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FOREWORD

Vocational education programs in the United States serve a diverse clienteie with a multitude
of programs in complex and diverse settings. The diversity and complexity of these settihgs con-
Iribute, in (act, to the federal poticymakers ditemma: how to formutate federal educational poilcy
that is relevant in all settings.

Policy analysis. too. is complex and multi-opinionated. This dual complexity of programs and
policy analysis presents special problems for developers of policy options. The policy analyst's
role is seldom simple. but the search for policy alternatives that are meaningful and uysable is an

essential undertaking it vocational education is to move forward.

Federal policymakers are the primary audience for this policy paper. However, state and tocal

policymakers should find the presentation of policy options and the discussion of their advantages
and disadvantages useful.

The National Center expresses its appreciation to Dennis R. Hershbach, the policy paper
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was a Fulbright-Hayes Senior Research Scholar at Technical University. Twenle Enschede. The

Netherlands.
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William Dunn. University of Pittsburgh. conducted an informative policy analysis seminar {or the

paper authors. Additionally, National Center staff worked with the authors in identifying relevant
literature.
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PREFACE

Federal policymakers need to be aware of altern ative policy options before they can make
decisions regarding the optimal resolution of critical problems in vocational education. By ulilizing
the expertise of vocational educators. the policy options should provide policymakers with infor-
mation about anticipated impacts. advantages, and disadvantages of each alternative.

Recognizing this need of federal policymakers. the U.S. Department of Education. Office of
Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE). requested that the National Center for Research in voca-
tional Education conduct a study for the purpose of preparing policy analysis papers in eight prior-
ity areas of high national interest. The areas identified by OVAE were (1) private sector involve-
mert with the vocational ~ommunity. (2) entrepreneurship. (3} defense preparedness. (4) high
technology. {(5) youth employment, (§) special needs of special populations. {7) excellence in edu-
cation. and (8) educational technology. .

In accordance with the instructions received from the Office of vocational and Adult Educa-
tion. the National Center for Research in vocational Education conducted 2 limited competitive
search for authors to develop policy analysis papers on the eight critica! issues in vocational edu-
cation. Vocational education faculty members from educational professiona! development (EPD)
institutions of higher education entered the competition by submitting & five-page proposal. No
proposals were received on the topic of defense preparedness. After an extensive internal and
external review process. eight authors were approved by the Assistant Secretary for vocational
Education, U.S. Department of Education.

The authors were provided assistance in policy analysis procedures. identification of relevant
literature. and feedback on draft papers by policy analysts and educators. The authors presented
their papers at a seminar in Washington, D.C., for key federal vocational education policymakers.

Other policy papers produced in this series are these:

¢ George H. Copa. University of Minnesota
Vocational Education and Youth Employment

Andrew A. Helwig, East Texas State University
Alternative Training Options for Srructurally Unemployed Qider Workers

Ruth P, Hughes. lowa State University
Secondary Vocational Education: imperative for Excellence

Clyde F. Maurice. The Florida State University
Private Sector involvement with the Vocational Community: An Anafys.'s of Policy Options

L. Alten Phelpe. University of lllinois

An Analysis of Fi: al Policy Alternatives for Sérving Spec:af Popufanons in Vocational
Education




N. Alan Sheppard. Morgan State University, formerly at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University

A Policy Analysis of Professional Development and Personnel Preparation for Serving
Special Populations

Gordon |, Swanson, University of Minnesota
Excellence in Vocational Education: A Policy Perspective

Floyd L. McKinney
Project Director and
Senior Research Specialist

-

Alan Kohan
Graduate Research Associate




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(v

The primary audience tor t!'ais policy paper is federal policymakers. The sgcondary auvdience ‘s
state and local ievel policymakers. This paper provides alternative policy options that contain

information about anticipated impacts, advantages. and disadvantages for each alternative.
Recommendations for solving the problem are given.

Educational technology has attracted considerable attention recantly. This study examines the
potential application of educational fechnology to vocational training and retraining. The purpose
is to assist program planners in the U.S. Department of Education to make more informed deci-
sions concerning the federal role in the yse of educational technology. The paper is based primar-
ily on secondary sources of information and examines the application of educational technology
to vocational education within the larger context of education in general.

Five questions are adressed. General findings include the following:

® What is the role of different stakeholders In education technology and what is the federal
policy in this area?

To a considerabie extent. the current movement f0r education technology is driven by the
producets of technology and by a public concerned with the cost of education and the
quality of instruction. The public school market for educational technology is large. but
_actual use is limited, Vocational education primarily uses little media. Private industry
represents a potent market. but overall use has been modest and the more advanced and
costly forms of educational technology are approached with caution.

The federal govérnment lacks a coherent policy regarding educational technology.
Although there is considerable interest in it, there is a need to balance this interest with
the reduced role of the federal government in €ducation, Substantial reductions are
occurring in research and development funds. Block grant funding. moreover. is probably
retarding the application of educational technology to vocallon al education at the locat
level.

What is the cosf of educationat technology? Can It be expecied in the tong term to
increase produclivlly?.

Educational lechnology does not now lead to reduced instructional costs. Itis mainly an
added-on cost, and use levels are not high enough to resylt in cost-effective dpplications.
Software in particuiar is expensive. To achieve higher productivity and cost-effective use
of educational technology will probably require a changed perception of the conventional.
teaching role and altered staffing. instructional. and administrative patterns. -

-k




How effective is educationaf technofogy?

Students learn from all forms of educational technology, bijt there is little reseafch to .
support the suggestion that technology is superior to conventional instruction or that one
technology is superior to another. There is little evidence to suggest that more sophisti-

cated technology is more effective. The single most important problem is the develop-
ment of appropriate high quality software.

How is educational technology used within the instructional.context?

Educational technology largely contributes “vaiue-added" benefits to vocational instruc-
tion. that is. positive effects on student performance that are difiicult to achieve through
conventional instruclion. It is not easy to estimate the cost of these benefits. but they are
thought to be justified. even if not on economic grounds. Included is the introduction of

new technical content. the simulation of processes, or the enhancement of teachet-led
instruction.

Perhaps one of the more important future uses of educatienal technology will be to
extend instruction to individuals and groups not now adequately served. This may include
retraining programs for displaced workers. remedial instruction for students with specia’[;
needs. or small rural or evening programs run by community organizations.

What are the instruclional capabilities of different technologies?

(9

‘\vocational education mainly uses simple technology. It is effective. low-cost, and easily

used. At this time. computer application to vocational training and retraining is limited.

Probably the greatest current need-is to intertace educational technology with the
competency-based paradigm. '

Any policy initiative probably should be modest. given the pncertain role of the federai

government. restrictions on budgets. and limitations Jn “ne effeclive use of educational technol-
ogy. The following policy recommendations are offera«d’ :

Claims about the efficacy of educational technology should be moderate. Federal policy
should not stress cost-savings or learning effectiveness.

Use of educational technology should be extended in the instruction of.non-conventional
client populations.

Preservice and inservice teacher training activities should be encouraged.

Vocational curricula should be revjséd to reflect business and industria) application ot
technology. regardless of the success of educational technology.

Research and development results of other federal agencies shouid be explored for rele- :
vant applications to vocational education.

A modest research effort in software development shduld be supported.

Cost-savings of educational technology should be documented. Until it can be demon-
strated that educational technology is cost-effective. use will continue to be restricted.




CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

Improving instructiona} quality through the use of educational technology is an old expecta-
tion. The appearance of the motion picture shortly after the turn of the century and of radio broad-
castin the 1920s. for example. was quickiy foliowed by predictions of revolution¢ry applications to
‘education. More recently. programmed learning and teaching machines introduced inthe 1950s
were touted as an innovation of great importance. Instructional television and large, centralized
computers were the premier technologies of the late 1960s and early 1970s. The educator of today
is surrounded by enthusiasm for low-cost microprocessors and new videodisc technology. both of

which are predicted to bring about 2 fundaments! alteration in instruction and the way that it is
presented.

Practically every commaercial breakthrough in communication. data processing. graphic
reproduction. or video technology has met with attempts to find educational uses. Available as a
result of decades of development is an impressive array of technological devices and software.,
from cable TV and digital telephone networks to simpie reproduction techniques. electronic black-
hoards. audiotapes. and improved overhead projectors.

However. the actual application of educational technology of all kinds has been less than
expected. and achievement has been modest. Teaching machines have failed to make a lasting
impact. due mainly to clumsy hardware and ineffective software, The major survivor has been a
systematic approach to instructional design carried over from programmed learning. Instructional
television has been disappointing. and the large computers of the 1970s were simply too costly.
Even widely used media. such as audiocassettes. LP records. filmstrips. films. and laboratory Kkits,
although they certainly enhance instruotion. have yet to show that they can significantly alter
instructional results (Campeau 1974; Pitts and Schneider 1981; Schramm 1977). Educational tech-
nology has not produced dramatic developments in the cost of instruction, in its quality, orin its
system of delivery. As Curtis and Biedenbach (1979) ohserve. "Education is the only major Ameri-
can industry which does not yet make intensive yse of modern technologies to reduce its costs
and to increase the scope of its services” (p. 3).

Although it is unrealistic to think that recent developments in educational technology will not
eventually have a considerable impact on education, itis less certain that the full effects of the
deveiopments now occurring will be felt during the decade of the 1980s. Public education faces
complex problems in the use of educational technology: some problems are economic. some con-
cern the resistance to change, and some relate to the traditional role of the teacher: others are
administrative and organizational or encompass the very character of the technology and the way
that it is applied to teaching. The penetration of educational technology into public education
simply has not been substantial and has certainly fallen short of the expectations of its more
ardent proponents (Anandam and Kelly 1981; Koerner 1977 Pitts and Schneider 1981: and
" Popham 1980).




A prodigious amoun! of work in educational technology is nevertheless underway throughout
the country. Stimulated in part by the desire to open new markets for informational technology.
and made increasingly possible through dramatic cost reductions. this work has already produced
a range of instructional devices and programs for application in just about all subject areas and
grade levels. At the same time, concern over the rising cost of education and reluctance to
increase public investment, when combined with heightened criticism over the quality of public
education (Boyer 1983). has led to a search for more effective ways to provide services. Educa-

tional technology is a focus of interest (U.S. Congress 198t, 1983; U.S. Office of Technology
Assessment 1982},

Purpose

The federal government has taken an active. but sporadic, interest in educational technology.
Recently. Congress held a series of hearings to examine the potential of educational technology
(U.8. Congress 1981. 1983). Although facing funding cuts, the U.S. Department of Education is
grappling with a policy position to balance its strong interest in educational technology with the
reduced federal role in education enwvisioned by the current administration (Zucker 1982).

The purpose of this policy paper is to explore some of the recent developments in educational
technology and their potential applications to vocational training and retraining. The report is writ-
ten for use by policymakers and program planners in the U.S. Department of Education and is
intended to assist them in making more informed decisions about the federal role in the use of
educational technology for vocational training and retraining. The report is also meant to be useful
to state departments of education personnel, adminisirators of school districts. and specialists and
administrators of other educational institutions. syuch as technical schools. community colleges.
and universities, who have an interest in vocational! education policy planning.

Source of Data

This study is based primarily on secondary sources of information. These include research
fiterature. congressional reports. conference proceedings. studies by the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment. information from repositories, and various
trade and professional journals. No comprehensive review of federal activilies is included because
the information is scattered throughout different departments within agencies and between agen-
cies. Existing summaries are used. Interviews were also conducted with individuals in the U.S.
Department of Education. the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment. the National Institute of
Education. the U.S. Department of Defense, and the American Society for Training and
Development. o '

The report examines the application of educational technology to vocational education within
the larger context of education in gengral. A paucity of good information on educational technol-
ogy and vocational education severely restricts a reasonable overview. Perhaps more important. all
of the problems facing other applications of educational technology also confront vocational edu-
cation. The effective use of educational technology for vocational training and retraining depends
upon the successful resolution of these larger issues.

Although there is considerable literature relating to educational technology. a great deal of it
must be interpreted with caution. Trade and professional journals, in particular, tend to be uncriti-
cal advocates ot educational technology, lauding potentiai applications while ignoring present




problems. Many accounts lack rigorous standards and present unsupported conclusions. Knowl-

edge about the use and effectiveness of educational technology is uneven. with considerabty more .
known about some aspects and substantially less about others. 1t is also necessary to cull conclu-

sions from many diverse sources, reconciling inconsistencies and filling gaps.

Educational technology is an immature field. As Koerner {(1977) observes:

[Educational technology] can be called a “tield” only as a term of convenience. It still
lacks a central body of theory and a corpus ot recognized knowledge. It still'lacks weli-
developed technigues of investigation. It still lacks career scholars. . ., {p. 5)

Objectives and Scope

1t would be assuring to be able to turn to a well-worn formula or a simple procedure to evalu-
ate and select ed uca‘ional technology. and it would be convenient to be able to say that one policy
alternative is ideal for one situation. but that another is definitely better in another context. No
such easy choices exist. There are not even reliable guidelines available to use in media evalua-
tion. As Anandam and Kelly {1981) conclude, “There are probably few, if any. assignments more
difficult or evasive than evaluating the use of technology in education” {p. 126).

Lacking a systematic body of evidence, it is difficult to formulate a cohesive policy. Removed
from the local context. decisions are general. so caution must be used in extending conclusions to
specific applications of educational technology. Also. judgments do not extend equally across all
uses of technology. There are. nevertheless. basic questions that may be addressed and that form
the backdrop from which policy alternatives may emerge. The following basic policy questions are
examined in this report; -

* What is the role of different stakeholders and what is tederal policy?

There are a number of groups that have a stake in educational technology: those who
underwrite its cost. use its products, make a profit from its application. and have an inter-
est in its success. The active role played by these groups. their use of technology. reasons
for support. and the constraints they face have implications for the formulation of policy.
Similarly. federal policy has shaped and guided the growth of the educational technology
industry. and although much of the federal policy is in response to a variety of influences.
a {ederal posture has evolved that will directly‘or indirectly shape future policy.

* Whatis the cost of educalional technology? Can it be expected in the long term to
increase productivily?

Costis a primary consideration in policy formulation. In a period of tight budgets and
dwindling resources. cost may assume even greater importance.

*  How eftective is educational technology?

The effectiveness of any educational practice relates to how widely it is to be adopted. To
the extent that educationa! technology can produce acceptable instructional results. it will
contribute to extending-vocational opportunities. providing alternative ways of instruct-
ing. and serving different client populations.




* How Is educational technology used within the instructional context?

Teachers use educational technology because of perceived benetits. But other effects are
less easily perceived or anticipated. and some are perhaps even negligib'e in the long
term. Both the anticipated and unanticipated consequences of the application of educa-
tional technology ultimately have an impact on policy formulation.:

What are the instructional capabilities of different technologies?

The instructional characteristics of different technologies suggest. in part, their potential
application to vocational education.

Definltions

Any discussion of educational technology must immediately confront the issue of terminol-
ogy. The term educationat technoiogy is elusive and is used in many different ways. In the more
restricted. conventionat sense, the term refers to the hardware and software of instruction—the
devices and media used by the instructor, whether they are filmstrips, computers. videodiscs. or
chalkboards (Knapper 1980}. These are the electronic and mechanical gadgets and their accom-
panying materidls that often adorn advertisements and dominate the focus of attention because
they are obvious, attractive. and perhaps entertaining. in the broader and more current sense,
educational technology refers to the systématic design. implementation. and management of the
total instructional process (U.S. Congress 1981}.

The Association for Educational Communications and Technology (1979). for example, identi-
fies three "domains” of educational technology: educational management functions, educational
development functions. and leéarning resources (p. 11). Eurat {see Armsey and Dahl 1973} suggests
four common conceptions of educational technology: (1} the use of machines and devices in edu-

cation. (2} a technology of instructional design. (3} curricuium development, and (4) the manage-
ment of education (p. 2). The White House Conference on Children {1970) defines educational
technology as a process that involves the following activities:

¢ Identifies the needs of learners. individually and collectivefy

Determines what must be done to meet those needs and considers alternative solutions
and options

Involves the individual learner in determining the best way to meet his [sic] needs
Designs and implements the selected strategies and tools

Continually evaluates their effectiveness

* Revises when necessary (p. 150)

These broad concepts of educational technology recognize that the focus of activity extends
considerably beyond hardware and media to encompass the instructional design process and the
way that educational technology may enhance instruction. The hardware of technology is merely
the mechanism through which instruction is delivered. Human and nonhuman resources are com-
bined in instructional and evaluation functions.




The term instructional technology is often used interchangeably with educational technology.
The Association for Educational Communications and Technoiogy {1979). however. considers
instructional technology to be a subset of educational technology. including instructional man-
agement functions. instructional development functions. and instructional system components.
Knapper (1982c) defines instructional technology as "the systematic design and implementation of
technological devices that supplant or supplement the human instructor” (pp. 41-42). Recent ref-
erences are frequently made to the term inlormation technology. Although this term is most com-
monly associated with business. it may be thought of as a type of educational techinology incorpo-
rating computer and electronic communication for instructional purposes (ibid.. p. 41).

The definition of the term hardware obviously refers to the electronic and electromechanical
devices used in instruction, such as ihe audiocassette recorder. film projector, or television moni-
tor. Less obvious. however, is the term software. Audiovisual specialists in education refer to soft-
ware as the instructional materials used with the hardware. such as slides, film, and tapes. Compu-
ter specialists, on the other hand. use the term software to refer to tge programs that control the
hardware—the tapes, cards, and disks that give commands. Actual instructional materials are
called courseware {Bunderson 1981). Due to the substantial popularity and use of small desktop”
compulers, the term courseware will probably come into wide use in the near future among educa-
tors to denote the materials of instruction,

Finally, there is a difference between the yse of telecommunication. video. and information-
processing devices as instructional tools and as objects of study. As study tools. they are used to
deliver instruction; as objects of study. they are the subjects—the vocational skills—to be learned.

The potential of educational technology currently exceeds the ability of education to make
effective yse of it. The purpose of this study is to explore the application of educational technology
to vocational education and to provide policymakerswith sufficient information to enable them to

address its application in the vocational setting—in other words. to take a step toward closing the
gap between potential and use.




CHAPTER 2

SURVEYING THE SCENE

Education is big business. and the potential market for educationat technology is farge. The
National Center for Education Statistics {Grant and Eiden 1982). for example. estimates that one
out of every four citizens directly participates in education. Of 234 million Americans. 56.7 million
enrolled in school in the fall of 1983. There are over 3.3 million teachers and 300,000 ad ministrators
employed. Qver $230 billion will he spent on education during the 1983-1984 school year. Educa-
tion is the third largest industry in America. exceeded only by petroleum and retailing.

The educational technology market. however, is highly diversitfied and fluid. |t is made up of
many users requiring difterent product specifications. It is difficult to estimate the total size of the
market of its needs. in large part because change is occurring rapidly. as a result of dramatic
breakthroughs in engineeting and product development. There is not a good understanding of
how educational technology is used in public ard private training. or of the extent of its use.

The following section briefly reviews the users of educational technology. the reasons why
they use it. and the problems and constraints they face. Another section examines the producers
of educational technolo@y. The chapter concludes with an outline of federal policy regarding edu-
cational technoiogy. with special attention givan to vocational education.

Public Education

Public education is potentially the iargest market for educational technology. but it is also the
most elusive. Practically every classroom makes some use of educational technology. but overall
use is limited. The general outlay for educational technology of all kinds is modest. Anandam and
Kelly {1981} report that expenditures in the late 1970s “"for technology constituted 0.3 - 0.5 percent
of total expenditures at the elementary and high schools. 0.2 - 0.4 percent in vocational education
and 2-year colleges. and 0.5 - 1.11 percent in 4-year colleges and universities” (p. 28). These are
not relatively large amounts. Ahl {1977) suggests that monetary outlays for educational technology
actually have been declining during the past decade. Public education continues to be a highly
labor-intensive industry,

To be sure. schools are presently purchasing microcomputers ip increasing numbers, but
instructional use still remains limited. Boyer (1983) reports that “hardware manufacturers view
schools as a small portion of the total computer market™ (p. 192). Zucker {1982) estimates that
school computer use will be only 3 percent of the total market by 1985, The U.S. QOffice of Tech-
nology Assessment (1982) states that. in 1981, there were a total of 145.000 personal computers
installed at all grade levels, kindergarten through graduate schooi. This contrasts with the nearly 2
million used in homes and business. and it is projected that schools will not reach the 2 million
mark until around 1992; at this time the total market will constitute approximatefy 22 miflion (see
appendix A).




Secondary Education

There is considerable pressure on secondary schools to include computer use in instruction.
This stems in part from parental concern over the need for computer literacy and from the percep-
lion that computer training provides a road to agvanced schooling and better jobs. Some schools
also view ccmputers as a way to cope with sho. . .ges of math and science teachers. increased
instructional loads. or ihe poor quality of instruction. These reasons probably extend to the use of

educational technology in general (Sheingold 1981; U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1982,
appendlx A3 Zucker 1982).

Zucker (1982) reports that although roughly one in four public schools has available at least
one computer terminal. approximately half of all secondary schools have this capacity. with micro-
computer uyse expanding at a fast rate. This currently amounts to a ratio of 370 secondary students
per terminai. However, with reduced federal and state funds. computer acquisition and use are
pldcing a severe strain on schoo! budgets. In some cases. schools cannot atford the required com-
panion software or support services to implement an instructional system fully. Budgets for all
types of educational technology are generally restricted. It is not uncommon. however. for parent
groups to lead fund raising drives to purchase schoc! computers or for schools to solicit assist- -
ance from local technology companies {U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1982, appendix A}.

With ali of the interest surrounding school computer use, it is important not to iose sight of the
"difference between learning computer skills and using the computer as an instructional tool. The
former is easier to provide. Parents. rnoreover, are probably interested in students’ learning com-
puter skills. Also. as computer use expands. resources will no doubt be drained away from other
educational technologies.

There is some evidence to suggest that educational hardware is purchased without a clear
prior perce Mion of what to use it for or of the extent of the long-term financial commitment

required. T ne use of technology should foliow from clear instructional requirements and not the
other way around.

Vocational Training and Retraining

The extent to which.educational technology is used in vocatlonal education is unknown. There
is. however. a fI0ur|sh|ng industry supplying a wide range of instructional materials to vocational
educators. Most are print materials. or a combination of print and simple media. such as filmstrips
and loops. slides. cassettes. and workbooks. Few require sophisticated hardware. This extensive
collection varies in quality and content, training format. specificity. intended training population.
and required suppor! hardware {Osborne 1982). These are developed and marketed by {1} well-
known commercial publishers’ specially companies catering to a select market. (2) producers of
hardware also marketing companion software. and (3} trade associations and unions.

The V.S, Office of Technology Assessment {1982) estimates that, for computers alone. there
are one thousand active firms marketing programs. but few of them are for vocational instructional
purposes. The market for vocational education is relatively small, compared to the potential market
for general education subjects at the elementary and secondary levels. On the other hand. voca-

- tional education benefits from products of all kinds developed for business and industrial applica-
tion in general, aithough there are few instructional areas where comprehensive coverage may be
expected.




During the past decade. a considerable number of curriculum development activities have
been supported through federal and state vocational education funds. As a result. many states
have curriculum centers, often associated with major universities. Three regional centers produce

_materials for participating states. These are the Mid-American Vocational Curriculum Consortium
{(MAVCC). the Vocationat-Technical Education Consortium of States (V-TECS). and the American
Associalion for Vocational Materials {(AACM). various networks are another rich source of instruc-
tional materials. These include the state instructional laboratories found in forty-two states, the
National Network for Curriculum Coordination in Vocational and Technical Education (NNCVTE),
and the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC). These networks basically disseminate
curricula and instructional materials and contain a great amount of materials in their collections.

federal tunding has been an £ssential stimulus for all of these activities. because costs have
been considerable. In general, the materials produced have been very uneven in quality. and use
among jocal instructors probably has been less than desired. Centers have also tended to become
repositories of large amounts of outdated and little-used materials. Surprisingly. practically all of
the materials produced have been in print form, and no signiticant effort has been made to merge
instructional development with educational technology. even in its simpler forms.

Currently, the only direct federal funding from the U.S. Otfice of Qccupational and Adult Edu-
cation in curriculum and instructional development includes funding for the National Network for
Curriculum Coordination in Vocational and Technical Education, amountirig to $785.000. A soft-
ware evaluation project is supported through the National Center for Research in Vocational Edu-
cation. Various states also conduct scattered development efforts, but the level of activity is prob-
ably diminishing due to lack of funds and other priorities.

The present policy position of the U.8. Department of Education. however. is to deemphasize
direct federal involvement in curriculum and instructional development and to transfer responsibil-
ity to the state and local levels (Zucker 1982).

All along. states have been using federal vocational funding. combined with state and local
money, to support development activities in curriculum and instruction. Prior to the 1976 Educa-
tion Amendments (PL. 94-482). these activities were categorically funded. With the advent of block
funding. however. the bulk of funds now goes to support instructional and administrative salaries
and facilities. The Vocational Education Study (National Institute of Education 1981) states, for
example, that “'relatively few vocational education dollars are-going to update curriculum and
improve programs” {p. 111-28), including. of course. uses of educational technology. This trend will
probably continue. Faced with strict budget limits, vocational funds will continue to support pro-
gram maintenance rather than improvement. educational technology will compete with other,
more commanding demands for restricted state and local resourcés; and federal funds will be re-
stricted from use for hardware purchase. discouraging investment in educational technology (ibid.
1981).

Community College

Community colleges are potentially fertile ground for educational technology. They have a
history of providing nontraditional services to a range of client groups. Community colleges have
exhibited willingness and flexibility to address different instructional needs, and program require-
ments sugaest the effective use of educational technology. Open admission policy. flexible sched-
uling. the yse of nonacademic and part-time faculty, short-term instruction, off~-campus programs.
and direct links to community business and industry all suggest innovative uses of educational .
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technology. The conditions surrounding the use of educational technology at the community col-

lege level are more similar to those found in business and industrial applications than in secondary
school use {U.8. Oftice of Technology Assessment 1982},

The Private Sector

The private sector plays an infiuential roie in both the production and use of educational tech-
nology products. piloting development and aggressively pursuing markets while at the same time
applying educational technology to its own training tasks. Recent developments in microprocess-
ing and communication technology. for example. have stimulated commercial mariets. with an
increasingly wide range of products available to the educational public. In many cases. however.
school use of technoiogy is an offshoot of commercial products designed for other uses. Seeking
to expand markets. manufacturers of hardware adapt products intended for business and office
functions to instructional purposes. Public education thus largely constitutes a secondary. rather
than a primary market for products {Pitts and Schneider 1981). This is mainly due to the fact that
producers “cannot define the real potential of the school market either in its individual segmenls
or in jts aggregate form” (U.8. Oftice of Technology Assessment 1982, p. 145}. Educational needs
as well as the capacily to use technology vary greatly from district to district and school to school.

1

Marketing Technology

The current movement for educational technology is being driven by the producers of
technology —a facl that few realize. The marketing strategy is on two fronts. First, after addressing
the home and entertainment markets. producers have deftly turned to education, capitalizing on
parental concern for educational quality and opportunity. buitding from public familiarity. and
extending a helping hand to iocal communi*‘es. At the same time, producers have taken lobbying
initiatives. and government at all levels has been "bombarded with the virtues of the machine”
(Pitts and Schneider 1981, p. 2).

The educational technology industry. then. is a potent and viable force influencing the content
of instruction. defining in part the limits of what is laught. and determining the technology used.
"Pressure” for the schools to adopt educational technology stems in part from the industry that
has a stake in its use and that. to a considerable extent. generates a “need” for educational
technology. ) :

Application to Training

The potential application of educational technology to industrial and business training is con-
siderable. The American Society for Training and Development (U.S. Office of Technology
Assessment 1981) estimates that industry spends approximately $30 billion annually for training.
with roughly seventy-tive thousand individuals engaged in full-time training and another seventy-
five thousand in part-time training. Exactly how much indugtry spends for hardware and software
is unknown.

Corporate‘lraining is becoming more decentralized. with considerable instructional activity
carried out at the plant or division level (Brown 1981a, 1981b}. The portability of educational tech-
nology. its effectiveness for short-term, small group training. and its ability to convey specific
instructional content contribute to its attractiveness as an instructional medium. Instruction can be
centrally developed and distributed to training sites, ensuring standardization of quality and con-




tent. providing instructional flexibility. and making possible employee participation regardiess of
schedule or location of work.

The use of expensive, advanced forms of educational technology by business and industry
tends to be moderate. Companies are reluctant to phase out older. simpler technology that is
working until the newer technol0gy proves its cost-effectiveness. Simpler technology often proves
to be more flexible. and it is easier and less costly to produce software for short-term use. Com-
panies also value the ability to yse a mix ©f media and human interaction to address a particular

training problem. and they are reluctant 10 become "locked into™ fixed hardware {Brown 1981a.
1981b).

As with the public sector. moreover. cost is a deterrent 1o use of educational technology in .
business and industry. The lack of hardware and software compatibility and the low quality of
software are Problems. Also, educational technology is considared less useful 1or some types of
training. such as skill development. The U.S. Office of Technology Assessment (1982). however.

suggests that “all the signs point 10 increased involvement of industry and labor in training and
education™ (p. 100).

In addition. cooperation among public institutions. such as vocational and technical schools
and community colleges. is increasingly viewed as an effective way for companies to train staff,
Currently. however. the private sector tends to collaborate with proprietary institutions and coro-
munity colteges rather tharn with public secondary schools {Brown 1981a). Public programs that
have close ties with the private sector tend to hav«: higher-quality instruction (Sherman 1983).

Proprietary Education

Given the characteristics of proprietary education. educational technology could contribute to
instruction. Training is short-term. its instruction is very specific and limited in scope. relatively
large numbers of students follow the same course of study. and instructors may not have well-

developed teaching skills, The use of educational technology in this area, however, i modest and
mixed.

Trade. technical. and occupational schools make little or no yse of educational technology.
Instruction tends to be largely teacher Jirected and hands-on. For profit reasons. there is generally
alow investment in educational hardware and instructional materials of all kinds. Business
schools. on the other hand. tend t0 make considefable use of videotape. closed-circuit television
and computer-managed instruction. The relationship between the technology and the 'earning

‘task and work activity appears closer. Although home study courses tend to rely heavily on printed
materials. greater yse of educational technology is being advocated to regenerate the industry
{U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1982).

| Military Use

The military has been a heavy purchaser of educational technology and has supported con-
siderable research and development. particularly in the "high technologies.” such as computer-
based instruction. Given current funding difficulties. the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment
{(1982) observes that the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) “will likely be the only federal agency
to make major investments in R&D projects with educational applications™ (p. 245). In addition. as
the targest training institution in the country. with an annual educationa! budget of §10.5 billion.
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the military provides the major stimulation to a flourishing commercial educational technology
market. Products developed. tested. and applied to Mikitary use spill over into industrial and school
markets. Much of the state-of-the-art educational technology now available may be attributed to
the influence of military investments in R&D (see appendix B).

Research and development in the area of basic skills that is conducted:by the military may
have considerable transfer potential. Faced with recruits characterized by low aptitude and
achievement levels. and anticipating the operating requirements of sophisticated military technol-
ogy. the armed services have invested heavily in basic skills training. the outcome of which may
have considerable potential applicatior: to civilian training {Sticht 1981). Again, technical skills
training may be another area of training technology transferable to civilian sector vocational edu--
cation. Both are concerned with psychomotor skill development. '

On the other hand. there are marked distinctions between military and civilian training that
tend to reduce transferability. Perhaps most fundamental is the reason for using educational tech-
nology: to reduce training time and increase operational assignment time. Military personnel have
limited enlistments and are paid during training, so programs are standardized from location to
location and place a premium on time economy. Educational technology is considered successful
if it reduces training time while leading to satisfactory performance levels—levels that may. how-
ever. be below those achieved through conventional teaching methods. This is in direct contrast 10
the civilian use of educational technology, which emphasizes achievement gains over conventional
instruction {U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1982).

The Federal Role

The federal government is an important actor in the educational technology scene. In 1982, a
total of $273.915.000 in federal funds were invested in educational technology research and devel-
opment {see appendix B). Such funds are used to stimulate new developments. to encourage local
and state support. and-to bring about change, Funding priorities constitute a critical focal point for
federal policy. ' .

L

Research and Development Priorities

By far the largest amount of federal support for educational technology goes to the u.s.
Department of Defense: $256 million in 1982. In contrast to $13.4 million to the U.5. Department of
Education and $4.5 million to the National Science Foundation. Of the amount spent by the U.S.
Department of Education. the largest percentage goes to support computer research and devel-
opment in science. Math, reading. and written communication. Instructional television receives
support. as do activities in videodisc technology. teleconferencing. and educational technology
applied to the education of the handicapped (U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1982). Appar-
ently no federal research and development money was earmarked in fiscal year 1982 for edu-
cational technology applied to vocational education (see appendix C).

The National Science Foundation obviously supports activities in mathematics, engineering.
and the physical and applied sciences. The bulk of funding goes to the areas of computer use in
education and educational broadcasting (U.S. Office of Technology Assessment. 1982). -

For the past decade. the U.S. Department of Education has tended to supporl‘the more popu-
lar. new. and expensive technologies. funnelling mMoney into instructional television and mainframe
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computer application. for example. Television programming has received substantial amounts of

support (Kincaid. McEachron. and McKinney 1974; Pitts and Schneider 1981; U.S. Department of

Education 1982; U.S. Office of Technology Assessment 1982). On the other hand. substantial fed-

eral funds have been made available 10 school districts through formula or block grant fundsta

purchase hardware. library. and instructional materials. In other words. the federal government has

played an active role in stimulating sales of technology. Probably lacking. however. has been basic : *
research designed to solve many of the developmental and application problems surrounding edu- i
cational technology. particularly in the case of the more simple technologies.

_ Substantial reductions are being made in research and development funds within the U.S.
Department of Education. forcing cuts in educational technology research. Educational research
accounts for 4 percent of all federal funding. but projections are that educational research will
consgtitute 13 percent of total spending reductions. By 1984, it is projected that funds will fall by as
much as 53 percent below actual 1980 levels (U.S. Otiice of Technology Assessment 1982).

Federal Poficy o

Current federal policy on education is inconsistent. Education for “new technologies” is con-
sidered a priority. yet reductions in federal funding rule out any substantive initiative. Some pro-
grams are cut. whereas other activities continue on at a reduced scale. Educational television still

receives the bulk of funding. although at a reduced amount. The U.S. Department of Education .o
now faces the task of reconciling a recognized need with the realny of diminished su pport (Zucker

1982). ‘ . . ' 1.

One result is @ lack of coherence. Support for using information technology in mathematics -
education has been discontinued. for example. while at the same time schools have been provided T
marketing and evaluation information to assist in the purchase of lechnology Long range plan-
ning has been curtailed by uncertainty. and there is no central goal op which to focus acquisition.

Any new initiative. moreover, threatens 10 take funds from other activities. %

Block grants also compound the difficulty of establishing consistent poticy. It is difficult to
stimulale support for specific purposes. such as educational technology. As previously suggested.
federal expenditures for vocational education under the 1876. amendments, for example. are
intended to bring about change. but they are mainty dsed for ﬁ')gograni‘rnainténance eten though
they are meant for program improvement purposes (National Institute of Education 1981). Many
states face funding cutbacks in education and will be increasingly reluctant to use block grant
money for anything other than program maintenance. particularly if additional state funds are
required. and certainly if educational technology does not prove its worth.

Congress has for some time expressed an interest in educational technology. Numerous hear-
ings have been held over the years. but presently there is no action, even though Congress recog-
nizes that a more cohcsive federal posture should be developed (U.S. Congress 1981, 1983).

It is not surprising that the U.S. Office of Vocationai and Adult Education refiects the ambiva-
lence toward educational technology that charactelizes federal policy in general Faced with a
reduced role, little more may be expected.

A close look at the tolall use of educational technology in primary, secondary. and adult public
and private schools. and in government. industry. and military training reveals an industry of con-
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siderable E:Iiversily and progoartion. An examination of fedgral policy, hovever, reveals uncertainty
and the need to clarify a changing rote with vis,ble objectives. It is the eo. +ational sectors that are
primarily outside the domain of public education that have probably been the greatest stimulus to
\growth in the maturing educational technology industry.

'
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CHAPTER 3

COST AND PRODUCTIVITY

-

The high cost of aducation is a major public concern, "Real“ costs continue 1o escalate. For
example, as Curtis and Blalecky (1977) report;
In dollars adjusted to reflect true duying power, the average per-pupil cost of America’s
public school system.in 1947 was $406; in 1957-58, $733; in 1973-74. $1,364. In brief,
America's per-pupit cost has been doubllng ({in adjusted dollars) every ten years, and it
is still spiraling. (p. 35)

At the same time. public education has come under increased criticism. A skeptical public is
reluctant to increase investments in education (Boyer 1983). As a result, financial problems plague
many school districts, shortages of textbooks. materials, and 5uppI|es hamper instructional pro-

" grams, and teachers face real losses in income.

It is not surprising that educalional technology is considered by some as a potential way to
reduce educationat costs through increased productivity {Dede 1980; U.S. Congress 19871). But. to
what extent is this a realistic expeclallon and what are the cost determinants of educatlonal tech-
nology? This chapter briefly examlnes these guestions.

Barriers to Cost-Effectiveness

One source of the financial dilution facing schools is the failure to achieve a comparable
increase in productivity relative to increased costs. Increases in class size are resisted. But there
are also real upper limits on the number of students that d teacher can handle at one time. particu-
larly in vocational laboratories. Itis thus difficult to achieve productivity gains through increased
enroliment. Furthermore, as fong as instruction is organized in set time blocks, productivity gains
also cannot be realized by those students progressing faster than others; they remain in the course
until the-term is completed. regardiess of their progress. And real gains in learning are seldom
counted as productivity gains.

Technology can result in productivity improvement. The way that this is done in every eco-
nomic sector is 10 increase output relative to cost. However, this is difficult to achieve through the
application of educational technology. and there are few, if any. examples where cost reduction

can be cited as a major result {Hershfield 1882; Jamison, Suppes. and Wells 1974; Wagner 1982).

In the first place. educational technelogy tends lo be “added on” to conventional instruction.
The technology is used to supplement or enhance instruction, and not 1o increase the educational
output of the teacher. As Knapper (1982b) observes, it has taken two decades of experience with
various instructional technologies to realize that most uses of technology do not supplant the
humaninstructor, and often result in additional costs. even though they may well improve the qual-

-




ity of the fearning experience for the student” {(p. 57). Hence. there are generally actual cost
increases associated with the use of the technol2gy. To achieve greater productivity and cost sav-
ings. teachers must serve a greater number of students within a given period of time. Ultimately,
this will probably require not only a changed perception of the teaching role, but altered schedul-
ing and staffing patterns as well {Dobrov 1979; Lipson 1981).

When making cost estimates. the tendency is to ignore the contribution of the mainline
instructional costs. leading to low and erroneous cost estimates for the technology. The technol-
ogy is treated as if it is not an added-on cost, In fact, when claims are made for cost-savings
through the use of educationat technology. this is often the case. Even with a rapid reduction in
cost. such as thal anticipated with microcomputers. the addition of the technology still represents
added-on cost and no saving unless other educational expenses are reduced or the number of
students served is increased by lhe use of the technology.

It it is assumed that educational technology will replace other instructional costs, t* 2 potential
savings are still relatively modest (Hershfield 1982; Stakenas and Kaufman 1977; Wagner 1982).
Kincaid. McEachron and McKinney (1974), for example. estimated the upper limit of potential cost-
savings that could be realized through the use of educaiionat technology as a substitute for con-
ventional classroom instruction. Assuming zero cost for the technology by disregarding the cost of
the technology itself and the personnel required during its use, they found that the use of educa-
tional technology will only result in a 4.5 to 11 percent savings in the total costs of instruction. In
the words of the researchers:

Wwe conclude that even by the most optimistic estimates cost savings from the use of
technology would not be more than 1 percent of the totai cost of elementary and sec-
ondary education, using any technology now envisaged and the highest levels of use
‘that have been sustained in practice . . . . While not negligible, these savings d¢ not
represent the kinds of radical cost reductions that technology has attained in industrial
applications. (Ibid.. p. 26)

Equal and perhaps greater savings may be achieved through alternative means to reduce
costs: eliminating low-priority activities, increasing the pupil-teacher ratio, reducing media use,
controlling supplies and materials. and using differentiated staffing. The use of educational tech-
nology to reduce instructional costs is “simply not as attractive as other. more immediate and less
capital-int¢nsive means of reducing costs. no matter how inexpensive the technology may be”
{Kincaid. McEachron. and McKinney 1974, p. 27}.

It is ditficult to achieve cost savings through educational technology simply because it is
underused. There is a marked ditference between potential and actual use. The technology may
have considerable potential capacity. but actual use may be limited because of-scheduting prob-
lems, unavailable software. a small number of poténtial users. maintenance problems, and the like.
QOr. the teacher may prefer only to use the technology in atimited way. combining it with other
teaching methods. Obviously. then. high levels of use over an extended time May make even an
initially expensive system relatively cost-effective. but in a real sense the capacity of the technol-
ogy often exceeds the ability of the users to apply the system fully. This is generally true. regard-
less of the type of technology or the investment involved. Even the unit cost of a film projector is
high if it is seldom used.

Two examples are instructive. The cost of the PLATO system far exceeds the original estimate
of $5 per terminal hour. which was based on four thousand time-shared terminals. About one-
thousand terminals were actually in use in 1977, at an average cost of $10.000 per terminal. or $15

16




per terminal hour (Koerner 1977. Wagner 1882). Despite extensive effort. it has been extremely dif-
ficult t0 expand system use t0 reach the theoretical. cos:-effective upper limit. It is easy, Koerner
(1977} observes, t0 be mislead by "the gase with which cost reduction can be ‘proved’ on paper
and the enormous difficulty with which it is achieved in practice” (p. 27).

Similarly. an analysis of the costs Over an eighteen-year operating penod of the Hagerstown,
Maryland, instructional television (iTV) system, which has the tongest continuous Gperating his-
tory of any ITV project in the United States. showed that it would be cost-effective 10 replace the
systems with teachers and additional classrooms (Jamison. Klees, and Wells 1978), This is mainly
due 10 the relatively small numbers of students served and the high cost of programming. With an
instructional broadcast capacity of 7.560 hours per week. Only between 1,400 10 1.900 hours are
actually used. despite efforts.to expand system yse beyond the twenty-two thousand students
served by the Washington County School District. Perhaps a little late. it is now generally recog-
nized that 1TV requires a viewing audience numbering in the hundreds of thousands 10 benefit fully
from economies of scale (Jamison 1977 Jamison. Klees. and Wells 1978; Schramm 1977).

“In the case of vocational education, low yse levels of technology are a real problem. The total
student population served is Often small. at least when compared 10 the population served through
general education courses. Instructional materials are usually specific 10 a single technical area or
level of training. further restricting use. In addition. instructional materials often become rapidly
outdated. leading t0 high software replacement costs. The reasonable life expectancy of locally
produced courseware i three years: commercially produced materials may be expected to remain
current and usable tor five years (Kincaid, McEachron.and McKinney 1974).

Finally. a course structured around the substantial use 0f hands-on skill training may leave lit-
tle room for the full use of educational technology. The result may be a measured discrepancy
between potentidl Capacity and actual use—an overestimation Of the extent of yse and an underes-
timation of cost,

Cost Factors to Consider

Although it is tempting 10 turn 10 educational technology as a way.of improving teacher pro-
ductivity and reducing instructional cost, rarely is this goal achieved. Educational technology will
probably cost more than conventional instruction, and a greater investment in time and money will
be required prior 10 any educational output. Development adds rather than reduces costs. so starl-
up cOsts may be expected 10 pe high. The proportion of fixed cost is greater, with conventional
instructlon having a lower ratio of fixed to varnable cost. As suggested. the unit cost of educational
technology is highly dependent on utilization rates, And. once expenditures are made, cost cannot
be recovered il the investment is a poor one (Jamison. Klees, and Wells 1978: Wagner 1982).

Howeveg, because of lower variable costs, once an educational technology system is in place.
the cost comes closer 10 conventional instruction if high rates of use are achieved, The marginal
cost of serving additional students is usually fow, and it is this capacity t0 extend instruction at a
low cost beyond the number of students normally served by one teacher that is the unrealized
promise of educational technology.

It is commonly assumed that technological innovation results in decreased user cost. Micro-
processing technology is an example: hardware costs have plunged as a result of prodigious
advances in microchip manufacturing. As Whitney (1977) observes, we are 'facing the 1980s with
%10 buying all of the processing electronics for a medium scale computer.” (p. 44). Moreover. cost
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decreases have been achieved while performance capability has been improved. The result. how-
ever. is not necessarily overall cost-savings for users. Cnly about one-fourth (and not more than
one-third) of costs are currently due t0 hardware {Zucker 1982). Manufacturing cost-savings.
moreover, tend to reappear in system use and maintenance cost (Whitney 1977). This is especially
true as the technology itself becomes more sophisticated (site appendix D). Ironically. the
decreases in hardware component cost. such as those realized through the microchip. are what
stimulate sophisticated advances. )

The use and maintenance costs. then, “will become the dominant consideration in the pur-
chase and use” of the more advanced electronic technology (Whitney 1977, p. 45}). This includes
solftware purchase and development. maintenance, expendable supplies. replacements. and train-
ing expenses. To keep these costs reasonable, functionally simple systems are desirable.

It is als0 necessary for educational technology to be amortized over a relatively long period of
time to approach cost-effectiveness (Grayson 1976). In the case of ITV. for example. this may be
as much as twenty years {Jamison 1977). For major hardware. such as computers, production
equipment. and video recorders, this may be at least ten years (Kincaid.-McEachron and McKinney
1974; Stakenas and Kaufman 1977). At the same time, however, educational technology is in a
period of rapid change. The large investments of today in the state-of-the-art technology may well
be the obsolete classroom liabilities cf tomorrow. Poor educational decisions will not be easily
reversed. and for this reason investments in the latest new technology should probably be modest
until the technology itself becomes stabilized and users can be sure of relatively long-term use.

4
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- Software—~Future Cost Determinant

Perh'aps the most important cost consideration in the near future will be sottware. Software is
expensive to buy and even more expensive to develop. Course development is a labor-intensive
process. and software development itself requires @ number of skills that the typical teacher does
not possess. Initial development costs.may be ten times Of more than the annual salary of a
teacher for a single, technoiogy-based course. It is probably not unreaiistic to expect costs in the
order of two thousand to 8ix thousand dollars per viewing minute for quality video. film. and other
media-based instructional materials. Cost estimates for sophisticated computer programs using
artificial intellegence techniques range from fifty thousand to three hundred thousand dollars for
each hour of instruction (Grayson 1976; Hershfield 1982: Wagner 1982). The cost for an enture
computer-assisted course may exceed $1 million (Zucker 1982).

An imporlanl distinction should be made between “big media.” such as computers and
instructional television, and “little media,"” such as slides. filmstrips. or instructional aids (Schramm
1977). Cost differences are striking. Schramm found that big media cost between three to fifteen
times more than little media. Not Only is it possible to purchase a gréater range of different educa-
tional technology for the cost of a single big-media device, but little-media software may often be
discarded with less 1055 when it becomes outdated, which may be in a relatively short time with
vocational instruction. These materials. moreover. are within the range of what is normally
appropriated for instructional support materials.

When technology systems are initially purchased. software costs tend to be consistently mis-
judged. In the case of vocational education, to provide sufficiently comprehensive instructional
coverage in a single occupational area would be expensive. To address technology-based instruc-
tion in a large number of occupational areas is probably beyond the means of most institutions.
But 10 purchase educational hardware and not provide ample software instructional capability only
results in substantial underutilization of costly hardware capacity.
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The foregoing review suggests that educational technology. as currently used. is not a viable
way to reduce educational costs. Educational technology does not now result in higher teacher
productivity and cost savings. and it is uncertain whether it ever will. One of the more pressing pol-
icy problems. however, is finding out whether educational technology can be cost-effective.
Although "it seems almost inevitable that productivity improvements in the schools, if they are to
occur, will require the use of technology” (Jamison. Suppes, and Wells 1974, p. 58}, it is surely. as
inevitable that technology must first prove its worth. relative 1o cost.

F




CHAPTER 4

INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

The nation's schools have not been doing very well. Declining test scores, high levels of func-
tional illiteracy. and diluted curricula are the more obvious symptoms of deep-rooted problems
with the quality of instruction. Copperman {National Commission on Excellence in Education
1983} contends that “for the first time in the history of our country. the educational skills of one
generation will not surpass, will not equal. will not even approach, those of their parents” (p. 11).

Can educational technology lead to substantial improvement in the quality of instruction? Can
new instructional tools be putin the hands of teachers. enabling them to reach further? If the yse
of educational technology can contribute to improving the quality of instruction, then it probably is
a good educational investment. even though it may cost more. Current evidence, however, may
suggest otherwise.

Research Results
There has been considerable research on the eftectiveness of educational technology. but no

definitive conclusions can be reached {Campeau 1974: Jamison. Klees. and Wells 1978; Jamison.
Suppes. and Wells 1974: Kulik. Kulik. and Cohen 1980:; Schramm. 1977; Wells 1976). Although

technology is found to be more effective in some situationg conventional-instructionismore-effec
tive in others. No consistent pattetn of results emerges from the studies, few studies are easily
replicated. and most lack rigor.

In general, students appear to learn from all instructional technology. but NO research exists
that suggests that educational technology is superior to conventional instruction or that one tech-
nology is superior to another {Campeau 1974; Jamison. Suppes. and Wells 1974 Pitts and
Schneider 1981: Schramm 1977). Students. for example, learn just as effectively through the use of

“filmstrips or textbooks as they do through computer-assisted instruction, teievision. or the class-
room teacher. There is no evidence to suggest that more sophisticated technology is more effec-
tive (Kincaid. McEachron. and McKinney 1974). To be sure, some téechnologies show superior
results for individual instructional tasks. but as Gagne (1965) suggasts, “'no single medium is likely
to have properties that make it best for all purposes” (p. 363}. in addition, contrary to what is popu-
larly believed. little evidence suggests that one particular medium is “differentially effective for dif-
ferent people™ (Gagne 1965, p. 364).

Campeau’s (1974) observation is probably correct in stating that it is by "user preference, not
on evidence of instructional effectiveness” that the decision is made as to which technology “to
purchase. install and yse . . ." (p. 37). There is little in the way of practical research results that
may be used to guide decision making. More support may be found to use educational téChnology
because it is thought to enrich instruction than because it actually leads to more effective learning.
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Research, however. probably has been misfocused. The least important virtue of educational
technology is the actual delivery device. whether it is a computer, TV monitor. or slide projector.
Some devices have greater instructional capability and versatility, such as storage capacity, visual
format. and audio quality. but this can usually be duplicated by other technologies or combina-
tions. Although the glamour of the computer, for example. is attractive. its instructional value is a
result of the content of the lessons and the manner in which it is conveyed. There is no reason to
think that computer-aszisted instruction should yield superior instructional results when the con-
tent of jts lesson may be inferior or its presentation awkward. Research tends to focus on gross -
comparisons between different techn¢logical devices and not on the interactions between instruc-
tional design. the learning task. and learners {Jamison. Suppes, and Wells, 1974; Salomon and
Clark 1977; White 1982)

Faulty Comparisons

One reason for these gross comparisons is that research designs have imposed such rigid
controis that any potential advantage of one medium over another may not have been taken into
account. As Salomon and Clark {1977) expiain;

Methodologically. a comparison between two media calls for a well-controlled experi-

ment in which all variables. except a media variable, are held constant. The content, ,
mode of presentation. structure. didactics. situation, and the like¢ need to be equalized C
between the experimental conditions. {p. 101)

The obvious result is no significant difference, and if differences are found. lhéy are rare.

A technological device may be used in any number of ways. but there may not be a good
understanding of the best way to use it. If it were possible to "successfully match student charac-
teristics. characteristics of the subject to learn, and attributes of media.” as Kincaid. McEachron,
and McKinney {1974) suggest. "the media might be found to be consistentiv more effective” {p. 9}.
What is needed is a clear conception of the consistent pattern of instruttional inputs provided by
the technology that has primary influence on instructional effectiveness. In fact, to date, the varia-
ble that apparently has the strongest posilive correlation with student learning is teacher verbal
abitity {Jamison., Suppes. and Wells 1974). Variables need to be isolated that are unique to the
technology and that allow selection. organization, and transmittal of learning in a way that is
superior 1o other technologies or the conventional teacher. Until we have a good understanding of
these variables. we will not have a good understanding of how to evaluate and select educational
technology.

Kincaid, McEachron, and McKinney (1974) observe that. of the studies conducted:
the things that have made the use of the technology more effective are the same things
that make conventional instruction more effective: good organization of material. a prac-
tical delivery, strong student motivation, integration of knowledge of the effects of the
instruction into the teaching. rest pauses at appropriate times, and cues that direct
pupils to those points essential to learn. {p. 8).

These variables are hardly unique to any one technology or mode of delivery.
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The Software Problem

The single most important problem in the application of educational technology is that of
software. Instructional effectiveness is directly tied to instructional delivery—the sofiware.

Software development. however, is plagued with difficulties. For one thing. software develop-
ment tends to be organized around a process that reflects more the use of a systernali'c approach
to instructional design than it does a full consideration of the ways people learn or that subject
matter is organized. Models of the instructional design process. for example, are helpful in ctarity-
ing the interaction of the design components as they relate to the achievement of fearning out-
comes (Andrew and Goodson 1980; Melton 1980). but they are less useful in dealing with the psy-
chological processes involved in learning. such as the probability of eliciting a certain response.
and the perceptual, attentionai. and decoding power of the presentation (Gropper 1976, Salomon
and Clark 1977: White 1982). Gagne (1980) suggests. for example, that "in developing programs of
instruction. one must solve the problems of lesson design and media selection by reference to
mental states and mental processes. rather than simply in terms of behavioral outcomes™ {p, 7). As
suggested. probably least understood and least considered in software design are the ways indi-
vidual learners interact with the media and the learning task (Allen 1975; Snow 1977).

One result is that technology-based instructional systems are largely designed so that the’
learner interacts with the machine. and not the other way around. That is. as advanced as informa-
tion processing is. it still does not duplicate human learning: yet the learner must follow the
sequence of the Machine and respond to the query of the program. even though this may be at
odds with the more subjective and creative—but less structured and ordered—ways that individu-
als learn. "This is the essence of the problem of creating a ‘transparent’ or ‘friendly’ interface
between the machine and its user.” Resnikoff (1982. p. 7) observes. There is a basic incompatibility
between the human mind and the digital sequence: one is rooted in the sensory system. the other
in the microchip. Although systems of "artificial intelligence” now under development hold prom-

ise of more closely approximating human interaction (Smith 1980: Kearsley 1982), it is uncertain
whether the man-machine mismatch can be lessened to where it ceases to be important. Presently.
it manifests itself in several ways.

In the first place. the technology tends to dominate the learning process. There is a certain
artificiality. for example. in the inordinate time and effort spent in merely manipulating the gadgets
of the technology. the keyboards. command signals. and programs used {o present information
and guide learning. The complexity of the manipulations often outweighs the import of the lessons
presented. Although it is true that the student is learning to operate the technology. it is also true
that the principal reason for using the technoiogy is to teach the student "to come to grips with
thoughts. not with keyboards™ (Resnikoff 1982, p. 7}.

There is also the risk of distorting the learning process: the presentation is shaped by the idio-
syncratic characteristics of the technology. On the one hand. there are functional limitations to
what the technology can best teach. $0 what is chosen for instruction is what can be best accom-
modated within those limits. Procedural tasks, for example. may be chosen because they can he
proceduralized. and not because they are the best candidates for learning. On the other hand., the
way that the learning !ask is presented through the technology may be altered—oversimplified. for
example—because of the design process used. Although instructional design may be accom-
plished through carefully formulated processes. there is. nevertheless. “a simplification of belief
which assumes the instructional process. when reshaped into an efficient. well-formed procedure,
remains otherwise unchanged in character” (Ellis 1974, p. 58).




Finally the hardware capacity is generally greater than the capability of the software to make
full use of the hardware. The power and speed of the computer. for example. is hardly touched by
the relatively simpie tutoriai and drill and practice programs characterizing much of the available

software (Megarry 1983). And the instructional ramifications ot'su_ch relatively simple devices as
audio recorders have not been fully explored.

These problems reflect the relative "youth” of the field as well as the enormous difficulties
encountered in interfacing learning wilh the machine. "The effort required to produce materials
that will stand alone with learners working on their own is a very different matter than the devel-

" opment of materials of instruction 1o be used within the conventional classroom and integrated
into a teaching framework provided by a human teacher” (Bunderson, 1981, pp. 92-93).

Production and Distribution Problems

A difterent set of problems revolve around the production and distribution of software. For a
number of reasons. software does not get the kind of well-financed, careful. and extended devel-
opment required to produce qualily. Development is a labor-intensive, protracted. and expensive
process. To produce quality software takes time—perhaps as much as ten years to conduct a
major project from {he concept stage through development, tesling, revision, and marketing.
Surely as many as three to five years are needed for a modest effort (Koerner 1977). However.
because they are unsure of elusive markets. commercial producers of software are reluctant to
inves! substantial amounts in products with unknown. and possibly short, life-time use (U.S. Con-
gress 1983). “Oft-revised instructional materials cost more than never-revised instructional mate-

- rials.” Popham (1980, p. 20) observes. !n the long term. development costs are kept as low as pos-
sible. and fimiled numbers of products are placed on the market.

It is also uncommon to find project investigators and developers in universities and founda-
tions committed to long-range efforts. They face the substantial difficulties of mainlaining support
and countering the lack of immediate. concrete results. The result is that what should be a care-
fully planned, measured. an¢ extended process becomes a reaction to market forces. a process
characterized by short-term development. or by products based on rather isolated research
interests,

tronically, dramatic design advances. which act to stimulate hardware sales. function to retard
quality software development because of the increased reluctance to invest resources in products
that will probably be outdated soon by the hardware. Software producers want to see the newest
technological breakthroughs before investing resources. “Put very simply, technology changes so.
quickly that it is becoming increasingly more difficult to design instruction for existing hardware.”
observes Caldwell (1983, p. 264). On the other hand. disappointment wilh software ultimalely has
an adverse effect on hardware acceptance because of the inability to show good inslruclional_
results.

There is certainly quaiity software on the mar'et available to the discriminating buyer. But the
overall quality-is not high. with substantial amounts of marginal material available (Megarry 1983:
U.S. Congress 1981, 1983). Furthermore. there has been a proliferation of software producers try-
ing 1o capitalize on computer and videodisc technology. all touling their own products, few of
which have had the extensive, controlled field testing, revision, and retesting necessary to ensure
instructionai quality. Aithough a natural winnowing will occur (and probabiy soonj. this may not
happen soon enough 1o offset the inevitabi: disenchantment that results from unfulfilled promises.
The proliferation of material development threatens the very credibility on which acceptance is
based.
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Perhaps because they are distracted by the captivating appeal of the hardware. potential users
do nog always give software the attention that it merits. In purchasing educational technology. a
strong case may be made for basing decisions on sofiware quality ard availability, and not on
hardware appeal. Users should not be misled by uncritical enthusiasm for the gadgetry of educa-
tional technology to accept the programs. packages. and messages without question or
examination.

Incompatibllity between Systems

Yet another contounding problem is that of incompatible hardware systems. Software is not
interchangeable between ditferent hardware devices because of the lack of standardization. One
result is limited markets that do not provide enough financial return to support quality software
development. Another is limits on the range of software available for particular hardware devices.
Some producers of software are attempting to develop materia!s adaptable to different hardware.
but the result is usually higher costs in support peripheries. lack of instructional quality. and
reduced programming capability (Caldwell 1983).

The Human Factor

Interest in the quality of software must also extend to concern about the preparation of
instructional design specialists. Individuals who can create innovative, functiona!, and effective
materials are in short supply. Not surprisingly. commercial producers tend to use programmers to
create software. even though they usually do not have the experiénce or knowledge of instruc-
tional design procedures or of the subject field {Pitts and Schneider 1981; U.S. Congress 1981).
The result may be less than satisfactory. Instructional design requires a range of skills from the
artistic and creative to knowledge of the subject field. hardware capability, programming charac-
teristics. and learning theory and its application (Bunderson 1981). Although the industry has had
difficulty securing a supply of qualified individuals. public schools, with considerably less mone-
tary benefits. may be expected to have even more difficulty if greater need arises. The authoring
systems currently under development. which allow individuals to generate their own software. will
require greater, not less. sophistication of instructional design procedures among users (Kearsley
1982). Poorly designed instructional materials lack quality. regardless of the hardware used.

Software is expensive. and the proportion of resources absorbed by software will become
greater as hardware costs drop and expanded systems use requires increased software capability.
The single most important investment in educational technology in the near future may be in soft-
ware. But software quality and availability are also the most irresolvable problems facing the edu-
cational yse of technology and may define the real limits of use in the school. Much software is
found lacking in quality and in its ability to use hardware to fuil capacity (Anandam and Ketly 1981:
Koerner 1977: U.S. Congress 1281}). An-obvious result is overinvestment in hardware potential. less
than effective use of the technology. and less than adequate gains in learning. The considerable
promise of educational technology is severely restrained by the expense. quality. and availability
of software. )

Instructional effectiveness is a major concern t0o anyone seeking qualitative improvements in
education. But until we know better how a particular technology functions to promote learning and
the way that the instructional sequence itself may be best structured, comparisons of the etfec-
tiveness of instructional technologies will continue to be disappointing. Gross comparisons are
inadequate: questions need to be answered about tne effects of specific instructional inputs, and
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how these inputs. when mediated through the technology. act on the learner and the content being
learned. Determining instructional effectiveness. in this sense. ought to be a primary policy con-
cern. for it is necessary. as Koerner (1977) observes, to determine whether educational technology
“can be used effectively at any price’” {p. 28).
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CHAPTER §

THE INSTRUCTIONAL CONTEXT.

If it is difficult to show any cost advanlage. and if instructional effectiveness is largely promise,
then why use educational technology? Is there an instructional benefit to vocational education
worth incurring extra expense?

Educational technology. even in its current state of uncertain etfectiveness, may add other
instructional dimensions. For one thing. it may provide technical content not obtain2d through
existing instruction. Occupations are in a continuous state of change, and afthough some areas
are changing more slowly than other areas, few vocational teachers are spared the need to update
their curriculum (Evans 1971}. The obsolescence of both instructional content and instructor may
be offset in part by the use of educational technology to introduce new technical content. Rela-

tively inexpensive instructional devices and software. such as film loops. videocassettes, end
stides. may be used.

Similarly, through the use of educational technology it is possible to provide tearning expe-
riences not otherwise attained through regular instruction. The simulation of complex production
processes. the graphic illustration of microscopic organisms. accounts of actual working condi-
tions, and displays of new technology are but a few ways that regular instruction may be enhanced
and extended. These are experiences that could not normally be included because of cost. safety,
or physical location; but through the camera. recorder. or computer they can be made part of
instruction. Although additional cost is incurred. it is a cost thought necessary because students
need to be informed. These are largely “value-added” benefits. that is. positive effects on student
performance that are difficult to achieve through conventional instruction. It is not easy to estimate
the cost of these benefits, but they may well be justified, even if not on economic grounds.

New Roles for Technology

Perhaps one of the mora important future uses of educational techrnology will be to extend
learning opportunities to individuals and groups not now adequately served. Within conventional
instructional laboratories and classrooms. for example, educational technology may be used to
provide remedial or adapted instruction to special populations (Lally and Macleod 1983) or to
small groups of students. This probably wili be iess costly than the addition of support personnel.
When instruction is Emited to a small number of Individuals. then the cost advantage of the con-
ventional teacher and group instruction disappears, and it is more cost-effective to use
technology. )

But educational technology may also be used to address the instructional needs of individuals
not presently served by traditional classroom instruction. This may include. for example, retraining
programs for displaced workers. small rural programs. of evening programs run by community
organizations. Unfettered by a set location, educational technology can distribute instruction in




atternative ways not possible through converilional instruction (Curtis and Biedenbach 19'}‘9)‘
Educational technology may also be used to substitute for the lack of qualified staff. to provide

instruction to individuals or small groups. or to supplement other forms of instruction. such as on-
the-job training.

The experience of business and industry offers examples of successful practice. Self-
contained. multiple media packages are designed for use with small groups of individuals as a way
to introduce and market new product lines. train salespeople. or instruct production and mainte-
nance personnel. Training is short-term, is provided in different geographic locations. uses exist-

ing facilities. and has modest staff requirements. Cost may be kept low by using combinations of
media and teacher-directed instruction.

An important asset of educational technology is its physical portability—the ability to be used
in just about any place at any time. Educational technologies. in other words, “enable educators.
for the first time. to deliver education where and when the consumers. not the manufacturers. of
education want to buy and use it" (Curtis and Biedenbach 1879, p. 5).

Teachers and Technology

Many teachers, of course. use educational technology and will continue to do so as more
effective and creative devices become available and software problems are solved. Hardly a class-
room is without an overhead or film projector. and considerable numbers have low-cost desktop
computers. Teachers use educational technology to perform routine. distasteful, or boring tasks,
and they use educational technology when they feel that it can contribute something to instruction
that they cannot provide. - . .

Ask teachers why they use instructional media. and many will reply that it offers a way to
change the pace of instruction. to motivate students. to interject something new. and to capture
the attention of thestudents who respond better to a mix of instructiona! modes (Tyler 1980), They
reflect a tong-held "gut feeling” among teachers that providing a number of ways to learn is better
than providing only one. Research generally supports the yse of multimodal instruction: greater
learning apparently occurs when the student can interact with the instruclional content in more
than one way {Cronbach and Snow 1977; Schramm 1977; Snow 1977). Combinations of media with
print and teacher interaction provide a versatility of presentation that is considered desirable.

Technology, however. is generally embraced with caution. "Teachers do not believe.” Tyler
(1980) notes. "that most children !learn what the schools seek to teach without the heip of
teachers” {p. 12}. Similarly. Hoyte {1883) observes that teachers “do not wish to individualize
instruction as much as to personalize instruction” {p. 60). Although educational technology is
used, it is probably accepted with much less ardor than its strongest supporters desire, as evi-

denced by its reiatively infrequent use. In some cases. educational technology is resisted. even if
covertly (Hoyle 1983).

The reluctance to embrace educational technology with open arms stems from several sour-
ces. For one thing. if teachers are not replaced by educational technology in the search for cost-
effectiveness. they will at least be required {o perform new instructional tasks in the attempt to
show instructional effectiveness. New skills will have to be-learned. comfortable instructional prac-
tices altered, and additional preparation given to material development. Teachers will have to
devote many after-school and summers hours to learning how to use the technology (Lidtke 1981).
And all of the "normal” problems and frustrations of equipment shortage. breakdown, and mainte-
nance may be expected as systems are developed.
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Perhaps more ominous. there is @ real threat of deprofessionalization, the replacement of
teacher initiative and innovation by the black box and preprogrammed cassette. In addition, an
environment that requires coordination and collaboration. working in teams. and reacting to the
schedule of the machine leads to a loss of autonomy {Hoyle 1983). Given that educational tech-
nology is applied on a wide scale. the successful application itself poses problems. The extensive
use of technology in a iocal schooi involves a significant shift from secondary to first-line use: that
is. rather than function as a complement to teacher-directed instruction. educational technology
largely replaces teacher interactions and provides the content and instructional sequence. In the
process. however. the individual teacher and local school relinquish control over what is taught to
the producers of software. a control that may be difficult to check. Although textbooks. for exam-
ple. may be easily adapted or supplemented by the teacher. educational technology is less amena-
ble to alteration. Such a set instructional sequence contains an even more threatening factor: it
may entirely replace the teacher.

Beneflts to Instruction

Technology. on the other hand, may havé a net benefit on classroom instruction, bringing the
individual teacher out of isolation and opening up the instructional process. Traditionally, the
teacher is in complete charge of the classroom. But educational technology can open the door of
the classroom to wider exposure. The full implementation of educationai technology requires’
coordinated team effort. As suggested. individual teachers become increasingly dependent upon
support systems that require a team rather than an individual approach to solving instructional
problems. Teachers will not be able to follow their strengths or interests. but rather must cover the
planned activities of the computer of the structured lesson.of the videodisc. Instructional results
will be out in the open for all team members 10 view. These and Other factors suggest that educa-
tional technology may indeed threaten the teachers. but they also suggest that. in the long run.
educational technology can bring continuity and substance into the classroom.

Teacher acceptance. however. is critical for the successful application of educational technol-
ogy. It is at the classroom level that educational technology wili either succeed or fail. How can
teacher acceptance be gained?

Teacher Training

Teacher training in advanced techn@logies is certainly one need. Technology brings to mind
lessons on how to push the right buttons. insert disks. and tell when the equipment is malfunction-
ing. But these may be the easiest of the training tasks. As seen from the flood of educational soft-
ware Oon the market. users will need to learn how to identify and select quality instructional mate-
rials. and to base judgments on discriminations that go beyond attractive packaging and
convincing sales talk. If teachers are to produce materials, they will have to acqguire the skills of the’
programmer and instructional designer to avoid limiting their yse of the technoiogy and becoming
captive to the market. In short, a rath2r sophisticated set of skills will be needed. at least by some
teachers. Finally. new instructional management techniques will be required if the technology is to
be used in an open. flexible. resource-based learning system.

Teacher preparation institutions have been slow in responding to technology. “"There is little
evidence that most of the teacher training colleges in the United States are providing adequate
instruction 10 new teachers in the use of information technology.” conciudes a report of recent
hearings before the House Committee on Education and Labor {(U.S. Congress 1983. p. 19).
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Zucker {1982} reports that only one out of three teacher training programs in the United States
otfers even one computer course, Perhaps hoping that educational iechnology will quietly go
“away. most teacher preparation programs continue to expose novices to rather convéntional
teaching skills. The impact of the substantial use of educational technology will be just as perva-
sive for teacher training programs as for its application in the public schools.

Contro'l Questions

“Unless the eacher is thoroughly convinced that this is worthwhile for students,” observes
Lidtke {1981}, “the teacher will not be motivated to expend time and/or eftort in preparing for the-
use of educational technology” (p. 82}. The participation of teachers in the decision to purchase
and use technology and in its planning and implemeniation is probably essential to the acceptance,

of educational technology. Decisions “imposed” from the to0p down usually do not invoke enthusi-
astic conviction: mutual participation may.

The isolation of the teacher from decision making and control, in fact. may prove to be one of
the more controversial dimensions of educational technology. One obvious impact of informa-
tional technology, Carlson {1979} observes, is the centralization of authority. Data gathering and
analysis, for example, are increasingly centralized, which in turn leads to centralized decision mak-
ing. This occurs in business and government. and similar changes are taking place in education.
Teachers may have less control over what is taught. and choices may increasingly be made by
admlmslrators. curriculum coordinators, and purchasung agents removed from the actual instruc-.
tional process (Grayson 1976).

The Schoot Setting

-,
it

Typically, educational technology is used in a teacher-led class. It is the teacher-led class. as |
the basic instructional unit in the school. that largely determines the instructional rote that the |
techinology will play., as well as its effectiveness. However, when educational technology is consid-
éred little more than an adjunct to conventional teaching. it is unlikly to be used in a way that Wilkes
fully capitalize on its instructional slrer?glhs or compensate for its inherent weaknesses,

in the first place, educational technology is probably a poor substitute, in most situations, for
conventional instruction. It is costly and not any more effective. On the other hand. as previously
suggested, the most potent yse of educational technology may be to lead the way to new models
of instruction (Hershfield 1982). Educational technologies may give rise to instructional applica-
tions that extend beyond conventional teacher interaction, It is this use of educational technology
that is promising. because il may add new capabllllles to an educalucmal system that appears to be
ﬂoundenng

The organizational and administrative structure of the school also imposes constraints on the
use of educational technology. Schools are organized and administered to Support the standard
instructional role of the classroom teacher. i educational technology has had a less than signifi-
cant impact on instruction, it is due at least in part to the fact that budgeting practices. student
schedules, administrative regulations, statfing patterns, and teaching loads are organlzed around
the traditional work unit of the school {Dobrov 1979; Lipson-1981),

Atew illustrations are instructive. Hershfield (1982) suggests, for example. that “current admin-
istrative practices make it impossible to consider funding course development in the high technolr
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ogy mode” (p. 7). Funds are allocated BCTOSS departments, with the major portion used for salaries.
Educational technology. in contrast. is capital-intensive. reQuires considerable start-up expendi-
tures, involves an extended period of development, and yses staff members in different roles.
Sheehan {1982) belieéves that, as a consequence of the introduction of the personal computer in
the school, “the relationship of students to the library. the classroom. and the laboratory will

change in ways that are hard to predlct but that will affect the mtraslruclure of the institution fun-
damentally” (p. 108).

- Qne pracfical barrier is easy access and use. Anyone who has had experience with the use of
educational technology in schools knows the frustrations encountered through lost, broken, or
malfunctioring equipment and materials. The collection. distribution. and maintenance of educa-
tional technology must be centralized in some way to facilitate easy and reliable use. while at the
same time not presenting cumbersome and time-consuming barriers. Again. the technology
should not require extensive additional planning or preparafion. or instructors will not use it.
Ideally, the technology should be in a form that will allow the average teacher to use it with a max-
imum of fifteen to twenty minutes of preparation. And. the technology must be either designed for -
easy instructional yse, or else sufficient support must be available to facilitate use. These may be
mundane considerations. buf they are essential considerations in gaining teacher acceptance. and
they further suggest the need to develop effective patterns of organizing and administering the
use of educational technoiogy.

Presently. the organizational and administrative structures of the school combine to limit the
eflective role that educational technology can play. In a real sense. new technology requirgs new

ways of conducting the work of the school—a conception of instruction that transcends conven-
tional practice.

The Impact on Students

In all of the talk surrounding educational technology. little attention is given to the student, It
is commonly assumed that the use of technology will be perceived as a positive thing. Anyone who
tas had more than a passing acquaintance with school laboratories. however, knows the destruc-
tion that occurs as a result of negligence. but more often of intended vandalism. Perhaps they are
expressing hostility toward school. or reacting to the wealth. order. and efficiency represented by
the machine that is so lacking in their own lives. but each year students willfully destroy school
properiy worth considerable sums of money. If educational technology is placed in schools on.a
large scale. how much destruction should be anticipated?

Perhaps a more portentous problem is unequal opportunity. For some students. perhaps
many. the technology will be as alien to them as their home and communily environment is 1o the
world of high technology. Many students from poorer environments simply do not have the oppor-
tunity to become acquainted with computers. for example. nor can they afford to purchase one.
There is also less likelihood that the schools attended by low-icome students will be able to
afford large investments in the latest educational technology. School computer sales seem to con-
firm this: it is the large. wealthy school districts that are investing in computers (U.S. Otfice of
Technology Assessment 1982). "For low income, low achieving children,” Zucker (1982} reports.
“the result may be a whoie new set of disadvantages more severe and even more difficult to
remedy than those they already face” (p. 406). Although there are serious problems with achieve-
ment levels in reading and math, now will be added the "computer literacy gap.” Students from
poor homes. Boyer (1983} contends, “will fall fusther behind in the struggle for equal opportunity™
{p. B9).




The wide application of educational techn ology will require a rethinking of the ways thatlvoca-
tional education is delivered to students. and 2 new commitment to serve other ciient popuiations.
The challenges facing vocational education in the 1980s certainly call for creative and innovative

ways of addressing vocational education. Although solutions may he less obvious than needs
educational technology offers much promise.




CHAPTER 6

AN OVERVIEW OF EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGIES

Educational technology has evolved from blackboards and simple filmstrip projectors and tape
recorders to an array of technically complex and powerful information-processing, communica-
tion. and video devices. And these developments are probably just the beginning. a hint of what is
10 come. With inexpensive microcomputers. video devices. and transmission technology (e.g..
cable, lasers, optical fibers, and satellite broadcast), classrooms and homes may be transformed
into resource centers. supplying on-demand tutoring and linking learners to extensive information
networks. Speech interface with the computer. for example. is probably not more than five years
away. the portable electric display “carrel.” providing immediate access 10 worldwide information
storage. is in the near future. and iow-power broadcast. limited to a range of ten to fifteen miles
and requiring a capital investment of only five thousand dollars, may extend cost-effective instruc-
tion 1o low-population-density areas. o

The potential of educational technolagy. however, has always exceeded the human and insti-
tutional capacity to make fyll use of it (Anandam and Kelly 1981). But it is clear that the inevitable
development of educational technology will demand a serious reexamination of the ways in which
technology may be effectively used. Learning how to yse current téchnology belter, however, is b -
commanding chalienge. There is marked disparity between yse and potential. and actual applica-
tion and future vision. ’

Little Media

Of all instructiona! materials used in the school, print is the most widely used. accounting for
about 54 percent of all educational media purchased. Filmstrips account for about 16 percent and
film for 6 percent. All other media comprise the remaining 24 percent (Woodbury 1980). What
Schramm {1977) calls “little media” comprises the bulk of school purchases. These include film-
ioops. transparencies. tapes. and other simple instructional devices and raaterials used every day
by the teacher to complement verbal Or written instruzfion,

In the recent enfhusiasm for the more sophisticated educational technologies, such as micro-
computers and videodiscs, sight should not be lost of the use and effectiveness of little media. In
general. they are relatively low cost, portable, and flexible in use, They-can be used easily by the
teacher, with litlle prior training required. Storage and handling procedures are simple, and
increasingly more software is becoming available at low costs (Osborne 1982, Woodbury 1980).

But little media are primarily an adjuncl to {rather than a replacement for) conventional
instruction. Combinations of little media may be ysed along with teacher-led instruction 10
enhance learning. Given the ease of use, flexibility, cost. and availability of software, coupied with
the fact that specialized vocational instruction represents a relatively restricted market. little media
continue 10 be important. Moreover, litle media appear to produce instructional resulfs as effec-
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tively as does instruction delivered through computers. TV, fibns, and other “big media” {Campeau
1974, Schramm 1977). Finally. many of the instructional design problems that plague software
development may be worked out as easily and at less cost using little media. s0O a better research

and development investment may be to focus efforts on little media. and then transter findings to
more expensive technology.

Print materials, inctuding textbooks. manuals, programmed materials. teacher and student
guides, and worksheets, remain the most cost-effective instructional materiat {(Neumann 1980).
Ironically. producers of software tend to take existing print material and program it for computer- -
ized use. Prin! material is also widely used to supplement much of the instruction delivered
through the "higher" technologies, compensating for inherent weaknesses.

The Computer

The computer, nevertheless. is the technology currently on center stage. Stimutated by the
mass market generated for business. industrial. and home use and made increasingly avatlable by
dramatic price decreases. the small desk-top eomputer has stimulated considerable excitement.
There actually have been three stages in the development and use of computer-assisted instruc-
tion (CAl). each accompani€d by predictions of significant educational application. '

Large mainframe computers dominated the field in the 1960s and early 1970s. Expensive and
bulky. they require large operating-and maintenance staffs. continuous rental and system operat-
ing costs. and extensive use in order 1o realize the benefits of the power and Capacity ¢f such sys-
tems. PLATO. for example—the best known and most extensive computer-based instructional
system-—consists of a large central computer connected to many terminals by long-distance tele-
phone lines or satellite. Perhaps it is significant that the Contro! Data Corporation, owner of the
marketing rights to PLATQ. is moving rapidly to link software and computer use to
microcomputers. .

Minicomputers came into wide use during the early 1970s. Less expensive and bulky. they may
“be used easily by a single school or department. Their widest yse, however, is in school account-
ing and management functions, particularly at the university level. '

The microcomputer has captured recent attention. Characterized by some as a "technological
explosion” that will have an impact upon all levels of education. public and private. Hardware costs
have plummeted. making computer technology available to schools and individuals at reasonable
costs. Low-cost. small-size models with modest space requirements, ease of use, and adequate
capacity make the microcomputer a flexible instructional tool within easy reach of most class-
rooms (Edwards 1978; Hatl 1982}. “The state of the art in computer-based instruction may still be
rudimentary in relation fo its potential,” Koerner (1977} observes. “but the speed with which this
specialty has developed in little more than a decade suggests the even greater speed with which it
will grow in the future” {p. 11}. )

Instructional Uses

The most widely used instructional strategy in computer-based instruction has been drill and
practice. mainly due 1o the relative ease of programming. Capitalizing on the ability of the comput-
er to present endless exercise variations, instruction is presented to the learner, feedback is pro-
vided. and the flow and sequence of instruction is altered according to the response. Mainly used




tor basic skill development where memorization is employed. computerized drill and practice exer-

cises provide one-to-one interaction and the opportunity for unrestricted-review (Bunderson 1981,
Knapper 1982a). . '

The tutorial system is the oldest strategy used. Microcomputers present the material sequen-
tially, provide frequent response opportunities and checks. make branching options availabie, and
present new content. Both drill and practice and tutoriat strategies have common characteristics:
(1) they basically emulate the teacher. {2) instruction is limited to less difficult levels of learning.
and (3} instruction is interactive.

Simulation is becoming a widespread. rather powerful use of the computer. Problems are
presented to the learner that require the ability to analyze. rate. and apply basic knowledge. Simu-
lation may substitute for experiences unavailable through regular classroom instruction because
of cost. unavailable equipment. danger. or physical impossibilities. The studenl can readily explore
the effects ot alternative solutions. while at the same time receiving corrective feedback.

Other Computer Uses

Computer-managed instruction (CMI) is advanced as a way to integrate. coordinate. and
guide student learning. Extending its uses beyond mere instruction, the computer assesses the
current knowledge level of the student. diagnoses difticulties. prescribes instruction. schedules
resources, monitors progress, and reports. The system frees the teacher. in part, from record keep-
ing. and at the same time supplies a greater range of information than would be normally available
{Baker 1981). CMI systems, however. have not been widely implemented. Cost. the extensive time
involved to design and implement a system. and lack of flexibility are major problems. “One great
advantage of the human instructor,” Knapper (1982a) observes. "is flexibility to cope with a wide
range of learner and situational demands. and it may well be counterproductive to spend long

hours trying to replicate this ability in a computer program. instead of using the computer for what
it does best” (p. 48).

And what does the computer do best? The computer is an extremely powerful and efficient
machine for manipulating and transmitting information. Its storage capacity is vast and the pro-
cessing speed remarkable. The computer, however, is a poor communication device. As Knapfrer
(1982a) observes, “its capacity to manipulate has always outstripped its ability to present the
resuits of these manipulations” (p. 48). One outcome is that when the computer is used for simpie
drill and practice. for example. its capacity is severely underused: but because of poor communi-
cation properties. it is difficult to apply computer technology successfully to complex teaching
tasks. "Neither the simplest tasks nor complex ones.” Resnikoff (1982) observes. “normally justify
the other complicated and idiosyncratic interface presented to the user; and the mos} complex and
interesting tasks require cognitive algorithms that remain outside our grasp” (p. 6). Only recently
have major efforts been made to combine the data processing power of the computer with the

~“communication capacity of video technology, thus overcoming major shortcomings of traditional
CAl. -

Research Results
The most evident research conciusion that may be drawn about compule?-based instruction

(CBI} is that it can reduce instructional time in comparison with conventional instruction. This is a
major reason why CB11s so attractive to the military. Students need less time to reach similar per-
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formance levels, perhaps as much as on -t’lf'ulijrd less (Hall 1982; Kulik, Kulik. and Cohen 1980;
O'Neil 1981; Schramm 1977: Thomas/T979). However, it is harder to show that CBI has a superior
educational advantage over other insfructipnal methods. Students apparently do not learn any bet-
ter through CBI. With the exception 9f elepnentary-level instruction. there are no overall significant
gains in learning when CBI is used eit as a supplement or as the major instructional mode
{Jamison, Suppes. and Wells 1974 Kulik,\ulik, and Cohen 1980; Schramm 1977).

- Kulik, Kulik. and Cohen (1980} are probably right in that the instructional accomplishments of
CBI must be considered modest, and that its results are not as impressive as the results of the
appiication of other instructional technoiogy. But CBI does have an overall positive effect on sty-
dent almude toward learning: it is interesting, stimulating. and motivational (Hall 1982; O'Neil
1981; Thomas 1979). On the other hand. studies of the PLATO and Time-Shared Interactive Com-
puter Controlled Information Television (TICCIT) systems by the Educational Testing Service
(Alderman 1978; Murphy and Apple 1977) found that there were increased course withdrawal rates
and neutral-to-negative student attitudes with CBI.

One group in particular that may benefit from CBI is special needs learners. The ability of CBI
to deliver special remediation, individual attention, and variable time makes it possiblé to provide a
degree of individualized instruction unavaitable through conventional teaching. Periodic pro-
grammed review may help in the maintenance of skills. Control and enhancement devices (e.§..
special graphics. sound. and color: and light, sound and touch controls) make it possible 1o adapt
instruction and hardware 10 a range of needs (Morgan 1981).

The adult tearner, in particular. may profit from CBi. Adults generally have specific training
needs, and there are greater restrictions on available time. With CBl, less direct supervision is
probably required. and instruction may be provided at a number of locations, whether at work
sites, extension programs. or in homes.

Constraints

The lack of high-quality software and courseware may prove to be the most difficult obstacle
for CBI to surmount. Hardware, as previously suggested. is only the vehicle by which instruction is
delivered. and it has relatively little direct impact on learning. Software and courseware provide the

substance of what is learned—the instructional interactions—and are generally costly and ditficult
to develop.

Although the computer has considerable potential. its capabitity as an instructional tool has
not been fully exploited by the simple dritl-and-practice and tutorial courseware widely used.
Techniques and applications that are now in the development stage probably will have the greatest
transforming potential. Linking CBI with other instructional technology. in fact, may prove to be
the most potent learning mode (Knapper 1982b).

There is also a significant difference between computers in the school and computers used for
instruction. Put another way, there are a number of school yses of computers. one of which is pro-
viding instruction. As everywhere else. computers are used to perform routine and administrative
and management functions, such as financial accounting. planning. and student record keeping.
Considerable numbers are probably used in this way. Computers are afso used to teach about
computers, that is, programming as a skill to pe learned. This is an essential purpose in many
vocational programs: such as in business, data processing. retail selling. machining. and increas-
tngly in other areas. Science and math, hOowever, have probably taken the Iead in teachmg compu-
ter use to all students. '
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Computer skills will no doubt grow in importance as we move into the age of “information
technology” and “high technology." Boyer (1983), however. cautions that computers will become
so easy to use for the nonspecialist that the more important educational function will be to use the

computer as “an object of study,” a means “to put the technological revolution in perspective” (p.
198).

" Video Technology

Videotapes. videocassettes. and more recently. videodiscs. have attracted considerabie atten-
tion. and eventually they may largely replace instructional television and strongly chiallenge
instructional film. They are flexibie media. and when linked with other instructional technologies.
provide a versatility not available from any single technology. Furthermore. considerable research
and development is underway. promising improvement and new products.

The Videodisc

Particularly promising is the videodisc. a device that stores television programming on a disk.
“"Many informed people.” Koerner {1977} suggests, "believe that the videodisc. combined with the
free-standing computer. will be a genuinely far-reaching development in education” (p. 17). The
relative cost will be low compared to other technologies. A remarkable amount of information can
be stored on a simple hatf-hour disc (about fifty-four thousand frames). The system is extremely
adaptable. supplying image banks for still and motion sequences and linking slides. sound, or
computers to provide interactive. learner-controlled applications of all sorts. Separate tracks allow
separate audio of visual information: frames may be stopped. slowed. reversed. or rerun: and both
linear and’ ‘nonlinear visuals may be provided (Graysrn 1982: Koerner 1977: Schneider 1977; U.S,
Congress 1931) Heuston (.S, Congress 1981) observes that the videodisc is capable of combin-
ing (1) the inexpensive, portable. available, and highly replicabte character of a book with (2) the
sound. color. and motion of ITV and {3) the calculation. storage. and information accessibility of a
computer. Particularly relevant to vocational instruction is the potential to present “different views
of the same process on adjacent videodisc tracks and {0 switch from one viewpoint to another by
pressing buttons on an external keyboard" (Schneider 1977, p. 319).

Videodiscs. however. are not highly durable. Dust, in particular is bothersome, and disc wear
should be expected. Video equipment in any form is vulnerable to physical and environmental
conditions. As with other instructional technology. videodiscs sutfer from poor quality and inetfec-
tive software. Surprisingly. moreover. private sector training has embraced videodisc technology
with caution. Advantages do not warrant discarding technology already in use. And the cost of
providing master copies is not justitied by use (Brown 1981a: U.S. Office of Technology Assess-
ment 1982).

Instructional Television '

Instructional television {ITV} takes a number of forms: cable. closed-circuit transmission.
open-circuit transmission, microwave transmission, and satellite transmission, among others.
However, although instructional television is widely used. it is used “very much as an adjunct to
the teacher's normal work. or as an interlude. rather than in any way which could be construed as
constituting a radical shift in the nature of teaching and learning” (Hoyle 1983, p. $7)}. Instructional
television. then. is basically an added-on cost, complementing rather than replacing the classroom
teacher.




Extensive research shows no significant difference in I€arning when comparing ITV and con-
ventionat classroom instruction {Campeau 1974; Jamison. Suppes. and Wells 1974; Schramm
1977). Students probably learn no more or no less through ITV. Surprisingly. when two-way learn-
ing is provided through “talkback™ ITV. inferior results are achieved.

One apparent advantage of ITV is that it can provide instruction not available through other
means. Particularly useful for vocational and technical instructional purposes is the use of ITV to
simulate learning expérience. to provide career information. to depict the use of machinery not
available in the instructional Jaboratory. or to guide students through cGmplicated (and perhaps
hazardous) operations. Instruction, however, is passive and one-way. with the student having no
control over learning. ITV is a poor substitute for the lecture. and broadcast ITV is inflexible.

3

Films .

Films and ITV are considered to be quite similar in presentation format, and both are used to
provide instruction in knowiedge and skill acquisition, to motivate individuals, or to effect changes
in attitude or personal values. Not surprisingly, research results show that use of filmhas no pat-
tern of instructional superiority. Students learn from film. but probably no petter than from other
media (Campeau 1974; Schramm 1977}. Interestingly, Marchant (1977} found that the conditions
under which film is used in the classroom has a relatively direct impact on instructional effective-
ness. Perhaps "more consideration needs to be given to the type of learning that is to take place
and arrange for the presentation to facilitate such learning” {ibid., p. 73).

The use of instructional film has been declining {Koerner 1977). Costis one factor: film is an
expensive medija. and is seldom cost-efficient in educational settings. Film is also inconvenient to
use. Videotape. for example. is more portable and is seriously challenging film as an instructional
tool. ’

The use of filmioops. a “little media.” is more economical than regular film. Filmloops are also
very accessible to students. lend themselves to individualized instruction. and are highly portable
and flexible. Considerable instruciional material is available for vocational training in the form of
filmloops. : : :

Audio Technology

Audiocassettes and recorders are inexpensive. Recorders are simpie to operate. small in size,
portable. and relatively durable. Instructional materials are easy to develop. A major drawback.
however, is that audio instruction only rarely is sufficient for teaching technical concepts and
procedures. On the other hand. when combined with manuals. worksheets and visuals. audio
instruction can be highly effective (Schramm 1977). In addition, audio is “literacy free”, and
recorders have a playback capability that epables the student to repeat at any point. Perhaps the

best uses of audio recordings are to su~ plement other instruction, to provide review. of to give
directions.

Sound is important in the performance of manual job tasks. A machinist. for example, can tell
the correct cutting speed and feeds by sound: a skilled auto mechanic can detect engine problems
by listening. In view of the use of audio cues in work performance. greater research and develop-
ment of audio teaching materials seem highly desirable and would help to advance the under-
standing of this generally overlooked . but nevertheless essential. dimension of task performance.
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System Use

There is a tendency to consider individual technologies in isolation, when, in fact, a particular
technology or combination may be used best as part of a tofal instructional system. Emphasis is
shifted from finding the single test lechnblogy to a consideration of instructional requirements,
followed by the selection of an available combination of teacher-led and technology-based system.
such as have been used by the Open University in England and by the audio tutorial (AT) method
of Samuel Postlethwait of Purdue University (Knapper 1980). In these approaches. educational
technology is properly placed within the context of the total instructional system.

Perhaps the single most obvious difference between private and public sector use of educa-
tional lechnology is that the former tends to place the use of educational technology within the
context of instructional systems design. Technology use follows from a careful needs assessment
and. if it is used, itis usually in confunction with other methodologies and because it provides a
cost-elfective alterpative. With a few notable exceptions. public education, in contrast. tends to
focus on the technology itself, with a search {or etfective use following acquisition.

The previously reviewed definitions of technology offered by the White House Conference on
Children (1970) and the Associatio. ior Educationat Communications and Technology (1979)
suggest a comprehensive concept of educational technology encompassing needs assessment.
design strategies. and human and nonhuman resource use. Such a concept of educational tech-
nology is probably essential if educational technology is to help facilitate effective learning.

:

Similarly. in regard 1o vocational instruction, one of the more pressing development activities
may be to interface educational technology with the competency-based instructional paradigm
that has achieved such widespread attention. It is within the total instructional context that educa-
tional technology will ultimately have tO prove its worth.

On the other hand, perhaps the greatest strength of the newer technologies is that they may
tead to truly new uses of the technology—ways to use technology on its own terms. If instructional |
technology has been less than fully successful. it may be because it has been used to imitate the
human teacher within the conventional instruction context, rather than contribute innovative and
new instructional capabilities. A “factor that limits our vision is our tendency to be trapped in
images from the pas!. New technologies initially imitate old technologies” (U.S. Congress 1981,

pp. 42-43}). when what may be needed is to seize the opportunity to transform the instructional task
itself.




CHAFTER 7

SUMMARY AND POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Are we poised on the edge of truly remarkable changes in education. led by advances in
microefectronics and telecommunications coupled with improved software? Qr will the application
of educational technology be a disappointment. a failure to capitalize on the considerable potential
to extend educational opportunity and to improve instructional etfectiveness?

The past use of educational technology has not been encouraging. The heralding of great
promise often has been followed by muted acknowledgement of less than adequate results. Many
of the problems surrounding the use of educational technology need to be addressed before wide
application is attempted. "If the gadgets fail to achieve their purpose. which certainly seems likely
at this stage in their development.” Pitts and Schneider (1981) caution. "then they will soon be
stored away in closets and tabeled another ‘innovative failure™ (p. 3).

Given the policy position of the current administration toward the role of the federal govern-
ment in education. and accepting the fact of real budget limitations. any policy initiative intended
to stimulate the development and application of educational technotogy for vocational training and
retraining must be modest. In addition. given the limitations and uncertainties surrounding the
effeclive use of educational technoiogy. a modest policy may be prudent.

Educational technology cannot now meet the considerable expectations placed on it: cost
reductions and increased teacher productivity are not forthcoming; qualitative improvements in
instruction are not achieved through educational technology atlone: and educational 1echnology is
an uneasy addition to the teacher-led classroom and organizationai structure of the public schoo!.
Educational technology is most widely used to complement or supplement instruction. And the
software sequence is not a complete substitute for human interaction.

On the other hand. the application of educational technology to vocational education should
be pursued. even if on a modest scale. if for no other reason than to provide educational credibil-
ity. Technology in general is rapidly transtorming the way that we work, think, and live, and is
penetrating the home, factory. office. and playfield. Education simply cannot ignore these changes
without exacerbating the already serious discrepancies between the instructional world of the
classroom and the realities of daily life. The student in the laboratory or classroom must expe-
rience the tools of technology found in the accounting office or plant. Simply to ignore these
changes will lead to an educational system that will become so outdated and dysfunctional that it
will incite its own demise.

Education in general is°already under sustained attack (Boyer 1983; National Commission on
Excellence 1983). The very structure of public education and its ability to address the educational
needs of contemporary society has been called into question. Educational technotogy. however.
can stimulate new and better ways to promote learning. Experimentation and application must
proceed. As Hershfield (1982) warns. "if educators do not reorient themselves quickly to take
advantage of this technology. private industry and new types of nonprofit educational organiza-
tions will do so” {p. 15). . ’
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Perhaps the most important benefit now achieved through educational technology is the
“value added” to instruction. Through it, a better instructional mix can be achieved. teacher-led
instruction can be augmented. and the context and quality of presentation can be enhanced. The
obsolescence of instructors and content may be partly offset through the use of educational tech-
nology. Those outcomes. however. may be achieved through little media as well as big media.

Policy Recommendations

The problems facing the development and application ot educational technology are not
unsurmountable. Faced with real budget limitations on policy initiatives, there is room. neverthe-
less, for a cohesive policy to set the tone of discussion. guide inquiry. and stimulate future action.
It is recommended that the U.S. Department of Education consider the following policy positions:

Claims about the efficacy of educational technology should be moderate. It appears that
the educational public is again searching for simple answers to complex problems, and
educational technology is currently a prime candidate. Federal policy probably should not
stress cost-savings, even though thjs is an attractive assertion, given the financial climate
surrounding public education. Claims for Iearning eftectiveness should be tempered. i
they are made at all. Credibility is at stake.

Many states. moreover. already face severe funding cutbacks, and the increased burden
of costly technology will only add to their difficulties, especially if cost-savings or instruc-
tional results are not forthcoming. Although it is perhaps tempting to ride the tide of
unqualitfied enthusiasm tor educational technology. qualified caution is probably a more
prudent long-term policy.

Potentially the most viable use of educational technology at this time may be to extend
instruction.to nonconventional client populations through combinations of teacher-
directed instruction and low-cost educational technology.

Educational technology is ofien conceived as a substitute or complement to conventional
teacher-led classroom instruction: when. in fact, its most satisfactory use may be to
develop an alternative delivery system. Educational technology. for example. is used by
the military to reduce training time; private industry benefits from the portability of tech-
nology. the ability to ensure standard quality, less need for formally trained instructional
staff. and centralized instructional development. Simiiar applications. building from the
strength of technology. need 10 be explored for vocational education in the public sector.

The examination of potential alternative yses of educational technology should be
encouraged. focusing on such activities as: adult vocational literacy, basic skills develop-
ment. the retraining of displaced workers, instruction for the handicapped. and-instruction
in new technologies. ' .

Currently. the capacity of educational technology probably exceeds the ability of most
teachers to yse the technology fully. Preservice teacher training activities should be
encouraged to prepare the next generation to make good yse of educational lechnoldgy
In-service training is needed to accompany current applications.

To apply educational technology wldelf before teachers are adequately trained may be
‘putting the cart before the horse.” Better-trained teachers will probably ensure better
future uses of educational technology.
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Since teacher education is primarily a function of state colleges and universities. little
direct federal investment may be required once the training need is widely acknowledged.

Technology in general is creating new requirements {or education. Both the industrial and
service seclors will require individuals who have new skills and the ability to be retrained.

which may require a high degree of technological literacy. The introduction of computers
as an object of study. a skill to be learned. is necessary in many vocational programs.

For some applications of technology. coupling instructional uses of the computer with
skill training may be one way to approach cost-eftective use of educallonal technology.
This is an area that should probably be explored.

It may be prudent policy. however, to keep a distance between the two uses of technol-
ogy. Parents certainly confuse the two. and it is probably to the benefit of producers of
technology to blur distinctions. The revision of vocational curricula to reflect business
and industrial application of technology must go on. regardiess of the success of educa-
tional technology: the applicalion of educational technology. on the other hand. poses
different problems from those accompanying the skill training uses of technology.

To the extent that funds can be made available. modest initiatives in the following areas
appear reasonable:

* & Explore the research and development results of other tederal agencies for relevant appli-
cation to vocational education. For the past decade. federal initiatives in educational
technotogy have largely taken place outside of the U.S. QOtfice of Occupational and Adult
Education. but those outside accomplishments may be able to provide a foundation on

_which more specific application to vocational training and retraining may be strustured.

Support a modest research effort in software development. Considerably more research is
needed to identify the critical variables in lhe interaction between instructional design. the
learning task. and learners. Until such a research base is established, software develop-
ment will probably continue to ftounder in the pool of gross comparisons characteriZing
curren! research.

Although there is no! a good undersianding of important learning variables. there is prob-
ably less understanding of how lo enhance vocational instruction. Research has tended to
focus on cognitive | 1sks, when more attention needs to be directed to how students
acquire job performance skills through the use of educational technology.

Producers of educational hardware and software simply do not support sustained
research efforts. and their main focus of interest is on the marketing of products.

A clear priority is the pursuit of cost-saving uses of educational technology. Until it can
be demonstrated that technology is cost-effective, use will continue to be restricled in the
long term. A clear demonstration that cost can be reduced. however. “would facilitate a
sharp evaluation of success and probably increase the probability of success” {Jamison.
Suppes. and Wells 1974, p. 58). .

A more comprehensive policy will have |o await the resolution of issues surrounding the
reduced federal role in education. States, and certainly individual local districts. are highly unlikely
to suppor! the necessary sustained research and d~velopment activities to ensure the successful

-
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classroom application of educational technology. They do not have the resources or inclination.
Teaching students is their main order of business. And block grant funding makes it difficult to
sustain efforts to apply technology.

Whether or not the public will support higher levels of funding for education is another out-

-~ come on which the future application of educational technology hinges. The proper role of voca-

tional education is being seriously debated for the first time in two decades. and the relationship
between schools and the workplace may significantly aiter in the near future (Evans 1982; Sher-
man 1983). The educational technology field itself must mature and become something more than
"a variegated, nationwide collection of projects frequently isolated from and unrelated to one
another” {Koerner 1977. p. 5}

The five questions that this report set out to address do. nevertheless, provide a backdrop
from which a comprehensive policy may eventually emerge. The findings suggest directions that
policy can take to help ensure the successful application of educational technology to vocational
tnstruction. The following are general observations and recommendations:

1. What is the role of difterent stakeholders in educational technology and what is federal
policy in this area?

*  Puyblic interest in educational technology is being stimulated.in a large part. by the
producers of hardware and software seeking to expand markets for information tech-
nology. It is also a result of public concern over the high cost of education and the
lack of instructional quality. In the long-term. educational technology probably can-
not ameliorate these concerns, . ?

The use of educational technology at the community college level probably merits
gredter attention, Conditions are favorable in community colleges for more nearly
achieving cost-eftective yses of technology.

The private sector’s approach' to educational technology is:cautious, and use of high
technology is limited.

itis poor policy to rely solely on the private sector to produce and market educational
technology. The producers of hardware and software are. in a real sense. captive to
their own profit-and-loss sheets, and it is the market forces that determine what is
produced and hence. what students learn. Educational products will be devetoped
because of market size and profit margins. and not necessarily because they lead to
superior learning or address vital learning tasks.

Federal funding has been highly important for past developmental etforts in curricu-
lum and instructional development. Block ¢. ant funding will continue to be a problem,
and will probably retard efforts to yse educational technology at the local level.

Networking may constitute an attractive alternative for the regional yse of educational
technology. However, there is some question whether of not the benefits to local
users otfsei the costs involved. Results of the curriculum networks and centers estab-
lished during the 1970s were mixed.

There needs to be greater support for basic research on software development.
instructional interactions. and "mixes” of low- and moderately priced technology.
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There probably needs to be less ern'phasis on large projects involving high technol-
ogy. such as computer-assisted instruction and instructional television. Federal funds
should not be used for “marketing” educational technology.

2. Whatls the cost of educational lechnéiogy? May it I;e expected 10 increase productivity?

¢ Cost-savings should not be expected from the use of educational leéhnology. at least’
©in the near future. Increases in teacher productivity are simply not forthcoming.

Cost-effectiveness will require structural changes in the way that instruction is organ-
ized and administ:'r2d. It will require changes in the traditional teaching role. 30 that
technology can function as more than an added-on cost.

Software will continue to be an important cost factor. After the initial purchase of

hardware. software becomes the major determiner of cost. “ .
Hardware development and application probably do not need to be supported. Hard-
ware capacity consistentiy exceeds the capability of the software to use the hardware.
Furthermore, if schools can not afford hardware. they certainly cannot afford the addi-
‘tional capital and recurrent expenses associated with the instructional use of
technology. “ o ’
The rapid advanc.s in microprocessing electronics atone suggest that it is unwise to
make large commitments t0 hardware purchases when costs are falling and the tech-
nology is changing. The inak.lity'to make cost-effective use of technology. the soft-
ware problems. and the lack of appreciable gains in learning effectiveness also sug-
gest that the application of educationai technology should be modest: enough to
encourage experimentation with classroom applications. but not enough to convert
teacher-led classrooms into man-machine systems of learning.

3. How effective is educational technology?

* Since presently there appears to be little difference in the instructional effectiveness
of one technology compared to another, selection factors at the local tevel {other than
instructional effectiveness}). such as cost. ease of use. and availability of software may
be the more important determinants of technology use.

Software development will continue to remain a priority. particularly in relation to
high-cost, sophisticated technology. The relatively small size 6f the vocationa! educa-
tion market and the uncertainty of market conditions function to retard software
development.

4. How is educational technology used within the instructional context?

¢ Educational technology continues to be important because it enhances Instruction
and provides interactions not normally available through teacher-led instruction.

¢ Educational technology may be used effectively to introduce new instructional con-
tent, particularty in the high technology areas. Its use may be cost-effective in relation
to teacher retraining.




The application of educational technology to special needs learners is an area merit-
ing additional development. However. applications to vocational education probably’
need to be coordinated with other development efforts. in general.

Ways of serving other client populations, particularly by linking public and private
sector training. need to be explored. )

T#¢ need to provide aid to poorer school districts to purchase computer and informa-
tion technology will probably become a pressing issue. Schools attended by low-
income students will need access to technology.

Attention should be direcled toward identifying organizational and administrative
changes that must be effected in response to the application of educational technol-
ogy. The existing organizational structure of schools has developed in [esponse to the
ciassroom teachers and the subject-based departments. The successful application ot
educational technology. however, probably requires new organizational and delivery
structures. -

What are the Instructional capabllities of dlfferent technologles?

¢ Functionally simple systems. using “little media.” are probably preferable to more
expensive and complex technologies within conventional vocational instructional set-
tings. Not only are costs generaliy iower. but greater instructional flexibility is
achieved. '

Enthusiasm for the more complex technologies should not lead to less support for “lit-
tle media” that have largely proven their usefuiness for vocational instructional
pUrposes.

Support for computer-assisted instruction (CAl} should be modest. CAl currently has
limited application to vocational training and retraining. The past research and devel-
opment in the field. moreover. has been extremely expensive, exceeding by far any
reasonable effort that the U.S. Office of Vocational and Adult Education can mount.
The best policy may be to build from the etforts of the U.S. Department of Defense.
the Natioral Science Foundation, and other projects with.n the U.S. Department of
Education. )

The integration of educational technology with instructional systems design needs to
be explored. Past and current curriculum and instructional development projects pro-
vide for no interface with educational technology.

Another policy alternative. of course, is not to do anything. to let developments work their own
way. This position. however. is an abdication of leadership. The problems of the time demand
more. Certainly. to realize the expectation of improving instructional gquality tHrough the use ol
educational technology requires that a stand be taken to ensure the effective use of technology in
our present and future educational systems.




APPENDICES




APPENDIX A
COMPUTER USE

U.S. INSTALLED BASE OF PERSONAL
COMPUTERS BY MARKET SECTOR
{units in thousands)

1982 1983

Home/hobby . 700 1,327
Business/professional . . . 1,236 2,345

Total . . . . . . . .. 1,936 3.672

MICROS IN SCHOOLS (installed base)

Purchased by .
school district School Leval Total for Total

for K12 Grades K-8 Grades 9-12 College 1981 Installed

Hardware

Totals . . . . 10,400 16,800 22.800 30,000 80,000 145,000

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment. /nformation Technology and Its Impact on
American Education. The Office of Technology Assessment, 1982. p. 44.




APPENDIX B
EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATIONAL
TECHNOLOGY R & D, FISCAL YEAR 1982

Department of Education R&D Budget, Fiscal Year 1982
for Selected Program Areas

Approved R&D Funds for aducation Percent of
. . funding level technology R&D program total
Program area {in miltions) {in millionsj

National Institute of Education . . 53.4 $ 1.3 {est.)
National Institute for

Handicapped Research. . . . . 286 $ 0.2 {est.)
Bilingual Education . . . . . . . 6.0 0
Handicapped Research Innovation

& Development . . . . . . . 7.2 : $ 09
Vocational Educationai Programs

of National Significance . . . . 5.5 (est.) 0
Educational Technology . . . . . 6.679 $ 6.679
Special Education Resources . . . $18
Fund for the Improvement of

Postsecondary Education. . . . 10.0 $25

Tota! (all R&D within agency) . $107.4 $13.379

Projected Federal Expenditures for Educational Technology R&D
Fiscal Year 1982

Projected expenditure Total R&D budget
Department educational technology—R&D {approved levels)

National Science Foundation . . . . $ 4.536 million (est.} $991 million
Department of Education . . ... . $ 13.379 million {est.) $107.4 million
Department of Defense . . . . . . $256 million {est.) $ 19.9billion

Total . . . . . . . .. . . . $273.915 million (est.} $ 20.99 billion

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment. /nformation Technology and its Impact on
American Education. The Office of Technology Assessment 1982, p. 118.
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APPENDIX C

———

CONTINUATION GRANTS FOR EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY
FISCAL YEAR 1982

. Program ’ {Grant Description

Funding Level

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIDN
Diwmsion of Educational Technology Microcomputer Sollware
(Olice of Educatronat Aesearch

and Improvement) Developmeni: Elementary grades (3 yrs. fundmg a1 $150.000

pet project)

Omo S1ale: mathematics: development and lesting in 23
5chO0Is by liscal year 1983

Wycati' reading: Bold,. Beranek and Newman' written
cOmposition

Video disk

University of Nebraska  development of Spanish-English
diclionary and microcomputer soltware.

American Insiiule ol Research: video disk for music and
math curncula for elementary Qrades. 45 site demonsira-
1HONS 3nd 2leCtronic mail COMPonent

Teleconlerencing

“Project Best”; assistance to oflicials in 45 States in under-
standing polential of lechnology. electronic mailbox
component, 8 ieleconlerences

Television
Seven projecis- [selecled 9ranis highlighted)

“3-2-1 Conlact”: production funds lo Chitdren's Television
Workshop (51 million}

“Power House™: health and nutritfor{'—economically disad-
vantaged minorily youth {$3.5 mitlion).

"Kids'™ program I0r elementary grades on radio broadcasi-
ing {31 million}

Nalional Inshitute tor Hand)capPed Adaptation ol educational technology or use by
Aesearch handicapped

Special Education AescurcCes Deatnel Telecommunicalions Project—model dissemination
{$0 3 milliom)

Line 1 Caption Broadcasung Program ($1.5 millvon)

L]

Handicapped Research— Technology Utilization Project
Innovation Development

2 25 million

$0.22% mullion

$0.250 mithon
%$1.1 mithon

$16.175 milhon

s,

$0.2 million {est)

$1.8 miltion {es0)

$0.9 mithon (esi}




Natronal instiiiute of Education

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Fund far the Improvement of Posisec-
ondary Education

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Ottice gt Science and Engineering
Educalion

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Army

Navy and Marine Corps

Air Force

“mathematics Ediscation Using tnfarmation Technology ™

{until fiscal year 1982-83 jointly funded with NSF: S0 6
million). Compuler courseware development "Calculator
Indormation Center” {$0.1 million}.

“Computer Soltware Clearinghouse” {$0.2 million}. Portion

ol.Aegional Educational Laboralories budgel ulilized for
educational projects courseware development: satellile
lelecommunications project (est. $0.4 million).

Educationat tetevision. teleconferencing. compute:-
arded nstruclion, and video disk {locatl projects)

Computer-based education. CAD!C;:iucatiOn‘ and
other projects currently up for review

Sclence Broadcasling

[

Prism Productions. Inc.. "How Aboul™: 90 second science
series for commercial television (syndicated 1o 140
stations—j0inlly funded with General Motars Research
Labs: NSF conlribulion: $0.208 million).

Children's Television Workshop. "3-2-1 Contact': science
programming: National Public Radio. “Seience Informa-
tion on Public Radio™: establisnment of science produc-
lion capabilities and provision for science coverage for
distribulion 1o 227 public radio staticns ($0.198 million).

See tables 16 and 19 for program elements and project
topics

See tables 18 and 19 for program elements and Project
topics

See tables 16 and 19 {or program giements and project

$1.9 million {est}

$1.5 million (est)

S 1.7 mullion {est}

.52 336 million

€735 million
£131.7 milhon

£49 4 million

TOIAl . o . -4 9 & T Ty

SOURCE Office of Technotogy Assessment, /nfosmation Technoiogy and its Impact on American Education. The Oflice of
Technology Assessmenl 1982, p- 120




APPENDIX D

COST AS A FUNCTION OF SYSTEM COMPLEXITY

-FOUR
TIMES THE
COMPLEXITY OF (1}

TWICE THE
COMPLEXITY OF (1)

FUNCTIONALLY SIMPLE
81 SYSTEM

SUPPORT COSTS

Low | N

INEXPERIENCED : EXPERIENCED
USER SOPHISTICATION

Y

.

SUPPORT COST ESCALATION WITH INCREASING
FUNCTIONAL COMPLEXITY OF SYSTEMS

SOURCE: Whitney. T.M. "Compact Computers for the 1980s.” in Computers and Communication

implications for Education. edited by R.J. Seide! and M. Rubin. New York: Academic
Press 1977, p. 48.
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