good" overall. The mean rating for the taped program was 4.09 and for the
seminars 4.08. ‘The.anciiiary activities'were rated between "good" and

,“very good" with a mean rating of 3.61. o }

L4
*

How does this course compare with the previous course?

. The students participating in the ear]ier course deiivery showed a
" pre=- to posttest gain in cognitive achievement as did the students enrolled

&
in the Sumffer 1977 course. puring the previous course, the percent of items”

answered correctT} ircreased from 68% to 80% from pre- to posttest which was
‘a 12% gain. During the 1977 course the percent of  items answered correct]y

i?éreased by 18% from 53% to,76% from pre- to posttesting. o~

eAs in the earlier course de]ivery. pre- to pésttest attitude scores
increased. The increase shown during the earlier de]ivery, however, was i
: v
significant. In both groups pretest attitude scores were rather high and
the pretest score for the 1977 participants was even higher. This could

»

'account for the lack of a signficiant difference from pre-.to posttest for

" the Summer 1977 group. - I ’ / ' . ’
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A]though several aspectsﬂof the course were generaiiy rated between ‘

Agood and very good for the;earider delivery, they were rated somewhat higher

€

overall for the Summer 1977 course délivery. This suggests that.revisiOns

made in the course content and h@teria]s were appropriate and well received.

) < \", .
. - '.{
o ’ - .
“

Conclusions

The CEE course was offergd for the secondztime during Summer, 1977.

One hundred and nine students at nine AESP' sites and two Teacher' Corps

s € e

iocations participated in the course.

Cognitive achievement' increased significant]y during the course.

Attitudes, for the AESP participants, which were generaiiy positive initia]]y,
did not change signficant]y However, the attitudes of the Norton Teacher
Corps participants did increase significamly during the course.

, K S
't The videgtapes‘received significantly higher ratings at the AESP

sites where programs were‘transmitted via sateilite than at’ the Norton ieacher ;
Corps site. Ratings by a]]’participants however were above average. Like-
‘ wise, the ancillary activities received higher ratings at the ABSP sites.

. The seminars received/ahovehaverage ratings. The major criticism of the
'seminars was that‘the participants felt that their questions we;e'not Ci' .

' o / .
answéred in enough detail or directly enough. - . . .

Site monitors received the highest ratings compared to other components
of the course, although all components)were rated as good. ihe ratings
‘ overall were somewhat higher than for the coorse offered prbvious]yl
In sumary this delivery received slightly higher overdll ratihgs e
than the ear]ier\de]iyery indicating that modifications in course content
dg)activities were appropriate




_SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

. - 1 * - N ®
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. The resu]ts of the summative eva]uation of two courses delivered by -

tHe Spring and Summer of 1977 have been presented in this report

_ This infonnation ‘can ‘be. used to va]idate the effectdveness of the courses

Ve f

as we]i as to make revisions where indicafed. . P o

7

-

The subjects of tgis report consisted of 236 persons who comp]eted one

of two courses , Diagnost ¢ and Prescriptive Reading Instruction and. Career

A}

Educatipn for Elementary Teachers. Results included’ information on &
. 3, N » - '

-ﬁ . i ~ . o
cognitive .and attitudina] achieVement-as well as participahts‘ reactions ta :

v 3

the various learning activities and methods of presentation used during the

3 P

Qa course.ésan addition, data on the, re]iabi]ity of ‘the technica] eﬁuipment .

used was ana]yzed and the results of the most current course de]ivery were

Y

ﬁpmpared to earl}er deliverfes. ° .. T ‘ V-

s
.

OVerail, the ratings of all aspects of bqt courses were’ above'

e

average. CE§ received s]ightly higher ratings than previous]y suggesting
that changes that had been made were effective DPRI ratings Were s]ight]y .

. \q—

; lower than earlier de]iveries and this was related to technical difficulties
in the broadcasts. Participants attitudes toward course concepts ‘were

positive at the. beginning of’both courses. Even sQ attitudes improved

!

0 Cognitive achievement incriased significantly .
\ -fl
frbm pre- to posttest administration for both courses ‘ . - ’

though not sighjficantiy S0

L
g

Site monitors received the highest ratings of all’ components for Ca

. both courses which indicates that the monitor makes an important contribu-

o .- tion ¥ the effectivfness of the course The most ?requenfrsuggestion for - S
. ./ w | ‘ « - ".("‘M @ Fd » l“ \e . . ’
4 . . ? A s ] ’ 83 “ - o, - <t
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f
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. im'p,rovement 'in'béth codf‘"ses v’:as ‘t'hat information éiven be more specific and
'"‘:Q,j/ that more concrete examp]es that aou]d be a‘pp]ied/to the classroom be used. -
. o In summary., both the DPRI and CEE courses Broadcast during 1977 were
. effective in achi eving their cognitive objectives. Although attitudes did
not become significant]y-‘more positive, the re]ative]y positive attitudes d-i»s’
- . piayed initia]]y would make it difficult-td pchieve a significant increase. The
,various components of the courses inc]uding videotaped te“levi%p_ grains \

seminars, and anci]]ary learning activities“al] received above average e A
€
ratings. These results are simi]ar to those obtained fo'l]omng ear]ier -
v
deliveries of the DPﬁ and CEE courses and ’thus serve tg va'lidate resuits
obtained previously. o .
. ~ . . N \' - .
: # . '
- , ({ ) “ ' .
- ) ) , L .’ <4 ’l
: ' ¢ . 3
R ’\é \ . 4 \
4 ! - v . - v
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APPENDIX 3 - Appa]achian Education Sate]Ijte Program .
. Resource Coordinating Center . ‘ °
- s Evaluation Component
- 302 Bradley Hall, University of Kentucky

. Lexington, JXentucky 40506 . L
. . ! '. ’ -
e X consmso ATTITUDE AND BACKGROUND QUESTIONNATRE FOR DPRI #14 L
’ This questionnaire is divided into 2 parts The first part is concerned with
your attitudes towards reading, and the second part asks for some background ‘
information. P]ease'ansg:g as truthfu]]y as possible. Your dnswers do not / . .
affect your grade -in théeourse,” but also help us tq assess the effectiveness
of .the course and suggest improvements. ° . e T
. Be suré-you haye an Op-Scan form titled "Genera1 Purpose Answer Sheet " jﬂrﬁte
your namg-son tﬁ% upper left hand .corner on the back of the form., Fill out the p
Special Cddes a d Student Number boxes as follows: % B -
T
1230 5¢c1290010 n:ggy;; '
, i s | saTn pate | SPECIAL CODES sruoem' NUMBER. ' . . ) . ’
».; — --i _E NO.IVI ’ 'HFA;I.';,_ ,,.:__ " -,,..._\_.____._.s,’.._...- ..-_. e
' XRPEEO) « : - i
08@806606 88888888% in columns 1 6fﬂ]m1m2}
PP 10 516 clolotolele bletotelelolelote }fuﬁf;;"gﬁ I d;gtfmblg m___» ~
¥ Ohsageossacsessesses - ~
® O O, -
' | 0000000000 000000dd ;2;:;32“5};“:}’Z,p";o,t.“efgf“"
Oo®®®0@©©©0@®®©©@®® ’ :
1 0J0/010) vlulolelolo ololololololulolo N ‘1 for K-3 : -
. 00@°°@@@®0®®®®®©®®®w~, 2 for 8.6 - Toe s
sl « TEST - - . .
FORM DO NOT WRITE P -3 for 5"5 *
Yo RRRIe B IN THIS SPACE ‘ sork O . PR
180 200 A0 inmw RO |- ¢ , L
,? cQ 3Qq- 80 0000, sRQ .7 : L
) oo 1o RE enaoo g '

. v
L D .
M .
Y. . . ’

\
Use a s6ft-lead (#2),penci] to mark the Srswer sheet -- do not use a pgp or
ball-point. If you change your mind or make a mistake, be sure that ydu e rase
* comp]ete]y Do ndt make anygother marks on the answer sheet.

U.
For each statement in the*first part mark S T . !
N 5 - 3f you stronsly agree with the statement y o,
g .4 - If you moderately ‘agree . .o T
' . -3 - If you feel peutral ' ' . B R
- . 2 - If you moderately djsagree Lt Ce T }
, 1- If you strongly disag}ee T S . T,
o«

‘ informatian obtained 1s potentially very helpful in conducting the course and

* 2 in evaluating its ausefwingss. ~ Please answer all questjons on the form unless
a question does pot app1y=or f you cannot remember the infonmation asked.for
This informationnos kept ton dentia] , _ <

i ‘ . > 809 . ’ ) 'a .".. :’ ‘;' "».n--“. .ﬂ

. . -,l' .".
The second part of the questionnaire asks For backgrég:d information The *
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Combined Attitude and WQuestionnaire for DPRI #14 page 2
. & N M ,7 “' “v* \ v <

1. One resp sibﬂity of the primary reading teacher 1s to»ﬂ'expﬁse students ¥

-
.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

11.

—

12.
13.
4.

'@15.,

_to diffefent kinds of. experiences

-~
{ “ .

-2 Reading should be 1ntegrated with a'ﬁ\other classroom activ@es. _

Contingenci

contract‘ing is a method that lets children “goof eff" and not
"make .good )

se bf their time in school,
Therg s ndthing a teacher can do to develop reading readiness in Students.‘

Information systems ‘an'l-ng diagnosig and 1nst’ruct10n are effective ways
to plan instructwna'l aEtivities. | . P - R ot

-~

‘Students in your c]ass shouTd all.read the same th1ng, s0'no one feels bad

Teachers ‘only need to diagnose student needs 1n the faH of the year
Infonna] tests are better than standardized tests for p]acing students at
appropriate . levels SR :

A child should read aH “the way through every book she takes out of the
librarye '

Prescriptive 1nstruct10n is the best, way to teach reading.

Kindergartén teachers do not have to &rry abqut teaching students =
understand storles

Y -

If a'?iass 1s ]arge;—-there $ Mo way to work w1th 1nd1v1dua1s

p Y,
" -

A third grade teacher on]y needs thi«rd-grade instruct1ona1 materials» '

Know1ng how to understand a graph or table is an aspect of social stud“les
* and not-an aspect of redding 1nstruct10n

A student is a good reader if he can read every ‘ivord correctly

16. " Not using every page in the workbook is wasteful. 4
17. Scores. on standardized/tests provide "adequate 1nformation for instructton.
18. If a chﬂd is’ not interested in reading, there is ‘Htt‘le a ‘teacher ﬁan do
" " to generate, enthus~1asm P -
’ ' - ' S A
w19, \Time spent diagnosing&ould be better spent 1nstruct1ng " R
20:‘ If you don't have enough books for aH ,your students ‘you cannot effectively

use a set of materials.

*‘,2‘!. There is so much material to cover ¥n schoo] that taking ;'uge te, Tet
is not product‘ive .

chﬂdren do “free readin

Q ’

’

L4

* 1

§5

. o -
. B

f

i




~Conpined Attitude and Background Questionriaire for, DPRI #14 " - ‘pdge 3

\
)
‘22"Sex' - - R ' ‘

. -
R . . .
+

3 T

o

2. hate %f. S AN
’2 Fema]e' SR A

C l

© 23, Desctﬁption of_ conmunity in which you, teach (Or work 1n some Gther area

xin education) - A
l ° o : v' Y ’ ’
N ’ P 1" a.’ ‘ Y .‘ ‘ - - o ' “, ’ .‘a
° . w2, urbanq P \ -, s ’o '
- 3. Urban - . ° T , f o S
R s - . - \}
24, Age in years as of last birthday .
S via-3 0 L ‘ :
2. 3]-40 _ S R - - .
T .- 3. 8150 - S o~ g s
©, & 51-60. ‘ . - = ; . v . ® ’
. ¢ 5. 61 orover : = < . . i B
L . . 1 . . ’ - e
+ 25, Score on GRE Verbal (leave blank i¥ you~have not taken it or do not
" remember 'score) - ~ - ‘ . -
. ‘ . 9« *
1..400 or below . ™ .
o g, 401-450 ,
_ 3 451-500 o . ‘ L '
X 4. 501-550 i Y L ‘
B i 5. 551 or above e , o o
‘.,25: 'Score off GRE .Quantitati\ge (Teave bTank if “you have not taken it or do not
- member score) " - % oL
N ‘.' : R
~ 1..400°0r below . e Tl e e e .
2. 4012450 A . .
3. -451-500 - ST T T
4, 501-550 ' : C e
5. 551 or above ' b : _ , ’
‘ . L. .. - .:‘ Cu s ‘_;6. <
v __ition during ]976-1977 academic year : S Coe T
T \ N ~. . LY ¢ . ’ l-a
n 1. -Classroom'teacher . o . - SRU R S VA
2.. Reading specialist T P
o 3. Special education teacher R .
. A 4. School admih"lstrat'ive position RS T - o
- 5. Other o T Coe T SRR
\l . °\ \ Q ’ s N s‘ .¢ ~
- " 28. Choose the grade range that clbse]y approximates the grades you work with
oy N E]ementary *alt grades - : s o .o S
2. sK . ’ . e
" e 3. 1=3..- S Y t
+ 4,-4-6 . . - » . , # \
‘ R o5, 7412 Y _}8"‘ s A
- Q " ‘ ” , ., ' PR °




(X3

29.. MWork experience in tedching . . e o
1. . Yyearorless . = A
2. 2-4 years ’ ) .- LT
3. 5-8 years , g A S . :
4. 9-15years L .. | - _ !
5.° 16 years or more VoL - e '

: . L., .
30. Experience as a Reddiig Specialist

- . none TN
4.\j/ 1 year or ]ess

. 2=3 years ’

.+ 4-5 years -

6 yéars or moré

‘o
NSy — .

* ¢ 31, Are you taking-this cotrse’ for credi (
: 1. Yes - T T . . _}) i‘_ T
2.7 No’ . ' e .

; " 32. If you have registered for credit where wou]d you ]ike to ob;ain credit? A
, (leave blank if not registered for credit) o o / &
\ N . ” .‘
1. University of Kentucky - _ R
2. Other Co]]ege or University ot R cy -

"' 33, last, degree. Zompleted " | R Rl

1. High School Dip]oma ‘ " .o AR

2. Baccalaureate ¢ SR - T

3. Master's e . - v '

4. Specialist . - P - 3
*s. Doctorate e Ce

-~

.
'

34, Number of undergraduate reading courses the maJor emphasis of which was
. reading instruction

' B 6. f ' ¢ . .\
- . M -
* s . .

B C 1. %one . . . Lo .l Y
~ 0 4.3 e T ‘ . *.L-~ '

5. 4 or more

. 8 35. Number of graduate reading courses the major emphasis of which was reading
*+ {nstruction °

‘., none | . rh ’
*eov20 1 »
/" '3. 2 7/ '
S 4.‘QQg -
5. & or more ' }
5 K , 85

N \) ‘ » i '. . ”':— ‘ U
i EMC i ‘y .- s A oy
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Combined_hftitude and Backgrdund'Questjonnaiﬁé for DPRI #14 - - ' page 5

" . o 1

- ' !

v

36. If you are E:urrently enrolled in a college program.whieh of the following.’
best ‘describes’ your, purpose? - o T T e f
1. Bacca'laureate degree ’ - . ' , .
C2. Master’s degree or Doctorate ' ' .
S 2 Enro‘lled in courseS to-maintain teaching certificate ‘ \ s

.4. Other ' . 'y ) 1 .
é Not enroHed o ‘ S

-

‘ . -~
. ’ * . - ”
»
.
- R «
] -~ - {
. .
.
. N 1 M -
. -
.
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. . . .
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. s . T .Appa]aéhian fduc°ation Satellite Program . .

‘ L Resoureﬁocrdi—qating‘Cente’r ' - p.
X 302 Braale,y 1, University of -Kentucky - . )

e * - . 7 Lexington, Kentucky 40506 A

N

fIJMWWMMWmWMWMMB: r
.;” , . . ."\ - ..' ‘“ )

- -~

¥  This questionnaire is composed of four parts. Part I rates the taped TV programs,

4 Part II rates the TV seminars, Part III rates the ancillary activities; and Part IV

' . asks for an overall rating of the amount of useful information you received from
each type of instructfonal medium: An additional blank piece 6f paper i$§ provided
for -any comments, cnit‘lcfsm‘, or suggestions’ you may have for course reyisgpn. .

NN

~

Parts 'I; II, and IM.of this questjonnaire deal.with your reactions to tbday's + -
instructional activities. Only fi11 out the parts- that correspond to today's

. activities,.e.q.” if you 'saw a TV seminar and did the ancillary activities, you >
..« would complete Parts II, II1, and IV. : o

' Pledse ansv?er" as truthfully as possibje. Your answers do not aff%‘ct your grade
in the course, but help us to assess the effectiveness of the course. and suggest
impquﬁgnts . < .

R e e - — = L v - R GOSN S R R o -

N

Mark your ansyers on the OPSCAN sheet provided. Turn your OPSCAN sheet so ‘that

the special codes and student number hoxes are on Your Tower left. Fil1l.out the

special codes ‘and student number boxes as indicated belows,- * . - e
1236856984900 1212188 . /

S 2iATH oare | SPEGIAL CoDES STULE T NUMBER - i .. |
E]l mo. | vr ,B - * l T o . .
xpeeel! | * .

: L L L L > . “ -
9lo elo) ololelolsle vlolclelelciolela ' ! 1-2:Fi11 in 13
e
MED & YOG - Z *in columns 3-4 fi11 “in the
010,010/ x: I6]olole 6lolgiolololelolo I ificat ber f ourse -
8’88 :gg%@g;g(ggggggg ’ fdent1f1c'aotion'r?um er ox;your c s
A 210! DISHOROOOIL *. *in columns 5-6 111 ,ip, the'class -
@@@@@?®®@®®@@@@, l&ﬁ%ﬂ&wr‘ ’ .
j DYOHGHOECHAOCHRE in‘columns 7-10° fi11 in your four-
U 0101010 0l vlolelolololelolo, 'd?git student nilmbe ==

2y,

\ .
Sy FoRM [ po nAY wRiE RO ) ‘ .
aQ. 10|, INTHISSPACE - sorn QO ) Co s
.0 20| 40 1 wwmw © IR , © ) -7 . R
| o3 N - - |

O Q. 8 O000 '} ‘ , : ,
' Te 6ran (D |, . v v

e O o e . S

. Use'd %Q%?&dﬁ) pencil to markathe answer sheet -- do not.use a pen or ball-
" . point. - Be 3ure your mark fills the®entire block of the response you wish togmake.
Your'siark should be heavy, black and ‘stay within. the '1inés so that the machine.can >~
read your replies. If you change.your mind or make a mistakey be, sure that you '

erase completely.. Do not make any other marks on,the answer sheet. : ’

( ‘ . - . . . . ’ . \\ . _‘ K i " Lo
I = Turn the sheet so that the words "General Purpose Answer Shget" are on_ your, upper %

left, Begif answering at the approprimte part for today's activities, Be.care-

) , ful that the item number on the questionnaire co

s orresponds to thd*number on the
OPSCAN| sheet that you- are marking. " - . t : g

L
.‘,‘, ov “

If any of the questiohsaa're not app‘lic;ble, please 'l'ea've thosa’.items tglank!'

1

ra ~~ i B . ] LY
.ElillC *The sfte coordinator will provide you With these numbers. . ‘
N '.}{ v, . . 90 C \ | .

/

IToxt Provided by ERI




" e IAR-pa’ge"'Z A .;__
1 R .o, - v Y- - . . . . R » . . - -

- o e, o "PART I: Videotaped TV Program’ - o --
/ L ..- T _ ‘S/ .o S
» " In questions 1-5, rate these components of the TV program for their value in he

/o ing you understand the overall comtent of the-,_.grogram using the folloWwing scale
. o l'é-e)&eﬂght ‘ ' L , . o
, . ' 2 = very good e ) T N
& L ‘ ’ it 3 = gOGd . ¢ ' o \ ‘e .
‘ 4 = fair _— . W : o
p PRI "5 = poor D ) : C o : RN /
1 A ' o - * " -

.1+ The gresentér.‘§°,discussion of’ matérial was: A ~ * .
S ' o L '
+ 2. "The classfoom Scene with the preseriter describing activities was: i
v 3 . . o, %t ' . 4 L
3.

ve

) o s
Jhe prasenter's explanatidn-of the grgphic materials, e.g. chafts,, -
i L diagrams, etc. was; _-_ - > N

4. “The scenes of @ teacher working'with students were; .

*

f * ’
i ».",ﬁ ’

". ..5. The interviews of experts or.prac_:titior?s viere:

Rate the aspects of tge progran listed in questions 6-8 for 5c”he amount of time
- you feel should have been. spent on these subjet}s using the following 'scalgz

much more time . ) T 4
sgmewhat more time ’ 2y , )
coverage'was adequate - '

somewhat less, time .

much less time - 7, " . l

“ .

W —
nonowonou

8

. g - . © , Lo ! . '_.'
RCE DiscuSsfon of the theor-‘etic‘a] aspects of each tﬁﬁfc : oo

@ . - a

7. Discussion of protedures for using the materials . A

" 8. “Examples of the acttal application of the techniques in the classroom -

9& Thé p&gram might have been more effective if they had §oxiered: ./. /,‘
1, .

. (If the program coverage was adequate, mark optisn five). o
. 1) 1éss materialsbut in greater depth ' =~ . e
[ 2) less-materiatl: v SR o ‘ s
3; "more material in less depth . s’ =7 W
. 4) mbre matgrial relevant to the central issues of the 'topic, .
; » 5) programcoverage was. adequate - - _ : ' } \
R K \zﬂch_of the' following might have, made*the presenter more accep}:ﬁ]e? :

the presenter ‘was aceceptable, mark o‘ti_on' four.)
J. . \
1). 1f he/she spoke more clearly . . . '
- 2) 1f"he/she appeared more knowledgable about the subject area ~
93 «if he/she spoke in.a more.natural manner o .
«}) _he/she was quite acgeptable. 91.- = =

-
-
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. . . . v . ) R . \.
N ‘ IPR - page 3. Xr
. .11. -The program migﬁb have been easierto follow with: N

‘1) .more explicit transitions between ideas
"2) more careful organization of ‘content

3) greater amplifldation of main pownts o
*4) more summary Stat?ments L c\;)

N -
2

" 12.. What effect do you think the 1ﬂ§brmation contained n the program will
- & have on your tpach1ng° T e, v
1)- Kas little or no. relevarce for me. 1n my teaching situation
2) .would like to use-but probab]y wori't be able to
T 3) would like to use but don't understand enough
: 4) plan to use . ;
o "5) already. know or am using

i@, Graphic materials (e.g., tharts, books and other written materia]s)
© could: have been used 1n the program:- . .

v 1) much more frequently
2) more frequently : 8
3)" use was satisfactory : . -
4) less: frequently : ’ _
L v 5) much Tess frequently . o e

14. Graph:c materwa?s needed to be he1d on' Lhe screen: . . -
’ * - - tot '
1) much 1onger . . . : - :
‘2) somewhat longer ‘ ) . - ‘ .
. 3) time was adequate .- Sl : J
. 4) somewhat shorteri ° - ‘ ,
- 5) .much shorter | . o -
15. The pace of the program should be: ' -7-'\
;1) much Slower '
" 2) somewhat slover N . S
) 3) pace was satisfactory” : , SV
.- 4). somewhat faster '«1 : : : :
5) much faster r
ﬁ% . 16.. In genera?l, he c]arity of tge picture on the TV set was: (\\
. . Lo N
1)[exée11ent v .- ~ ‘
v 2) very aood L P
.v‘ . 3) good , ‘ ' . . . . .‘
: s 4) - fair . ' . .
: . *5) _poor . , -

17. In gene?é],gthe quality 6f'the,sound from the TV set was: L.

S 1) excellent . - ‘ o :

o ‘ 2; very good o o |
good, . ‘. : = LT

. 4) fair. '. T .92 ’

O 4 . ; ! |.,
'IERJ}Z‘ | 5) poor | ‘ g p




.18,

i

There ‘were arnoying distractions in the ‘room while viewing TV:

1)

2)
3)
4)
5)

very often
often
occasfonally
rarely_
never

.
~» !

.

AL - page 4

<

4

wir

19, Uhat is- your overall evaluation of the TV program

1)
2)
)
)
'5)

U‘l-bw

Do
1)

excel]nnt
very good
good
fair

poor .

you Have specific comments or suggest1ons regard1nq the TV program7

yes

2} no

If your answer is yes,

provided.

2

-

t .

’ “"‘?ta

/-

~

~

1

7

write your commients on the blank paper ‘

PAP

1

I1:

.xé 1irar

%
.*\.

0

Which pne of the fo]low1ng ‘formats wou]d you se]ect to make the
seminar Tormat more effective?
1)

3' 2)

. 3)
. 4j
bs).

i 21.
\ _ .

a one~hour televised senminar with a 15 minute 1ntenn1ssion so that

questions can be qenerated and- transmitted 4

a two-hour seminar with<several 15 minute intermissions for

question generation and transmissian

a one-hour televised seminar with tho opportunxty for question

gnnnrahon r'ur'mg the proqram and 15 F1n||tes nrigr to fhe rcgram

a one-hour televised seminar with direct voice 1ide hdok-u

_between individual sit#s and TV studio - .

other {piease specify byowrit1nq on the b]ink paper provided)

Which one of. the fo]low1ng would have made today's seminar more effective
(If the sen1nan participants were fine, mark option four) )

‘. . 23

» ..‘ : 1) the moderator answering the quest1nns h1mself without guests .
2) use more teachers as guests _ .
3) use more professors or other .experts as guests : s
) I . 4) the seminar participants were fine 'f“ '

'himh one of the-followipg Xeminar formats m1ght help you thmk of
more meaningfuL,questions to ask?
LI ] . —‘.L‘

1) have at the beginn1ng of

? 23.

o l

he seminar a 10 minute summary of course

; ' * content covered since the last sem1n1

93 .. ..




¢

]

2)
=
4)

IAR - page 5 .

show a 10, minute fiJm with short segments from previous progranms

- at the beqinning of the seminar ,
show ‘at the beginning of the seminar a short film 1]1ustriting .y
several new classroom demOnstrations of material covered ™
have the opportynity ‘to use the whole seminar for question answering
ag? d;sguss1on rather than spending part of the program for question
stimulation

§l,;6ther (please specify by writing on the blank paper provided)

I~

1
2

‘3) “more direct answers to the questions N

)

-

24. The answers Fo the questions could have been more va]uab]e if there had
been: - : , .

e

less dfscuss1on of theoretical aspects of the question
more. frequent use of Specific classroom exXamples

»

Tess repetition in the guests answers , L R
I was very sat1sf1ed with the answers I heard

<

28. .The seminar moderator could have been more effective if he had . -

3
- 3

kept the guests on the topic better e
.provided summary| statements occasionally '

allowed each guest equal, time to respond té questions

kept the seminar moving at a faster pace so more questions could be
answered ‘ .

26. The fiim segments used during the: 1nteract1ve seminar as sources of
stimufatfbn for the seminar discussiohs were: :

<

: extreme}y useful

very useful . .
somewhat useful o L . ] . .
completely useless ’ . P

o

not app]icab]e . . L

57.‘ If there was. not time to anSWer your quest1ons on the seminar do you feel

29:; What.is your overall evaluation 6% today's seminar?

- excellent e’

VP WA~

poor t

that the answer you w1]1 receive via teletype or VHF will usefu]?
1) yes : -
2) no . \ ‘ \

"28. Do you feel that answering questipns via teletype or VHF 15 a service
that heeds.-to be contznued7 N . .
1) yes ‘ .
2) no e ) . . . i ‘\

“.3{‘1 .

very good
goo\_d s
fair

{

N

>
—— e




30, Do you have specifickcomments_of suggestions about the seminar?

1AR -\paée 6.

-

.]; yes . r : ,
2) - no ’ ) ) s -
& /‘ If your answer was yes, write your corments on the blank .paper .
provided. , / K
N PART I11: Ancillary Activities - .

- 31, wa often did you,nse materials from the reference shelf during lab?

- 1) very often
2) often -
3) occasionally

4) rarely - - ’ , o
5) never X

32. How much time did you usua]]y spend working on the anciltary activities
du?ing class? . . § .

1) 30 minutes or less
2) 45-minutes .
3} 60 minutes . . . v
4) 90 minutes y ‘ s
§) two hours or more .

33, The "ancillary "activities should have covered:

' 1) much more material
2) somewhat more material

- <«

3) material covered was adequate - 9
4) somewhat.less material . .
5) much less material :
- | M o ~
Rate questions 34 41 according to the_fo]iowing scaTe:) ’
1) strongly agree ) ' P X |
2) . moderately agree . - . ,
3) no opinion or neutral = - o , , . . |
4) moderately disagree X _ SR «“ *
"5) strongly: diasgree ' _ )
34. Instructions for the. ancillary, activities were ciear I N

35. Anci]iary activities were re]evant to the TV program.
36+ Time a]]owed for comp]etion of anci]}any activiﬁies was adeqq\:e

37. Ancillary activities were practica] and app]icab]e to the classroen.

‘b

" .38, Too much reading. matériai was assigned for class preparation

/v ‘ - . R . )

4.;: . ' ' 95




&

39.
40.

4.

82,

Rate the following fine instructional activities accorwzng to’ the .quantity ‘of.
useful infopmation you r’ecewed from each..as compared
1'%

- IAR - page 7 o i
N— |

Preparatory readings should have been more relevant to the ancillary activities

The materials on the reference she]f were not relevant to the ancillary
activities.

The'assignied homework was quite useful. < .

What is your overall evaluation of today's ancillary activities? '

1) exce]'lent . .o -

2) very good ' : . ,
3) \ good . _ ) -
4) fair ' , ( I

5) poor ~
Did you feel there were any activities that were esperially innovative
‘or creative in today s session? - i

1) Ves . : o T
2) no : ) .

, : -
If yes,please identify those activities on the blank paper provided.
Do you have specific comments or.suggestions about the class session?

1) yes. F . . . ¢ :
2) no C - : - .

~
M -

\
If your ansver was yes, write your comments on the blank paper L X
prov1ded. . r .

i . . . .
N prr A s . - ' S/ N :l‘

- " Part 1V: Feedback Questionnaire T s

ith a tradit'1ona1

ructor-taught course. o

‘ \ , o »
‘1 = outstanding - recejved a lot M the activity tha»you .
L. ' usually obtain from simﬂar actfwities in a teacher

. p;:eparat on course’ )
‘2 = good - réceived & little pore from the actjvity - . C
) 3 = average - received about tKe same amount fro the activ-ity
. 4 = poor = - received sFmewhat less
™ 5 = unaccegtabié - receiyed a 1ot\1ess information from e attivity
L
»
45.; Pre-program preparat1on‘compared fo work usua'lly assigned=, p
in other ‘classes p ior to cover1ng\materi L in c1ass. LR i
3 ' .
46, "Te]ev1sed Interactive Sa?‘nnars compared to other sem1nars
. and class diseussions. ;e . .
o \ . e B : .
N \ - ) j‘; Lga(} " ] ‘.’ ‘ ) - )
» " / L , >







< . -, sl

, v 52,
. B3.

" with other courses. .

, . IAR - page 8" . ) -
Anci]lary activfties compared to class dctivities associated with
other courses. BE . . o

The videot;ped Tvgprograms compared to Iectures usua]]y associated

—y ” -

‘ ¢ L ~
-Follow-up activities and homework assignments compared to simi]ar
activities 1n other courses. .

On-site reference materia]s éompared to materials p]aéed on reserve by
-other instructors. oL .

3 7 < e
The "site monitor as an effective course 1eader§

\
Do you have any specific comments or suggestions concerning these

comparison?.

)

.
A 4 P t N

1) yes. A . . .
2) no . : .
If your answer was yes, write your comments on the blank paper provddedg .
. ‘:“ ) ,
- J
) - =

1 €
o
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APPENDIX .2 > »  Resource Coordinating: Center

Appalachian Education Satellite Project

Evaluation Compdnent
. e ) 302 Bradley Hall, Uni versity of Kentucky
o «  Lexington, KentucKy. 40506 -

L 3

COMBINED ATTiTUDE AND BACKGRGUND QUESTIONNAiRE FOR CEE 40 "

¢
i .
- —" y /' -

" This questionnaire s divided 1nto 2 parts. The first part 1$ concerned with

your attitude toward Career Education ‘and the second part asks for some background
Snformation. Please answer as truthfully as possible. Your answers do not affect
ﬁgur grade in the course, but hel/p us to assess the effectiveness of the course

_and suggest 'Improvements

'\

«’ T
Be sure you hdve an Op-Scan rm titYed “General Purpose Answer Sheet." Write

your name’on the upper left, hand corner on the back af the form. Fi1l out the
~Specia1 Codes and Student )(umber boxes as follows;

/ z:z 45672?9 204//21?/4//(

s{ air14 Oait | SPECIAL CODES STUDENT NUMBER
. 4

/ —

=

xlooeldanHal ‘ ; 1; coltims 1-6 £111 in 400401
OOOOeeIDROOORROOG . - | SRR
ol0]0) ololololo]IGIOIOIO{010101010 RN in columns, 7-10 fi11 in your
™ Ot@@ lelololeolo)elelelelelelelolo , four-digit student number
@@@@@@@@@@@\ _

';o@©® feYoloole, elotelelelelelelo
\oo®®vs@@e@o@©@@®®@©©

0JO @@@@@@@@@@@ '

[ st POOOROOOAOOAOOR = .
L “FORM / DO NOT WRITE TL®) . \
¥S} ,Q/ IN THIS SPACE alsorn O ’
sQ 7Q1 A0 i wmwmw .10 . L BT
cO ¥ =0 0000 Q) . : ,
.00 A0 . 6RaD O) N .
B /’ i C .

?

, Use 7 "soft-lead (#2) pencil to mark the answer sheet --.do not use a pen or ball-

Do/not make any other marks. on the’answer sheet . ‘ ¢
i

}po/i;\t If you change your mind or make a mistake, be sure tI;at you erase comp’letel

or each statement in the first part mark: L

5 - 1f you strongly agree with the statement

4 - if you moderately agree .

3 - if you-féel neutral : L. .

2 - if you moderately disagree - - . )
1 -*if you strongly disagree - i . - ’

The second part of the questionnaire/ asks for background 1nformation The informati
obtained s potentially Very helpful.in conducting the course and in evaltuating its
usefulpess. Please answer all questions on the fony unless a question does, not appl

or if you cannot remember the infqrmation asked for This information is kept
, cbnfident‘lal e -

1 . “
&




< “Combined Attitude and Background Questionnaire for CEE , L &age 2

oS g

-

\na\

10.
1.

12.
13.

14,

‘ poss1bil1ties ~

15.°
16.
17.
18.-
19.
> 20.

21.

education program t T ’

‘ The school curriculum should be related to the career goa]s of the student.

"Career education will help students make realistic careen choices.
‘Students should be permitted to miss regular classes in order to go on field tripsf

"It s important for children to be taught a work ethi

. ‘Subj/gt matter lesson plans should include career informationg

. Enough empﬁa51s is already placed on fareer education in the schools.

J ry ;." . . l . . ‘. . P .: . [
The school program should include career. development ’ S
Vd
Career education should be a continuous, life-long process T 5
Information about careers -should be integrated with school curriculum. t o,

The community is an excellent resource to use in a career education program

I am'willing to. take the’ time to find bonnmnity nesources for a career education;
program. - , _ ‘

;ﬁeaching plans should be organized around what people do in their occupations.

~

I consider what pgople do in their occupations. when I organize my teaching plans

A cmnnihnent from the schoﬁl administration is’ necessary for a successful career

¢ ’
Schools have the résponsibility to *help students develop career objectives.

Students should have experiencedin the world of work before leaving school.
. 14 } e

»

Parents should be aware of career education experiences occurring in the school system
W \

Helping children deveIop occupational awareness should be emphasized from kinder-

garten through gragde six ¢ N e =

Children 1n elementary school are too young to start thinking about tareer

The ¢l ssro/m teacher should be,responsible for career education

Carger education is JUSt another fad that W1ll ‘soon. be forgotten : o

I feel that career education should be 1ncluded in the curriculum experiences af
each child.

A commitment from the classroom teacher is neegded for 3 successful career education
program. , ./

/

1 4

A

Kﬁ elementary teacher should know the community employment needs .
/ , .
%7

Career education in the _elementary school is futile since a person will change his
mind SEVeral times before picking a lifetime career.

l

b %9 . s




" ‘Combined Attitude and Background Questionnaire for CEE- "7 - page 3
LN . . ' . e

, - - - : '
5 e L _ \ . /
26. Sex . ' . L . , . N
‘ \’I y . ) LI ' - -
. ]n Male A ~ . -’:'v:‘,, * ' v
2._ Female . S ) ‘ —
57. Description of conmunity in which you teach (or_,work in some, other area in educht'l
el - e o
T2 Suburban oL v _ o
; .3. Urban ,- * ) o ’ ). / s ) Pad
. L . . 7/ & +
28. Age in years as of last b1rthday . ) ‘ R
1. 21-'30 N
2. (31 - 40 oL - L
3.141 - 50 ‘ i . ;
4. (51 - 60 c | .
‘5', :‘6.1 or over . _ . o .
.29.. Position during 1976-77 academic year - - e
- "1. " Classroom- teacher .. P ;} .
2. SchooT Counselor A
3. Special education teacher ‘ .
4. School administrative position -
5., Other T, LT
/\' : Tl s . .
,30. TChoose the grade range that c}osel y approximates th€ grades you work with
. . Ve ., M ,: ~
1. , Elementary .- all ﬁdes o ’ . .
-~ 2. Kk Lot , : i ’
0313 0 : S e S .
Sz .l o
. " S - /
31 Work exper1ence in teaching. ~ f:_f . ' 4
A B 1 year or less. - & ""
2. 2 -4 years - - ~.
3. 5 - 8 years, . \o\ f; .
4. 9 -15 years . ’ /,; . .
5. 16 years or more- : ., /’
32. What was’ your undérgraduate grade point average? (convert to f})ur-{{o\mt scale
where A = 4) . - A
VR ) . / .
1. less than 2.50 i T /.
2. 2.51 - 2:75° g . ) p : N
3. 2.76 - 3.25 - Ry . . .
P 3%? -3.50 - - - Lo c. . Lo e ‘
5. 3.51 - 4.00 L T ; .
e .. \ N M e ' ¢ : //',
’ .‘ - ' & ; ] //
: Lo 1pg+ .
) ] . s A * :
. ' J: A . - : ..
/ . " "~
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Combined Attitude and Background Questionnaire f

or CE
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33. What was your graduate gr‘aﬁe-point erage? (cdnvq‘rt for’ four-point scale R

where A '—"'4). ‘

1. ‘less than 2.50.
2. 2.51 -2.75
3. 2.76 -3.25
4., 3.26 -3.50,
5. 3.51 -4.,00-

34. gaﬁt.degr}ee

\
. ]
» ’
0
.
N
M .
—
* -
» é
s
,h o«
b ’
¥
£
' M ‘ *
'
¢
+
" - .
’
. .
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o~ = !— .
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;o ‘Career Education in the Elementary School .

R ]
. - . °

P]gasEéZfrc}é the appropriate response and write your comments in the space provided.

1. ‘fhe'éidegtabe associated with this unft'brovided useful iH?O(mapion..

1

St?ong]y'éqree .ot 203 -4 5 .6 7 ) Strongly Qisagrée

© r  Coments: o . /
. . i (, . N ;' 4
‘--‘i ) N . - N I'

v .
) A

2. The instructions for tfe ancillary activities were clear.

* »

* * « b :’}
Strondly agree 1 2 .3/ 4 5 6 7 . Strongly disagree
Comments : ‘ ' ) ; : '

~ ’ g

\

-

3. .Adequate time was allowed to complete tﬁe ancillary activifies. -

Strongly agree + 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7.  Strongly disagree
Comments: (How much time did you’spend doing the activities? How much‘t3me .
oo did you need to complete the activities?)

' ) LA 5

+
>

<

4. The ‘ancillary activities were practical and applicable to the classroom.
X ‘ .

‘Strongly agree 1 "\2 3 4 5 6 .7, Strongly.disagree

L

" Commghgs: (ﬂhat are the strengths and weaknesses of the ancf]]any activitiés?)

KY
-

. 5. Overall,- today's activities were \ '
. | - Very good R BN 3 8 5 6 7 Very bad
o Comments:  ° . ' ‘
i -
J . .
§
v .
2 { . .’ * 102 N . ) o e » ‘ . "_ h

’ te o,
B?Mth75426/77 : ‘ %
+ . .. - 3 !

L
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| "Appa1écﬁfan Education Sate1i1te‘Pr09ram , ~

“ B Resource Coordinating Center
: : : Evaluation Component. ) ’
. 302 Bradley Hall, Univers1ty of. Kentucky s '
Lexington, Kentucky 40506 .
, - : x '
N ' SUMHATIVE REPORT'FOF\Ig((sRF) #08
I ) ) v- . \ ' ) ) .\ . - " - ‘
o Name : ) ' . - Course: )
i Agericy: . PR Sitg(s): : -
Instructions

- - - -

~

- Rate the overall qua11ty of the foﬂ]owing activities, in each of the four
categories. Complete ,one SRF for each course you consu]ted for on-mon1tored
Using the fo]]owing 5-point sca}e

-

1- generaﬁly excellent in that category o <
2 - excellent at times .
3 - acceptable ' . ‘ .
4 - weak at times AP ) -
5 - generally unacceptable _ - .-

Place.a number in each box. ) : .

- Quality Relation to
Overall Cont%nt of Pre- Student other Unit
Rating - sentation| Reaction |Activities

Ld

1. Televised Lecfure,

Corment on your ratings and suggest improvements in the materialls and procédures.
* . ’ 3 ¢ s

-~ N

b . . - A

oy

PN
) : \J i
. _Q&r" . . r—
J ~ - - .
» : Quality . RéTxtion to
) -Qverall | Content | of Pre- | Student. |other Unit
|-Rating sentation| Redction |Activities

2. 4-Channel Audio Review

Comment on your ratings and sgbgest improvements in the materials and procedures.
1 . ) .

A——




Comment on your ratings and suggest improvements in the materials

:}.

snf - baga\?

« P

Quality . |Relation to
Overall | Content | of Pre- | Student {other Unit
Rating - | sentation| Reaction |Activities

~oad

TeTevi%e& Seminars

Corment on your ratings

and suggest improvements’iq the materials

ardd procedures

v
L L]
<
. Quality Relation to
Overall | Content | of Pre~r | Student |other.Unit
Rating sentation| Reaction [Activities

Ahci]]ary Activif%es

2

and procedure

rd

Please circle the appropriate response:

Strongly agree -

1. The equipment is easy to use 12
2. 1 ijkéd'operating the equipment 1 2
3.. The equipment check is ‘easy to do 1 2
4. The Equipment Report and Student i
_ Satisfaction “instrument is easy to use 1. ~ 2
5. Equipment repair service was satisfactory
VHF o ) 1 2-
ATS-6 reception system ///’ 1 2
Te]etype system . « - R 2
Tel ecopier : 1 2
104
DMM(mt/11/15/76 ’

Strongly disagree

4 5

4 s ¥

4 5

4 . 5

4 5 ~
4 ,5

4 5

4 5
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Appa]achian Education Satellite Project
Resource Coorﬂinating Cente¢r
_ 302 Bradley Hall, University of Kentucky
s yei?ﬁyton, Kentucky 40508

o~

SEMINAR E\(ALUATION #45

The following questions are designed to assess your reactions to today's seminar.
Your, responses do not affect your grade in the course but they do assist us in
: improving future seminar deliveries. Please circle the response e that most closely
represents your reaction to today S seminar ) ‘
1. MWhich one of the fb]Iowing would have made today's seminar more effective?
(If the seminar participants were fine, mark option four) -

3

2) use more teachers as guests
~3) wuse morg-professors or other experts ds guests

1) "the moderator answering the queitions himself without guest§
4) the seminar participants were fine

Y

2. Which one of the following seminar formats might help you think of more'meaning-
ful questions to ask? .

1) have at the beginning of the seminar a 10 minute summary of course content
- covered since the last se
2) show at the beginning of the $eminar a short £Im 111ustrating Severa}
new classroom demonstrations of material covered
3) have the opportunity to use the whole seminar for question answering and )
discussion rather than spending part 6f the program for question stimu]ation
4) the seminar format was fine i
5) other (please specify by writing on the back ‘of this page)

N
3. The answers to the questions could have been more valuable if there had been

- 1) less discussion of theoretical aspects of the question . ,
2) more frequent use of specific.classroom examp’gs . : %i
more direct answers to the questions ' L ’
less repetition in the guests answers ’
I was very satisfied with the answers I heard -

4. The pace of the seminar should be: ' -
1) much slower. ~ ’
2) somewhat slower :
3; the pace was satisfactory

somewhdt faster B
5) much faster

¢

5. The'seminar moéerator could have been more effective if he/she had:

1) kept the guests dn topic better
2) provided .summary” statements occasionally
3) kept the semtnar moving at a faster pace so more questions could be answered
. asked guests to give more detailed answers ~
the moderator was acceptable as is . , !




~
{

. \ ‘ N ) ‘
~Seminar Evaluation #45 .o //// v, ' page 2

L &

6. ~React to the following statemént;\'The seminars gave me an opportunity to have
real, input. ‘

/

1) strongly agree
2) moderately agree
3) neutral
4; moderately disagree
‘5

strongly disagree * ~ '

7. React to th? following statement: The interactions iﬁ the seminar were of
. personal relevance to me); /

1) strongly agree \ \
Zg moderately agree

3) neutral

4) moderately disagree
5) strongly disagree

8. What is your overall evaluation of today's seminar?

1) excellent
2) very good . : L
%) good i & .
4) fair . . . ‘

. 5) poor '

]\ . N
If you have other comments on the seminar, please write your comments on the back
of this page. Please be as specifif as possible about the strengths and weaknesses
about the 'seminar.
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. EQUIPMENT REPORT AND STUDENT SATISFACTION FORM (ERSS) #09

ﬁyagram £

3 <.

Appalachian Education Satellite Programs

L)

Resource Coordinating Center

Evaluation Component

\

302 Bradley Hall, University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506 -

>

Site # N 2 Date

Local Time: starting

If you have\had any equipment‘problems during this program,
problem as specifically &s possible ang_noté any'actiqn taken.-®

Id

¢

‘
N ' ;.

4

~ ending .
—_— L ——

-
.

*

NS

)

v

= \
please describe thd

& -

lf‘fbe probiem involves any of the following pieces of equipment please complete '
the Equipment Trouble Log:

interface, telephone Tine,

‘television set, video tape recorder, teTetype, DAA
or cable system.

' Did the above-mentioned problem result in an impairment of. service during the

progeam? ' Yes ___

No

If yes, please explain:

-«

N

The following items refer to the above prog?am number {comp1ete all that apply)
r -«

. 1Y
HP Receiver signal strength

E1evat10n.read%ng‘

Please circle the appropriate response using the criteria outlined in the Site

Coordinator's Manual:

Remember to use the correct s

one and two as described in the manual.

Audio Siqnal
TV Audio
1 1
2 2
3 3

___go k

___no go/,<t.
ATS-6 Systém | .

. Operatiye .
___ inoperative

Channel 1

4-Channel -Audio Signal

Channel 2 | Channel 3

1 1 1+ 1 1’
2 2|2 2

3, 3|3 3
-9 9
nogo | __ nogo
- ¥

‘ " Azimuth reading -

»

Chanhel 4
1 1»
A 2
3 3
90
___no go

equence in colums, N

Video Signa1f

TV Video
1

’

N PwWw N —

go

2
3
4
5
::::no go" ¥

l'{
S
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T~ R C eSS - pege 2 N
‘ . . . . + ) .- ) ) ' . ) . i ’;(.. .
. . Audio Signal N+ Temperature +__ ”
VHF ’) ' M ¢ L — .
. 1 1 \ ) Weather Clouds = . Wind Snow " IcE
‘; .2 T . . Litt}e/none, ’ ,§§§4__
3 3 T " Moderate | . ’ —
__g .~ ' Heayy . : «
__noge - ! .
Z" . 1
. ﬂ LY
~— . h
, . , '
v Miscellaneous Problems (Check all that apply)
. " __‘There'was a delay in program broadcast -
Low attendance. State probable reason: - o '
___ Cancellation or postponement*of class. State probable reason _
Missing ancillary materials . \
- AN
___ Missing evaluation materials
. Student Satisfaction:’ ) —
~ Taped Program- | “Live Semihaf Aﬁci11arj Activities -
— excellent, ___ excellent - ___ excellent
- very good - —__ Vvery good __, very good
_— qood __ good’ .+ _._ -good
_ faire . o fair T fair ~ ‘
—__ poor ___ poor . ; —__ poor
. For Seﬁ}nar Days on1x,"
1. How many questions were sent in from your site? _ L '

2. Did)you transmit questions individually as they were gene}a%ed +__orin
groups 7 (Check appropriate category) If questions were grouped, what

was the usual pumber of quegtions«in a gtﬁyp?. .
. For Ancillary Sites: T - . -
.3. How many times were you interrupted by & busy signal when-attempting to
transmit questions to the main site? .
4. How*long‘ﬂid~1t‘take.to transmit the questions to the main site?’ .

) / N 1 . -
In the space below and on,the back write-the reactions and suggestions made by
the students about today's activities. Include any ‘suggestions, special problems
or requests that you might have. Also, white student numbers of absent students

on back. o
© “9’ ‘ - ‘l.

owmsze . 103
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>4 ! ‘
: . Appa]achian Educatwn Sate]hte Programs
A ' * Resource Coordinating Center ’ .
s S : Evaluatjon Component .
L 302 Bradley Hall, University of Kentucky *
‘ - Lexington, Kentucky /46506 o, .
. . . . . ! ’ ¥ *
EQUIPMENT REPORT ANB® STUDENT SATISEAGTIOWQ)‘#OQ :
Program # .-51’ce S " Date L. “ .
g . o’ ] N ] . e ] ! ‘e
. Local Time: starting endihgj’ - Py '
', If you have had any equ1pment prob]ems ‘during this proqram, please describe the ‘
. problem as specificany as possible and note any action taken, .
. . N . . 7 4 " ’ .
. 7 ’ N . . S . ‘
1 - LI ‘; " ‘ ‘ . . a’ ) e
& . » - - -
If the prob]em involves any of the fo”owing pieces of equipment please complete
the Equipment: Trouble ‘Log: television set, video tape recorder, teletype, DAA
interface, telephone line, or cable system. -
Did the above-mentioned problem resu]t in an 1mpairment of serv1ce during the ’
. program? Yes No-_ . If yes, "'Tease exp]ain .
%‘ . R} ’ Co ) ) 7 . . ‘ ‘
< '

The foﬂowing items refer to the above program number (comp']ete al'l that app]y)

,HP Recejver signai strength Azimuth reading S .

)

v E]evation reading

- ‘\ ~

P'lease circle the appropr'aate resgonse usinglthe crtteria outlined in th’e Site’
. Cobrdinator's Manual: Remember t& use the correct sequence in co]ums

one ‘and twqmse described 1n the manual, . ¢
Audio Signa] 1., ) 4-Channel Audio Signa] " .+ . Video Signal
V. Alddo 'Channe1 1| Channel 2 ] Channel 3 | Channel 4 TV Video
1. 1 LA R NS IS I NV RN B KOS | T, 1A
2 2 2. -2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 , 2
'3 -3 3 3.1 3 3 3 3 3 "3 3 3
g, go 80 | __go ,]__go 4 4
~_hogo =~ no go| _. nogo | —~_pogoj __ no go -5 5
‘ , . A 0
\/ATS 6 System ) ' -~ . v .. S — go go@
i Operative . . ) ‘ s
___ inoperative’ S T




' "~ ERSS - page 2
hd .9 , . i . v
)lod1o S1gna1 . N Temperature - - DA
VHE ;. d A . .
1 . o Weather Cloufs . W1nd *Snow.f’ Ice
2 2 Little/none’ o
) 3 3 . "7 Moderate ) '
- g0 - Heavy .
no go - o N .
“ ‘ *“{
S Miscellaneous Problems (Check§a11 that apé1y) . . - T e .' '
. . There was a delay in“program‘broadéast . B '
__'. Low attendance. State probable-reason’
, __ Cancellation or postponement of class. 'State probable reason
. 4 ;___ Missing ancillacy materials £ . C R
© 7.~ Missing evaluatidmumaterials '
. . . - B . - " . r) .
. Student Satisfaction: . o
Taped Program . Live Sgminar / Ancilary Activities, b
. excellent . excellent . exce1{ent‘
N ____+ very good ___ very good_ _;__ very good
good  ° " ___ good ___* good
fair < ___ fair , fair
\_— pOOY“. . ___ poor . -—‘-—, poor -

+

For Seminar Days only

1. How many questions were sent in from your site?

2. Did you transmit questiohs 1nd1v1dua1]y as they were generated _~ or in’
groups ? (Check appropriate category) 1f questions were grouped what
- was the usual ‘number of questions in a group?

r

¢ For Ancillary Sites:

3. How many times were you interrupted by a busy signa1 when attempt1ng to
- transm1t questions to the main site? -

4, How long d1d it take to transm1t the questions to the*main sihé?

“

In the space below and on the back write the reactions and suggestions made by
the students about’ today's activities. Include any suggestions, special/proble

_or requests that you might have. Also, write student numbens of absent/student
. on back. . \ ool , v
5" o o . v ’} ~ ‘F ‘ g .
CFRIC: = DMw/mt/11/15/76 110 S
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The purpose of this instrument
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. Appalachian Edueation Satellite PrOJect
' - Resource Coordinating Céntef,
302" Bradley Hall, University.of, Keqtucky
R Lexington, Kentucky 40596 r

Toe

CAREER EDUCATION }UMMARY EVALUATION #4é/ e

g
r ’

I & ‘.

is to. assess your overall reaction o the Cafeer o

Education course you have Just\so

mple ed. )

Rate the following six items .according to’ the quantity of useful information

>

you received from each as. compared with a traditional instructor-taught course

’

received a lot more, from the activtty £han you usually

1 = outstanding *
o obtain from similar activitieg in a teacher preparation cqgrse
2 = good- - received a little more from the activity '
. 3 = average - received about.the samezamount from the activity a .
4 = poor - redeived soméwhat Tess .
5= unacceptable -

14
.

received/?/l‘t‘iess\information from the activity%

-

°

i 4 ﬁ )
1. Pre-program pregaration compared to work usually assigned in other classes
prior’ to covering_material .in class :

2. Televised.;ipteractive seminars compared to other seminars and class discussions

3.
4.

Ancillary activities compared to class activities associaxed with other courses.

The Videotaped v programs compared to lectures usually associated with other

. courses. . . .

5.

Y

-in other courses.

. 6. The site monitor as an effective course leader.

“

p

r

/\
Follow-up. activities and homework assignments compared to similar activities

L 4

7. Do you have any specific comments or suggestions concerning:these comparisons?
]) ,YES oA ' ’ ° . ] -
2) no o L ‘ §§ , » .

If your answer was yes, write your comments on the back of this page

Please react to the following:s;atements'

8. I did not feel that the technology employed in the delivery of this coyrse
‘made it an 1mpersonal experience.

strongly agree
moderately agree

-neutral .
moderately disagree

strongly disagree

y

t
» If you have.any suggestions for making the\course\more personal, please'write ,
- your comments on the back of this page. .o %
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Career1£dgtation ummary Evaluat1on #460

T ".. “ ;"c . Cos %__’)
page 2

o

‘9..

" 10.

[y

12.

14,

What effect do you th1nk information contained in thws course will have, dn
© your teach1ng7 . ) - \ . . A
; has 11tf14 or no re]evance for me in my teachwng s1tua;1on
would 1ike to use but probab]y wonlt be able to .
" 3) would like to ise but don't understand enough . )
* -4) plan to.use : . " -
5) . al:esdy know or am-using . : . T ' ‘
'The guide11nes I folloM in completing the anc1T1ary mater1als were:
1) Clear ?nd easy-to-Follow B ' ’
2) Generall understandable . L .
3). Somewhat confusing : , P ’ e
4)f Very .difficult to follow ' , "o '
* - T . . _ . .
‘WoquQyou»be_interesteg in participating in progiams‘?f this type in the futuref|
1) 'yes t s N '

I

* F hd 3
- - N - N
. . [ ’ . ‘ .
LA [ /
= -
-~ .
f .
[ - .
- .
R - . . * . A
. P .
A Y . :
AY .
B - .

w

4

The t tbqok fbr th1s cqurse was an interesting and informative supplement to
the v deotaped progfams ‘and anc111ary act1v1ties

neutral - . X : . .
moderately disagree o - T .
. strongly d1§a§ree ' '

The course presented many interesting ‘ideas and techniques for ﬁractwcal -
p11cat1on in the classroom.

moderately agres ; ) 7w
neutral . ‘ :
_4) moderately disagree T .

- 5) strong]y disagree ,~» , -

i- strongly_agree, -

2) 'ho & . - .
, N . .

1

If yes,‘bleaSQxlist those areas in'bhiéh you would 1ike to see future presentati




Career Education Summary Evaluatign #4§ ° - ", . . page 3 v

¢
[N s >
. 7 -

o ¢ g . . . . . ,\
]

AESP plaﬁs t5 continue to offer courses in teacher education to'the Apbalachian \

F . region. In order to best respond to the needs of: teachers, we would appreciate \
your responding to the following question? / 4 :
z N - i - N -

157 Vhat iscyhe primary reason for your enroliment in this eansQ? ?,
.0 ’;_’-_" ,,}“ - . toa
1) needed the three-hours credit | R A C N
2). interested in career education ; ! ce : . .
3) career education mandate c .
4) ,otfier (please specify) o _ AW ‘-

13

~ »

16. In tgking'teaeher'edﬁé?tibn'cou?SEé, which of the followihg course formats
do you prefer?’ . . . . : ,

-

o . 1) a thréee-credit hour coure such as this
) 2) a'short course with one-hour credit

iﬂ? 3} a one-day ‘in-service workshop

> " 4) other (please sgepify)

17. In taking a three-credit hour course durting the sthool year, do you _prefer ,
) to meet: ) , ' _ : I :
1) once a week for four months ' :
2) twice a week for two months , / , .
3; more than twice a week . /
4) other (please specify) ‘ /

' ] . . - . - - .
L) , . L ¥
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"The work upon which this publication ds based was ‘performed pursuant to !
Contract #76-100C0-3009A-76-C2-0E-0226 with the Appalachian Regional Commission
under a prime contract between the ARC and the Technical Applications Division
af]the National Institute of Education, Department of Health, Education and
elfare."

"“Views expressed 1n this pub1ication are the views-of the Contractor
.and not thoSe of HEW."?
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