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o ) . ABSTRACT

. .
'This paper %eports on a survey of more than 300 instructional develop-
ers who were arced which books they would recommend for a variety of
different uses. YTou asdist them, a listii 139 . Books taken from ..
‘a recent fburnal article was included with suryey. The respondents
Tepresented a diverse but highly experienced _roup. Participants were
agked to recpmmend‘three bpoks for. each of four categories: personal

., use, textboek, reference for practitioners,.and for reading by non-
developers. A list of most recommended books was developed, sand demo-

+ graphic Variables were-used in the analysis of respondent recommendations.

P

K B ,
S v - -

In the past few years it has been popular to develop bibiiographies of

books on instructional development. Hgwever, for the most part, these bibli-

-

.. -
ographies shave been the result of one individual or perhaps a small group de-
. ciding arbitrarily what should or should not be included on a list. Little

attempt has PYeen made to vertfy the utility of these choices for users in the

i
field. ,
. . , T '
. - The purpose of chis study was to -conduct a natior vey of instruc-~
-\i , . " //‘/ ' i
tional developefs, apking for recommendations about the books of the field.
The results were expected to reflect any consensus opinions held by the users
o -
regarding the utility of the identified literature. The géty nature of the
survley was expected to result in the omiss;on of a variety 3& specialized

{ .
ces that might be useful in certain settings. 'Even so, the desired

res

2

~—
. L. " /
results 'of the study were not limited to the development oﬁ a new, perHaps
’ | \

)

. -shorter bibliography. Instead, it was tHought'that m@ch could be learned by

examining the pattern of responses to questions about ID books. The authors
) . o
began with high hope that the results might help to “identify which ID approaches
a4
are most useful, who the conceptual leaders of the field are, and whd} networks

among authors exist.

g ! o’ .
The field of ID is characte -z. by wide diversity. . ..o oi - 1s the -

result of the settfngs in which ID is practiced. Some of it is the result of |
differences among graduate ID programs. Soﬁe of it is the result of differences

among phllosophlcal approaches to education and_training. While books are only
)
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a part of the literature on ID, they should be representative of most or all
’ * v ’ ¥ ¢

§> of the»theoretical and conceptual ideas upon which the field is founded. This

study was designed to be a first step in identifying some of the common themes ‘

. K . , X .
. and common pa* " Lvergence that typify ID todav ,such, this study
! ’ ™ .

anticipates the need for future analysis of the pw.diodic literattire of the field.

. . ‘ —
. “ .
-y e
- - .
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THE METHOD

N ~

Selecting. the Sample. No one f%sreally sure how ma instructional developers'

there are. 1In faot;' here is;ﬁot\even an agreeds¥pon method for distinguishing

Ny

between professional instructional developers (whatever "professional’ means)

I

— f - -~ .

and others in the @ducation agd t;éining field who have adopted the ID title,,

" Qur goal was to identify survey participants who would be knowledgeable about - .
ID literature.. We also sought respondents whose claim to the instrictional .
developer title was based upon some actual*gxperience doing ID etther fullf\

R >

time or part-time. T accomplish th1s, 4 sample of 306 was selected from

past or present flembers of the D1V1slon for“Instructional: Development of~ the ' ‘

Ao . PR

,//

Association for Edugationa%gCommunications and Technology. To provide avnigh
>

probability that'the\znaix'

/ L . . 8 . o . .
address 1nd1catorsﬂsn§h as job titles and unit_names were used in selecting
P s ’

uals were primarily involved in some aspect %f, ID,

N e 7»'/ v“ A N
the sample. o - ! . v 9

> 4
4 . o

Analysis of Respondents. LA total of 126iresponsef§ (41.2%) were, returdfed. Ten

o
&

responses had .to be dlscaded bebause they dld not provnde enough usable data.

0f the remaining Ll6 survey forms, "74% were from men, 267 from women. \ Because

q .,

the initial impetus for this study came from a perceived need to obtain user
< .‘) - "o__ —=a
- verification of a list of ID books, particular attention was given to analys£}\>

3

- - . -
©

' . - . b . . I . “ L
of the respondent.population. ‘Thoug - not hecegsarily scientifically represén-

LN s, -

tative of all instructionat developers, ithe respondents represented a diverse;

highly experienced group,as illustrated' in Tables 1-3. B RN '

_ .
. 4 ' . = ©
s .
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Table 1 (
Respbndeﬁ%s' Job Responsibilities

. ij(listed fn declining order of frequency)
[/ -

<
Y ' ~ o
‘Job Responsibility Pereentage
Part—qime Developer -, 53%
ID Instructor—of Graduaté Students ‘ 46%
*ID Project E;aluatof ' 38%
ID Program Administraeor - . 34%
y :
ID Support Service : 33%
»

Fu}l—time<Dejeloper 14%
ID Instructor: Ind%stry or Government 107
ID Instructor of Undergraddate Students 9%

" Table 2
Years of Respondent Experience
X -
f/ : Years _
Direct ID Experience 0 -1-3 4-6  7-9 10+
(practitioner) N = 110* ' /&—x '
. 4 ‘ . \g .
Full-time (74) : 337 16%  19% 13%\19%
3
t L :
Part-time (63)/ \ 437 20% 12% 8% 7%
Training Developers or
Teaching ID N = 116
Full-time (45) 617 7% 11% © 57 15%
parc-vime (41) N\ 6571 161 6% 4% 97
ID Related Experience 16% 6% 14% 127  51%
o - NG ‘

*Al1 116 responucants ¢ ve intorpati.. which ‘indicated
past or present ID experience--full-time, part-time,
or bot@,, However, 6 persons did not respond directly
to years ofgpexperience, and their replies were not
used in these computations. .

Ry S ‘ {q

e S
L. ' ) ' -
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A ' C ‘
.. Fable 3 B e - g
Respondents' Places of Employment

. s
. .
¢ ~ ¢ ! ' . ) ‘
. . .
. .

Place of Employment R ggzcogﬁggf
Public College ) . 66% :
'Private College , T 112 ‘
\ Consult‘ing firm e‘ ) ' 9% ,
. : g ous?lf—employed‘ Lol l . h | 8% - K

Indd%trx\ ' : - S : 8% ::
C?mmunity or Juniorlpollége - 8% G
All of:her cat‘egorifs_ | ‘ v 117 'W‘ 3

(Total exceeds 100% due to multiple responsés.)

. , » { )
A total of 964 years of full-time or part-time ID expe‘rience"E re~ -’

Pl

ported by 110 individuals. Siiilarly, {9'3,peop1e reported a total o J1127

-

years of ID-related experience. The predominance of colleée staff ,and '

faculty (85%) is mirrored in the finding that the vast majority of those

responding (87%) ' ! doctoral degrees. (The low response by IaRAR AN
- : .

side of academig was a disappointment.) The majority (71% ‘n

7/

swering.the survey had taken Educational Technology or ID coursework as a

®

major, with courses taken i\at 56 colleges and universities from around the

\ - .
country. In spite of this heavy coneentration of gollege faculty, experi- -

Laali
enced professionalss and Ed Tech/ID majors, onesthird reported having’ ex-

\

amined or read only a little of the literaturs li-"-- in the reference
|

"=, and only 10% reported havingvexamined or read almost all of it.

To verify the geographic dispersion of subjects, the_envelopes in which
) e - ~
the questionnaires were returnéd were checked for pwmaMf 108 readable
- I
postmarks from 37 states and the District of Columbia, the most were from '

Florida (9),‘I'llinois (9, ‘i'é}ias (9), ¢~~~ " Cennsylv  a (7).

b
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_The Survey JInstrument. Each of the. 306 members of the sample-was sent @

questionnaire"of 2 pages, legal size, with 17 questions (Bee Appendix). Half

a

of the questionndires were printed oﬁ:greénﬁpaper, half on yellow. All 6f

2 . .
Fhe sample received the 139 item book list (Braden, 1982) ‘which had originally

been printed.iﬁ Educational'Technqlggy. The halfqu the sample (152 personsj

who received green questionnaires were also given a second list which con-

T

tained names of 61 other books. Bot book lists are incluged,in the appendlx

Procedures. From each returﬁ%ﬁ?quest onnaire 74 items of 1nformat10n were
coded -onto an qptical scan sheet. T e‘ooded opscan sheets were then read into
a computer data base and an initial tabulation was run to determine which

. ' : A 4
demographic questidons had elicited response patternsysuitable for cross-break
analysis of respondent book recommendations. The 16 most frequently recom-

* Al
mended bagks were also identified and were used thereafter in the statistical
\

analysis. : ’

RESUiTS
Supp'ement® ook List, Whether a supplementary bon" list was inc’-71~4 with
the juestivunaire and basic book list made no difference in response rate (64
for both lists vs. 6é for basic list oniy). Howe%gr, eight of the ten responses -
that were unusable because insufficient data was furnished came from subjects .

who received only the basic book list. i ' ~

Book Recommendations. Each participant in the survey. was asked to recommend

three books from the Braden article for each of four categories: personal use,
. 14 .

textbook, reference for practicing developers, and.reading for a client not
P -

knowledgeable about ID. One or more vofes were cast for 94 of the books on

\

the list of 139., Main results of the selection asp-ct of the survey a:. shown

in Table 4.



Table 4 - o ‘ o '
//// ~"The Most Recommended Books - '

. , .Rank by Number of.Recommendations J
Author & Short Title P X © - Own Mext 'Reference Client Overall
AECT. Educatlonal Technology Glossary. - . - . 10 - -

o . .
Bloom. A Taxonomy of Educatiomal .

Objectives. o : 8 _— 5 - .10 -
Briggs. Instructional Design. 4 3 7 6 3

« w A B

Briggs & Wager.. Handbook of

Procedures. . - 5 C 6 9 o7
Davies. Competericy Baséd Learning.- - - ' - 10 - -
Davis, Alexander, & Yelon. . . .

Learning System Desigm. - . “ 7 6 - - 5 8
Diamond. Instructional Development '
- for .Individualized Learning. - 10 - 8 , -
Dick & Carey. The Systematic Design ,

of Instruction. : 9 .2 .= : 4 6
Fleming & Levie. Instructional ) : .

Message Design. o 3 7 ' 2 - 4
Gagne. The Conditions of Learninj. 2 4 3 7 2
Gagne & Briggs. Principles of ' ;.’ T - . .

Instructional Design. _ 1 -1 ‘ 1 3 L1
Heinich. Technology and the . 4

Management of Instruction. ° 10 .
il ~+0 < 7 ~:cr.aes of Learning. - - - 9 - -

p . - Y
Ker .. lustructiohal Design. .= 9 - 2 9
Mager.’ Preparlng Instructional oy ) -

Objectives. ) ' 5 8 8 1 5
Travers. Second Handbook of Research ‘ _ ‘

on Teachlng . . ) 6 - - 4 - -

Other books recommended by 10% or more of the respondents

AECT Task Force on Definitions and Termlnology The Definition of Educational
Technology, Baker & Schutz, eds. Instrucmlonal Product Deyelopment; Banathy,
Instructional Systems; Bass, Lumsden, & Dills. eds. Instructional Development:

The State of the Art; Bloom, Madaus, & Hastings, Evaluation to Improve Learning;

Gagne, Essentials of Learning for Instruction; Merrill, ed. ‘nstructional Design:
‘Readings; Merrill & Tennyson, Teachwnﬂlh"“'ept» An Tustruc. onal Design Guide;

Postlethwait & Associates Loring .ching Alternatives; Salomon, Interaction

of Media, Cognition, and'Leu.ning; Snelbecker, Learning Theory, Instructional Theory
and Psychoeducational Desjgn; Wittich & Schuller, Instructional Technology: Its
Nature and Use (Sixth Editiom). S ~

~
r
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There is much duplication ih\jfiiftion from category to.categoryg The -
top ten choices in all four éategories are coveréd by only 16 books, An addi-
- . « - N . . . .

tional 13 books were recommended foreepe or smore categories by 10% or more of

a

the respondents. Of these 29 higthfselected‘books, four ‘were in ége top ten-

a—

for all categorieé:ﬁﬁPrihciples of Instructional Design'by Gagné & Briggs, The

e

\ : :

Conditions of Learning by Gagné, Instructional Design edited b Briggs, and
Handbook of Procedures for the Désign of Instruction py'Brig;;f:\%ager. The

] _ . ) . _ ‘
dominant influence of Gagné & Briggs is hard to ignore, with their, book Princi--
- ' . . \ .

,_bles of‘Instructional‘Design fééommended_as a textbook by,Pver-AO% of all re- -

spondents. This was the highest agreement on any‘recommendatidn_in~the survey.
» . ) - - 2
In addition to the list of * books included in ‘the survey, respondents
R N / » 4 .
were given an opportunity to list otheaw8§éks~that would™be appropriate for

a basic ID reference shelf. 2 9 other bgpks w..e nzwed. Table 5
liats the most frequently recc. ded. _
© .
Table 5 — L T ~_
 Additional Bc = Recommendations =~ | - PR -
Gerlach & Ely. Teaching and Medié?. ' " //
- - & J o~ . -l
Gilbert. Human Competence. _
. > . '{g .v . »\

Y ' :
Hartley. Designing Instrugtional Texts’

-
-y P

8]

T-inich, Molenda, & Russeil. Instructional Media &
the New Technologies ef Instruction. ‘

Jonassen. The Technology. of Text.

"” >

Kemp. Planning & Producing Audio-Visual Materials.
B .

“Mager. Goal Analysis® . -

Markle. Designs for Instructional Designers.

Romiszowski. Designing Instructional Systems.

Wileman. Exercises in Visual Thinking. .
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Book Deletions. Another aspect of the study was to identify books that were
- . , _ .#

] - : ' . .
/no~1onger aﬁpropriate for a ‘basic ID referpnce shelf. Reasopns for such a

deletlon mlght 1nvolve age, toplc, cost, readability; etc. Of the 139 books .

. i

on the Suryey‘llst 81 recelved at least one nomination for d?detlon. A few
!
(R d

~ of the negative expressions were strongly stated. However, no clear cut case
k3 . -
.

emerged for deleting any book from the list, ghough' seven did receive mote
a4 tor ded Fhe

«“
]

recommendations for deletion than for inclusion as one of the top three-in,a
- ¢ L3 N

kel

category.. An additional 26 books received neither recommendations as a top

“ pook nor recommendations'for’deletion.

[y

.\ ! : °

fepics for New Books. s»In addition to making judgements about specific books "

v

.in the . ID field, the respondents were asked to indicate topics about which -

N
-

'they wduld like-to see new books publlshed The;results are shown in Table 6

* ’

.

2. "and su est that the 1nd1v1duals who responded to this survey have a greater
: ¢

interestj in the appllcatlon of learning theory and other researcﬁ flndlngs
.than in* procedures and strategies for d01ng ID. Keep in mind, however, that
college faculty made up the majority of participants in the survey. Research ‘

3\ :
and theory are topics which on&wo ld;expeit to be of greater interest to

®,,
etadenics than to instructional developers. :
,
Table 6 A
Topics fof New Books -
Toplc ) : _ ﬁank . ‘ _ Reﬁponses
Applylng Learning Theory to ID 1 . 547% ;
Reséarch Related to ID , 2 ' 45%
Designing Instructional Strdtegies 3, 31i ,
?ractlcal ID Tips ) 4 | . 29%
ID for Business and Industry -5 - AL ' 28%
Front-end Analysis T | 6{~| v . 27% Tl
’ Formabive Evaluation -, ‘ 5! . N 25% )
N Designing Instructiomal Material ‘gﬁd?)\ 217% ’
Teaching Instrue-tion,al Ev?lua'tq':bn" 9 i, 17% : ‘
"ID (_eneraﬁ& ' 5 , 10 - 14% '
— . \ X
A

\» - o )
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Observations.
~

generated an extensive data bank of significant

*

ang non-significant facts which offer innumerable tidbits of information that
will be useful in further studies of the literature and its relatiomship to
the field of instructional development. For example: s
o ‘ i A
L

+

® Men were significantly more apt to select Principles of Instructional

. . "\ V4 .
Design (Gagné & Briggs) fgf personal use and as a reference than women

(43% vs. 17% and 22% vs. 10%). 0 e

M I\/ LN ’ ' i
®; Women were almost twice as likely as men to recommend The Conditions

) . * ! ) -/ o ) 2 i M
of Learning 4Gagne) as a text (24% vs. 13%). Men, howevef, recommended d\
it twice as often as women to give to clients (13% vs, 7%) and three
[ . ! ~ T v '
times as often as a reference (23% vs. 7%). ' . :

. ® Men were significantly more apt than women to select Instructional

N Design (Briggs) as a.text (22% vs.,BZ).w ) S x

o Respondents who majored in Ed Tech or ID were more than twice as

Lo ‘v 5

-~

& Levie) as a reference (22% vs. 9%).

3

© Only 87 'of &ollege level developers’selected Prepariﬁg Instry ”'oﬁal/
Objectives (M?ger) as a bqpk,té‘own for personal use as compared with
. . = v
31% of all others. Those under 40 years old recommended it for clients

>

twice as often as those over 40 (31% vs. 15%).

2
Y
‘f A > T~
t

DISCUSSION

The initial analysis of the data from this su;vey can hardly explaiﬁ why

significant differences exist for such factors as sex, age, and other vari¥ables.
-

' . ) ' ¥ .
It. does suggest areas for further analysis and futuré’ifsearch, Not surprising-

_ . \ 3
ly, additional dnalysis will be needed to synthesize what the recommended books

say about the actual practice of Iz/and to identify the.invisible networks that

provide the theoretical and concep

-

ual framework upon which the pfactice of ID

<«

Q . - , - .
: e
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o : .- ’ - ' e “ul
i's based. The rather lipited agreement on the top books should not be taken -

. . /-\ " R

to imply, that. the field should be based on suchra limited foundation. y

P v
' .

' A number of indications.from this study suggest that most de\iel‘opers h’ave .

" a relatively naryow perspective and limited experience with .the wariety of -
) ’ ‘ ' R 4 .

) . .
“literature availgble. The majority of the 16 books most recommended are more

! * VoL

— . ’ . ’ ) , . “
than seven%ears old. While a wide range of respdnses was expected and, in

/ . : - v -

* fact, did occur with 193 ‘different -books receiving at least: one ‘recommenda- - ° f
- tibn, it seems surprisimng that so few received recommendations from several | *°
> persons. (Only 63 books were recommended by four or more people). * .

'While the results of this survey are hardly conclusive, they'do raise

¢ )

some d1sturb1ng questlons about instructional development and how far fhe field-
has come as a profession. Has the field become so specialized that each deve}—

. (
~oper truly has unique,literature needs? Is there,a‘failure to,base the practice -
[t M L. . . ) . .

of ID on a solid theoretical foundation as'chronicled in the books ofvthe field?

3 . y

, 'Is ID an art developed almost ent1rely through personal exper1ence7 elt seems
- . L3

- N \43
N unlrkely that these questlons have affirmative answers, but that is- one ‘way of .

o Lo N

interpreting these findings. Other reactions. would be to conclude that it is y
/ Lo
ent afout /:

: r

'evolv1ng pro-:

too early to judge the literature of the ID field or that z agr

(‘ K B -

the llterature (dnd there was some) is an 1mportant step for

- R )

.o "
» fession. Certalnly, the .39-most recommendgd books as revealed by thls sdrvey -
2 o - !
- are all excellent (see references). Taken as a whole=they rebresent a funda-

n

mental and growing core of basic literature for instructional development.

]
—
e

N B a ' !
(9 L A Ny -
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