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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to discover if primary
and elementary teachers possess the instructional
development algorithm which underlies all instructiomal
development models. Knowledge of instructional
development, whether at the algorithmic »r heuristic
levels, is deemed necessary to implement the resource-
based teaching and learning approach that is being
advocated in this province. This was accomplished through
a written survey which questioned teachers on thirtecen
instructional development compeotency arcas summarizod

from the Task Force Report on Instructional Development

Competencies of the Association for Educational
Communications and Technology (AECT) published in 1982.
One hund « - and ninety-five teachers from the primary and
elementary levels of the Roman Catholic School Borrd for
St. John’s received questionnaires.

The results of the study were analyzed according to

the thirteen competency areas cummarized from the AR
Task Force Report which are as follows: conduct needs
assessment, conduct learner analysis, develop and
sequence behavioral objectives, conduct environmental
analysis, determine and scquence content, determine and

sequence learner activities, detcrmine appropriate
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resources, determine appropriate teaching strategies,
cvaluate and revise instructional units, creat~
instructional units, conduct workshops, communicate
effectively, and consult with individuals or groups.
Results of the study revealed that the majority of
the teachers who responded do not possess knowledge of
the instructional development algorithm. However, due to
a low —asponse rate of 54%, the results are not
indicative of the total sample, as information regarding
the competencics of those tcachers who failed to return

questionnaires might have affected the results.
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CHAPTER ONE

NATURE OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Modern society is undergoing profound technological
and social changes brought about by what has been called
the information explosion. The world facing the students
of today has compact laser discs that contain the entire
text of all volumes of the Encyclopedia Britannica, and
microcomputers in many homes (British Columbia Teacher-
Librarians’ Association, 1986). The British Columbia
Teacher-Librarians’ Association (1986), in the document

Fuel For Change, points out that "30 billion ncw

documents are produced cach year in the U.S. alone; 12
reading years ... would be required to cover but
one-tenth of one per-cent of the available information on
any given field of science or technology" (p. 1).

The impact of the information explosion and the
advances in technology arc affecting all institutions but
"particularly those such as public schools and libraries
that traditionally have borne the major responsibility
for providing education" (lLiecener, 1985, p. 12). The

knowledge and skills required to survive in the

technological and stress-oriented socicty we presently



live in are quite different from those required in less
complex times.

Across the country those who believe that we must
"equip students to function effectively in a rapidly
changing regource rich, technological world" (Fennell,
1983, p. 62), arc concerned with what we should be
teaching studenks to preparce them for the twenty-first
century. Rducators cverywhere have come to realize that
there is a nced to modify our "traditional lock-step
methods of teaching in small cnclosed classrooms using
limited instructional resources, mainly textbooks, [in
favour of] more innovative approaches based on research
related to children, teaching and learning" (Haycock,
1981, p. 4)

Such an approach would permit ctudents to learn how
to access the information that is bombarding them, and
how Lo select, cvaluate and use that information. Across
the country there has been a growing emphasis by
curriculum planners on what is known as resource-based
Leaching and learning. The resource-based approach has
been cmphasized in documents produced in recent years by
four Canadian provinces - British Columbia, Alberta,

Saskatchewan and Ontario.



The earliest and perhaps the most influential
Canadian document to make use of the term "resource-based
learning" was the Ontario Ministry of Educat:on
curriculum resource guide entitled Partners In Action:

The Library Resource Centre In The School Curriculum

produced in 1982. This document has had "Car rcaching
implications on how educators define and pcrform their
role within the educational system" (Sharpe, 1987, p. 1).
The Ontario Ministry of Education (1982) stresses that
the principal, the classroom teacher, and the
teacher-librarian have important and nccessary roles to
play in the development of resource-based programs, and
that ideally teachers and tecacher-librarians must work as
partners to develop appropriate teaching and learning
activities for students.

The concerns and the philosophy cxpresscd by the
Ontario Ministry of Education (1982) in the document
Partners In Action have permeatad other provincial

documents produced since 1982. Focus on Learning: An

Integrated Program Model for Alberta School Librarics by

Alberta Education (1985); Fuel for Change:Cooperative

Program Planning_and Teaching by the Pritich Columbia

Teacher-Librarians’ Association (1986); and The 4th R




ource Based Learning by the Saskatchewan Teachers’

Federation (1986) have all relaved resource-based
traching to the goals and objectives for education in
their respective provinces.

In Newfoundland, the Department of Education has in
many ways cndorsed a method of instruction that is
resource—based, but it has not yet produced a tangible
document . Through curriculum guides, course descriptions,

authorized texts and teacher guides, the Newfoundland

Department of Education has made it clear that "textbook
teaching alone is not enough, that teaching today
requires more than talk and chalk" (Brown, 1986, p. 12).
The department is rccommending that the resource—based
approach be used from kindergarten through senior high
school .

In order to implement this approach, teachers are
heing asked to formulate objectives based on the approved
provincial curriculum and the learning needs ond styles
of individual students. Textbooks, while still an
important resource, arc but one of many resources used to
provide expericnces which will help to achieve the
desired objectives.

Resource-based teaching and learning emphasizes the

process skills necessary for children to learn how to
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learn. Similar skills are found in different subjects, so
curriculum guides in Newfoundland, especially primary
ones, are recommending that teachers integrate across the
curriculum and use themes to organize instructional
content. To successfully integrate concepts and skills
found in subject areas, and to develop themes which will
both see use of a wide variety of resources and
instructional strateglies and take the individual nceds of
the learner into consideration, will require teachers who
are able to design effective instruction.

This study examined the competencics required in the
design of instruction in terms of primary and clementary
school teachers. Since teachers are cxpected to work
collaboratively ;vith the teacher-librarian in the design
of instructional units and modules in the resource-based
approach, it is important to determine the instructional
design capabilities of both groups. This study focused on
the classroom teacher’s knowledge of the instructional
development algorithm, using survey methodology to
determine competency levels of the instructional

development process.



Background To The Problem

The resource-based approach to education which is
advocated by curriculum guides and authorized texts, and
which is envicioned in documents such as Partners In
Action (Ontario Ministry of Education, 1982), requires a
shift in emphasis from the present arrangements in our
schools, which are based on "the premise that children
will eet most of their learning from the spoken words of
teachers" (Taylor, 1971, p. 234) . A resource-based system
of teaching and learning requires that children learn

from an "active, personal interaction with people and

things® (Taylor, 1971, p. 233).

Althouqgh it is safer, easier, and less demanding for
teachers to rely heavily on a trusted textbook, the
current philosophy of resource-baced teaching and
learning requires tecachers to move away frum their
traditional role of interpreting the textbook to one of a
partnership with the school-librarian in the creation of
new instructional approaches.

Teachers who have long been accustomed to the
presentation or lecture based system of teaching are

confronted with a major change in becoming

ource-based. The teacher’s role as a transmitter of

information changer to that of a designer of learning



activities based on each student’s abilities, interests
and needs.

This new rolc requires today’s teacher to not only
be knowledgeable regarding the provincial curriculum and

urces, but also requires

the use of a wide variety of r
competencies in the design of effective instruction.
Planning resource-based units cooperatively with the
teacher-librarian requires that teachers posscss skills
in instructional development. According to Brown (1988a):

To plan such units, teachers will nced to be
able to establish objectives, analyze their
learners, seclect appropriate instructional
strategies, initiate and develop appropriatc
learning activities, sclect and effectively use
learning resources, [and] develop appropriate
evaluation procedures (for both the learncr and
the instruction). (p. 9)

Writers today are in fact equating the term
‘resource-based teaching and learning’ with
‘instructional development’. Loertscher (1988) writes:

In the last ten years, a ncw concept,
instructional development or rcsource—based
teaching, has emerged from the fields of
educational psychology and instructional
technology.... Teachers and library mcdia
specialists work together to systcmatically
create sound instructional modules or units for
learners using the full resources of the
library media centre. (p. 2)



The purpose of this study was to discover if primary
and clementary teachers possess the ins€ructional
development algorithm which this researcher deems
necessary to implement the resource-based approach which
is being advoecated in this province. This was

investigated by way of a questionnaire regarding the

competencies needed to design instruction. No attempt wa=
made to differentiate between the competency level of
Lhese two groups as the thrust of the primary and
elementary curriculum is quite similar.
Scveral guestions are subsumed within this larger
quastion.
1. Do teachers understand the concept of
instructional development?
2. What is the depth of knowledge of instructional
development on the part of teachers?
3. If teachers possess instructional development
compctencies, where did they learn the particular

skills - from university courses or on-the-job?



Definition Of Terms
For purposes of this study the following terms and

definitions apply.

Audiovisual Devices. Any picce of cquipment with
associated materials, that controls through mechanical or
electronic means, the presentation of visual or auditory
communications for instruction (Reiser, 1987, p. 12).

Cooperative Program Planning and_Teaching. The

process in which the teacher-librarian and teacher work

as partners to cooperatively design and teach units of
study in which lecarning strategies and skills are
integrated into the instruction.

Educational Technology. A complex integrated process
involving people, procedures, ideas, devices and
organization for analyzing problems and devising,
implementing, evaluating, and managing solutions to those
problems involving all aspects of human learning (Reiser,
1987, p. 20).

Elementary School Level. An cducational unit
comprising teachers from Grade four to sixz.

Instructional Development. (Uscd interchangeably with
instructional design and instructional technology). A
systematic approach to the design, production,

evaluation, and utilization of complete systems of
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on, including all appropriate components and a

instru

management pattern for using them (Silber, 1977, p. 172).
Learning Theory. A systematic integrated outlook in
reqgard to the nature of the process whereby people relate
to their environments in such a wa - as to enhance their
ability to use both themselves and their environments

more ef feck ively (Bigge, 1982, p. 3).

Primary_ 00l _level. An cducational unit comprising

teachers from kindergarten to Grade three.

Resource—Rased Teaching and Learning. (Used

interchangeably with resource-based teaching and
resource-based learning). Planned educational programs
thal actively involve students in the meaningful use of a
wide range of appropriate print, non-print, and human

resources (Ontario Ministry of Education, 1982, p. 6).

Systems Approach. An operational system which
synthesizes and interrelates the components of a process
within a conceptual framework, insuring continued,
orderly and effective progress toward a stated goal
(lleinich, 1970, p. 8).

Teacher. The professional person certified by the
provineial Department of Education and hired by the Roman
Catholic School Board for St. John’s, Newfoundland to

teach within schools under their administration.



Teacher-Librarian. (Used interchangeably with
librarian, library media specialist, learning resources
teacher, and media specialist). The professionally
certified teacher who is responsible for tne
organization, administration, planning, and

implementation of the school’s library program.

Limitations Of The Study

In carrying out this investigation, the following

limitations were recognized.

1. The population of the study was comprised of
primary and oclementary teachers from the Roman
Catholic School Board for St. John's,
Newfoundland. Gencralizations drawn can only he
made within the limits of this particular
population and cannot be applied to the
Newfoundland situation as a whole.

2. Any type of rescarch which uses questionnaires
as a means of data collection does not result in
a 100 % return rate. In the case of this
particular study information regarding the
competencies of those teachers who failed to
return questionnaires might have affected Lhe

results of the study.
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3. The study focused on instructional development
competencies a. normally delineated in the
literature and taught through formal courses. It
is recognized that teachers have tacit
knowledge, which might not have been measured by
the instrument.

4. while pilot testing of an initial instrument was
undert:aken to identify any technical terminology
used in the field of educational technology
which might be problematic, and to clarify
language for respondents, the researcher felt
that teachers, as highly trained professional
aducators, would be familiar with terminology
common to the professinnal literature of
cducat ion. Use of such terminology may have
impacted upon respondents’ ability to answer

npecific questions.

Summary,

This thesis reports on the research findings of a

study conducted in the spring of 1989 regarding the

inst

ructional cdavelopment compotencies of primary and

elementary teachers.



Chapter Two presents a historical overview of the
various events and occurrences which have contributed to
the emergence of instructional development as a field of
study. It also desineates various instructioral
deve. .ment approaches to educational problems, the
history of school libraries, and a review of various
Canadian documents which endors2 a method of instruction
which is resource-based. The chapter concludes with a
description of the new roles which the tcacher and
teacher-librarian will play in resource-based tecaching
and learning. The literature provides cvidence that
implementation of a resource-based approach requires
teachers in the primary and elementary levels to use
instructional de‘velopment competencies .

Chapter Three provides details regarding the
methodology of the study. Chapters Four and Five describe
the results of the study as well as a summary,

conclusion, and recommendations for futurc study.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Hlistorical Development of Instructional Development

Introduction
According to Gustafson (1981):

The term "instructional development", defined
as a process for improving instruction, #ppears
to have had its origin in a project conducted
at Michigan State University from 1961-1965.
Entitled "Instructional Systems Development: A
Demonst ion and Evaluation Project" (1967),
this project directed by Dr. John Barson
produced onc of the early ID models. (p. 5)

Although Barson had used the term, instructional
development as a field did not become an identified
profession until-1871. Diamond (1980) relates that "at a
national convention of what is now the Association for
liducational Communications and Tc:hnology ... fewer than
100 members of the Association met to form a new
division. After much discussion ... the name
Instructional Development was selected" (p. 51).

As a recognized field of endeavour, instructional
development is only two decades old, yet it does not
represent a totally new or different concept. "Rather, it
is an cvolutionary step as people seek to improve their

aeduc

ional enterprise by making it more effective,

efficient, and humane" (Knirk & Gustafson, 1986, p. 3).
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There have been many influences from the past which
have merged together in recent years to the extent that
instructional development has become recognized as a
worthwhile field of endeavour. Lumsdaine (1964) has
identified some of the historical roots which have
"merged into the tree of instructional systems design"
(Bigge, 1982, p. 9).

Saettler (1968) has also written extensively about
the people and events he considers to have been the
predecessors of modern instructional technology. Sacttler

traces the roots from the days of the clder Sophit

Athens whose systematic instruction to groups has led
writers such as Pratt (1980) to state that "In the
Sophists we can see the first sustained effort to
discover basic principles of instruction; they might also
be termed the first instructional technologists" (p. 18).
According to Saettler (1968), "It would be futile to
designate any particular event or date to mark the
beginning of a science or technology of instruction"
(p. 47), yet as Knirk & Gustafson (1986) point out,
"Since the 1950s, three main thought streams have been
instrumental in creakting the field of instructional
technology" (p. 1). These threc thought strecams arc as

follows:



1. The concept of designing instruction
directly for the student instead of
designing audio-visual (A-V) materials
for teachers to use in their
presentations.

2. Benchmark developments in learning theory
as identified by B. F. Skinner . and
others.

3. The influence of World War II and later
the rapidly advancing hardware
technology, which required developing
quick task analysis procedures, effective
training, and new communication
technologies; often labelled ‘the systems
approach’. (Knirk & Gustafson, 1986,

p. 1)

In mining the historical roots of instructional

development, it is therefore important to examine the
progress of threc concepts which have for the most part
developed independently of each other, but yet have
jointly helped shape the field of instructional
technology. These are (a) learning theory;

(b) audiovisual devices; and (c) systems theory.

Leaxrning Theo

Developments in learning theories have been
instrumental in the creation of the field of
instructional development. Learning theories provide
valuable insights into the nature of the learning

process, and our present day views of instructional



development have beey shaped by, and are rooted in,
premises about the nature of humankind.

A learning theory is a "systematic integrated
outlook in regard to the nature of the process whereby
people relate to their environments in such a way as to
enhance their ability to usc both themselves and their
environments more effectively" (Bigge, 1982, p. 3).

Bigge (1982) states that "At least ten different
theories in regard to the basic nature of the learning
process are either prevalent in today’s schools or
advocated by leading contemporary psychologists" (p. 8).

Two families of learning theories which have
developed since the beginning of the twenticth century
are the behaviorist family of stimulus-responsc
conditioning theories and the Gestalt-Licld family of
cognitive theories. According to Bigge (1982), "both
families have been protests against the inadequacies and
inconsistencies of earlier psychological systems™
(p. 48).

There are three theories in Lhe behaviorist family
(a) connectionism; (b) behaviorism; and (c)
neobehaviorism. While connectionism and behaviorism "no
longer are advocated in their original forms, many

contemporary psychologists have orientations suffi
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similar to theirs to be termed neobehaviorists" (Bigge,
1982, p. 50). It is this group of ncobehaviorists which
have had the greatest influence on actual instructional
strategier.

Neobchavi

rism. Some of the leading contemporary

neobchaviorists whose ideas have been influential in the
emergence of instructional development are B.F.Skinner,
Robert Gagné, and Albert Bandura.

B. F. Skinner’s operant conditioning theory is one
of the most "prominent systematic psychologies of
learning that represent the behavioristic family" (Bigge,
1982, p. 13). According to Bigge (1982), operant
condiltioning is "a learning process whereby a given
response is made either more probable or more frequent by
the occurrence of a reinforcing stimulus immediately
following the response" (p. 119).

"In the carly 1950s much interest was being shown in
cducational applications of the learning theory known as
behaviorism" (Kemp, 1985, p. 4). Skinner believed that
his operant conditioning theory could be applied to the
practical problems of cducation. It is stated by many
writers that this thecory “"led to the ‘programmed
instruction’ movement in the 1960s which established

useful guidelines for organizing individualized,



self-paced instruction in precise ways so that learning
would take place successfully" (Kemp, 1985, p. 4).
Thorndike is often cited as having foreseen the
development of programmed instructional materials. In
1912 he wrote:
If by some miracle of modern ingenuity, a book
could be so arranged that only to him who had
done what was directed on page onc would have
page two become visible, and so on, much that
now requires personal instruction could be
managed by print. (Saettler, 1968, p. 52)
But programmed instruction is usually associated
with B. F. Skinner, who used it as "a practical

implementation of his operant conditioning theory of

learning" (Knapper, 1980, p. 18).

The programmed instruction movement is often said to

have begun in 1954, with the publication of B. F.

Skinner’s article ‘The Science of Learning and The Art of

Teaching’. In this article Skinner stated:

We are on the threshold of an exciting and
revolutionary period, in which the scientific
study of man will be put to work in man’s best
interest. Education must play its part. It must
accept the fact that a sweeping revision of
educational practices is possible and
inevitable. (Cited in Hawkridge, 1978, p. 377)

In this article "Skinner pointed to the deficiencies

of traditional instructional techniques and indicated
that by using teaching machines many of thoce problems

could be overcome" (Reiscr, 1987, p. 30).
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Skinner’s programmed instruction proposed that
“instructional materials should consist of a series of
small steps, or ‘frames’, each of which should require an
active responsc from the learner, who would receive
immediate feedback regarding the correctness of his or
her response" (Reiser, 1987, p. 30). In proposing that
instructional materials consist of a series of small
skeps Skinner was also stating his belief that learners
should be allowed to proceed at their own individual
pace.

According Lo Kemp (1985), "Of all the developments
in recent ycars, the theoretical view of learning
proposed by Skinner and its applications through
programmed instruction have been most influential for the
emergence of the instructional design process" (p. 4).

A ncobchaviorist who has developed what Bigge (1982)
calls a "bchaviorist cclectic approach to the psychology
of learning"™ (p. 139), is Robeit Gagné. Gagné’'s
psychology "centres on behaviorism, loosely defined, but
contains marginal overtones gained from appciception
theory and the cognitive-field family of learning

theories" (Rigge, 1982, p. 13).
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Gagné’s pivotal idea on learning is outlined in his
Conditions of Learning. Bigge (1982) describes these
conditions as follows:

Learning of any new capability requires the

prior learning of the subordinate capabilities

that are involved in the new capability....

Thus, any significant learning that onc is to

acquire may be analyzed into a progression of

subordinate learnings. Gagné calls such a

progression of learnings a "lcarning hierarchy"

(p. 143).

Gagné’s cight conditions of learning and his ideas
of a learning hierarchy have led to the beliefl that
instructional procedures should be systematically
designed. His ideas have had tremendous influence on the
field of instructional development.

A third neobehaviorist whose ideas have been
influential in the area of instructional development is
Albert Bandura. Like Gagné, Bandura is an eclectic
behaviorist whose social learning theory "blends concepts
of purposive cognitive psychology into bchaviour-
modification theory as developed by bchavioristic
psychologists" (Bigge, 1982, p. 13).

For Bandura, the "conzequences of one’s past
behavior largely determine onc's future behavior;
however, this occurs only because of the informative and

incentive values of those consequences" (Bigge, 1982,

P I55)



22

Unlike Skinner who sees people as "mechanical
products of environmental forces" (Bigge, 1982, p. 157),
Bandura rcgards them as "information processing and
interpreting animals who operate on the basis of
insightful exzpectations.... Thus, human beings are
thinking organisms who possess capabilities that provide
them with some power of their own self-direction™ (Bigge,
1982, p. 157).

Cognitive Ficld Theory. The second major family of
contemporary learning theories which has develoved in
Lhis century are the Gestalt field family of cognitive
theorics. Th: position of Gestalt psychology was formally
stated [irst by Lhe German philosopher-psychologist, Max
Wertheimer, in 1912. "The central idea of Wertheimer’s
point of view is that an organized whole is greater than
the sum of its parts" (Bigge, 1982, pp. 57-58). The
learner is seen as "a whole organism who responds as a
whole to a whole situation" (Tanner & Tanner, 1980,

p. 118) .

In the early 1920s “Kurt Lewin took the spirit of
Gestalt theory, added to it some new concepts, and coined
a new torminology. He developed a field psychology"
(Bigge, 1982, p. 59). Lewin’s basic concept was that of

lifc space, which "includes everything that one needs to
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know about a person in order to understand his concretec
behavior in a specific psychological situation at a given
time" (Bigge, 1982, p. 170). Today’s cognitive ficld
theory draws heavily from the piorcer field psychology of
Kurt Lewin, however it should not be considered merely a
restatement of Lewin’s position.

Some of the noted psychologists who have made
significant contributions to cognitive field theory are
Jean Piaget, David Ausubel, and Jerome Bruner.

According to Jean Piaget, the mental development of
any child consists of a succession of three stages or
periods which are closely linked to age. These are:

1. Sensorimotor (Birth to 18 months or 2

years) . At this stage a child lacks any
symbolic function, therefore displaying
only direct action on reality.

2. Preconcrcte-operational (18 months to age
7 or 8). During this period children
develop their abilities to represent
things with symbols.

3. Concrete-operational (8 to 12 years).
"ere children learn to do in their hecads
what they had previously accomplished
only through physical action. (Bigge,
1982, pp. 19-20)

Bigge (1982) goes on to cxplain that:

Each stage exztends the preceding stage,

reconstructs cognition on a new level, and

comes to surpass the earlier stage. Then,

during preadolescence and adolescence the stage

of formal operations emerges .... [At this

stage children are] able to think about their
thoughts, construct ideals, reason
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realistically about the future, and reason

about: contrary-to-fact propositions.

(pp. 19-20)

Jerome Bruner may be identified as a cognitive
learning theorist who is eclectic in his approach.
Bruner’s research in the late 1950s led him to the
assumption that "subjects do not mechanically associate
specific responses with specific stimuli but, rather,
Lend to infer principles or rules underlying the patterns
which allow them to transfer their learning to different
problems" (Bigge, 1982, pp. 229-230).

Bruner Ls probably the foremost living proponent of
Lthe discovery approach. His approach is characterized by
three stages in which he belicves the child moves through
as he learns. Romiszowski (1981) describes these three
stages as Collows:

The first level is the enactive level, where

the child manipulates materials directly. He

then progresses to the iconic level, where he

deals with mental images of objects but does

not manipulate them directly. Finally he moves

to the symbolic level, where he is strictly

manipulating symbols and no longer mental

images of objects. (p, )

Although "These stages are firmly based on the
developmental psychology of Jean Piaget" (Romiszowski,
1981, p. 171), they differ sharply from Piaget’s stages
of human development in that Bruner emphasizes that

"these steps or spurts or whatever you may choose to call



them are not very closely linked to age: somc
environments can slow the sequence down or bring it to a
halt, others move it along faster" (Bigge, 1982, p. 233).
The three stages usually appear in the lifc of a child in
order and each depends upon the previous onc for its
development, yet all threc of them extend more or less
intact throughout an individual’s life.

David Ausubel is another cognitive psychologist who
has been a powerful influence on instructional ihinking.
Ausubel "stands in opposition to the discovery movement
«... [and] argues that much instruction ... is
successfully performed by the process of exposition
leading to meaningful reception lecarning" (Romiszowski,
1981, p. 173).

Ausubel is a major advocate of the advance organizer
and believes that "elementary aged ctudents learn more
rapidly when advance organizers are used with
instructional design to move them from one level of
preoperation to that of concrete operation" (Knirk &
Gustafson, 1986, p. 127). He suggests two types of
advance organizers: expository and comparative. le
recommends using "expository organizers when the material
is completely unfamiliar and using comparative organizers

when the learning material is familiar or can he related
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to previously learned ideas" (Knirk & Gustafson, 1986,

p. 93).

Th ¢s of Instruc

Although the learning theories discussed have been
influential in the field of instructional design,
dissatisfaction with the application of learning theories
Lo instruction was expressed ‘o the mid 1950s and 1960s.
'he major criticism that "learning theories were
descriptive rather than prescriptive - led investigators
in the mid 1960s to try and develop theories of
instruction" (Hartley, 1978, p. 41).

Theories of instruction are "statements about what
instructors should do in order to teach, or more
precisely in orxder to obtain a given educational
objective with maximum efficiency" (Hartley, 1978,

p. 41).

Two lecading theorists who have attempted to develop
theories of instruction based on learning theories are
Robert Gagné and Jerome Bruner. The ideas expressed by
these theorists in their theories of instruction have
quided instructional development theory.

Bruncr states that a theory of instruction should

take into account the nature of the persons, the nature



of knowledge, and the nature of the knowledge getting
process. The critical question educators must ask is:
How do you teach something to a child, arrange
a child’s environment, if you will, in such a
way that he can learn something with some
assurance that he will use the material that he
has learned appropriately in a variety of
situations? (Bigge, 1982, p. 240)
For Bruner, a theory of instruction should specify:
1. The experiences which most effectively
implant in the individual a
predisposition towards lcarning.
2. The ways in which a body of knowledge
should be structured so that it can most
readily be grasped by the learncr.

3. The most effective sequences in which to
present materials to be learncd.

4. The nature and pacing of rewards and

punishments in the process of learning
and teaching. (Hartley, 1978, p. 41)

Robert Gagné has also developed a theory of
instruction which, according to Hartley (1978) "has hcen
the most influential.... because his thecory makes a
number of broad assumptions about lecarning and teaching
which are testable in practical situations" (p. 42).

Gagné’s contribution has been to tie together the
following three ideas from his learning theory and apply
them to instruction: (i) That subject matter has a
hierarchial structure, (ii) That there are different

kinds of learning (which are hierarchically arranged)



and, (iii) That there are different kinds of teaching

methods which can be linked up appropriately with the
different kinds of learning. (Hartley, 1978, p. 42).

The theories of instruction developed by Gagné and
Rruner demonstrate their belief that "instructional
procedures chould be systematically designed according to
the basic principles that are established through
rosearch® (Rigge, 1982, p. 149).

As can be seen from the preceding discussion:

Psychology is not a field of study

characterizod by a body of theory that is

internally consistent and accepted by all

psychologists. Rather, it is an area of

knowledge characterized by the presence of

several schools of thought. In some instances

these may supplement one another, but at other

times they are in open disagreement. (Bigge,

1982, pp. 5-6)

There are no final answers to questions concerning
the learning process and no theory which is superior to
all others. The various learning theories developed since
Lhe seventeenth century have all contributed in some way

to the field of instructional development.

Iustructional Technology

Although the beginnings of the audiovisual movement
can be traced as far back as Comenius in the late 1600s,

it was not until the late 1920s and early 1930s when
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"technological advances in film and slide quality, radio
broadcasting, sound recording, and motion pictures with
sound" (Reiser, 1987, p. 14) became widesprcad that the
audiovisual movement came into being. This movement grew
in the years that followed but the greatest impetus (er
audiovisual technology came during the war years.
According to Heinich (1970) "The most massive application
of audiovisual technology prior to 1950 was undertaken by
the armed forces during World War II" (p. 116). At this
time there appeared "an unpreccedented neced to train
millions of industrial workers and military personncl as
rapidly and effectively as possible" (Sacttler, 1968,
p. 159).

The development and use of audiovisual devices
during the war was generally perceived as being
"successful in helping the United States solve a major
training problem .... As a result of this apparent
success, after the war there was a rencwed interest in
using audiovisual devices in the schools" (Reiser, 1987,
p. 15).

The eztensive use of audiovisual devices and
materials during the war had occurred "almost ezclusively
without reference to ezpress inpuls from theories of

learning as developed by psychologists. Indeecd, it could
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be argued that most of the development of audio-visual
materials was relatively little influenced by any very

ise theoretical notions" (Lumsdaine, 1964, p. 377).

After the war, “rhe work of psychologists was
revealing important new information about how human
learning takes place" (Xemp, 1985, p. 4). This led to
several intensive research studies being conducted to
identify how various featurecs of audiovisual materials
alfected learning. These research programs "were among
the first concentrated cfforts to identify principles of
learning that could be vsed in the design of audiovisual
material 3" (Reiser, 1987, p. 15).

Up to the 1960s, the concept of audiovisual
instruction continued to be viewed as using devices, such
as [ilms, as aids to supplement instruction. The research
had not greatly affected educational practices.

Ry the carly 1960s, many leaders in the audiovisual
ficld had come Lo the conclusion that the field was

broader than the term audiovisual instruction impl:ied.

1 concepl of "designing instruction directly for the
student instead of designing audio-visual (A-V) materials
las adds] for Leachers to use in their presentations"
(Knirk & Gustafson, 1986, p. 1), was beginning . take

shape in the minds of many lcaders.
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Robert Kilbourn at Waync State University was the
first to change the name of his audio-visual education
department to "instructional technology". According to
Knirk & Gustafson (1986), "More than just a name change,
it reflected a move away from the ‘aids’ concept of
assisting teachers to teach and toward the concept of at
least some materials being directly used by students
without teacher intervention" (p. 9). This phiiosophy of
education was also championed by James Finn, who "is
usually credited with first defining ‘instructional
technology.’" (Knirk & Gustafson, 1986, p. 9). In 1961 he
established a Committee on Definitions and Terminology
whose goal was to define the field and the terms
associated with it.

The Committee reported that "The [audiovisual] fiecld
should be primarily concerned with the design and use of
messages which control the learning procees, rather than
with the audiovicual devices that tradit. ially had been
the focus of the field" (Reisecr, 1987, p. 19). Reiser
(1987) goes on to statec that this opinion “marked an
important step in the shift toward a new view of the
field" (p. 19).

Throughout the 1960s leaders in the audiovisual

field continued to advocate a new approach to
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instruction. They were advocating the idea that
instruction could be drastically changed if the old
paradigm of "audiovisual materials entering at the
clacsroom implementation level ... when the teacher was
casting about for materials that might aid instruction"
(Neinich, 1970, p. 116), could be replaced with a new
paradigm - onc in which audiovisual materials entered at
the curriculum planning level. As Heinich (1970) states:
"All must be planned much earlier than the present
paradigm of tecacher discretion permits" (p. 125).

Despite the exhortations of leaders in the field,
the use of audiovisual materials continues to be one of
aids Lo instruction in many instances. The ideas of Finn
and Ileinich, however, did alert people to the possibility
of a new approach to designing instruction - the systems

approach.

ional Development

In order to cxamine the roots of the systems

approach and its role in the instructional development

process, it is, according to Reiser (1987), "important to
recognize that it is basically an empirical approach to

the design and improvement of instruction" (p. 21).
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The reliance on empirical evidence can be traced to
the work of men like Comenius who "proposed that
inductive methods should be used to analyze and improve
the instructional process" (Saettler, 1968, p. 68), and
Herbart who "proposed that scientific rescarch should be
used to guide instructional practice" (Reiscr, 1987,

p. 21). Others like F. Bobbitt and W. W. Charters werc
also advocates of the empirical approach. Both were
“pioneers in such areas as activity analysis ... and
objective specification" (Reiser, 1987, p. 21).

As with the audiovisual movement, interest in the
empirical approach waned during the 19305 and the
depression, but with "the entry of the United States into
World War II ... there was rencwed interest in the use of
empirical methods to help solve cducational problems"
(Reiser, 1987, p. 22).

According to Fnirk and Gustafson (1986) :

The ‘systems approach’ as applied to tecaching

and learning, oriainated in training programc

d,eveloped by the military. As weapons systems

became more complex and required teams of

specialized intexracting personncl, the armed

services sought new procedures for developing

and delivering training. (p. 3)

During World War II, the systems approach to
problem-solving was developed and refined as the United

States and other countrics found it nececsary to Lrain
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soldiers effectively and efficiently for specific tasks
and to solve various problems of war. It was during the
war that the systems approach became well known to the
public.

In order to increase the effectiveness and
efficicncy of the learning process in the military those
individuals responsible for developing programs "based
much of their work upon instructional principles derived
from research and theory on instruction, learning and
human behaviour" (Reiser, 1987, p. 22). They were able to
develop:
ems approach to course design based on
ng knowledge of how people learn. Such a
syslems approach attempts to mould the input to
a course in'such a way as to enable the optimum
assimilation of knowledge and skills to take
place during the learning process and hence

ma ze the quality of the output. (Percieval
and R1lington, 1984, pp. 15-16)

A

After World War II, the birth of programmed
instruction in t° > mid 1950s proved to be "the next major
factor in the development of the systems approach
concept" (Reiser, 1987, p. 22). The process Skinn-r
described for developing programmed instruction
cxemplified an empirical approach to solving educational
prehlems and as Heinich (1970) states:

Programmed instruction has been credited by

some with introducing the systems approach to

cducation. By analyzing and breaking down
content into specific behavioral objectives,
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devising the necessary steps to achicve the
objectives, setting up procedures to try out
and revise the steps, and by validating the
program against attainment of the objectives,
programmed instruction succecded in creating a
small but effective self-instructional system -

a technology of instruction. (p.

Although the term ‘systems approach’ became well
known to the public during the war, "The term was not
used in education until 10 to 20 years later. The ’60s
saw the emergence of the components that cventually would
be combined to become the instructional design systems
approach" (Dick, 1987, p. 54).

According to Reiser (1987), "The refinement of task
analysis procedures during the 1950’s was another major
factor in the development of the systems approach
concept" (p. 22). Task analysis, according to Pratt
(1980), "is the process of listing the component tasks
the students would need to be able to perform il the aim
itself were to be attained" (p. 166) . According to Reiser
(1987) :

Early work in this area had been undertaken ...

by Bobbitt and Charters [but) it was in the

1950s, however, that the process was refined,

primarily through the efforts of Robert B.

Miller, who developed a detailed task analysis

methodology while working on projects for the

military scrvices. (p. 23)

In the 1960s the idea of tas

analysis was ezpanded

further through the work of Robert Gagné. Gagné helicved
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that the tasks and sub-tasks identified through task
analysis often have a hierarchical relationship to each
other, so that "in order to learn successfully the
learner must be able to succced at one level before he
can continue to the next" (Hartley, 1976, p. 34). Based
on Gagné:’s beliefs the instructional development approach
not only "indicates the skills that should be included in
the instruction [but also] the sequence in which they
should be presented" (Dick. 1987, p. 54) .

The methodologies associated with task analysis
and with the programmed instruction movement
both placed an cmphasis on the identification
and specification of observable behaviors to be
performed by the learner. Thus the behavioral
objectives movement can in part be attributed
to the developments in these areas. (Reiser,
1987, p. 23)

Rehavioral objectives refer to “"statements of what

udents will be able to do or how they will be expected
to behave after completing a prescribed unit or course of
instruction" (Briggs, 1977, p. 55).

“"There have becen many attempts to develop categories
ol learning or objectives ... so that the identification
of the category of a given objective leads more or less
automatically to a specification of the way the
instruction ought to be organized" (Romiszowski, 1984,
p. 40).

The idea of behavioral objectives was probably
first suggested by the American educational
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psychclogist Ralph Tyler in the years following

the Second World War. More recently, quite

sophisticated systems for defining different

types of objectives in ways that lend

themselves to evaluation and measurement have

been devised by Robert Gagné and Benjamin

Bloom. (Knapper, 1980, p. 51)

Benjamin Bloom and his associates have developed
tazonomies for the classification of educational
objectives for use in the design of instruction. Bloom’s
taxonomies divide learning into threc domains: (a) the
cognitive domain; (b) the affective domain; and (c) the
psychomotor domain. According to Tanner and Tanncr (1980)
Bloom’s work is "one of thc most systematic approaches to
the classification of behavioral objectives" (p. 168).
The processes in each domair. arc "classified in a
hierarchial order from simple to complex levels" (Tanner
and Tanner, 1980, p. 168).

Bloom’ s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives is well
known and has had such a great impack in the arca of
instructional development that, according to Romiszowski
(1984), it has "rendered it difficult for successive
generations of educational thinkers to break away from
the tripartite division of cducation into [threc domains
of learning] " (p. 35).

Gagné and Briggs (1974) have also developed a system

for the classification of objectives. They use five
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cateqories of learning outcomes which, according to
Romiszowski (1984), "are more directly linked to specific
instructional tactics" (p. 40). The work of Bloom and
Gagné and Briggs has been "very influential over the past
20 ycars in shaping the thinking of instructional
designers" (Romiszowski, 1984, p. 41). Hawkridge (1978)
believes that while neither

Tyler nor Bloom thinks of himself as an

cducational tcchnologist, yet the ‘organized

knowledge’ about objectives provided by these

two was assimilated into the systematic

approach to the design of learning advocated by

programmed learning enthusiasts and educational

technologists. (p. 378)

In the early 1960s, another key component of the
development of the systems approach to the design of
instruction was the emergence of criterion-referenced
Lesting. Criterion-referenced tests arce "used to
ascertain an individual’s status with respect to a well
defined domain" (Baker and O'Neill, 1987, p. 343). "As
carly as 1932, Tyler had indicated that tests could be
used for such purposes ... but Glaser was the first ...
Lo use the term ‘criterion-referenced measures’" (Reiser,
1987, p. 24) .

As Glaser and his associates developed objectives
for individual instructional packages, they

became aware of the necessity of including test

items that directly measured the behaviors
described in the objectives. This process of
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matching test items to objectives became known
as criterion-referenced testing and is a key
component of the systems approach. (Dick, 1987,
p. 54)

The evaluation of instructional products is an
important part of the instructional development process.
Two types of evaluation are used. Formative evaluation is
"a continuing revision process that is cmployed as
curriculum is being developed. This process is used ...
to provide information to the developers as to how they
can make the instruction more effective" (Dick, 1987,
pp. 54-55). Summative evaluation is "used to assess the
effectiveness of the final revision of the product"
(Reiser, 1987, p. 26).

In the early 1960s, the concepts that were
being developed in such areas as task analysis,
objective specification, and criterion
-referenced testing were brought together and
discussed in articles written by authors such
as Gagné, Glaser and Silvern. These individuals
were among the first to use the terms such as
‘system development,’ ‘systematic instruction,’
and ‘instructional system,’ Lo describe systems
approach procedures nilar to Lhose cmployed
today. At about this me, the terms ‘systems
approach’ and ‘systems development’ began to be
employed to describe the instructional
development processes used during some
instructional projects. (Reiser, 1987, p. 25)

Into the 1970s and early 1980s the systems movement
continued to grow. A number of graduate programs in
instructional design were introduced, a number of books

on the topic were written and the number of instructional
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development models grew so that by 1980 Andrews & Goodson

(1980) could report on 40 such models.

Summarx
In the 1950s and 1960s educators became aware that a

technology of instruction might be possible. At this time

The work of psychologists was revealing
important new information about how human
learning Lakens place including the importance
of specilying details of a task to be learned
or performed, and the need for active
participation by the student or trainee to
ensure learning. At the same time, audiovisual
specialists were developing ways to utilize the
recognized learning principles in designing
cffective films and other instructional
materials. (Kemp, 1985, p. 4)

The history of instructional development evolved in
relation to three concepts that have formed the
foundation on which the field is based. The field is
unique in that it combines the three concepts of
audiovisual devices, learning theory, and the systems
approach "into a total approach to facilitate ’=arning"

(Reiser, 1987, p. 41).



Models of Instructional Development

An instructional development model describes "a
systematic procedurc for solving instructional problems"
(Knirk and Gustafson, 1986, p. 19). The systematic
approach employed in instructional development models was
developed and refined during World War II when the United
States found it necessary to train thousands of soldicrs
as effectively and efficiently as possible.

After the war, one of the most influential

model builders was L.C. Silvern. IHlis wo with

the military and aerospacc industry resulted in
an extremely complex and detailed model which

drew heavily on gencral systems theory for its
conceptualization. (Gustafson, 1981, p. 5)

"Other early work by a number of authors also
produced ID models, although they did not use the
specific term ‘instructional development’" (Gustaflson,
1981, p. 5). This term had its beginnings in a project
conducted at Michigan State University Lrom 1961-65.

Entitled ‘Instructional Systems Pevelopment: A

Demonstration and Evaluation_Project’, this project

directed by Dr. John Barson, produced one of the carly
instructional development models.

Since this first instructional development model
there has been "a virtual flood of ID models appearing in

the literature" (Gustafson, 1981, p. 1). Therc have been



several major reviews of instructional development
models. Stamus (1977) reviewed 23 models; Andrews &
Goodson (1980) reviewed 40 models; ana Gustafson (1981)
looked at 12 models.

According to Gustafson (1981), "while there are
Literally hundreds of models, there are only a few major
distinctions. Many of the models are simply re-statements
of earlicr models by other authors using somewhat
different terminology" (p. 47).

One point to remember, according to Barrows (1984)
is that "there is no single, correct way to do it"

(p. 40). The key to success for the educator is "to have

maybe a half-dozen really different models in his/her

Lool bag and knew how to modify them for each new
situation" (Guctafson, 1981, p. 4).

Gustafson (1981) has developed a taxonomy of
instructional development models. He states: "creating a
taxonomy is an excellent means of reducing an otherwise
unwiecldy body of ID medel literature into a manageable
package™ (Gustafcon, 1981, p. 6). His taxonomy divides
instructional development models into four categories:

(1 oms dovelopment models; (2) organization

cevelopment models; (3) product development models; and

(4) classroom development models.



Systems Development Models

In the systems development models, Gustafson (1981)
reviews the Instructional Development Institute (IDI)
model and states that this model is "one of the most

widely publicized ID models in

stence" (p. 29) . The

IDI model is essentially a lincar approach with three

stages - define, develop and evaluate. "Crca as a tool
for public school personnel who desire to tackle large-
scale instructional problems, the IDI model is problem
oriented, specifies team development, and assumes
distribution or dissemination of the results of the

effort" (Gustafson, 1981, p. 31).

Organization Development Models

The organization development models of instructional
development have as their goal "not only improving
instruction, but also modifying or adapting the
organization and its personncl to a new cnvironment”

(Gustafson, 1981,

. 7). While a lot has becn written on
organizational development, Gustafson (1981) stakes Lhat
"the activities described often do not indicate

systematic analysis, design, development, and evaluation"

(p. 39). Gaff (1975) czpressed the

iew that

organizational development ic

a diztinctively diffcrent
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type of activity from instructional development. Other
models however such as the Blonden Model and the Blake &
Moulton model described by Gustafson (1981) have
atLempted to integrate the elements of organizational and

instructional development into a single system.

Lopment Modols

The product focus model differs from other models in
Lhat "its goal is production of one or more specific
instructional products. It usually assumes that
development. of the product is a ‘given’.... The product

is usually expected to produce replicable results with an

audience po. specified characteristics"
(Gustaflson, 1981, p. 7). Gustafson (1981) reviews two
product development models - the Banathy Model and the

Baker & Schutz Model.

lassroom Development Models

Gustafson (1981) reviews five classroom development
models which are based on the premise that "due to the
on-going nature of instruction, often accompanied by a
heavy teaching load, there is little time for developing

new materials - Hence there is concern with identifying
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existing resources for adaptation rather than original
development" (p. 10).

The models he examines are readily understandable by
teachers yet he expresses the belief that "even general
models of the instructional development process are not
widely known to and adopted by tcachers" (Gustafson,
1981, p. 10). The models described have many common
features and the steps followed are very similar. There
are however certain features of the models worthy of

mention.

Gerlach & Ely’s model is linear in orientation, but
several steps are scen as occurring simultancously. "The
entry point of the Gerlach and Ely model calls for
identifying centent and specifying objectives as
simultaneous, interactive activities" (Gustalson, 1981,
p. 11). Their model is "onc of only a few which recognize
this content orientation of teachers to instruction®
(Gustafson, 1981, p. 11).

Jerrold Kemp’s model ic similar in that it states

the same essential elements, but this model sugger

Lhat
instructional development "is a continuous cycle with
revision as an on-going activity associated with all

eight steps" (Gustafson, 1981, p. 132



46

While hundreds of models exist in which the steps to
be followed may vary, "the underlying principles remain
the same: gather data, define the problem, develop
solutions, and cvaluate and modify them as needed" (Knirk
and Gustafson, 1987, pp. 19-20). When systematically
applied, these principles allow a learner efficient
access to more relevant information than was ever before

possible.
Instructional Development: Twe Archetypes

ivor K. Davies (1978) describes two archetypes which

encomj

the aclivity known as instructional
development: the cngineering archetype and the problem—
solving archetype.,

'he engineering archetype "came into being with the
advent of programmed learning, and the application of
behaviouristic technology to both teaching and learning

as a result of the influence of Professor B. F. Skinner

in Lhe carly 1960s" (Davies, 1978, p. 22), and is
reflected in the numerous instructional development
models inouse today. This archetype takes the form of “a
series of boxes and arrows, usually with a feedback loop,

indicating a step-by-step approach to development work.
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Almost always there is a clear beginning (definition of
objectives), and almost always a terminal step
(evaluation)" (Davies, 1978, p. 22). It is this type of
instructional development, taught in most introductory or
basic university courses, which Romiszowski (1981) refers
to as algorithmic and which Brown and Kennedy (1988) call
functional instructicnal development. "Students cmerge
from such courses able to follow, in gencrally lincar
fashion, the process indicated by the boxes and arrows,
in order to design something" (Brown and Kennedy, 1988,
p. 1),

The problem~solving archetype "began to be adopted
around 1973 to 1974, and, although still not
characteristic of the everyday activities of the majority
of [instructional developers] it is fast becoming an

alternative way of seeing" (Davies, 1978, p. 22), but is

still the dream of the future according to Beck

b1

(1988) .
Davies (1978) describes the problem-solving

archetype in terms of a chess ga

Players engage in an intellectnal ac
which there is no one sct of appropr;aﬁr movy
Intense concentration, ability
future conscquences of current i

flezibility, and the ckills of obo r-r*m\.mn,
analysis, synthesis,
prerequisites to successn.
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In this approach "there is no one best means, and
neither is there nccessarily one best solution. Rather,
averything is dependent on the situation, and the skills
and ezperlise available" (Brown and Kennedy, 1988, p. 1).
Romiszowski (1988) refers to this as heuristic. Brown and
Kennedy (1288) call this conceptual instructional
development .

According Lo Kennedy and Brown (1987):

Differentiating between the functional and
conceptual levels of instructional development
is not easy. Rather than discrete levels, they
seem to lic along a continuum. It is not the
size or scope of the instructional development
activity that provides the key differentiating
variable, but the role which the instructional

doveloper plays. (pp. 16-17)
Many of the'same tasks may be undertaken in both

approaches; analyzing problems, developing objectives,

designing learning activities, and so forth. However in

ructional development the focus is fully

functional in

on whal  Lhe instructional developer does -- the algorithm

at ~eribed by Romiszowski (1981) . At the conceptual

level the focus bocomes the how-and-why -- the theories

ruction and their application in the

of learning and
dosigning of solutions to instructional problems. The
instruct ional developer, functioning at this level, is

making use of a heuristic, as opposed to an algorithm.
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Romiszowski (1981) notes that many problems can be
solved using either approach.

The motor mechanic may be taught a step-by-step

procedure for fault-finding. The logical

procedurc guaranteces that he locates a fault in

a reasonable time, as comparcd to random

checks. But as his eoxpcrience grows, he

develops a heuristic approach. lle forms

conceptual models of certain types of cars,

made up of sets of principles such as ‘in this

car this type of symptom gencrally means this

fault’. (p. 23)

Too often in education howecver, instructional
development is done on a piece meal basis. It is
considered to be an activity with a beginning and an
end - each set of activities or unit is viewed as a
discrete entity. What educators should keep in mind has
been stated well by Romiszowski (1981), "Althocugh step-
by-step functional procecdures are casier to learn and
apply initially, hcuristic conceptual procedures are morc

efficient in the long-run" (p. 23).
Historical Develoupment of School Librarianship

Early Beginnings

The school library, considernad by many today to he

the heart of the instructional process, has undergone
considerable change since its inception in 1578, In that

year Lord Ashton iscued an ordinan for ¢

ting up
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Shrewsbury School in which he specified that the building
contain "a library and a gallery for the said school,
furnished with all manner of books, mappes, spheres,
instruments of astronomy and all things apperteyning to
learning" (Cited in Beswick, 1977, p. 62).

Tn North America, the concept of a library housed
within a school can be found in the academies established
in 1751 by Benjamin Franklin.

Although the idea was present as far back as 1578,
Lhe ‘modern age’ of school librarianship really began in
1835 when states such as New York and Massachusetts

cd laws referrad to as ‘enabling legislation’ which

pe
authorized school districts to purchase books and
bookshelves.

In 1890 New York state began establishing high
school libraries as a policy and "by December 1895,
Katherine L. Sharpe could note in Library Journal that
Ltwenty-two states of the Union had legislation for the
ostablishing, state supervision and financing of school
libraries" (Beswick, 1370, p. 164).

The last two decades of the 19th century saw much
experimentation in school library provision, "a typical

feature of which was the establishment by public



libraries of what was in effect a branch children’s
library in the school" (Beswick, 1970, p. 164).

Other national developments which showed the
interest of education in school librarics during this
time were the formation of a School Library Division by
New York State in 1892 and the crecation of a Library
section within the National Education Association in
1896.

Such events were landmarks, yet the reality was that
as the 19th century came to a close the Library scene was
described by Beswick (1970) as "poorly supplicd, poorly
(1Y 8)

arranged and mismanaged" (p. 164), and as Gat
states: "The school libraries ... were used litkle and
their contribution to the teaching-learning process was
minimal" (p. 220). Curriculum leaders at the timn
reinforced the notion that “the instrument of the

tbook" (Tanner and Tanncr,

educational process was the t
1980, p. 244), making it difficult to risc above the
importance of the content of that onec bock and initiate
use of other resources.

The early 20th century caw the rxise of "“an important

new movement in American cducation ... the visual

education movement" (Sactt 1968, p. 112), and leading

educators predicted changes in the educational system,



The belief that children should be exposed to many
sources of information rather than just one textbook was
advanced by thoce involved in setting up new curriculum
structures.

The logical source for all these other informational

ms

als was the school library. The argument against

the school library being restricted to merely a

eollaection of books was put forward. Melville Dewey,

founder of the American Library Association, wrote:

The name ‘library’ has lost its etymologic
meaning and means not a collecticn of books,
but the central agency for disseminating
information, innocent recreation, or, best of
all, inspiration among pecople. Whenever this
can be done better, more quickly, or cheaply by
a picture than a book, the picture is entitled
to a place on the shelves and in the catalog.
(Cited in Be ck, 1977, p. 3).

1n 1915, Mary T. Hall described what the modern high

school library should be:

1L is a carcefully selected collection of books,
icals, clippings, pamphlets and

A rative material, chosen to meet the needs

ol the average high school student, organized

according to modern library methods by a

trained librarian. (Cited in Beswick, 1970,

p. 168)

The actual condition of school libraries in 1915 was

nol quite as Melville Dewey and Mary Hall had so

enthusiastically described it. Concerned with the

tuation, the National Council c¢f Teachers of English
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recommended a thorough investigation of school libraries
and in 1915 the National Education Association appointed
a committee for this purpose. Its chairman was Carl

Casper Certain.

School Library Standards

In 1918, the Certain Standards, as they have since
been known, were adopted as official standards for high
school library development by both the National Education
Association and the Amcrican Library Association. The
Certain Standards were:

the first attempts at codiflication of
acceptable high school library practice to be
ratified by three major American associations.
They were rccommendations only, lacking tceth,
but it is a sign of their timcliness and
quality that they remained the basis of st
and regional standards and accreditation m
for more than twenty yea They may ver
justifiably be called a landmark in the history
of school librarianship. (Beswick, 1970,

p. 163)

School library standards, "attempt to suggest an
1deal picture as a goal for further development" (Brown,
1985, p. 28). Of the Certain Standards, Mr. Cartain
stated that they "represented actually a consensus of

what, in the minds of high ¢

shool. principals and
librarians, the library should mean to the uchool" (cited

in Beswick, 1970, p. 173).
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Seven years later, C.C. Certain was chairman of the
Report of the Committee on Elementary School Library
Standards. Brown (1985) states that:

Together these two reports lay the foundation
for the modern resource centre. They emphasized
that the collection would be a multi-media one,
that the school library would be an integral
part of the school and that the school
librarian would be qualified both as a
librarian and a tecacher. (pp. 30-31)

stated ecarlier, {c} n_Standards, with

modifications, formed the basis of all school library
standards for the next two decades. During this time the
visual education movement showed continued growth and
"technological advances in film and slide quality, radio
broadcasting, sound recording, and motion pictures with
sound helped [ochr this growth and served to expand the

Foc of the movement from vicual instruction to

audlovisual ins

ruction" (Reiser, 1987, p. 14).

The use of audiovisual materials in many high school
programs to support the instructional program placed
increasing demands on the high school library to play a
more active role than in the past. The literature of the
19305 and 19405 stressed that "school librarians work
with teachers and students in selecting and using all
types of materials which would contribute to the

instructional program. Cooperation between teacher and
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librarian in planning and using the lecarning resources of
library and community was the message" (Grazier, 1979,

P. 263). American Library Association standards for
school libraries began to specify more clearly the role
of the school library and the school librarian in this
instructional capacity. The post-war pcriod was onc of
accelerating change and, in the 30 yecar period from 1945
to 1975, five sets of standards appearcd in the United
States, each adding to the definition of the role ol the
school library and school librarian within the school.
In 1945, The Certain Standards were finally replaced
by the publication of the Amcrican Library Associations

new standards entitled School Libraries for Today and

Tomorrow. These standards attempted to define the
educational purposcs of the library by stating: "The
school library is an essential element in the school
program; the basic purpose of the school library is
identical with the basic purposc of the school itself™
(p. 9).

The 1945 standards werc of immense importance duec to
the emphasis placed on the coopcrative relationship

between clagsroom tcacher and Lhe teacher=librarian,

"Unless they plan together the use of materials already

available and the selection of materials to be added, the
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library cannot function effectively in the educational
program" (American Library Association, 1945, p. 11). The
document also recognized the importance of the inclusion
of audiovisual materials in the school and stated that in
order "to serve as an instructional agency ... the
library must have a wealth of materials of all kinds --
hooks, pamphlets, recordings, prints and other audio-
visunl aids -- organized with the educational needs of

the particular school in mind" (American Library

ciation, 1945, p. 11).

The posL-war period saw educators views of
audiovisual materials changing and an increase in the
mudiovisnal services offered by school libraries. As

Beswick (1971)

ates "Educators ... had been greatly

d with wa

impre. ime cxperience of the use of
audio-visual materials in intensive ‘crash’ courses, and
more and morc schools werce now adopting the audio-visual
approach” (p. 13C).

With the in.roduction of audiovisual materials and

the qradual move

way [rom the notion of the school

library as a study hall, "the road was being paved for
the coneept. of Lhe school library as an instructional
media centre and for a changing instructional role fer

the scheol librarian" (Crave: 1986, p. 185).
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Throughout the post-war period, the literature

hows
that many leaders in the field were recommending a more

active instructiornal role for the school librarian.

"Davis envisioned a librarian who provided cours
integrated instruction for students in the use of

materials centres.... Alhers advocated that principals

teachers, and librarians coordinate their efforts and
incorporate library instruction skills into cvery subject
area" (Craver, 1986, p. 184).

In 1956, the American Association of School

Librarians (AASL) acknowledged this new concept by

publishing an official statement which delined the

function of the school library and school 1ibrarian as

follows:
The funct

centre
coordinate

onal materi
provide and

for learning
ired for use of thane
hool librari
h othrrs and

ready to cooperate w
serve as coordinat
supervisors of instr
(Cited in Gatesn, 1963, p. 23%5)

This statement

library as a centre for print and non-print instructional

materjials. Tt &

The America
beliew
to doing
guidance and
curriculum,
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for instructional materials. Instructional
materials include books ... other printed
materials, films, recordings, and newer media
developed to aid learning. (Cited in Gates,
1968, p. 235)

:coreing Lo Craver (1986) the official statement of
the American Association of School Librarians "invested
Lhe changes that were slowly taking place in the
literature and in libraries with a degrece of certainty.
They endowed Lhe literature and cven future rescarch
stndics with a framework of acknowledged reality™
(p. 185).

1L was however the launching of Sputnik one year

later that served as "the catalyst that halted America’s

complacency and cxpedited the educational procese"

(Craver, 1986, p. 183). As Pratt (1980) states:

The public composure of cducation was shattered
ber 4, 1957, when Lhe Soviet Union

fully launched Sputnik, the world’s
tificial satellite. For the first time,
the American people could not escape the
concluzion Lhat another country - and not just
any country, but the USSR - had achieved at
least a temporary advantage in one area of
tochnology. (p. 35)

Realining that their knowledge was in some way
deticient, America began to demand excellence in all
aspects of the educational endeavour. Federal funding was
made available through the hational Defense Act of 1958

for the purchase of instructional materials which helped



contribute to the concept of the school library as a
resource centre and not just a depository of books.

At the closc of the decade, "schools began to focus
on learning rather than teaching, and on curriculum
methods that permitted a broader instructional role for
the school librarian" (Craver, 1986, p. 183).

The 1960s began with the publication by the American

Library Association of Standards_for School Library

Programs which Davies (1979) viewed as "The single most
important document in the history of cchool librarvy
development" (p. 38). Beswick (1971) described these
standards as "the fullest statement of aims, methods and
necessary accommodation, staffl and contents that the
school library profession ... had till then produccd"

(p. 132).

The 1960 standards emphasized the necec

sity of
having a school library at all grade levels and state it

quite forcefully as follo

Whatever form the w»x]"wrchuw rrqx"'hnq the
education of youth may or  late it
has to reckon with Lhe adeaua o[ thee library
resources in the school y of the
recommendations for the improvement of schools,
currently receiving s stress and
attention, ayed only when Lhie
school hacs 3414 library
resources, (henesr
Association of
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with the publication of the 1960 standards "Pmerican

school libraries really came into their own as

multi-media centres" (Reswick, 1977, p. 64). More than

merely gquantitat ive, the 1960 standards developed and

a total rationale for the new type of service

ool 1ibrary was Lo support.

not words, portray the image of the

& library. The school library is a

mate 15 centre, an instructional materials
centre, an insctructional resource centre ... In
Iike manner the school librarian is a materials
specialist or an instructional resources
consnltant . For the cchool library, through
recordings, and other materiale,
rond the requirements of the

i and unfolds for the many
of children and young people the
imwginalion of mankind. {ame can Association
of fichool Librarians, 1960, p. 13)

Dervie

The role of personnel at the state, board, and
sehoal buitding level were defined as well. The notion of
Uhee sichool  1ibrarian working cooperatively with the

Toom e

RS
co-ope entr
ot many peop!

a dynamic 1 gram is possible only
vhen teachers and tans work together in

formuilating library ries, in selecting
Tibrary material, ... and in enriching

11 instructiecn the effective use
can Association of
29 & 65)

in geneoval iards recommended an overall

plan of instruction in which the use of materials is
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fully integrated with classroom work. This could only be
accomplished if indeed there was cooperation between the
school librarian and the classroom teacher.

Throughout the 1960s support for the concept of the
school library as an instructional materials centre
essential to the cducation of all children continued to
grow. It was the decade of the Knapp Librarics projeoct
where funds were poured into several demonstration
schools in order to demonstrate "The educational value of

school library programs, services, and resources which

fully meet the national standards (or
(Sullivan, 1968, p. 6). The decade also saw the
Elementary and Sccondary Education Act of 1965 being
passed which provided federal grants for the development
of school libraries. "Bomar (196G) saw this act as an
historic event, reflecting a belief by the President of
the United States and the Congrens Lhat every child
should have accnss to a good =school library"™ (Cited in

Brown, 1985, p. 40).

The changes occurring in e Lion

the curriculum projects funded by the Mational Defense

Act of 1958, Lhe Increased svlilability of funds feor Lhe

purchase of matexials other than texts, and the Lact that

more children wexe atten ool for longer periods of
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time had a definite impact on the instructional role of
the school librarian. According to Craver (1986):

The school’s new emphasis on "diversified
Jearning materials - both printed and
nonprinted - for all subjects and levels of
abili finally brought to school-librarians
the opportunity for Lhe greater instructional
role thal had beern described by Berger, Davies,
Hunt, lenne and Maher in the 1950s. (p. 185)

A revicw of the literature published in the early
1960 shows Lhat. Lhe instructional role of the schonl
Librarian was changing from passive to active. Grazier
(1960) smaw the librarians’ role in library instruction as

being nolidly based upon course integrated instruction;

Ellsworth and Wagener (1963) recommended that librarians
sorve g membors of teams and meet with teachers to

cvaluate instructional programs.

The change [rom passive Lo active was most
strikingly portrayed in a position paper prepared for the
Division of Audio-Visual Instruction (DAVI) of the
Nutional Kducalion Assoctiation (NEA) in the United

slat

The role of the media prof Lonal in education
ir changina from that of a keeper and dispenser
of teaching aids to that of an analyst and
aner ol instructional systems who must be
central ly Tund the planning of learning
i and in oviding for related
evaluative procedures.
Fly, Kemp, & Hyer, 1967,

.10z



The DAVI had described the role of the media
professional in education in such new terms that "its
descriptive standard continued to be employed in the
seventies and eighties" (Craver, 1986, p. L8G).

The decade ended with Standards for School Media
Programs, published jointly by the American Association
of School Librarians and the Division of Audio-Visual
Instruction in 1969. Reswick (1977) described Lhese
standards as "embodying what was undoubtedly the mosL
advanced and breathtaking model of the role of the school
library media centre that had ever received official
imprimatur” (p. 64).

The 1969 standards were not.aworthy not only as a
cooperative venture, but also "for their urging of a
unified library/audiovisual clfort, newly labelled Lhe
‘media program’" (Grazicr, 1979, p. 2G4).

The 1969 standards recognized the “now emphasis on
individualization, inquiry and iLndependent learnineg, ared

described the media ¢

co and its staf( ac supporting,

complement ing, and anding the work of Lhe classroom®

(Grazier, 1979, p. 264). It saw the library or
media-centre as a "fundamental part of [the]

educational procecs" (Brown, 1985, p. 44), serving as a

resource for learning and & ching. hs
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such there must be an ongoing partnership existing
between teachers and media specialists.,

While similar in many ways to the 1960 standards,
the 1969 standards expanded the instructional role of the
media specialist. As Grazier (1979) states "Specific

responsibilitics of the media specialist working with

teachers matched those of the 1960 standards, with the
addition of designing learning activities and
instructional materials" (p. 264). Such changes,
according to Grazier (1979) "reflected DAVI‘s growing
concern with instructional development" (p. 264).

According to Craver (1986) "The instructional

anges mirrored in the 1969 standards and in literature

ies were unfortunately not reflected in the
actual practice of school librarianship. But change did
appear Lo occur more rapidly ... than during the 1950s"
(p. 187) .

The period following the publication of the 1969
standards saw the librarian’s role in relation to
instrnclional development become the main focus of

rescarch studices and the professional literature. "The

first nationwide study, conducted by Lacock, found that
both teachers and librarians agreed that the media

specialist’s role should include involvement in
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instructional design, development, and consultation"
(Craver, 1986, p. 188). While studies such as this showed
that teachers and the teacher-librarians belicved in such
a role for the media specialist, the majority of studics
conducted showed that a disparity existed between the
perceived instructional role of the teacher-librarian and
the actual role. Almost all the rescarch studies and
literature published, however, indicated "an almost
obsessive concern by school librarians to prove their
instructional worth as teachers" (Rakcr, 1979, p. 456).

As a result of such resecarch studics and other
reports and recommendations published in the carly 1970s
concerning the instructional role of the school library,

it became apparent that the 1969 s

ndards had not

discussed the issne sulfli

iently.

In 1975 the American Association of School
Librarians and the Asgociation for Ecncational
Communications and Technology (formerly the DAVI)
published a joint set of standards entitled Media

Programs: District and School in response to Lhe problem.

These standards were basically a revicion of the 1969
ones, but "served to elevate the instructional role
of the media specialict, and it delineated the

requirements for that role" (Craver, 1986, p. 189).



The activities of the media program were
grouped into four categories - design,
consultation, information, and
administration
no sp.cial order and repeated many listed in
the 1960 and 1969 standards but added was the
responsibility of the media specialist to
initiate instructional design and development,
(Grazier, 1979, p. 265)

A5 a result of these standards, media specialists

"wore provided with an official interpretation of the

instruct jonal role they wore to play within the
adneational Cramework of the school" (Craver, 1986,
p. 189).

These standards reflected the influence of a
systems approach to media services ... an
advocated the importance of the planning
process to determine the needs of individual
media programs. ... Media Programs stressed the
library media specialist’s involvement with
clagsroom teachers in the instructional design
process. Through these standards, the role of
the media program changed from a support
serviee to an integral part of the total
instructional program of the school. (American
Association of School Librarians & Association
Lor Kducational Communications and Technology,
1988, p. vii)

. These activities appeared in

Craver (1986) states: "By the end of the seventies,

the schoel media specialist’s instructional role had

evolved in the literature as one of prominence" (p.

yot in reality libraries were still trying to come to

grips with Lhe

setting that had not changed greatly over the previcus

decades,

uc of structuring in an educational

189),
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Throughout the 1980s the instructional design role
of the school library media specialist has continued to

pervade the litcraturc. In 1982 the Wilson Lib

Bulletin devoted an entire issue to examining the school
library media centre’s past and future. Although the
terms and process were not new to the 19805, "This
article advanced instructional development by producing a
well formulated caxonomy" (Craver, 198G, p. 189).

While introduced as an officially sanctioned
activity by the 1975 standards, instructional devalopment
is still far from a practiced reality today.

In light of the significant changes that have
occurrcd in education during this decade and the effect
of the information explosion, as well as technological
advances such as the computer, the American Ansociabtion
of School Librari ns, in conjunction with the Association

for Educational Communications and Trchnology published

Information Power: Guidelines for School

rary Me
Programs in 1988. This document offers “guideli

developing the school library media programs necded Lo
prepare students for personal success in the nezt
century" (American Association of School Librarians &
Association for Educational Communications and

Technology, 1988, p. iz).
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The primary focus of these guidelines is the
school-level library-media specialist, for each school
has its own unique needs depending upon the curriculum
offered. Information Power is based on the premise that
"teachers, principals, and library media specialists must
form o partnership and plan together to design and
implement the program that best matches the instructional
needs of the school" (American Association of School
Librarians & Association for Educational Communications
and Technology, 1988, p. ¥).

This document provides numerous quantitative
recommendations for school library media programs,
however, "Promoting effective physical access to
information resources and intellectual access to the
content is the central unifying concept of these
gnidelines" (American Association of School Librarians &
Association for Educational Communications and
Technology, 1988, p. x).

Informaticr Power "provides the vision and guidance

necessary for the school library media program to
cignificantly expand the acc=ss to and use of information
and ideas by sludents, teachers, and parents" (American
Association of School Librarians & Association for

Bducat ional Communications and Technology, 1988, p. vii).
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The Development of School Libraries in Canada

Early Beginnings

Although it was not until the 1960s that the nced
for distinctively Canadian standards was recognized in
Canada, the school library in Canada was not concecived in
the 1960s. As Scott (1972) states: "In 1939 every school
in Vancouver had a library, a tcacher-librarian and
central ordering and procussing services provided by the
public library. Most secondary schools were improving
their libraries in the 1950s" (p. 118).

Scott (1972) further states, however, that until the
1960s the "vast majority of our elementary schools did
not have libraries - only some books in cach classroom -
and most secondary school libraries had inadequate
collections and lacked qualified staff" (p. 118).

Until the 1960s, "the criteria used in Canadian
schools regarding the provision of learning materials
were imported, typically, from the United States"
(Branscombe, 1986, p. 19). Such standards as the 1945

School Libraries for Today and Tomorrow and the 19605

Standards for School Library Programs were used as the

basis for Canadian library programs.
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By the early 1960s5, "Not only for reasons of
national pride hut also because of significant
differences batween educational goals and practices in
Canada and the United States, there was a need for
distinclively Canadian standards" (Branscombe, 1986,

p. 19).

Sehool Library Standards
‘e need for distinctive Canadian standards was
recognized by the newly Formed Canadian School Library

ociat ion at its first annual meeting held in Ottawa in

1962, A standards committee was appointed and in 1967

Standard

of _Library Service for Canadian Schools was

publirhed. According to RBranscombe (1986):

The publication of Lthe C.S.L.A. Standards was 1
noLable achievement. 1t was the £ Canadian

for the provision of lecarning

in schools. It was a pioneer, (oo, in
s ing Lhat books were not the only
materials Lhat should be available to teachers
and learners. (p. 19)

While Lhe 1967 standards reflected the trends of the
school bibrary movement in the United States, the

wiat ien "endeavoured to present an outlook for the

purpose and orqanization of school libraries from a

Canadian perspoctive” (Sharpe, 1987, p. 28).
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The 1967 standards saw the school library as a vital

part of the school’s educaticnal program. The library was
described as a "Coordination of informational and

enrichment services for a specific community (i.o. staff

and students) utilizing organi

d material in all forms

through the direction and guidance of professionally

trained personnel™ (Canadian School Library Associc

Lion,
1967, p. 1). 1t further states that "Lhe unique role o
the school library is to scrve the instructional nceds of
a limited clientele - students and teachers" (Canadian
School Library Association, 1967, p. 5)

As with the American standards, the notion of
cooperation on the part of all those involved was
stressed. "The librarian, as an insiructional materials

resource person, works w

students, instructional
staff, adminiscration, parents, and community agencies Lo
Y ag

produce a library progra

mme" (Canadian School Library

Association, 1967, p. 3). The te

cher "cooperales wilh

the librarian in planning for use of library resourer

the instructional programme" (Canadian fSchool Library
Association, 1967, p. 49).

The Canadian Sehool Library

ciation shandareds

were welcomed by the Canadia

who “"applauded the r
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needed materials, without distinction as to format or
medium”  (Branscombe, 1986, p. 19), but they were
disappointed over the "inadeguate recognition of the need
for local production of non-print materials" (Branscombe,
1926, p. 19).

In 1969 a naecond set of standards entitled Media

Canarda il

s was published by the

Bducat ional Medin Associntion of Canada. In its preface

stated that:

Thiz work represents a Cirst attempt to set
down national guidelines and specifications for
Canada in the very complex field of
instructional media.... These guidelines are
derigned to assist teachers, principals,
administrators, and trustecs in setting goals
for the implementation of an educational media
programme. (Fducational Mcdia Association of
Canada, 1969, unpaged)

Ry the close of the decade Canada had two sets of
standards to guide the use of resources in the
inst ructional process. Of the two, Branscombe (1986)
slates that:

Together, the C.5.1..A. Standards and E.M.A.C.’s
Media_Ca

M nada provided much more reliable
guidance Lhan either volume did on its own.
Both books had areas of outs:anding value,
rosulting from the particular professional
competencies of those who produced ther .
Unfortunately, each book had blind spots
reflecting the specific training, experience
and interest of its authors. (p. 20)




In comparing the two Branscombe (1986) sces the
following differences:

1. The C.S.L.A. Standards was progressive in
its advocacy L the unification of print
and non-print collections and programs,
whercas Media Canada appeared Lo champion
the already outmod:d concept of comploto
separation.

2. The C.S.L.A. ards gave litlle or no
leadership r g to materi
production, whereas Media Cnnnd.\ provided
recommendations cove
conceivable eventuality.

3. Media Capada was mute concerning how to
Classify, catalogue, and arrange
non-print materials so as to
their effective use, whereas
arcas of parucu]w strength
C.S.L.A. Stardards. (p. 20)

Even though Canada now had bolh quantitative and
qualitative standards to guide them in the provicion of

school library services, not all school

in Canada

weasured up to these standards. Scott (1972) describes

the actual situation at the beginning of the 19700,

Few school libraries in Canada - nol more Lhan
five per cent - m CSLA standards for the

personnel, materials, and facilities necesnary
to develop good, no
came close to reach
collection, bul not
personnel. (p. 125)

rvices. Many
m mum standards for
for facilities or

Regarding the school librarian’

role al tLhe
beginning of the 19705, Haycock (1972) wrote:
School librarians are yradually

image of book custodian (or wors
beginnirg to take a posziti

hedding
) and
ve role in the
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professional development of school curricula.
It is now accepted as good educational practice
to have school libraries. But for some reason,
the need for school librarians ... has not been
justified beyond the ‘progressive extra’ stage.
(p. 39)

The: 1967 standards had stressed the notion of
eooperation betwoeen all those involved in the

Leaching=learning proc

and although it was a rarity

at the beginning of the 1970s that scheol librarians

leeted conLent, or deflined goals cooperatively with

Leachers, Hayeock (1972) foresaw a new role for the

sher=librarian in this

regard. Hle states that:

Resources Teachers are (or should be) advancing
from only promoting the use of materials to
caoperative planning of tcaching units and
actual curriculum development.... This
particular role of the tcachur-librarian should
be emphas d and demonstrated more than it is
today. (p. 3}

In 1977, Canada followed the example of the United

ates and published a joint set of standards replacing

those proviously publiched by the Educational Media

ciation of Canada and the Canadian School Library

Association. The standards entitled Resource Services for

Canadi

Schools combined the best elements of these

provicus publications.

The 1977 standards stated that "it is no longer

possible for the self-contained classroom to provide
adequate learning experiences geared to individual
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students’ needs" (Branscombe and Newson, 1977, p. 3). It
recognized that "schools which emphasize the development
of increasingly independent students through
resource-based learning and various modes of inquiry"
(Haycock, 1982b, p. 244) will require "students and
teachers to have access to a large volume of resources of
many kinds" (Branscombe and l.owson 1977, p. 3).

The 1977 standards realfirmed the belicf that in

order to provide quality programs which are resource-
based, it is imperative that classroom teachers and

learning resource teachers cooperate in the planning and

implementation of learning expariences for students.

Branscombe and Newson (1977) stato:

Directing learning experiences which actively
involve students is a much more complex and
demanding method of teaching than Lhat which
oxzisted when teachors had only Lo imparl
knowledge which students passively learned, The
job of teaching today is necessarily a
co-operative one. Classroom tecachors and
learning resource teachers work Logether
planning and directing a i which involve
students in the use, or of a wide
range of resources. (p.
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Resource-Based Teaching And Learning

Tt rodnc

Throughout the development of school libraries there

of continuity. Beswick (1977) notes:

a5 been a sen

There have been, and are, scholar-librarians of
Lher old hool, webbed to the cod Fformat and
Lo clar culture, but for most librarians
Lheir profession is a management exercise and a
‘rvice ameng people: on the one hand, the
wealth of recorded intormation and its
producers (authors, editors, directors,
photographers, rescarchers) and on the othexr
hand, the readership and audience, the people
neading access not only to the items stored but
to their subject contents. The task is to
devise an organization that gives the greatest

flexible access to the items and their
a manner that takes note of the
habits of the clientele. There
which this task has remained the
began. (pp. 61-62)

-

ort. ol 1018, all standards

nee Lhe Cort

published in both the United States and Canada have

is task. They have all

focused on the way to perfo

sressed the idea that the school library must be an

integral part of the instructional program of the school.
Loertscher (1982) states that:

The idea of a scheool library as a repository
for “ooks serving as a supplement to children’s
eduration war allenged in the years that
tollowed the Second World War. This challenge
came from some great revelutionaries in the
libra and audiovisual clds wh» had a vision
of what audiovisual materials, equipment and
printed media could do for American education.
They saw that all these media could have centre




stage in the cducational process rather than a
supplementary role, and they agreed that the
child would be richer cducationally for this
new experience. (p. 415)

Over the years, "The concept of the school Library

has expanded to cope with the increasing number of
formats used to record information and Lo mect the
requirements of the curriculum” (Rrown, 1985, p. 51). The
standards have rceflected this change by their inclusion
of media in all forms as part of the school library
collection. The move from reliance on a single text and a
chalk board to a much more complex concept whereby
knowledge is sought in many forms has made this change
imperative.

The approach to teaching and learning which the
standards have been advocalting is known Loday as
resource-hased teaching and learning. The term

‘resource-based’ is commonly applicd to teaching and

learning today, but as Prown (1988a) states: "Although

used by many it is unde

ood by few" (p. 1).
To trace the origin of the term ‘rascurce-based’, it
is necessary to examine the work of two Britich

educators, L.C.

In 1971, L.
which he introduced the term “resource-based learning®.

Taylor created two main categories of learning:
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Leaching-based and resource-based. In both categories

“the teacher iz essential. What distinguishes one system

from Lhe other where the burden of instruction shouid

and Lhe relationship which should exist between the

learner and the learning environment" (Brown, 1988a,
p- 1)
Taylor sets Lhese two categories up as extremes and

thal we think of them as along a continuum.

hee smgges

AL one end there is the tceaching-based system "in which

~verything is arranged to psrmit children to catch the

perichable words that fall from a tcacher’s lips—-books
and other materials having an intermittent, ancillary
rolo" (Taylor, 1971, p. 173). It is this system of ‘being
told’ which has been emphasized in the past and which has
led Lo the system of schooling we find extensively in use
today .

AL the olLher end of the continuum we have the
resonree-based system "in which children learn chiefly
from materials, or from one another, directly or
independently —- the interpretation of the teacher having
an intermittent if vital role" (Taylor, 1971, p. 174).
There is an "active, personal interaction with people and
thinqs" (Taylor, 1971, p. 233) on the part of the learner

rather than simply being told.



79

Norman Beswick (1977) also discusses the meaning ol

resource-based learning. In the preface of his book

Resource-Based Learning he states:

‘Resource-based learning’ is a term with a
variety of meaning .. Some people use the
term to mean learning Lhat is closoly
sequenced, teacher-direct and programmed;
other
enquiry and discovery techniques, with a
considerable element of student choice. As a
blanket term, ‘resource-based learning’ thus
covers a wide spoctrum of possibilities and
modes, according to the Lemperament and
professional decision of the teacher and the
circumstances of the subj matter, class and
school. (p. ix)

Resource-based learning is not

that has b

replaced, but given a furthe ategy Lo cmploy"
(Beswick, 1977, p. ix), so that they can provide a

variety of learning e

use it for very open-ended work based on

substitute for

n traditionally offered. The teacher is

atl

not

eriences that appeal to different

learning styles. It attempts to individualize instruction

as much as possible.
The textbook and the tcaching-based exponitory

lesson will still exist, bubt in addition r

learning will provide

sessions when the shudent is placed in direck
confrontation with a varicty of information

sources, print form, audio-visual
three-dimensional, in small
own, in a situation which
involvement and which can
lesser extent be tal
individual needs. (Re

2source-hased
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While the term "resource-based" covers a wide range
of posszibilitics for the teacher, Beswick (1977) points
out that there arc certain assumptions about
resource-based learning that are essential to all
variants:

The ansumption that Lhe student will learn from
his own direct confrontation, individually or
in a group, with a learning resource or a set
af resource; and activities connected with
Lhem, rather Lhan from conventional exposition
by the t her. lle may work in a classrcom, in
a laboratory, in a library, in a separate
‘resource ar or outside the school
altogether, i

particnlar tank ox problem in mind. In all

ses he will be active, whether proceeding
through a series of planned steps or making his
own decisions in a problem-solving predicament.
(p. ix)

canada

In Canada, curriculum developers and all those who
believe that we must "equip students to function
effectively in a rapidly changing resource rich,
technological world" (Fenncll, 1982, p. 62), are
concerned with what we should be teaching students to
prepare them for the twenty first century.

Pducators have come to the realization that the
textbook is no longer enough. Students need to learn how

to access information and learn how to select, evaluate,

and use that information. As a result, curriculum
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developers are emphasizing a variety of approaches, all
of which are variations of the approach known as
resource-based teaching and lcarning.

The Ontario Ministry of Education was the Eir

Canadian province to make use of the term ‘resource-based

learning’. In a curriculum guideline entitled Partners in

Action: The Library Resource Centre in_thc School

Cuxriculum (1982), they provide what has become a widely

accepted definition of this approach:

Resource-bascd learning crs to planncd
educational programs that actively involve
students in the meaningful use of a wide range
of appropriate print, non-print, and human
resources. Such programs are designed to provide
students with alternative learning activibics;
the sclection of ac ities and arning
resources, the location of the activilies, and
the expectations for a particular student deper.
on the objectives established for thalt student.

(p. 8)

Henri (1987) argues that "The resource-bascd
approach to teaching and learning is lidecal because it
provides the players i. the cducation game with a wide

range of choiccs" (p. 10). According to Partner,

in

Action (1982), cducational programs which involve the usc
of a wide varicty of resources Lo satisfy curriculum
objectives can:

1. provide for individual differcnces in
rate and ctyle of learning;

2. maximize opportuniti
students;

for cxeceptional



3. provide opportunities for creativity;

4. communicatec factual content and enhance
the learning of facts and concepts
through oral, pictorial, and written
clucs;

5. motivate students to acquire the skills
required for independent and life-long
lcarning;

e students with the use of
hnology as a learning tool;

6. familia
modern te

. provide a link between the classroom and
the outuide world;

. develop the learner’s self-confidence,
independence, and feclings of self-worth;

:1p students appreciate and enjoy

forms of artistic expression such
as mu . literature and film. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982, p. 8)

Another Canadian document, which shares the belief

that resource-based teaching and learning is crucial to

the achicvement of the goals of public education has been

produced by Saskatchewan in 1986 entitled The 4th R:

ource Rased Learning. This document states:

The Goals of Education affirm Saskatchewan’s
commitment to mecting the needs of the
individual lcarner.... Resource-based learning
is an important meuns by which these individual
needs can be met. Resource-based learning
vneourages students to be active learners and
to become involved with a wide variety of
learning materials. (Saskatchewan Teachers’
Federation, 1986, p. 3)
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The concerns and philosophy expressed by the Ontario
Ministry of Education (1982) in the document Partners in
Action and by the Saskatchewan Teachers’ Federation

(1986) in the document The 4th R: Resource Based lLearning

have been echoed in other provincial documents. Focus On

Learning: An Integrated Program Model for Alberta School

Libraries by Alberta Education (1985) and Fuel For
Change: Cooperative Program Planning and Teaching by the
British Columbia Teacher-Librarians’ Association (1986)
have both related the concept of resource-based teaching
and learning to the goals and objeclives for education in
their respective provinces. Manitoba is presently in the
process of developing guidelines for school libraries and
the committee in charge of developing these guidelines
is, as Traill (1986) states, "mindful of the work of
those who have preceded. Other provincial documente,
Partners in Action (Ontario) and Focus on Learning
(Alberta) have both helped to set the stage for Manitoba
and have provided discussion papers for the development

of policy appropriate to Manitoba’s situation" (p. 5).



Newfoundland

The Newfoundland Department of Education does not
have a document which outlines the province’s philosophy
regarding resource-based teaching and learning, but

during the past year a committcc has been working toward

the development of a previncial policy on resource-k
learning and school libraries.
The Educational Media Council in Newfoundland han

written a document cntitled Learning to Le

for Library Resource Centres_in NewCfoundland and_lLabrador

(1987) which provides guidelines and recommendal bons (or
library resource centre programs. As with other Canadian
provinces, they recommend a resource-bhased approach.

Today’s students are product: of an ever
changing, highly technological society.
Education, as an instrument of that Ci
must provide students with the capabili
become active, thinking, contributing cit
It is no longer sufficient to acquire a body of
knowledge and exper L Lo fulfil the future’s
needs. In an era of znowledge czplosion’
students must ‘learn how to learn’. It is only
through planned learning experiences ucing a
wide variety of resources that students can
develop the necessary skills to retricve the
information they will need. (p. 3)

The provincial Department of Education has, in the
absence of a written policy statement, "endorsed a method
of instruction that is resource-bused, and requires the

presence of a multiplicity of resounrces if instructional
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goals arc to be met" (Educational Media Leadership Group,
1986, p. 3). Through curriculum guides, course

scriplions, authorized texts and teachers guides the

Deparlment of Kducation has made it clear that it
supports, and in fact advocates, a resource-based
approach.

The Mewfoundland Department of Education’s Program

of ftndies (1988-1989) outlines the courses to be taught

at cach grade level and the texts to be used. In the
introductory pages it states:

While the course text is the principal rescurce
e cducational process, there 1s a need for
onn] resources; to enrich learning

. to accommodate various learning
styles, dn(] to cncourage a variety of
instructional approaches. These additional
resources can best be provided by a properly
functioning school library. (p. ix)

Teachers are expected to use the text but it is

recogni=zaed as only one of many resources available to

them.

The use of an integrated thematic approach which
will allow for individual differences is widely
recommended in provincial curriculum guides and

authori

d texts. The draft Primary Curriculum Guide
(1988) indicates that individual differences require
different approaches and techniques. It states:

The individual differences of children must be
accepted by the primary teacher. To expect



children to be the same or to make cqual
progress is unreasonable. Progress should be
viewed in individual gains over time.... The
individual differences of children will be
taken into account by the use of different
instructional techniques and strategics to
accomplish the aims, and by recognizing and
accepting that children will achicve the aims
to differing degrees. (Newfoundland Department
of Education, 1988, pp. 6-8)

The social studies program emphasizes the nced [or

resources at all levels. The Teachers Resource Rook for

Social Studies K-II (1982) cxplains Lhat:

Teachers, principals and program coordinators
should discuss the resource list supplicd for
each grade. These resources include materials
for the classroom library; .... audio-visual
materials; pictures and study prints; kits;
puzzles; games and other manipulative aids.
Theme teaching is resource-based teaching. It
opens tiie way, through the use ol many
resources, to an interdisciplinary approach to
instruction. (Newfoundland Department of
Education, 1982, p. ii)

The Language Arts program, Networks, used in Grades

4, 5, and 6 also recognizes the nced for an integrated
thematic approach in which a rich collection of resources

is necessary. It states that the material is organized

"within a thematic framework that allows children Lo
bring much ef their recal world knowledge Lo reading and

writing, and to extend themselves through a rich variety

of integrated expcriences" (McInnes, 1985, p. 12). Within
this program themes are used as a "means Lo stimulate

interest, motivate students, and throwgh the uze of many



resources, create a ‘supportive language environment’"
(Rrown, 1986, p. 10).

PResource-based teaching and learning is also
recommended in the junior and senior high school program.

Specific courses (as well as provincial guides) are

stressing the use of resources in an attempt to "break

down the structure imposed by the teaching-based system"
(lkrown, 1928a, p. 7).

The Cultural Heritage 1200 text and guide entitled
Our Newfloundland and Labrador Cultural Heritage by Keith
Matthews ct al, outlines the following emphasis:

We have thus assumed that this text will be

a guide and a source book, and that the
and teacher will go beyond the textual
material, and try to involve the learner in
cricncing some of the many rich and varied
cts of culture that is with us no matter
where we live in Newfoundland and Labrador....
this course taught simply as an historical
ovaerview of New.~undland and Labrador will
fail. (p. vi)

The primary program, the elementary language arts
program and courscs such as Newfoundland Culture at the
high school level,

arc but specific examples of a resource-based
approach to learning that has been proposed by
various curriculum committecs and adopted and
arLiculated by the Department of Education in
its course outlines, in-scrvice and

cctations for student evaluation.
ducational Media Leadership Group, 1986,

pp. 8-9)
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At all lecvels and in all arcas the resource-bascd
approach has been endorsed. It is the direction in which

the Department of Education wishes teachers to move.

Summary

The move towards resource-based teaching and
learning is taking place all across the country. Four
provinces, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, and
Ontario have all produced provincial documents that
relate resource-based tcaching and lecarning to the goals
and objectives for education in their provinces.

Newfoundland’s curriculum guides and authorized t

reflect this bel}ef also and "encourage teachers Lo use a
large quani - of carcfully selected cducational
resources" (Brown, 1987, p. 2).

All four of the provincial documents sec "an
increased role for the school library resource cenLre as
the most efficient way to implement the current
curriculum and support resource-baced tecaching method: in
the classroom" (Brown, 1987, p. 4).

It is true that to effectively implement
resource-based programs requires "access to a wide
variety of print and non-print learning resources that

have been carefully selected with the educational ne
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of the school program in mino" (Ontario Ministry cf
FBducation, 1982, p. 9), yet the use of learning resources
may or may not indicate resource-based learning.

Pesource-based teaching and learning attempts "to
bring to our pupils and students a range of learning

cxperiences that will genuinely match their personal

needs as w 11 as match the pressures that bear in on us
from enlside (Beswick, 1977, p. 4). The availability of
roesoures is nol enough to successfully implement such a

resoures-based program. It is essential that all those
involved in the educational process cooperate with one
another in the provision of instruction. As Beswick
(1977) points out, "Resourcec-based learning implies the
interaction of co-operating people" (p. 242). It is
onpocial ly important that the learning resource teacher
and he classroom teacher forge a partnership, for as
Peswick (1977) states:

Because of the interlocking contributions of
dx[ImonL people with different skills, it is
ssible any longer to separate off and say
is is only your concern and this is only
mine A teacher cannot plan for resource-based
work without an understanding of nis colleagues
ng in the media production and media
library modes; equally, neither of them can
proc. eod meaningfully without an understanding
of the teacher’s purposes and practices and
those of each other. (p. 242)
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Cooperative Program Planning and Teaching

In Canada, those struggling to implement
resource-based teaching und learning refer to cooperation
and partnership between the teacher-librarian and the

teacher as ‘ooperative program planning uand tcaching.

2 term ‘coopcrative program planning and tcaching’
was first coined by Ken Haycock in 1978 based on several
years of research and professional cxperience in Leacher
librarianship. According Lo K. llaycock (1988) coopcrative
program planning and tcaching refers Lo
The essential rolc of thc tecachcr-librarian in
planning units of study with classroom tcachers
to integrate thosc skills and procc
necessary to develop students committed to

informed decision making, cultural and literary
appreciation and lifclong lcarning. (p. 3

Cooperative progrum planning and Leaching is "a

concept . a stratcgy or approach to tcaching and

learning. The term docs not constitute o Y

LY program of
instruction" (C. A. Haycock, 1988, p. 29).

For the tecacher-librariaen coopcrative program
planning and tcaching provides "a philosophical Lramcwork
for the development and implumcntation of rescurce-hased
programs which reflect whal we know aboul how students

learn" (C. A. Haycock, 1988, p. 29). For the teacher it



iz “"onr more strategy or approach to be added to their

teaching repertoire" (C. A. Haycock, 1988, p. 29).

The purpose of cooperative program planning and

cnces or units of

Leaching iz "to develop learning exp
study that effectively integrate the students resource
wentre activities (whether literature or research-based)
with olher learning czperiences" (C. A. Haycock, 1988,
p. 29).

Part n states that the purposc of

cooperal.ive proqgram planning and teaching is to ensure

Lhat:

the teacher~librarian knows the purpose
and objrctives of student assignments in
order to be able to assist students and
to interpret student questions and
requests;

?. the learning skills that students are

likely to reed are identified so that new
115 can be taught and other skills
nforced;

:

the classroom teacher’s subject expertise
and knowledge about the students are
combined with the teacher-librarian’s
speciolized knowledge of the availability
ard use of learning materials;

4. evalnation techniques are developed that
examine not only the learning outcomes
but also the effectiveness of the
proce

the teacher-librarian is part of the
instructional team. (Ontario Ministry of
Bducation, 1982, p. 25)



Traditionally, the teacher-librarian has not been
closely linked with the classroom. Tnvolvement came only
wher the teacher needed information and resources for an
assignment already given. Coopcrative program planning
and teaching "moves the involvement of the
teacher-librarian back to the objectives stage, where the
focus is on what students arc to learn" (C. A. Haycock,
1988, p. 30).

Based on involvement ot the objeclives sLage,
Haycock (1981) summarizes the process involved in
cooperative program planning and teaching as feollows:

the teachec-librarian joins with the classroom

teacher to fuim a horizontal tecam of two equal:s

working toward established obj ives. This

dyad cooperatively plang what is to be done and

the most effective way Lo accomplish the to

The classroom teacher and the tecacher-libravia

each bring different backgrounds and strengths

in teaching, but they do undc tand Lhe

potential of various approaches to learning and
recognize common goals. (p. 5)

By moving involvemecnt back to planning with the
teacher at the objective stage, cooperative program
planning and teaching permits Leacher-librarians to
assist teachers in the accomplishment of ULheir
objectives, because not only docs thc tecacher-librarian
know what the objectives are, he/she has had a role in

helping establish them.
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What. ezch partner brings to the cooperative planning

described in Partners in Action.

5 brirg to the school partnership
knowladge of tne abilities, learning
yles, and educational needs of individual
ndents; subject expertise; and knowledge of
iculum qgoals and objectives.... Teachers
the teacher-librarian to bring to
the partnership knowledge and experience as a
zlas cacher and specialized training in
identification, sclection, and use of a
wide range of learning resources. (Ontario
Ministry of Rdocation, 1982, p.

The concept of cooperative program planning and

teaching ju

outlined has as its main focus, the
cooperal ive partnership of all those involved in the
adueat ional enterprise. All four of the documents
produced in Canada in recent yecars have emphasized the
necessity of ::uc‘h an approach. Partners in Action
(Ontario Ministry of Rducation, 1982) was the earliest
and its philosophy has greatly influenced all those
succeceding it

on emphasizes that in order to

create a

urce based program in a school, the
cooperation of all participants in the educational
setting is required, for the principal, the teacher, and
the teacher=librarian all "share a common bond in that

they are all teachers who have a commitment to provide
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successful learning cxperiences for students" (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982, p. 9).

If indeed, these people arc to forge a partnership
and effectively implement resource-based learning using a
cooperative program planning and teaching approach, cach
will have to be aware of and committed to the new roles
that such a partnership will entail.

The following sections serve to delincate the new
roles that will be required of cducators. 1n so doing it
will become apparent that what is required of cach in the
cooperative program planning process is indeed related Lo

instructional development.
Role of the Teacher-Librarian

The implementation of cooperative program planning
and teaching requires a commitment to changina the role
of the teacher-librarian from that traditionally
espoused.

The traditional role of the teacher-librarian has
not been closely linked with classroom instruction and
involvement wilh Leachers has been limited. In Lhe
traditional role:

The teacher-librarian helped to provide the

classroom tcachers with materials that helped
facilitate instru on.... The teaching of
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‘library skills’ was the domain of the
teacher-librarian, and was cto be taught in
isolated lessons to classes when they were sent
down to the library so that the classroom
teacher could have a spare period. (Soon, 1985,
pp. 157-158)

While Lhis traditional role of the teacher-librarian

still pravalent in most schools, the past decade has

neen a call for a change in this role in light of the
growing awareness by many in the field that such a role
iz no longer sufficient due to torday’s ‘knowledge

plosion’ and ‘technological advances’. As a result

today we find that uncertainty as to the role of the
Loacher-librarian does seem to pervade the profession
(Turner, 198%; Craver, 1986; and Gallant, 1989).

ns aic confused and unsure about what

Teacher-libr
t:hny should actually be doing, so they cling to past
practices.

Ponsibly one explanation for such confusion as to

purpose can be found in the development of standards
which were established to provide guidance in the
formulation of resource centre programs. "As each new
standard was formulated, the role of the
teacher-librarian, and later the library/media
specialist, was oxpanded. As cach new area was added,
however, there was no corresponding deletion of areas"

(Turner, 1985, p. 4).



Conflicting role expectations have caused
uncertainty and thus in many cases, teacher-librarians
are probably not as effective as they could be in our
educational system. Hambleton (1979) confirms this when
she states, "When differing perceptions of a rolec arc
present, the person performing that role is placed in a
conflict position, resulting in a loss of cffectiveness,
both for the individual and for the organization" (p. 5).
Therefore for teacher-librarians to be effective in their
work, there is an urgency to clarify the role of the
teacher-librarian. While uncertainty still cxists, and
will no doubt continue to cxist for some time, there have
been attempts to define the role of the teachei-librarian
in the past decade.

“"The Canadian School Library Association (CSLA) has
provided strong leadership in clarifying the rolc of the
schooi-libcarian" (Haycock, 1982b, p. 242). Recognizing
the need to develop individuals who arc "prepared to
think rationally and logically Lor themsclves and Lo
assume responsibility" (Cunadiun School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 3), thc Canadian School
Library Association has scen the need for schools to move
away from the traditional teachcr-oricnted methods and

assume a more cooperative approach to tcaching and
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learning. In the association’s Qualifications for School

arians (1980) policy statement, it is stated that:

The need today is for the learning resource
tcacher to be a highly skilled teacher, able to
function on the school tcam as a professional
with CE)mpCL(_nCJ.Q‘a from tcacher education and
clasg m cxperience as well as competencies
Lrom b hool librarianship and media services.
(Canadian School Library Association Report,
1980, p. 3)

‘*he Canadian School Library Association Report

Qualilications for School Librarians defines the role of

the tcacher-librarian by deteiling nine areas of

teacher--librarian competency. Competencies 8 and 9 are

reproduced below for as Fuel for Change states, "While

pertise in all nine areas is necessary to succeed as a

Luacher-librarian, competerncies eight and nine are
particularly relevant to the development of a library
resource centre program based on cooperative program
planning and teaching" (British Columbia Teacher-
Librarians’ Association, 1986, p. 24).

Competency 8: Cooperative Program Planning and
Teaching

Cooperative program planning and teaching
include the ability to participate as a
teaching partner in the sccomplishment of
identified learning objectives through a
knowledge of rccommended resources and
appropriate teaching/learning strategies.

Competency 9: Professionalism and Leadership

ssionalism and leadership include the
ability to develop and promote the use of human
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and material resources of the school resource
centre and its facilities through cooperative
professional activities. (Canadian School
Library Association Report, 1980, p. 6)

According to Haycock (1982a) the arca of competency
most important is that of cooperative program planning
and teaching. He states:

The single most important rolec of the
teacher-librarian is cooperative program
planning and teaching with classroom teachers.
This major shift for the teacher-librarian from
determining what the student is to do, to
cocperatively determining what the student is
to learn, has resulted in the teacher bucoming
the primary focus. Coopecrative planning and
team teaching not only provide better
opportunities for purposcful usc of the library
resources and the integration of media rescarch
and study skills with classroom instruction,
but also provide better opportunitics for

classroom tecachers and administrators to lcarn
first hand the role of the teachcr-libravian as
a teaching partner, something qui different

from a teaching adjunclL. (p. 5)

All four provincial documents producced in Canada
have also defined the role of the tecacher-librarian in
terms of cooperative program planning and Leaching.

Thus while the traditional tasks of cataloguing,
classification, storytelling, and sclection have a place
among the responsibilitics of the tcachcr-librarian, it
is a much smaller placc becausc coopcrative program

planning and teaching is now thc most important scrvice

offered by the resource centrc. In fact, as Haycock

(1982b) suggests "other scrvices such as story-telling



and rcading aloud may have to be shifted to classroom

teachers following workshops and in-service programs to

ist them to undertake these areas" (p. 243).

such as shelving, repairing, etc. can be

Managerial ta
Ltuken over by parent volunteers. Thus the
teacher-librarian is freed from the housekeeping chores
that take so much time, to work with teachers in
developing strong instructional programs.

I'he continuous expansion of the role of the
teacher~librarian to include more tasks, while deleting
nonc, which has occurred during the development of the
standards over the past decades cannot continue. If
Leacher-1ibrarians are to fulfil their primary role
clrectively, that is cooperative program planning and
Leaching, then there is a need for a refinement of
prioritics. The 1980 Canadian School Library Association

tions for School Librarians and the four

Report Quali

provincial documents have attempted to do this.
An important component of the teacher-librarian’s

ive program planning and teaching will be

role in coopera
to provide assistance to teachers in designing
vesource-based units. It would be unrecasonable to ezpect
clussroom teachers alone to implement the types of

resource-based programs set forth in curriculum guides.



They must have a strong support system. Branscombe and
Newson (1977) expressed this idea quite clearly:

To expect a classroom teacher to implemenv. an
individualized curriculum on his own is to
expect the impossible. Every teacher requires
the help of a teaching assocliate, namcly a
learning resource teacher. The latter, an
experienced and creative teacher with
specialized knowledge of materials and
expertise in their use, collaborates with the
classroom teacher in the planning and
implementation of learning cxpericnces for
students. (p. 11)

In order to fulfil their role in the cooperative
program planning and tcaching process and provide the
support so needed by classroom tcachcrs in developing
resource-based units, "Qualified learning resources
teachers will have advanced training in instructional
development, as well as being czperienced tecachers"
(Brown, 1988a, p. 11).

The nced for teachcr-librarians to have
instructional development compeltencics has been
emphasized not only by Amcricun standards bub by recent
Canadian models and standards as well. Fucl for Change
uses a quote from Lucy Ainslcy which states:

School library media specialists arce first and

foremost educators. We choose a specialized

field within education and arc tcache o

Thus we must know a good dcal about learning

styles, instructional decign, and sound

teaching strategies as wcll as management of

people and resources. (British Columbia
Teacher—librarians’ Association, 1986, p. 4)
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Tt was not until the early part of this decade that
reference was made to the role of the teacher-librarian
in terms of instructional development. Although the term
instructional development and the process involved were
nearly 20 years old by the early 1980s, it was David
Locrtscher’s article in the 19862 issue of Wilson Librdry °
Bullectin which did much to advance the notion of the
instructional dcvelopment function in the role of
Lhe teacher-librarian.

Locrtscher (1982) defined instructional development

stemat ic process of creating sound instructional

modules or units for learners by a team of professionals
Lhat includes a teacher and a person knovrledgeable in

vducalional technology" (p. 417) .

Locrtscher developed a taxonomy of school

s cleven successive levels of

librarianship which of

involvement by the teacher-librarian. Levels nine to
cvleven ol Lhe taxonomy go beyond the traditional role of
the tecacher-librarian to what becomes a cooperative
partnership.

Formal planning for the unit begins far in
advance and will require a number of

tory planning sessions .... The teachers
¢ library media specialist ... as an
on\ml partncr - a partner with specialized

of ills to contribute to the unit. The
ry media specialist works with teachers to
create Lhe objectives of the unit, assembles
materials, understands unit content, and




participates in the instructional process.
(Loertscher, 1982, p. 420)

From this description of levels ninc and cleven -
the instructional design levels - onc can sce immediatcly
that Loertscher is describing the same approach that Ken
Haycock refers to as cooperative program planning and
teaching. The objective is the same - to coopcratively
plan, develop, and evaiuate instructional units which
take into account the individual nceds of students. In
attempting to fulfil this role, the teacher-librarian
needs to use a realistic approach. Instructionul
development has been recognized for two decades as the
real world application of thcories of. learning and
instruction to curriculum implementation at the district,
school, and classroom levels, therefore tcacher—
librarians implementing a cooperative planning and
teaching approach need to be conversant with the

knowledge and skills of instructional development .
Role of the Teacher

Good teaching is recognized as the successful
matching of individ 1 -ners of varicd
abilitics with ¢ cenomosl likely Lo
effect in them desired changes in Lhinking ond
behaviour. Learning has replaced teaching ac
the centre of instructional planning. Planning
and directing learning czpericnces arc now




central to the teaching role. (Branscombe and
Wewson, 1977, p. 1)

This philosophy of tcaching places greater demands
on today’s classroom teachers than were placed on
teachers a number of years ago. "With less emphasis on a
single Lext and more cmphasis on an individualized

approach, classroom teachcrs are ected to develop

learning cxpericences based on each student’s abilities,

, and neceds" (Kenncdy and Brown, 1987, p. 6).

interests
Teachers are being encouraged to select from a wide
variclty of resources and to work closely with the
learning resource tcacher to develop instructional units.
Resource-based teaching and learning has been hailed as
the means by which educators can mecet the needs of
today’s students and it is being recommended in
curriculum guides from Kindergarten to senior high.

Tf tcachers are to implement a resource-based
approach and disecard the traditional tecaching-based
system, they will be confronted by major changes in how

they percedive their role in the classroom.

Romiszowsiki (1984) describes the traditional role of

the clussroom tcacher as follows:

‘The teacher in the ‘traditional’ teaching
tuation (whatever that is) supplements his
presentation with visual aids, refers the
learners o textbooks and sets reading
assignments, etc. However, he remains the
principal medium of instruction and the
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principal learning resource at the learners’
disposal. (p. 13)

Studies conducted by Jackson (1968), Lortie (1975)
and Goodlad (1984) show that the situation in the
majority of classrooms is similor to Romiszowski’s
description. Teachers usually lecturc to an entirc class

using a prescribed t

t, distribute similar worksheets
for all students to complcte or ask questions which
require memorized recall answers. Despite the called for
changes in curriculum guides there is little cvidence
that classroom teaching practices are chunging. Yel i€
resource-based curricula arc to be successfully

implemented there has to be a change in these practices.

Teacher-librarians can provide Lhe wid varicly ol
resources possible, but without the involvement and
support of classroom teachers, rcsource-based tcaching
and learning will not become a reality.

Just what are the current teaching practices and
beliefs of teachers? Therc have becen sceveral studics
conducted over the yecars which have provided glimpses
into classroom teaching practices. Brown (1988b) has

summarized the findings of these studies and has

categorized teaching practices and belicls inbto Lhe
following generalizations:

1. teaching is an isolated activi
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2. teachers perceive themselves to be
autonomous in their classrooms;

teachers prefer to teach in
self-contained classrooms;

4. tcachers work with groups, not with
individuals;

5. teachers rcly on textbooks and are
concerncd with the coverage of all the
centent in them;

6. teachers have to control the class in
order to teach;

7. teachers sce themsclves as the essential
catalysts in the learning process;

8. teaching goals are vague rather than
specific, (pp. 10-11)

1 tecachcrs are to become resource-based and work
coopurat. jvely with teacher-librarians to develop and

implement units of instruction they will have to make

major changes in their present teaching practices and
beliefs. Major differences exist between what classroom
teachers are actuvally doing and what they are expected to
be doing if they are to implement preseat curriculum
guidelines and become resource based.

According to Kerr (1977) '"teachers think of
themselves as both autonomous and ‘omnicompetent’ in the
arcas of evaluating students, selecting appropriate
instructional approaches, carrying out instruction, and

cvaluating the learning which results" (p. 245) . They
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guard the autonomy of their classroom and feel threcatened
if their superiors or pcers make demands that reach
within the confines of it. Lortic (1975) states it well:

Teachers attach gredt meaning to the boundari
which separate their classrooms from the rest
of the school .... Teachers deprecate
transactions which cut across those boundaries.
Walls are perceived as beneficial; they protect
and enhance the course of instruction. All but
teacher and students are outsiders. That
definition conveys an implicit belief that, on
site, other adults have potential for hindrance
but not for help. (p. 169)

Cooperative program planning and teaching means that
teaching will no longcr be an isolated activity. “If the

classroom teachcr is to participate as a partner with the

teacher~librarian, then the whole notion of a
self-contained classroom in which the tecachcr has full
autonomy is challenged" (Brown, 1988b, p. 12). For many
teachcrs accepting anathur teecher as an equal partner in
the instructional process will be a major change.

ol Lo sole reliance

Teachers have long been ac
on a texthbook and coverage of all the conlent within ils

covers. The textbook “provides seccurity for hoth tcacher

and student, fer it outline:s the cour sUgqe

crcises and dise

activities, provides practice o

svaluation procecns®

questions, and even helps in the
(Brown, 1988b, p. 11). The coopcrative program planning

and teaching approach eliminatcs this dependence on a
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o

nd cncourages teachers to select from a wide range
ol learning resources. Teachers will need to be aware of

the availability of resources in a variety of formats and

know when and how to use them effectively in their
Lteaching.

The belief of most tcachers that they must teach the-
entire group rather then adopt teaching strategies such
as small groups or discovery learning has been caused by
4) the necessity to maintain control and discipline of a
large group of children, b) the physical limitations of
Lhe classroom, and ¢) the idea that students must be
subjected to direct instruction in order to learn (Brown,
1988b) . Coopurative program planning and teaching not

only usks tedachers to change the materials they use, it

also esks them to adopt different teaching strategies. In

50 doing, teachers are being

sked to change their basic
belicts about hew students learn. "Teachers who believe
that students must receive direct instruction in order to
learn will find it very difficult to give students the
frecdom to learn independently" (Brown, 1988b, p. 13).
Cooperative program planning and teaching also
¢liminates the physical restrictions of the classroom and

reduces the teacher’s concern with classroom control. In

this approach "instead of having one teacher and thirty
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youngsters, we now have two tecachers, the cla

teacher and the teacher-librarian, a range of carcfully
selected materials, and the same thirty youngsters"
(Haycock, 1984, p. 105). Activitics can be held in the
classroom or in the library.

Teachers goals are ofter vague with regard to
exactly what they want students to learn. Rarcly do
teachers ask "What am I trying to accomplish?" According
to Kerr (1981), "Tcachcrs consider first the content,
then the kind of learning situation most likcly to
interest and involve the pupils, and only after Lhis Lhe
purposes which their teaching is to scrve" (p. 366). In
cooperative program planning and Lcac'hjng, learning

experiences are carefully planned by the teacher and

teacher-librarian beginning with prec Ly stated
objectives formulated to mect the learning styles of
individual students. For many Lcachcrs this congtitutes a
major change.

The major difference between actual teaching
practices and what teachers arc cxpected Lo do in their
teaching can be summarized @s shown in Figure 1 (Brown,
1988b). In cooperative program planning and tcaching,
teachers do more then deliver instruction, Lhcy Jdlso

design effective instruction.
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NATURE_OF TEACHING

EXPECTATIONS FOR TEACHING

1solated activity

‘Pe

ching autonomy
Vague goals

Group jnstruction

on

feacher control

her as
cosential in the
rning process

incd

Selr cont
clussrooms

Cooperative planning
Team tcaching

Precisely defined goals
and objectives

Tndividualized instruction

Variety of resources,
different formats

Mazimum freedom for the
learner

Teacher as creator of
learning ezperiences
leading to students
becoming independent
learners

Different Jocations

he Nature of
Exemplified in School Library Media Programs.

Teaching and Expectations for

From "Changing Teaching Practices to Meet Current
v:‘ ataons" by J. Bmwn, 1988b, Emergency Librarian,
12, Copyright 1988 by the kmergency Librarian.
I\LPK n\Lud by permission,

bick and Carcy (1978) state "The primary role of the

teacher that of acsigner of instruction, with

aceompanying roles of implementor and evaluator of

instruction" (p. 4) . If cducation is to meet the needs of

iredi ual students there must be an increased dependence

upon well-desigined, cffective instruction. While some
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teachers have been doing this intuitively for ycars, Dick
and Carey (1978) state:

It will become more important for teachers to
hav  technical skills that will enable them to
de. n and implement instruction in the
Knowledge of instructional design
techniques will greatly enhance each teacher’s
ability [to do thisl. (p. 4)

Smith (1979) has proposcd that there arc

domains
of knowledge and skills essential to the teacher. Onc of
these knowledge arcas is instructional develooment.
Gorman (1978) also included instructional development as
one of the major tasks of the teacher. These authors
recognize instructional development as a critical
competence requisite for the teacher and believe it
essential for teachers to have instructional design
skills.

If tcachers nced instructional development skills in
order to design effective instruction, what level of
expertise is required? Snelbecker (1987) states that:

The classroom teacher need not have the high

level of expertisc we might czpect Lrom

full-time professional instructional devclopers

but teachers do nced at least fundamcntal

instructional design strategics to plan,

evaluate, and modify instruction as a regular

and continuing part of their classroom work.
(p. 35)

In order for tecacher-librarians and tcachers to

cooperatively plan resource based units, both of these



people will necd to possess instructional development
competencies.

The instructional development process is, according

Lo Turncr (1985):

The single most powerful tool for improving the
quality of education today. Instruction which
has been systematically designed and
implemented will be more effective than
accidental or coercive instruction.
Ingtructional design provides for each learner
to be accounted for in terms of the best
learning environment and achievement. Rather
thon taking the caring out of instruction, this
process provides caring teachers with powerful
tools. A systematically designed lesson should
not: deny the ‘teachable moment’. Instructional
design provides for cctive instruction
between those unplanned experiences. It can
accommodate an intermission when the robin
arrives. (p. 12)

Despite the scemingly endless proliferation of

instructional development models, a degree of commonality

exists between them. If we compare the steps in the
instructional development process to the role of the
teacher and teacher-librarian described in Partners in
Action (Ontario Ministry of Education, 1982) as

cooperative program planning and teaching we see that the
terms used may differ, but the skills are the same. They

arc both describing a utilitarian and systematic approach

ign of instruction. Successful and good
teachers have been doing many of these things for years

before the term instructional development came into



being. "Even ‘gocd’ teachers, however, can do these
things better and many teachers would bencfit from (the]
substantial intervention and assistance [that
instructional development can provide] " (Turncr, 1985,
P 32)-

The instructional development approach is "based on
what teachers do intuitively but provides them with a map
which allows them to increase the probability that the
most effective procedures will be followed" (lurncr,
1985, p. 15).

As teacher-librarians and teachers work as partners
using an instructional development approach, the
potential power for educating studenl:;s who arc preparcd
to think rationally and logically for themselves, for
providing them with the ability to ‘learn how to learn’,
is greatly increased.

This study was designed to discover if, in fact, the
teachers in our primary and clementary schools have the
instructional development competencics which this
researcher deems are necessary to participatc as partners

in cooperative program planning and teaching.



113
CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Introduction
In order to determine whether teachers at .he
primary and elementary levels possess instructional
development competencies, a field study of teachers
within the Roman Catholic School Board for St. John's was
carricd out. This field study used a written survey
instrument which questioned teachers on thirteen
inntructional development competency areas summarized

Lrom the Task Force Report on Instructional Development

ics of the Association for Educational

Communication and Technology (AECT) published in 1982.

Sample Population

Selection of respondents was based on the criteria
that all respondents must be employed as a primary or
clementary school teacher in the Roman Catholic School
Board for St. John’s. A total of 195 teachers were
randomly sclected from 31 schools by choosing every
second name from alphabetized school lists.
Quastionnaires were distributed to the various schools

through the internal mailing system of the school board.



One hundred six or fifty-four percent of the

questionnaires were rcturncd.

Development of t Instrument

Using the Task Force Report on Instructional

Development Competencies of the Association for

Educational Communications and Technology (AE

)
published in 1982, a list of core instructional
development competencies was compiled. The Task Force
Report contains a total of sixteen core competenciecs, but
for the purpose of this study it was fell that some of
these competencies such as promoting the diffusion and
adoption of the instructional dcvclophcnt process were
not applicable to the classroom tcacher. The result was a
list of thirteen competencies which werc used in this
study.

In order to compare the instructional devclopment
competencies set forth by the AECT rceport with those
competencies determined to be necessary to implement
cooperative program planning and tcaching, according to
the various Canadian documents, a content analysis of the
following Canadian docvments was performed:

1. Ontario Ministry of Education, Partn

(1982)
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2. Canadian School Library Association Report,

ications for School Librarians (1980)

Qual

3. Saskatchewan Teachers’ Federation, The 4th R:

source Based Learning (1986
Content analysis, according to Krippendorff (1980)

Re.

is "a research technique for making replicable and valid
infercnces from data to their context" (p. 21). Several

have identifled and classified types and

writers
applications of content analysis. Janis (1965) has
offerced the following classification:

s Prngmntical‘Contcnt Analysis - procedgres

which classify signs according to their
probable causes or effects.

2. Gemantical Content Analysis - procedures
which classify signs according to their
meanings.

3. sign-Vchicle Analysis - procedures which
classify content according to the
psychophysical properties of the signs.
(cited in Krippendorff, 1980, p. 33)

The type of content analysis performed on the

Canacdian documents mentioned above was semantical content

analysis. For cach core competency listed by the ARCT
report, the documents were analyzed to see if that
competency was referred to, irrespective of the

particular words that were used to make the inference.

The terms used to describe the competency may be

different but the skills being described remain the same.
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Applying guidelines for doing content analysis set

down by Krippendorff,

the following similarities were

discovered. Although this particular study concentrated

on the teacher, the quotes given rcfer to both the

teacher and teacher-librarian since the premise has been

made that these two partners rcquire instructional

development skills in order to work together in designing

instructional units of study.

AECT COMPETENCIES

1. Conduct Needs
Assessment

2. Conduct
Learner
Analysis

CANADIAN DOCUMENTS

The integration of the library
resource centre with resource-based
programs begins with the assessment
of needs and thea setting of
priorities. {(Ontar Ministry of
Education, Partners in Action,
1982, p. 37)

The classroom teacher adapts the
content and goals of curriculum
documents to meet the necds of
students and the goals of the
school. (Ontario Ministry of
Education, Partners in Acti
1982, p. 23)

crmines
yles of
room

The classroom Leacher
the needs and learning
students in a particular cl
situatien. He/she has specific
knowledge of the abilities,
learning styles, and ... nccds of
individual students. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, Par
Action, 1982, p. 23)

in




3 Develep and
quence
RBehavioral
Objeciives

a. Conduct
Frvironmental
Analysis

G Determine and
quence
Content
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The classroom teacher identifies
for the teacher-librarian any ...
children ... who will have special
needs and may require remedial
resources or advanced materials.
(Saskatchewan Teachers’ Federation,
The 4th R: Resource-Based Learning,
1986, p.

Together, the classroom teacher and
the teacher-librarian set learning
objectives for a unit.
(Saskatchewan Teachers’ Federation,
The 4th R: Resource-Based Learning,
1986, . 1)

The classroom teacher and teacher-
librarian develop a skills
continuum for student achievement
of information skills. This will be
used in the determination of
cbjectives. (Ontario Ministry of
Education, Partners in Action,
1982, p. 23

Arrange facilities and equipment to
accommodate student needs. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, Partners in
Action, 1982, p. 36)

The classroom teacher establishes
an cnvironment in the classroom
that is conducive to the use of a
variety of resource materials.
(Ontario Ministry of Education,
Partners in Action, 12562, p. 24)

Interpreting the school’s learning
skills program from a cross-grade
and cross-subject point of view.
(Ontario Ministry of Education,
Partners in Action, 1982, p. 36)
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Determine
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Determine
Appropriate
Teaching
Strategies
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Teacher-librarian and teacher pre-
plan and teach skills integrated
with classroom instruction to large
and small groups and individuals.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, Qualificationg
for Schooi Librarians,

Design learning experiences for
students that ensure integration of
resource materials. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, Partners in
Action, 1982, p. 23)

Makes provision Lor approp:iate
activities for exceptional students
including resource-based enrichment
and remediation programs. (Ontario
Ministry of Educaticn, Partners in
Action, 1982, p. 23)

The teacher examines, previcws and
selects appropriate resources to
meet the needs and learning styles
of students and the goals of the
curriculum. (Ontario Ministry of
Education, Partners in Action,
1982, p. 24)

The teacher-librarian is able to
recommend to teachers learning
resources in various formats which
may assist in the accomplishment of
specific J.oarning objectives.
(Canadian School Library
Association chor.t Qualifice
for Sch L

L0
ns, 1980, p. 5).

The tnac}‘er librarian i
share
using le 4 3

School Library Association r/r-porL,
Qualifications for School
Librarians, 1980, p. 6)




10.

Fvaluate and
Revise
Instructional
Content

Create
Instructional
Packages/Units

119

The classroom teacher uses a
variety of tcaching strategies and
approaches so that resource
materials can be used effectively
to meet different student needs and
lcarning styles. (Ontario Ministry
of Education, Partners in Ac

1982, p. 23)

Develops activities and strategies
for evaluating both student
achievement and the appropriateness
of the resource material being
use’'. (Ontario Ministry of
Education, Partners in Action,
1982, p. 24)

(The classroom teacher will)
evaluate with the teacher-librarian
any library oriented assignments or
cooperative study units with regard
to materials utilized, learning
outcomes and the effectiveness of
the process. (Saskatchewan
Teachers’ Federation, The 4th R:
Resource-Based Learning, 1986,

p. 1)

Designs resource-based programs for
students. (Ontario Ministry of
Education, Partners in Action,
1982, p. 23)

Plan and develop units of work with
teachers from the setting of
objectives to evaluation. (Canadian
School Library Association Report,
Qualifications for School
Librarians, 1980, p. 6)
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11. Conduct The teacher should participate in
Workshops and help with the planning of in-
service workshops on the effective
use of resources. (Saskatchewan
Teachers’ Federation, The 4th R:
Resource Based Learning, 1986,

p. 1)
12. Communicate In order to develop a working
Effectively partnership, each participant neccds

a willingness to communicate openly
and cffectively. (Ontario Ministry
of FEducation, Partners in Action,

1982, p. 10)

Participate in cooperative and
coordinated projects within the
district which involve the sharing
of ideas, cupericnces and learning
resources. (Canadian School Library
Association Report, Qualifications

for School ans, 1980, p. 6)

13. Consult With Make use of the teacher-librarian’s
Individuals skills as a teacher who can share
and Groups in the planning and evaluation of

learning programs. (Ontaric
Ministry of Education, Partners in
Action, 1982, p. 22)

Data Gathering Instrument

The content analysis resulted in the development of
a survey questionnaire consisting of 45 questions. Of
this number 39 were multiple choice type questions, and
six were questions requiring & short written response.

Demographic information was also gathered to give come
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indication as to the education and experience of the

teachers surveyed (Sec Appendix B).

Methodology

Rnspendents were randomly selected from the primary
(n-113) and elementary (n=82) tcaching levels of the
Roman Catholic School Board for St. John’s. An
alphabetical list of all Kindergarten to Grade 6 teachers
in cach school within the district was compiled and then
all teachers were grouped by grade. Every second name was
Lthen selected regulting in 113 primary and 82 elementary
teachers being sent questionnaires.

The Roman Catholic School Board for St. John’s was
selected since it has a large teacher population, and all
schools are secrved by a teacher-librarian either on a
part-time or full-time basis. This school board has also
made great cfforts to implement cooperative program
planning and tecaching and sces competency in
instructional development as a necessity if ccooperative
program planning and teaching is to work.

The assistant superintendent for the board provided
a letter which was sent to all school principals

requesting their cooperation in distributing and
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returning the questionnaires and stating the importance
of the study to the school board (See Appendix A).

Each questionnaire was accompanied by a covering
letter explaining the purpose of the study (See Appendix
A). All questionnaires were returnad to the investigator
via the board’s internal mailing system.

Four weeks after the questionnaires wcre distributed
the investigator contacted the principal of cach school

by telephone to ensure that the teachexs were reminded to

return the questionnaires. A follow-up letter was also

sent to each school thanking thosec who had alrcady
returned their questionnaires and requesting others to do
so as soon as possible (Sce Appendix A). After a six week

period, all deta were processcd.



123
CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS
Organization of the Findings

The objective of the study was to discover if

primary and elementary tecachers rossess the instructional

development competencies which underlie the

implementation of the resource-based approach currently
advocated in Newfoundland schools. The purpose was to
determine the depth of knowledge they possess concerning
instructional development as it is delineated in the
literature.

The results of the survey were analyzed according to
the thirteen instructional deavelopment competencies
summarized from the AECT Task Force Report (1982) which
are as follows: conduct needs assessment, conduct learner
analysis, develop and sequence behavioral objectives,
conduct environmental analysis, determine and sequence
content, determine and sequence learner activities,
delermine apprepriate resources, determine appropriate
tecaching strategies, evaluate and revise instructional
units, create instructional units, conduct workshops,
communicate effectively, and consult with individuals or

groups.



The findings are organized into four sections.

Part 1 presents the results of demographic data which was
gathered to gain some idea of the sample population’s
teaching experience and educational background. Part 2
describes the results of participants’ attitudes toward
various statements reflecting cither a conceptual or
functional view of instructional development. Part 3
shows the source of respondents’ knowledge concerning
instructional developmént.

Part 4 describes the results of questions asked
regarding the thirteen competency arcas mentioned above.
In most areas the first question in a sequence requested
a definition of the term, and subscquent questions were
designed to explore respondents’ indepth knowledge of the
term. This approach was used because it is easy for
respondents, in self-reporting questionnaires, to report
positively without fully understanding the term.

Results arc rcported in table form, in terms of
frequencies and percentages, for cach competency area. In
instances where the numbers and percentages do not total
100% of the sample population, the cause is either
(a) failure on the part of the respondent to reply to a

specific question, or (b) respondents chow»sing more than
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the required number of answers called for. These

responsas were cxcluded from the total results.

Research Findings
Demographic data collected at the end of the
questionnaire shows that the majority of teachers have

congsiderable preparatory training. Table 1 shows the

specific degrees held by the respondents. Specific
programs which would indicate some exposure to
instructional development content include the Master of
Fducation in Learning Resources, completed by only one
person, and the undergraduate Learning Resources Diploma,

completed by only seven people in the sample.
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Table 1

Respondent Preparatory Training Programs

Degree Number Percentage
Master of Education 7 1%
Master of Education

(Learning Resources) s 1%
Master of Arts 3 3%
Learning Resources Diploma r 7%
Bachelor of Arts 58 55%
Bachelor of Education 34 32%
Bachelor of Arts in Education 66 62%

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had
taken the one instructional development course available
at Memorial University. Only 11% of respondents had
completed the course, which is a practicum, designced to
provide thorough functional level ecxzperience in
instructional development.

Respondents were also asked to indicate ycars of
teaching experience. They are a very experienced group
with 86% having at least ten years ezperience and 45%

having twenty years or morc (Sec Table 2).
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Table 2

Respondents’ Years of Teaching Experience

Years Number Percentage
0o- 4 2 2%
LC 11 10%
10 - 14 21 20%

18 =119 22 21%
20 - 24 38 36%
25+ 10 9%
Total 104 98%

Part 2 (Quc;tions 1 and 2) of the questionnaire
consisted of a series of six statements reflecting either
a functional or a conceptuval view of instructional
deovelopment. Participants were required to respond to
cach statement on a four point Likert scale ranging from
strongly agree to strongly disagree. They were also
required to indicate the statement most preferred and the
statement least preferred. Three statements, A,C,D,

daseribe funclional instructicnal development (Sec "igure
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A - ID is a series of boxes and arrows
with a feedback loop indicating a
logical step-by-step appreach to the
development of instruction.

C - 1ID is a common sense planning device
using a cooperative effort to
identify and define learning problems
and develop a plan of action.

D - ID is a process for systematically
designing, developing, implenenting,
and evaluating instruction.

Figure 2. Statements Reflecting Functional Instructional

Development
Three statements, B,E,F, describe cenceptual

instructional develeopment (Sce Figure 3).

B - ID is a process in which therc is no
one set of appropriate moves nor onc
best solution.

E - ID is a heuristic approach to the
development of instruction.

F - ID is the development of instruction
from the total systems perspective
rather than from the discrete
components of that system.

Figure 3. Statements Reflecting Conceptual Instructional

Development
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While Chapter Two discusses these two levels of
instructional dovelopment in detail, it is worthwhile to
briefly review cach here.

Inctructional development at the functional level is
according to Davies (1978), "reflected in the many
instructional development models, cxemplified by boxes
and arrows with feedback loops, indicating a step-by-step
approach o instructional development activity" (p. 22).
At this level tcachers are able to follow, in linear
rfashion, the process indicated by the boxes and arrows,
in order to design some type of instruction.

Instructional development at the conceptual level is
nol & linear, step-by-step approach. There is no onc best

means o proceed and neither is there necessarily one

best solution. REverything is dependent on the situation
and the skills and cxpertise available.

Table 3 provides participant responses to those
statements reflecting functional instructional
development. The responses indicate a high percentage of
agreement with most statements. The noted exception here

is staotement A which describes a strictly algorithmic

approach to instructional development. One~half of those
who responded disagreed with this statement. It is

apparent from Table 3 that a large percentage of
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respondents view instructional development as functional

in nature.

Table 3

Respondents’ Attitudes Toward Statements Reflecting
Functional Instructional Development

Statement SA A D sD
A 1% 42% 23% 27%
C 24% 62% 1% —
D 42% 50% 6% e

Table 4 describes participant responses Lo these
statements reflecting conceptual instructional
development. The responses here indicate majority

agreement with all statements.



Table 4

Respondents’ Attitudes Toward Statements Reflecting

Conceptual Instructional Development

Statement SA A D SD
B 28% 15% 21% 3%
o} 13% 1% 15% 5%
F 16% 54% 18% 3%

In selecting most preferred statements, those
describing the functional view appealed to 52% of
respondents, while those statements describing the
conceptual view were preferred by only a total of 10% of

respondents (See Tables 5 and 6).

Table 5

Respondents’ Preferring Functicnal Practical Definitions

Statement Number Percentage
A 1 -
C 18 17%

D 37 35%
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Table 6

Respondents’ Preferring Conceptual Problem-Solving
Definitions

Statement Number Pexcentage
B 6 6%
E 3 3%
F 1 -

In summary, it would secem that teachers xrecognized
both levels of instructional development and agreed that
instructional development can be practiced at diffcrent
levels or using a variety of approaches, but their
preference, given their roles, is for the functional
approach.

Part 3 (Questions 3 and 4) of the questionnaire

asked teachers Lo answer two general questions. The first

asked all respondents to state the source of their
knowledge concerning instructional development. From
Table 7 it is apparent that while a large percentage of
primary and elementary teachers have completed formal
university courses and read professional literature on
the subject, Lwo-thirds of those teachers surveyed have

learned about instructional development on the job.
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Table 7

Source of Respondents’ Knowledge Concerning Instructional
Development

Source Numbe r Percentage
School board in-service 56 53%
Conferences 33 31%
Formal university courses 44 2%
Professional literature 19 6%
On the job 70 66%

The sccond question asked respondents to think of
the curriculum as progressing through three stages;
curriculum determination, curriculum development, and
curriculum implementation. They were then asked to decide
where they felt instructional development should take
place. Tn light of the fact that classroom teachers have
very little input into decisions concerning the
curriculum in our schools it is not surrrising that over
one-half of the respondents felt instructional
development should take place at the classroom
instructional level when all clse has been decided (See

Table 8). Although not shown in the table there were
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three respondents who felt that instructional development

should be part of all three stages.

Table 8

Respondents’ Beliefs As To Where Instructional
Development Should Take Place

Stages Number Percentage
Curriculum determinaction 5 1%
Curriculum development 32 30%
Curriculum implementation 59 50%

Part 4 (Questions 5 to 15) of the questionn
presented each of the thirteen competency areas and
explored the level of knowledge teachers have about cach

competency arca.

Needs Assessment. Tcacher’s understanding of the term

needs assessment was gained by asking two quite simil
questions. The first presented respondents with three
statements and they were asked to select the one which

best described their idea as to the meaning of the term.
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Table 9 shows that 81% of respondents held a similar view
and saw needs assessment as a way to identify

instructional problems.

Table 9

Respondents’ Views As To The Meaning of Needs Assessment

Meanings Number Percentage

Discrepancy analysis 13 12%

Way to identify instructional
probloms 86 81%

Method of determining costs
vsa. benelits of program 7 6%

Tablc 10 presents the results of a similar question

in which teachers were asked to decide if needs

assessment was problem-oriented or solution-oriented. In
keeping with responses to the previous question, it would
appear logical that most teachers would select problem-
oriented, however such was not the case. Only 43%
considered needs assessment problem-oriented, a figure
which does not coincide with the results shown in Table
Q. The implication is that teachers would tend to
identify a problem and immediately at the needs

assessment stage, come up with a solution, whereas the
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instructional development process calls for comprchensive
analysis of learners, content, and learning environment

before a solution is decided upon.

Table 10

Respondents’ Views As to the Oricntation of Needs
Assessment

Orientation Number Percentage
Problem-oriented 16 43%
Solution-oriented 58 55%

From thesec percentages one can conclude that many of
the teachers who responded to this study are inconsistent
in their understanding of the purpose of nceds

assessment .

Learner Analysis. Not all students learn in Lhe same
manner or at the same rate. Teachers nced to analyze the
students in their classes to determine the content,

activities, and strategies that

ight he appropria to

each student. In order to do this tecachers need to be
familiar with learning theories which provide insight

into how students learn.
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When asked if they were familiar with various
learning theories, approximately three-quarters replied
that they were. Those who responded positively were then
given a list of five familiar learning theories and asked
to choose the theory or theories they wculd apply in
ecarrying out a learner analysis. Only one-quarter could
correctly identify Piaget’s developmental theory as that
which should be used. This number represents only 18% of
the total respondents to the questionnaire.

Respondents were then presented with a list of
fifteen learner characteristics and asked to indicate
those which they would consider important for doing a
learner analysis. In order to analyze teacher response to
this question th‘c characteristics given were divided into
three groups as shown in Figure 4.

Data was compiled on the basis that correct
responses include at least all seven of the essential
characteristics or these seven plus one or more from the
other groups. 1t was felt that in order to adequately
carry out a lecarner analysis all seven characteristics in
the essential group shcould be included.

The data compiled resulted in 51% of the respondents
being included in the correct response category. It is

thetrefore concluded that approximately one-half of the
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teachers who responded can adequately carry out a learner

analysis.
Essential Important Less
Important
Reading ability Emotional Religion
maturity
Pre-requisite Socio-economic  Parent

knowledge
Pre-requisite skills
Special aptitudes
General ability
level

Attention span

Writing ability

status
Age

Physical
impairments

General
attitude

cmployment

Sex

Figure 4. Learner Characteristic Groupings

Behavioral Objectives.

Bechavioral objectives form the

foundation of the instructional development process, so

it would seem that knowledge in this instructional

development competency area is cssenticl for all those

who wish to develop instructional units or programs.

The behavioral cbiectives soction consisted of [ive

questions designed to discover the level of knowledge

teachers have in this area. The [irst question zsimply
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asked respondents to fadicate with a y- @ or no response

if they felt they were able to develop behavioral

objectives. Rocpondents were almost equally divided with

45% responding positively and 48% responding negatively.

Those who gave a posi : response ware then asked if

they could list the Lh main parts of a behavioral
objective. While 45% felt capable of developing
objeclives, only 27% of this number could correctly list
the three main parts as (i) the conditions, (ii) the
verrb, and (ii1i) the standarcd or measurc. This represents
only 12% of the total respondents. It appears that only a
very small number cf the teachers who responded to this

survey arce familiar cnough with the concept of behaviscral

objectives to recall the discrete components.

Bnsides being capable of developing objectives

teachers should also be aware that objectives fit into

different domains of learning and focus on various levels

ol learning. When asked if they were familiar with
objective hicrarchies such as those developed by Benjamin
Bleom and Robert Gagné, 43% replied that they were. Those
who responded positively were then given an open question
in which they were asked to list the three domains of
learning objectives as described by Bleem. Forty-two

parcent listed the domains of cognitive, affective and
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psychomotor. This represents only 17% of the total who
responded to the survey.

Table 11 demonstrates that two-thirds of teachers
surveyed stated that the greatest concern with the
behavioral objectives movement is that cbjectives are too
difficult to write. The literature states that the
greatest concern is that objectives focus on low level

in theirc

learning and thercfore only 20% were corr

response to this item.

Table 11

Respondents’ Knowledge of Concern With Behavioral
Objectives Movement as Stated in Literaturc

Concerns Number Pcrcentage

Objectives are very

difficult to write 70 66%
Objectives focus only

on low level lecarning 28 26%
Objectives do not serve

any purpose 5t 5%

From the reczuits it can be concluded that, at le

for the sample survey

+ knowledge regarding behavioral

objectives is minimal.



In order to discover

rachers’ knowledge of this competency area respondents

were presented with a list of twelve elements of the

instructional cnvironment and asked to indicate which

oncs they considered important to include in doing an
cnvironmentel analysis. In order to analyze teacher

response to this question the elements given were divided

inlo two groups as shown in Figure 5.

Importar

Size and location
of space

Electrical outlets

Furniture

Matuerials Noise level

Cost

Lighting

Equipment

tlements of the Instructional Environment to be
d in Conducting Environmental Analysis

Data was compiled on the basis that correct

respons include at least all four of the essential

group or these four plus one or more from the other
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group. The data gathered resulted in 37% of the
respondents being included in the correct responsc
category. The results show that only a little over one-
third of teachers who responded would know what to

include in an environmental analysis.

Determine and Sequence Content. If teachers arc Lo

determine and sequence the content of an instructional
unit or program for a group of students, it is esscential
that they be able to do a task and concept analysis.
Teachers’ understanding of task and concept analysis
was gained by asking respondents to choose Lhe phrasc

which best described the tcrms. 'l‘a])lu- 12 presents the
three possible answers, and demonstrates that a little
more than one-half of tcachers surveyed arce uware that
task and concept analysis is a map of the cusential

knowledge and skills needed by students.
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Table 12

Respondents’ Views as to the Meaning of Task and Concept
nalysis

Mcanings Number Percentage

Map of essential knowledge
and skills needed by
students 56 53%

Format for ensuring that
real problems are identified 31 29%

Procedure for the selection
of rcsources % 6%

Teochers were also asked why the entry level
behaviour of students, as determined hy a task and
concupt analysis, is important in seqguencing content.
Table 13 reveals that two-thirds of teachers believe
centry level behaviour is important because it establishes
the beginning steps in the instructional sequence. This
high rate of correct responses, when compared to only 17%
who chose the sccond option, indicates that the majority
ot teachers in our primary and elementary schools see the
necessity of looking at the individual student and
gearing instruction to mect the needs of the individual

rather than the entire class.



Table 13

Respondents’ Views as to the Importance of BEntry Level
Behaviour in Sequencing Content

Vieus Number Percentage

It establishes the beginning
steps in the instructional
sequence 70 66%

It ensures instruction is
geared to the same level of
skills and knowledge for all 19 17%

It determines the adequacy
of existing materials 3 3%

According to C. A. Haycock (1988) onc of the
cornerstones of effective cooperative program planning
and teaching is a school based information skills

continuum, which list: the skills students should be

taught at each grade level. Using an open question,

teachers were asked to s e the benefits of using the
information skills continuum in doing a task and concept

analysis. Only 57% of respondents provided a r onse Lo

this question; this may be attributed to the fact that

not all teachers surveyed arce familiar with the

terminology used. Tt might concelvably be possible Lhat

teachers have a tacit understunding of these

competencies. Using semantical content analysis the



answers were grouped into six categories as shown in
Table 14, The answers provided certainly identify the

many benefits of using such a continuum.

Table 14

Kespondents’ Views as to the Bencfits of Using an
Information Skills Continuum

Benctits Number Percentage

Ider: .fies skills children
need at each grade level 23 38%

It shows where children are
in terms of skills acquired
in the past 17 28%

Tt ensures skills will not

be overlooked and that all

¢hildren receive practice

with them 7 < 12%
1t cstablishes a logical

hicrarchy for the teacher in
presenting informatien 4 7%

fmic s Leachers Lo choose
ter and activities

of the children 2 3%

It allows you to introduce
Vls in progressive steps 7 12%
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Determine and Sequence Learning Activities. Teachers’

knowledge of this competency arca was gleanced from five
questions concerning how activities should be selected
and sequenced. Table 15 revesls that in selecting
activities 89% used the objectives of the unit cither by
themselves or in conjunction with one or all of Lhe other
three. This is interesting in light of the fact that only
45% of respordents felt they werc capable of developing
their own objectives and only 11% could list the thrce
main parts of an objective. It might therefore be assumed
that many teachers use the objectives stated in their

manuals and teacher’s guides as a basis for the s

of activities.

Table 15

Respondents’ Choices_as to Wha

hould be Used_as_a_basi
For Sclecting Loarning Activil

Choices Humber Purcentage
Textbook 24 23%
Learner’s past crperience 46 43%
Objectives 24 89%

What is available 259 240




Respondents on this section were also asked to
decide wnat the ore most logical outcome would be if the
learning activities for the unit were integrated with the
intormation skills continuum. Of the three choices
presented, 58% were correct in their choice of

integration across the curriculum (See Table 16).

Table 16

Respondents’ Views as to the One Most Logical Outcome of
[ntcirating Learning Activities With the Skills Continuum

Outcomes Number Percentage

Rueinforcement of skills sy ¥ 16%
inteqration across the
curriculum 62 58%
Integration of various
types of resources 14 13%

Pable 17 shows a comparison of teachers’ familiarity
with, and use of various patterns for sequencing
activitics. The data demonstrate that, as the percentage
of teachers familiar with the different patterns

decreases, so also does the frequency of use.
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Table 17

A Comparison of Teachers’ Familiarity With and Frequency

of Use of Various Patterns for Sequencing Learning
Activities

Patterns Familiar Frequency
Easy to difficult 85% 12%
Familiar to unfamiliar 63% 25%
Pre-requisite knowledge

and skills 7% 21%
Temporal ordexr 39% 18%
Frequency of use 23% 5%

The final ouection in this ucctit;n asked respondents
to list any tools which were available to them in
sequencing their learner activities. Table 18 presents a
list of the sclection tools teachers state are available

to them.



Table 18

Respondents’ Knowledge of the Tools Available to Help
Teachers Sequence Learner Activities

Tools Number Percentage
Teachers’ manuals 53 . 50%
Texztbook 23 22%
Audiovisual aids 20 19%
Information skills continuum 18 17%
Resource personnel 18 17%
Curriculum guides 8 8%
Computers 4 4%
Learning theories 3 » 3%

Sclecting_Appropriate Resources. Given four choices -~

content, learner’s past experiences, teacher preference,
and objectives - respondents were asked to check which

should be used as the basis for the selection of

instructional resources. While objectives are the most

important, consideration of all four could be beneficial

to the task. Thercefore in calculating results those who
included objectives ceither alone or in conjunction with

any of the others were included. The results indicate
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that 83% of respondents are aware of what to use when
selecting resources.

Once resources are selected their appropr.

atencss Lo
the unit should be considercd. In determining thedx
appropriateness, two-thirds of the respondeats considered
objectives and previewing of resources as cssential to
the task.

In previewing resources there are various attributes
of instructional media that should be considered. Thesce
are pacing, colour, secnsory mode, motion and random
access. In order to determinc if respondents knew what to

look for while previewing resources all five attributes

were presented and respondents were uﬁkcd to decide which
they would use. Only 16% of the teachers comprising this
study checked all five attributes.

The results presented indicate that while two-thirds
believe previewing resources is important in dctermining
their appropriatencss to the unil, only o Small number ol
5 of i

teachers know which attribut tructional media ar

important to consider in their sclection.

Determine Appropriate Teaching Otrategics.

Respondents werc again given four choices - teacher

preference, objectives, lcarner analycis, and content =
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and asked to decide which they would consider in
selecting and determining teaching strategies. In
culculating the results those who included objectives
alonc or in conjunction with any of the others were
considcred to be correct answers. The majority of
Leachers, or 80%, were aware of what should be used in
selecting and determining teaching strategies.

Because of the numerous teaching strategies which
can be used, tcachers were asked to list five possible
teaching strategies they could employ in their teaching.

Approximalely twenty differenl answers were given, some

of which did not constitute strategies but overall
teaching approaches such as tesou:ce-i:ased teaching.
Table 19 presents the five strategies mentioned most
frequently by respondents. When asked if they would
consider any one teaching strategy superior to all

others, over three-quarters said they would not.
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Table 19

Teaching Strategies Mentioned Most Frequently By Teachers

Strategies Number Percentage
In-class grouping a2 10%
Lecture 34 33%
Discussion 23 22%
Use of manipulatives 20 19%
Demonstration 10 10%

Evaluate and Revise. In order to ascertain teachers’
knowledge of evaluation, a series of scven questions were
asked of respondents. The first asked tcachcers to choose
the phrase which best described their understanding of
the term evaluation (Sce Table 20). It is worthy to note
that only 7% of the teachers comprising the sample equate

evaluation with testing the subject matternr.
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Table 20

Re: d s’ Choice of Meaning For the Term Evaluation

Meanings Number Percentage

The giving of tests based

on content to determine how

Jearners pecform 7 7%
Thue collicction and use of

information to make decisions

about instructional programs 44 2%

A mcasure ol instructional

out.com 33 31%
A measure of Lnstructional
value and worth 18 17%

As with other competcncy zreas, respondents were
azked to state what they would use as the basis for

cvalustion of an inustructional unit or program. This time

Lwo cheices - objcc cs and content - were given. A

Lit tie over 60% of the sample chose objectives ~ompared

» who chosue conlont .

wWhen objectives rather than content are used as a
basis ror cvaluation the best time to develop tests is
betore instruction begins. When given three choices as to
whan to doevelop tests, over one-halt of respondents

agroeed that the best time was before instruction begins

(Boee Table



Table 21

Respondents’ Beliefs as to When Tnstructional Te
Should be Developed

When Number Percentage
Before instruction begins 60 57%
During instruction 6 6%
After instruction is complete 34 329

To determine wheth tecachers in the sample were

aware of the purposc of criterion-referenced Les
conducting an evaluaticn, lwo definitions weie given and

respondents were asked to check the one which b

described their understanding of the Lerm.

sventy-one

ts chose the correckt delini

percent of regponde ion,
which stated that it is & means of determining hiow well
the learner has achieved in relation to specific

1L it would

objectives. Twen

asoa

pereent

means of comparing an individual’s pe rmance with other

members of the group.

Further questioning as to how teachers would make

use of the feedback they x ve Lrom evaluation revealed

teachers arc awarc of the velue of

means of making decisions about and
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revising the program. A little more than three-quarters
of the respondents believe feedback is useful for
revising the entire program, developing new tests, or
orgunizing Lhe content differently. Only 11% stated that
they would use feedback to compare the performance of

learner

Tt would appear that the teachers who responded to
this survey are more concerned with cvaluation as a means
by which instruction can be improved rather than a means

Lo comparc an individual’s performance or determine how

well students perform on tests.

When doing an cvaluation of an entire instructicnal
prograit or unit il is important that various components

should be

amined. Respondents were given six components

- objuet ives, content, resources, strategies, activities,

and oute = and asked to decide which should be

ide Tt was felt that while cxamination of all six

components s requited Lo fully evaluate o program, those

which was objectives,

would be doing a fuirly adeguate job of cvaluation. Using

interpreting the results, the
percentage chaosing Lour or more components are shown in

ranle 22



Table 22

Respondents’ Knowledge of Components to Tnclude in
Evaluation of Instructional Programs

Number of Components Number Percentage
6 67 639
5 2 2%
4 & 7%

Overall it appears that the majority of tcachers who
responded to this survey have a fairly adecuale knowledqge
of evaluation, in terms of its function in the

instruct ional development process and in Lerms ol how it

should be carricd out.

Create Instructional Units. In planning instructional

units some form of “planning model or checklist greatly

juncy and cLicet iveness ol Lhe

facilitates the effi

planning procc ({0 Haycock, 1988, p. 29 . Llaning

onz Lhat

guides help tcachers focus on Lhe ma jor dec

nced to be made when developing instructicnal units or

programs and ensure that nothing is overloocked.

hppx ately onc-half of tLhose whe reuponded Lo Lhe

survey were aware of some type of planning guide which



prograi

the fact that many teachers arc not as
resource—bascd Leaching or cooperative

ed to

and ti :fore have not been gelofal

qurid

When e

ating instructional units

; could use when developing instructional units or

perhaps the low percentage can be attributed to

yet involved in
program planning

such planning

teachers should

use the objectives of the units as their foundation,

while other facets such as content, activities,

ratugic

the b

Lthose who cons iders

d objectives either

is fox creating instructional units

formalive evaluation, lecarner analysis, and
:onld also be considerced. Given these seven

teachers were asked to check what they would

All

by itself or in

conjunct ion with one or moxe of the others were deemed

correct responses. The results indicate that 90% of

i

halt belicve in using ali

A tinal quustion in this arca asked teachers

nts would include objectives and that ovexr one-

ven components.

tebt that the developing of instructional units and the

doing ol instructional development were synonymous.

Forty-vight purcent replicd positively

which

number of respondents are

to this question

if they



operating at the functional level of instructional

development .

Conduct Workshops. According Lo The dth R: Re
Based Learning (1986) teachers "should participate in and

ource~

help with the planning of in-scrvice workshop
(Saskatchewan Teachers’ Federation, 1986, p. 7). To
determine teachers’ competency in this arca two questions
were asked. The f£irst asked teachers Lo decide whal. the
single most important consideration should be in Lhe
designing and conducting of in-service educaltion versus
classroom instruction. Table 23 shows the four choices

given and teacher response rates. Only 28% w

in their choice of the adult lcarner,

Table 23

Respondents’ Choice of What Should bhe th
Important Consideration in Denigning fn-

Considerations Nuinbe Pereentadge
Adult lcarner 30 i
Content 29 2%
Length of workshop 4 4

Resources 34 32%
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From an instructional development perspective, there

arc three essential components which should be included

in in-service workshops. These are demonstration,
pructice, and time to view and interact. Given these
threc plus two other non-essential components to choose
from, only 16% of all respondents could correctly
idenLify all threc components.

From Lhese responses it is apparent that teachers

who responded Lo the survey are not knowledgeable in this

competency arca, which is not surprising when one
considers the fact that teachers are very rarely required

to perform this task.

Communicate Bffectively., If tcachers are to
vooperat ively plan instructional units and programs they
need Lo be able Lo communicate openly and effectively
with thy teacher=tibrariun and Lo be able to sharc their

ideas with others in the school.

Teachers were asked to indicate what they consider

tant communicationu principles in establishing

Lo be impe

a gqood working relationship with the teacher-liprarian.
Table 24 presents the aumber of tcachers who replied

posit ively to cach ot the five communication principles

1 and indicates the importance placed on each. In
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order to establish a good rclationship cach teacher
should have checked at least three of thesc principles.
When analyzed in this way the rescarcher found that 22%
had checked all five, 8% had checked four, and 25% had

checked three for a total of 55%.

Table 24

Respondents’ Views as to the Importance of Commun
Principles _in tablishing a Good Relationship With

Principles Number Percentage
Flexibility 817 824
Good organizational skills 85 80%
Good listening skills 52 49%
Acceptance 50 1%
Empathy 36 34%

The relationship between inslructional development
and cffective communication can hest be described as one

ribe their

of consultancy. When asked to ded

understanding of this relationship almost th

quarters
of respondents correctly described it os one of

consultancy.
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Consult With Tndividuals/Groups. If teachers are to

conswlt with individuals such as the teacher-librarian
regarding the development of instructional units they
should be aware of what to look for in a consultant. In

thi

survey teachcrs werce asked to name three general
principles of consultancy from a list of five. Forty-
three percent of respondents were able to correctly
identify the three principles as a) espertise in a given

Licld, b) problem-solving and creative cxpertise, and

¢) dinterpersonal communication expertise. The final
question asked Leachers to describe their understanding
of the relationship between instructional development and

conaultancy. dile 2% shows Lhat over three-quarters of

Ltoeuchers were corroct in their reply.

Table 20

Rewsspondaent
Insstraet fon

lationship Between
n ncy

Relationship Number Percentage

Anattempl to plan
et iective instruct
designated learners

Consult ing with an expert

who will ist you in

detemmining what has to

be done 19 18%




Summary

The results given indicate that the majori

teachers who responded to this study do not posscss an
understanding of the instructional development algorithm
which formed the basis of the research instrument.

Teachers may indeced have tacit knowledge of instructional

development which might permit them to design cffective
instruction; such knowledge was not measured by Lhe
survey instrument. Explicit knowledge which the
researcher deems necessary to work in partnership with
the teacher-librarian in implementing a resource-based
approach to teaching and learning was lacking. Thc
results are not indicative of the total sample due Lo the
low response ratc of 54%, and information regarding Lhe
competencies of those tcachers who failed Lo return
questionnaires might have affected the results. Therclore
all results must be judged in rclation to that fact.

In certain arcas where similar questions resulled in
quite different rcsponses one can only conclude Lhat
teachers are inconsistent in their understanding of Lhese
arcas. Therc were a few competency arcas, such as
evaluation, whure knowledge was subslantially higher,

but, in gencral, the pe Lo

atage of corec

respon
specific questions conccrning cach compelLency arca was

quite low.



CHAPTER FIVE
COL"LUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Zhnmmay,

kesource-based tecaching and learning has been hailed
a5 the means by which educators can most ef fectively
cquip today’s students with the capabilities to become
aclive, thinking, and contributing citizens. In this era
of knowlcdge cxplosion it is scen as the approach which
will permit students to "learn how to learn™ - how to
access Lhe informution that is bombarding them and how to
select, evaluate and use that information.

he rusource-based approach to teaching and learning
is in a sense what the standards have been advocating

since the Certain Report of 1918. They have all expressed

the bulief that the school library should be an integral

part ol Lhe instructional program of the school.

Planning educational programs that actively involve

students in the meaningful use of a wide varicty of

rescurces requires that all those involved in the

cducation ot our youth, uspecially the teacher and

Leacher=librarian, cooperate to provide such experiences.

In Conada those struggling to implement resource-based

teaching and Jearning refer to such cooperation and
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partnership between the teacher and tcacher-1librarian as
cooperative program planning and teaching.

Cooperative program planning and teaching is a
strategy or approach to resourcc-based teaching and
learring which requires teachers and tcacher-librariang
to work together as partners in designing units that will
integrate the teachir, of learning strategics and skills

into the instruction. It is not a substitute Lor all that

has gone before - the textbook will still exisl = bul it
will be only one of many resources available.

If indeed the tecacher and tcacher-librarian ave to
forge such ¢ partnership and cffectively immlement
resource-based teaching and learning L ing a coopurative
planning approach each of these people will have Le be
aware of and committed “o the change in their vole Lhal
such a partnership will cntall.

To implement resource-based teaching and lcarning

classroom teachers will do more than deliver instruction;

ruction. As Dick and

they will also be designers of in

Carcy (1978) state: “[IL will] become wore dmportanl for

teachers to have technical skills that will enuble them

to decign and implement instruction in the classroom ...
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knowlcdge of insiructional development techniques will

tly cnhance each tcacher’s ability [to do this]"

This study was designed to discover if, in fact,
tcachers in our primary and elementary schools have the
instrucltional development competencies, based on the
underlying algorithm of instructional development, which
this rescarcher deems nocessary bo participate as
parlncrs in cooperative program planning and teaching. In

scover Lhe level of instructional development

Grder to di
kuowledge Leachers possess, a ficeld study of primary and
elementary teachers witnin the Roman Catholic School
Board tor St. John’s was carried out.-This field study
used o written survey instrument which questioned
teachors on theiv knowledge of the instructional

algorithm as delineated by the thirteen

development
nstructional development competency areas summarized

tiom he 1982 AKC Force Report on Tnstructional

Development

beten

fesults of Lhe study were analyzed by taking each of
the thirteen competency arcas and tabulating the

aiven to questions in each area. The major

findings ot this study on the instructional development
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teachers in the Roman Catholic School Board for St.
John’s may be summarized as follows.

Demographic data compiled shows that while all
teachers have considerable preparatory training it is of
a general nature consisting of undergraduate degreces
which include no requirements for course work in the areca
of school library service or instructional development.
Of all respondents, only 11% hav: completed the graduate
instructional development course which cxposes students,
in some depth, to the instructional development process.

The demographic data also shows that the majorily of
teachers have considerable experience - 86% having in
excess of ten years classroom Lcachin.g. As only 18% have
completed a Masters degree it may be concluded that the
vast majority of those tcachers surveyed have not been

exposed to university courses in the lac

ten ycars - the
period in which resource-based tcaching and learning and
cooperative program planning and tcaching have been al
the forefront of new idecas. In fact when asked Lo state
the source of their knowiedge concerning instructional
development, over two-thirds stated that it came [rom
their experience in the classroom rather than university

courses.



kesults of responses to a series of statements
reflecting either a functionzl or conceptual view of

instructional development show that while teachers

d Loth levels of instructional development and

it can be practiced at both levels, given

as classroom teachers, they prefer a
functional, step-hy-step, systematic approach to

inst ruc

ional development .

o similar questions regarding nceds assessment
yivlded quite different responses. Over 80% ccrrectly
delined noeds assessment as a way to identify
instructional problems, but when asked if it were
problun-oriented or soluticn-oriented only 43% said

problem-oricnted. This inconsistency leads the

investigator to conclude that tcachers are really

uncerlain as to what nceds asscssment is all about.

Approximately once-half of those who responded can

G ol their

adedquately carry oul a learner analysi
students, and only one-third can adequately do an

enviconmental analysis.

Knowledge regarding the development of behavioral
obfectives was found to be minimal among those who

responded. Only 12% could give the three main parts of an

oidicetive and only 17% could list the three domains of



G objectives as given in Bloom’s ‘Taxcnomy of
Educatioral Objectives. As the writing of behavioral
objectives is considered by many to be the found:tion of
the instructional development process, it is concluded
that the foundation is very weak among those surveyed.

While

owledge regarding the actual developuent of

their cwn bchavioral

is minimal, Uhe majority

of those surveyed recognized the importance ol ol tives

in the various competency arcas of determining

activiti

¢s, determining teaching strategics, determining

resources, evaluation and designing instruclional unils.
It can probably be inferred that their reference Lo
objectives in thesc arcas would probubly bLe to those

stated in teacher resourcce books for the various subjuect

areas. How important in

these ar may, wilh the proper in-
service the writing of behavioral ob
conceivably start to develoup thelr own.

estions in the are ol determining and

over one-half of

the nec ing

Lty of curr

to determ

o

out a task

Lve-

leage and

thirds believed behaviour of studentn
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the starting point from which to design

ion, it can be concluded that these teachers see

nced for focusing instruction to the needs of the

vidual ralher than Lhe en

Gne questi

in this compctency arca asked

to slute the value of the information skills -

fent

rosp

conlinum Lo doing a concept and task analysis. Only 57%
responded to Lhis question which lcads one to believe
Lhal many of the primary and clementary tcachers in this
board are unaware of such a continuum. Of those who did
roply a1l gave favourable answers.

in determining the appropriateness of resources two-

Uhirds felt that in addition to objectives it would be

valuable to preview the resources before their use.

Further questioning asked respondents to check the
atLributes ol instructional media which should be
considerad in such previews. While two-thirds see
previewing as important, only 16% knew which attributes
to consider in such previews.

tn the area of cvaluation it scems teachers have a

tairly adequate knowledge. It is interesting that only 7%

ol all r

pondents equated evaluation with testing of

content to determine how learners perform, and only 11%

1id they would use the feedback they receive from
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evaluation to compare the performance of learners. In all
questions given in this competency arca, the majorily
felt evaluation should be “sed as a mcans to improve the

overall imstruction

Although it is stated that teachers should

participate in the giving of in-service workshop:

teacher response in this competency arca was nobt
favourable. Only 28% felt the most imporLant
consideration in degiguing in-scrvice wos the adult
learner compared Lo an cqual number who saw contunt and
resources as equally important. Only 10% could give the

three essential components of in-service. These results

are not surprising when onc considers that teachers are
rarely required to perform this task.

In the creation of instructional units, teuchers
were split on their knowlcdge of planning guides Lo
assist them in the development of such units. As with the
information skills continuum, mary tceachcrs who arc not
yet involved in cooperative program planning and Lcaching

at the school level would not be tamiliar with Lhes




The results of the present study indicate that a

repancy exists between the contemporary philosophies

ounded in Lhe literature and the rcality of the

tuation as it

ts locally. While the resulks are not

indicative ol the totul sample due to the low response
ratue, they do demonstrate thal: the majority of those who

did ruply lack knowledge of the in

ructional development
algorithm which this rescarcher believes to be necessary
in order to implement the resource-based approach.

e et Lorts of the St. John’s Roman Catholic School

Board personnel in their attempts to implement

cowperat ive program planning and tecaching arc exemplary.

Thuy w have full time teacher-librarians in

Appro:

mately 90% of the schools within the district, and

they place great emphasis on the instructional role of

Lhese specialists. Due to the size of this board they

hawve e

ded to inlroduce cooperative program planning
aid teaching over the long term in a step-by-step

tashion, and abt present approzimately one-half of all

schools are involved. As schools are introduced to this

approach, cach school forms a committee consisting of the

teaches-librarian, one of the udministrative team, and

sentatives from cach of the grade levels. This



committee is given extensive in-s

vice in the

cooperative program planning and tceaching approach in the
form of a three day in-s~svice with an expert consultant,

and follow-up wor

hops by the library consultant al the
board office. While such efforts have certainly
contributed to the degreec of explicit knowledye o
instructional development exhibited by some of the

teachers who responded to this study, there i

need for more in=-depth in-scrvice wilth Leachers in scuch
arcas as instructional development.
It was encouraging to discover that the majority ol

teachers realized the importance of using objuctives in

the variocus compectency areas ol determining activitie:s,

determining resources, determining teaching strategivs
and in evaluation, although it is likcly Lhat they would

use cbjectives as slated in Leachor guid since fow

teachers feel they can develop their own, and only 11%

could list the Lhree main parls of anobjeclive,

The responscs given in the competency a

evaluation arc indeced cncouraqing and indicate Lol

teachers have a fairly adcquate knowledye in th
The responses show a concern with cvalustion as o weans
by which instruction cun be improved rathec Lhan as oo

means to compare individual performance or determine how
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form on tests. The results in this area

well students p
may be due in part te the trend in primary and elementary
schools to move away from formal evaluation, u¢sing

to a

writton Lests Lo deltermine altainment of content,

nuous form of evaluation for each individual

woxe: conl.i
student based on observations.

The Fact that only onc-half of respondents replied
Lo quustions concerning the use of the information skills
cont inuum and the value of a planning guide in developing
instructional units may be attributed to unfamiliarity

items, it the respondents are in schools

wilh thooss

within the district where cooperative program planning

and teuching has not yet becen impleinented. Of those who
did ruply to these questions both were seen as being

bene!icial .

Since teachers at the local level appear generally

Lo b lacking in their knowledge of the various

ency arcas it is crucial

instructional development compe
Lhat. teachers be cducatud regarding the potential of the

inst ruct ionael development process in designing wore

eitective inst vuction.

tners with the

In asking teachers to work as pa
teacher-iibrarian and usc the instructional development

etfective instruction for students

procuss
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which will assist them in learning how to lcarn, we are
asking them to change from sccure old habits and Lry
something new. This indecd strikes terror in the minds of
many who have scen new idcas come and go over the years.
As Brown (1985) suggests:

To change basic beliefs is difficult.
Individuals who arc being asked to change
be given time to in Le new ddeas and given
personal support as they change old atlitude:s
.... Thosc introducing such ange should
provide empirical cvidence whenever g ble Lo
provide cvidence to teachers that change will
improve their teaching. (p. 211)

According to Sharpe (1987), "communicalion is
perhaps the main combatant against those who arce slow Lo

accept change" (p. 104) and thus it iy up to tcacher-

onnel and L

administrations, bourd po

involved in iibrary committees te cducate fellow teachers

with regard to their role in Lhe cooperalive program

planning and tea ng approach, to provide Lruining in

the instructional developrent proe , oand Lo preve Lhal

pproach cun and will work

The provincial Deparlment of Educabion also has u

AlLhough many

role to play in the change proce
progressive steps have been made in cndorsing this
approach through curricalum guides and Lexlbooks, this

province does not yet have a policy stalemenl which would
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provide guidance and stress the importance of the
teecher’s role in the cooperative program planning and
tcaching process.

The Roman Calholic School Board for St. John’s is

doing its part in the provision of teacher-librarians in

all schools and providing in-scrvice to those who are

puit ol library committces, however all teachers need in-

rvice in not only the value of the approach but in the

actual process of designing instructional units using the

instructional development process.

n attempting to fulfil the new role which will be
required of teachers in implementing a cocperative
program planning and tcaching approuc‘h it is imperative
that Lhuey be conversant with the knowledge and skills

encompa,

sed in instructional development. The importance

ol having such skills in order to be able to teach

students how to deal with today’s world and be prepared
tor the tuture is noted by Howson (1970) @

Although the future is inscrutable, no one any
longuer e it to be like the present -

1 ke the past. The importance of
n.q-.nl ing tacltual knowledge about ‘what is’
theretore tends to diminish with a growing

:f in the impermanence of the present.
‘l\:\uw:nq’ is less important than being equipped
Lo “tind cut for oneselt’. (Cited in Beswick,
1977, p. 8)
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Using the instructional development process in the

design of effective instruction can assist each student

to ‘find out for oneself’.

Recommendations

Based on this study the investigator recommends the

following:

1.

Further studies

on what teachers are actualiy

doing in the school, rather than knowledge of
instructional development as delineated in the
literature, may clarify tacit knowledge teachers
have regarding instructional deveclopment.

tudies which employ qualitative rescarch

methodologies, such as participant observalion
and document analysis, be implemented to
determine if classroom tcachers usc o heuristic
for instructional development in the design of
rescurce-based teaching unils.

Since the sample population of tcachcers werc
drawn from an urban school district

gencralizations drawn can only he applicd within

the limits of this particular study. Therclor:
further studies from a larger population are

required.
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4. In-service by school boards or teacher-librarians
in the actual instructional development process
should be given to classroom teachers.

nilar study carried out with secondary school

tecachers might be useful for comparison purposes.
€. ALl students in teacher education programs should
be required to complete a course in instructional

development .
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APPENDIX A - LETTERS



TCLEPHONE 7538530

Roman Cathalic School Board for St. Jobris 188

BELVEDERE
BONAVENTURE AVENUE
ST. JOHN'S, NEWFQUNDLAND
A1C324

April 5. 1089

Ms. Jean Tobin
3L, Kevin's Elementar
nlds

«

Dear Ms. Tobin,

Permission is granted Lo administer a questionnaire to teachers
in elementary schools (K -6). You may contact Lhe prinecipals
and distribnle copies of Lhe questionnaire

“eh is being conducted for the
s. LU is an area of great

I Office beeause we have
on instructional develop-

T understand ha Lhis
purpose of your Mastors
i to'me and the s
Vomaking efforts to put
ment in e inserviee prog

't at my office will assist you in the

As promised. the s
Lion of the questionnaire

mailing and cnl Lo

Best wishes For soccess in your work.
Yours tenly,
Geraldine Roe

Associate Superintendent
Corricalum/ Instenetion

GR/jp

coenPrincipals (K - 6)
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Dear Teacher:

1 am a graduate student In Learning Resources at Memorlal Unlversity
and am undertaking a study of instructlonal development knowledge and
competency among pr.imary and elementary teachers In the Roman Cathollc
School Board for St. John’s.

It would be greatly appreciated If you could take about flfteen
minutes sometime durlng the next week, relax with a cup of coffee, and
complete the enclosed questionnaire. Having a hlgh return rate Is very
important to my study, and will give a greater insight Into the situation
as It exists locally.

When completing the questionnalre please try to fill out all Items
so that the maximum amount of Information may be obtained. All
information will be kept In the strictest confidence. When completed
please return your questionnaire to the school principal.

I would llke to express my sincere appreclation for ycur antlcipated
cooperatlon in my study.

Yours sincerelv.

%ean Tobin
Graduate Student
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PLEASE POST
June 1, 1989

Dear Principal:

1 would llke to extend my appreclation for the cooperation recently
displayed by the teachers who completed questlonnalres regarding the
Instructional development knowledge and competencles of primary and
clementary school teachers. I realize that the guestionnalre was
difflcult to complete, yet a high rate of return Is Immensely Important
to my study. It will provide informatlon for both the university and the
school board as to the necessity for In-service In the area of
Instructional development as It has been proven that some knowledge of
thls process |s necessary to successfully carcy out cooperative program
plannling and teachlng.

Unfortunately, to date, only 25 % of the questlonnalres have been
returned. I would llke to respectfully request that the teachers who have
not done so please take some time to complete and return the
questlonnalres to me through the school board mall. Your response will
ensure that a rellabic measurement of the situation as It exists locally
will be obtained.

Agaln, please accept my warm appreclation for your cooperation.
Yours sincerely.

Han Tovin

Graduate Student

Dept. of Learning Resources
Memortfal University of Nfld.
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1. Indicate your oplnions of Instructlonal development ¢ID)
by clecling the approprlate scale ltem In the columns on

the right.
Scale: SA Strongly Agree D Disagree
Agree SD Strongly Disagree
1D Is a serles of boxes and arrows with SA A
a feedback loop indicating a logical
step-by-step approach to the development
of Instruction.
ID Is a process (n which there [s no one SA A
set of approprlate moves nor one best
solution.
1D Is a common sense planning device SA A
using a cooperative effort to identlfy
and deflne learning problems and develop
a plan of actlon.
ID Is a process for systematically SA A
desfaning, developing, Implementing, and
evaluating Instruction.
1D Is a heurlstic approach to the Sh A
development of Instruction.
1D is the development of instructlon from SA A

(a

the total systems perspective rather than

from the discrete components of that system.

Indicate the # of the deflnition you most
preferred

Indlcate the # of the definitlon you least
preferred

sB

SD

ki

sD

SD

sD
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ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY PLACING A CHECK MARK IN FRONT OF THE
APPROPRIATE ANSWER(S).

QUESTIONS 11, 13, 18, 22, 23, AND 28 REQUIRE YOU TO GIVE A SHORT WRITTEN
RESPONSE .

3. My knowledge of lnstructional development came from the following sources:
(You may check more than one)

school board In-services

conferences

formal courses at Memorlal University
professional literature
on the job

other (Please specify)

think of the curriculum as going through three different stages
are

-
| 5 HH
EX
EX

L. Currlculum Determination - (Deciding what subject matter to
include in the provinclal curriculum)
2. Currlculum Development - (Selecting and developing the speciflc
. subject matter areas)
3. Curriculum Implementation - (The school Interpreting the
curciculum by developling classroom
Instruction)

Of these three check where you think instructional development should go
on.

5. Needs assessment |s best described as:

— discrepancy analysls

a way to ldentify Instructional problems
a method for determining the costs versus the beneflts of
Instructlional programs.

6. Do you consider needs assessment to be either

problem orlented ¢ focus on ldentifylng an instructional
problem )

solution orlented ¢ focus on choosing a solutlon to a
problem
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Are you famlilar with learning theories which provide insight Into
how cnildren iearn?

Yes No (If No, go to number 9)

Which learning theories would you apply in dolng a learner analysis?

—__ Plaget’s developmental theory
Sklnner’s theory of reinforcement
Ausubel’s advance organizers
Bloom’s mastery learning theory
Bruner’s dlscovery learning

Below are a number of learner characteristics.
Place an X before those which you consider Important for learner analysis.

reading abllity attention span
religlon age
— pre-requisite knowledge sex
—__pre-requisite skills general abllity level
socio-cconomlc status special aptitudes
writing ability — general attitude
emotional maturity parent’s employment
physical Impalrments

1f someone asked you to develop behavioural objectives, would you be able
to do so?

Yes No (If No, go to number 12)

Can you list the three maln parts of a behavloural objective?

Are you famillar with objective hlerarchies such as those of Bloom and
Gagne?

Yes ——No (If No, go to number 14)
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13. Could you 1ist the three domalns of learning oblectlves as glven by
BenJamin Bioom?

There are varlous opinions about the use of behavioural objectives. Some
are very positive, while others are very negatlve.

Which of the following is the greatest concern with the whole behavioural
obJectives movement?

—_ Objectives are very difficult to write, so most people don’t do
them
objectives focus only on low level learning
objectives don’t serve any purpose

15. Which elements of the Instructional environment (setting) would be
important to Iinclude In doing an environmental analysis?

human resources materials

time . ost

nolse level non-human resources
expertise electrical outlets
furnlture 1lghting

equipment size & location of space

16. Which of the following phrases best describes task and concept analysis?

map of essentlal knowledge and skills needed by students
format for ensurlng that real probiems are ldentiflied
procedure for the selectlon of resources

“"17. Why Is entry level behaviour important In sequencing content?

It establishes the beginning steps In the Instructlional
sequence
it ensures that instructlon is geared to the same level of skills
and knowledge for all the students

it determines the adequacy of existing materials

l
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. What Is the beneflt of a learnlng skills continuum In dolng a concept

and task analysls?

When selecting learning activities, which of the following should you use
as a basls for selectlon?

textbook
learner’s past experlences

objectlves
what ls avalilable

. If you Integrate your learning actlvlties and the learning skills

contlnuum of the school, what Is the one most logical outcome?

relnforcement of skills
_ Integration across the curclculum
Integration of various types of resources

. Check the patterns you are familiar with for sequencing content.

easy to difflcult
frequency of use
familiar to unfamillar
—— temporal order (The order In which the events occur In the
instruction that precedes the actlvities)
prerequisite knowledge and skills

- Which one(s) of the above patterns do you use the most?

. Which tools are avallable to you to help In sequencing your learner

actlvities?




24.

25.

2

o

N
B

28.

What should you use as the basis for the selection of instructlonal
resources?

content teacher preference
learner’s past experiences objectlves

How do you determine the approprlateness of resources?

£1t with the objectlves preview resource
—— easy to use student preference

. Which attributes of the varlous media should be considered In the

selection of Instructional resources?

motion sensory mode
colour — random access
pacing

What things do you consider when selecting or determinlina teaching
strategies?
teacher preference — learner analysis
objectlves content

Can you list 5 possible teaching strategles you could employ in your
Instructlon?

Do you conslder any one teaching strategy to be supericr to others?

Yes No

If Yes, please speclfy
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30. Which of the following best describes your understanding of the term
evaluation?

the glving of tests based on content to determine how learners
perform

the collectlon and use of information to make decisions about
an Instructional program

a measure of Instructional outcomes

a measure of Instructional value and vorth

31. What 1s usually used as the basis for the evaluation of an fnstructlonal
program?

object lves —__ content
32. If there are nowrltten objectlves, could Instructlonal programs or
unlts be evaluated?

Yes No

33. Which of the followlfig definitions best describes your understanding of
the term criterlon referenced testing?

_ ameans by which a group’s or an Individual’s performance can be
compared with a previously tested group or other members of the
present group

____ aneans of determining how well the learner has achleved in

relation to speclflc objectives

34. In evaluating an Instructional program or unit which components should be
examined?

— the objectives the learning actlvities
the resources used the teaching strategies
—— content —— vwhat the students have learned

35. In designing instructional units when {s the best time to develop
the instructional tests?

before Instructlon beglns
during instructlon
—— after the Instruction |s complete




36.

37.

38.

3

o

40.

=3

41.

42.
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How would you make use of the feedback you recelve from evaluating your

Instructional program?

to revise the Instructlonal program

to develop new tests
to organlze the content differe

Do you know of any " plannlng guldes
instructional units?

Yes

What do you use as a basis for the cr

object ives
content
— actlvitles
— tormative evaluation

Are the development of instructlonal
development synonymous?

Yes

In deslaning and conducting In-service edu

to compare the performence of the learncrs

ntly

" whlck could be used when developing

No

eation of an instructlonal unit?

learner analysls

strategles
resources

units and the dolng of Instructional
Ho

catlon versus classroom

instruction, what should be ,our single most Important conslderatlon?

the adult leacner
—— the content

the length of the workshop
the resources

From an instructional deslign perspective could you check the & essentlal

components of In-service workshops?

demonstratlon
dlscusslon
lecturing

— practice
— view and Intecact with materlal

What would you conslider to ke lmportant communicatlon principles In
establishing a good working relationship with the teacher-ilbrarlan?

— empathy
flexibility
acceptance

good llstening skills
good organlzatlonal ldeas




43. VWhich of the following best describes your understanding of the
relatlonship between Instructlonal development and effective
commun fcatlon?

lesson planning consul tancy

44.Could you name three general princl; .es of consultancy?

__ expertise In a glven field

—_ decision making expertise

____ problem-solving and creative thinking expertise
___ Interpersonal communicatlon expertise

—_ management expert|se

45. Which of the following bes. describes your understanding of the
relationshlp between Instructlonal development and consulting?

—__ Anattempt to plan together effective Instruction for
deslgnated learners

____ Consulting with an expert who will assist you in determining

what has to be done

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS.

1. Grade presently teaching ¥ 1 2 3 4 5
2. Teachlng experience years
3. Teachling certlflcate
_ . Program of studles P E H
S. Degrees obtained
6. If M.Ed., what area
7. Learning resources diploma Yes No

8. Completed Ed. 6521 CInstructional
Development) Yes No
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