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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine
instructional development knowledge and competency among
teacher-librarians in the province of Newfoundland.
Resource-based approaches to curriculum are being
implemented throughout Canada, and, the Newfoundland
Department of Education recommends a resource-based
approach to teaching and learning, although a formal
model has yet to be adopted. Because this approach
requires that teacher-librarians and classroom teachers
work together as teaching partners in the curriculum
implementation process, using instructional development
in a cooperative program planning process, it was
desirable to establish the level of instructional
development knowledge and competency of teacher-
librarians.

The Association for Educational Communications and
Technology (AECT) published a task force report, in 1982,
on instructional development certification which provided
a list of core, performance-oriented instructional
development competencies for the instructional/training
development professional. These AECT core instructional

development competencies were incorporated with
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competencies outlined in various Canadian documents and
considered necessary to implement cooperative program
planning and teaching. A content analysis was performed
on three Canadian documents: (1) Partners in Action: The

Library Resource Centre in The School Curriculum, by the

Ontario Ministry of Education (1982); (2) The 4th R:

Resource-based Learning, by the Saskatchewan Teachers’

Federation (1987); and (3) Qualifications for School
Librarians, by the Canadian School Library Association
Report (1980). This process provided fifteen
instructional development competency areas to use in the
examination of instructional development knowledge and
competency on the part of teacher-librarians.

An initial instrument was piloted in the fall of
1988 with a group of sixty teacher-librarians attending
an annual conference. This instrument was developed to
gauge the level of familiarity with instructional
development terminology, and to provide information to
assist. in the development of the main instrument.

The main instrument was a highly structured
interview guide, permitting participants to respond with
open-ended answers. One hundred and twenty-one teacher-

librarians, working half-time or more, from twenty-six



school districts throughout Newfoundland and Labrador,
participated.

The study results indicate very few teacher-
librarians possessed comprehensive instructional

development knowledge and competency.
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CHAPTER ONE
NATURE OF THE STUDY
Introduction

Twentieth century society is characterized by vast
amounts of information increasingly available through
electronic and digital media. The British Columbia
Teacher-Librarians’ Association (1986) produced a
document, Fuel for Change, in which John Naisbett is
quoted:

Between 6,000 and 7,000 scientific articles are

written each day. Scientific and technical

information now increases 13%, which means it
doubles every 5.5 years. But the nhew rate will

soon jump to perhaps 40% every year because of

new, more powerful information systems and an

increasing population of scientists. This means

that data will double every twenty months

(p. 1).

Advances in technology are astounding. For example,
compact laser discs now contain entire data sets such as
the Encyclopedia Britannica, library catalogues, and the
Oxford English Dictionary. Microcomputers which are
capable of storing massive amounts of information are
found in North American homes, and software sales for
them are growing annually.

This "information explosion" has great influence on

all social structures, including education. Canadian

curriculum developers are concerned with how to provide



the necessary knowledge and skills to function
effectively in a changing, technological, and
information-rich world.

There is a general rccognition by educators that
traditional teacher-based education, where the teacher is
the prime source of knowledge, is no longer adequate to
meet modern students’ needs. Howson (1970) writes, "the
importance of imparting factual knowledge about ‘what is’
therefore tends to diminish with a growing belief in the
impermanence of the present. ‘Knowing’ is less important
than being equipped to ‘find out for oneself’ (p. 6).
Curriculum developers have recently placed emphasis on
resource-based learning, an innovative approach concerned
with learning how to learn, select, evaluate, and utilize
information.

In Canada, resource-based approaches to curriculum
development are widely accepted. Four provinces (Ontario,
Alberta, British Columbia and Saskatchewan) promote it in
their educational systems. The Ontario Ministry of

Education (1982) first used the term ‘resource-based

I

learning’ in a curriculum guideline, Partner on:

The Library Resource Centre in the School Curriculum. The

guideline stresses cooperation between the principal,

classroom teachers, and the teacher-librarian in the



creation of resource-based programs. It recognizes that
the teacher-librarian and classroom teacher must work
together as teaching partners in the development and
implementation of appropriate teaching and learning
activities. The three other provinces use the Ontario
model as the basis for their educational goals and
objectives,

The Newfoundland Department of Education recommends
a resource-based approach, but has not yet adopted a
formal model. Provincial curricula stress the approach in
curriculum guides, course descriptions, and authorized
texts from kindergarten to senior high school. It is
recognized that the textbook is an important resource but
not the only resource.

Resource-based programs require a wide variety of
learning resources and a teacher-librarian who is both a
learning resource specialist and a qualified teacher. The
Leacher-librarian works with the classroom teacher in the

curriculum implementation process.

Background to the Problem
The resource-based approach to learning which is

advocated by Branscombe and Newsom (1977) in Resource

ices for Cana

n _Schools, the four provincial



models, and the Newfoundland Department of Education,
involves more than simply providing resources. Systematic
planning, development, and utilization of those resources
is required. Teachers need to be able to establish
objectives, analyze strategies, initiate and develop
appropriate learning activities, select and effectively
use learning resources, and develop appropriate
evaluation procedures for the student and the
instructional program. Branscombe and Newsom (1977)
suggest "To expect a classroom teacher to implement an
individualized curriculum on his own is to expect the
impossible. Every teacher requires the help of a teaching
associate, namely a learning resource teacher" (p. 11).
To implement a resource-based program the school
library function is moved from its traditional place at
the periphery of the school system to the centre, where
it functions as an integral part of the school curricula.
The teacher-librarian is responsible for the selection,
organization, administration, and appropriate use of
learning resources as required by the classroom teacher.
The primary function of the teacher-librarian is to help
the school achieve its educational objectives by working

in partnership with classroom teachers.
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To plan resource-based units cooperatively with the
classroom teacher, the teacher-librarian must possess
skills in instructional development. Teacher-librarian
responsibilities include curriculum development,
implementation, and evaluation; designing in-service
education; analyzing effective learning resources;
consulting in the planning of effective learning

activities; and managing a learning resource centre.

Statement of the Problem

Since teacher-librarians are expected to work with
classroom teachers in designing instructional units and
modules, it is necessary that they have competencies in
instructional development. Yet traditional training
programs for teacher-librarians are offered by Schools of
Library Science, with the focus of these programs being
librarianship - the study of information acquisition,
storage, and retrieval.

In the province of Newfoundland for the past decade
there has been a graduate program for teacher—librarians
offered through the Faculty of Education at Memorial
University of Newfoundland. One basic course in
instructional development is required on the program.

With the change in the role of the teacher-librarian, a



change required by the resource-based approach, it is
important to establish the level of instructional
development competency of teacher-librarians. It was this
concern which guided this study. The pu.pose of this
study was to establish the level of instructional
development knowledge and competency of teacher-
librarians in the province of Newfoundland. Since only
those teacher-librarians employed a minimum of half-time
in the school library could be expected to implement a
resource-based approach, it was this group of 128 who

were the focus of this study.

Definition of Terms
The following terms and definitions apply for the
purpose of this study.

Instructional Development. (used interchangeably with
instructional design and instructional technology). A
systematic approach to the design, production,
evaluation, and utilization of complete systems of
instruction, including all appropriate components and a
management system for using them.

Teacher—Librarian. (Used interchangeably with
librarian, library media specialist, media specialist and

learning resource tacher). A qualified professional



teacher who is responsible for the organization,
administration, planning and implementation of a school
library program.

Resource-based Teaching and Learning. Planned

educational programs that involve the student in the
meaningful use of a wide range of print and non-print
resources.

Educational Technology. A complex, integrated process
involving people, procedures, ideas, services and
organization for analyzing problems, and devising,
implementing, evaluating and managing solutions to those
problems in all aspects of human learning.

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.

Learning Theory. A systematic, integrated outlook with
regard to the nature of the process whereby people relate
to their environments in such a way as to enhance their
ability to use both themselves and their environments
more effectively.

Theories of Instruction. Statements about what

instructors should do in order to teach, or more
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precisely, in order to meet a given educational objective
with maximum efficiency.

Cooperative Program Planning and Teaching. The process
in which the teacher-librarian and the teacher work as
partners in the instructional development process to

cooperatively design and teach units of study.

Limitations of the Study

In the design and implementation of this study the
following limitations were recognized.

1. There is an ideal established for the role and
function of the teacher-librarian based in the national
standards and the four provincial models. In Newfoundland
there is no established model; however, it is assumed the
national standards and provincial models apply to
Newfoundland teacher-librarians.

2, This study explored teacher-librarians’
instructional development knowledge and competency only.
According to provincial models and national standards,
teacher-librarians and classroom teachers should work as
partners in the instructional process. This study does
not explore the instructional development knowledge and

competency of classroom teachers.



3. In the absence of existing instruments, those
developed were tested for the first time in the
implementation of this study.

4. The instrument attempts tc measure teacher-—
librarians’ instructional development knowledge through a
series of questions on core competencies of instructional
development . Knowledge of instructional development as
measured by the instrument is equated with knowledge of
the algorithm which underlies all instructional
development models. This study does not explore teacher—
librarians’ tacit knowledge of instructional development.

5. While pilot testing of an initial instrument was
undertaken to identify technical terminology which might
be problematic, and to clarify language for respondents,
the rescarcher felt that teacher-librarians as highly
trained professional educators would be familiar with
terminology common to the pr_ofessional literature of
cducation. Use of such terminology may have impacted upon

respondents’ ability to answer specific questions.
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Summary

This study provides the results of rescarch findings
collected in the spring of 1989 regarding instructional
development knowledge and competency among teacher—
librarians in the province of Newfoundland.

Chapter Two is an histcric overview of instructional
development as a field of study. In addition to
instructional development models and approaches, it
provides an historic overview of school libraries and the
role of the teacher-librarian, an overview of American
and Canadian school library standards, provincial mocdels,
and an examination of Newfoundland curriculum guides
which cite examples to demonstrate the resource-based
approach to teaching recommended in this province. The
literature cited provides ample evidence to demonstrate
that successful implementation of this approach requires
that teacher-librarians be knowledgeable about
instructional devclopment.

Chapter Three describes the methodology of the study
and the data gathering instruments which were developed.

Chapter Four provides the analysis of the data in
summary form.

Chapter Five presents a summary of the study, with

conclusions and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Historical Development of Instructional Development
Introduction

According to Diamond (1980) the term ‘instructional

clopment’, an application of the field of educational

technology, first appears in a 1961-1965 Michigan State

University project report entitled Instructional Systems

Development: A Demonstration and Evaluation Project.

Directed by Dr. John Barson, the project produced one of
the carliest instructional development models, but it was
not until 1971, at the Association for Educational
Communications and Technology annual convention, that
instructional development was identified as a separate,
professional endeavour (p. 51).

Modorn instructional development does not represent
a completely new or innovative concept, rather it is an
"evolutionary step as people seek to improve their
cducational enterprise by making it more effective,
efficient, and humane" (Knirk and Gustafson, 1986, p. 3).
Tnstructional development has many historic influences
which, while developed independently from each other,
have merged to shape the field of instructional

technology.
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Diamond (1980) states instructional development
"draws on the applied research in organizational
management, system design, change strategies, nceds
assessment, learning theory, cducational testing, and
media design and application" (p. 51). Sacttler (1968) in
delineating instructional technology, traces its
beginnings to the Athenian Sophists as "they werc
probably the first professional teachers, who, by their
systematic analysis of subject matter and organization of
teaching materials, laid the groundwork for a technology
of instruction™ (p. 23). He further states "it would be
futile to designate any particular event or date to mark
the beginning of a science or a technology of
instruction" (p. 47). Since the 1950s, the field of
instructional technology has been delineated through the
synthesis of three separate developments:
1. [the notion of] designing instruction
directly for the student instecad of
designing audio-visual materials for
teachers to use in their presentations.
2. Benchmark developments in learning
theories as identified by B. F. Skinner
... and others.
3. T-e influence of World War II and the
later advancing hardware technology,
which required quick task analysis
procedures, effective training, and new
communications technologies; often

labelled the "systems approach". (Knirk &
Gustafson, 1986, p. 1)
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The synthesis of these three developments, namely,
communication theory, theories of learning and
instruction, and systems theory, is examined in tracing

the history of instructional development.

ng_Theori

Instructional development has been influenced by

arn,

developments in the behavioural sciences. Saettler (1968)
states "a true science of behaviour, and especially
learning theory, began to emerge from which applications
to a technology of instruction might be anticipated"

(p. 18).

Bigge (1982), describing learning theory as "a
distinct area within theoretical psychology" defines it
as "a systematic integrated outlook in regard to the
nature of the process whereby people relate to their
environment in such a way as to enhance their ability to
use both themselves and their environments more
cffectively" (p. 3). Lefrancois (1982) defines learning
theory as "a subdivision of general psychological theory
as it deals with the question of how behavior changes"

(p. 11

. Since the seventeenth century several different

learning theories have developed; their aim being to
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understand the learning process, to develop techniques to
transmit information and to control learner bchaviour.

Early Theorists. Three mental discipline theories,
developed prior to the twentieth century, arc still
influential in today’s schools: Theistic and Humanistic,
Natural Unfoldment, and Apperccption. The primary elcment
of the first is that "learning consists of student’s
minds being disciplined or trained" (Bigge, 1982, p. B).
Natural Unfoldment is the extreme opposite as it is "a
procedure within which a child unfolds what either Naturc
or a Creator has enfolded within him" (Bigge, 1982,

P. 9). Apperception theory is idea-centerecd lcarning, "a
process of new ideas associating themselves with old
ones" (Bigge, 1982, p. 35).

According to Bigge (1982), these have a common
characteristic, "All were developed as nonexperimental
psychologies of learning" (p. 23); that is, they cannot
be evaluated scientifically. Early twentieth century
psychologists and educators became fascinated with the
potential of the scientific process in cducation, while
mental disciplinarians insisted "scicnce could not be
applied in such a human enterprise as education" (Bigge,

1982, p. 31).
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Twentieth Century Learning Theories. Modern learning

theories are classified in two broad categories:

(1) Stimulus response conditioning theories of the
behaviourist families and (2) cognitive theories of the
Gestalt-field family.

Behaviourists, also called stimulus-response (S-R!
theorists, consider learning "a change in observable
behavior, which occurs through stimuli and responses
becoming related to mechanistic principles" (Bigge, 1982,
p. 9). Lefrancois (1982) states, "Behaviorism ... can
explain learning and behavior only in terms of rules that
govern the relationship between observed physical events"
(p. 11).

Gestalt-field theorists view learning as "a process
of gaining or changing insights, outlooks, expectations
or thought patterns" (Bigge, 1982, p. 9). According to
Lefrancois (1982), cognitivism refers to "the work of
psychologists who have abandoned much of the earlier
concern with external, observable behavioral components.
‘They have ... become increasingly preoccupied with the
organization of knowledge, information processing, and
decision-making behaviour" (p. 11).

Both families are essentially protests against

inadequacies and inconsistencies of earlier psychological
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systems "developed as nonexperimental psychologies of
learning ... [whose] basic orientation is philosophical
or speculative" (Bigge, 1982, p. 23). Behaviouristic and
the Gestalt-field approaches are "scientific approaches
to the study of human beings and assume people’s basic
moral proclivity to be neutral" (Bigge, 1982, p. 49).

Behaviouristic Theories. Edward Thorndike, an American

educational psychologist whose behaviouristic psychology
was called connectionism, "fashioned the first scientific
learning theory and established empirical investigation
as a basis for scientific instruction" (Saettler, 1968,
p. 48). He developed a Stimulus-Response (S-R Bond
theory as an explanation of learning according to the
laws of readiness, exercise, and effect. His studies
showed the significance of individual differences and in
his attempts to measure these differences, he made "an
important contribution to the field of educational
measurement" (Good & Teller, 1973, p. 404). Bigge (1982)
notes Thorndike’s theory of learning implies that
"through conditioning, specific responses come to be
linked with specific stimuli" (p. 53). Thorndike’s
contributions are "the historic starting point for study
or analysis of modern instructional technology"

(Saettler, 1968, p. 53).
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John B. Watson, another behaviourist, is recognized
as "the founder of the behavioristic movement in
psychology, not only because he coined the term ..., but
also because he developed its basic concepts in his own
theorizing" (Lefrancois, 1982, p. 30).

Watson, more so than Thorndike, "felt psychology was
based on the concepts of physics and chemistry" and his
work followed that of Pavlov, namely, learning is "a
process of building conditioned reflexes through the
substitution of one stimulus for another" (Bigge, 1982,
p. 54).

Thorndike and Watson influenced the neobehaviourists
whose concerns with Stimulus-Response are similar, but
who move towards the cognitive approach as they "attempt
to deal with cvents that intervene between stimuli and
responses"” (Lefrancois, 1982, p. 27). Essentially
ncobechaviourists assume life can be explained in
mechanistic terms. They differ from the original
behaviourists in four ways:

1. less cemphasis is placed upon the

operation of the brain and nervous
system;

2. in their experimentation, they focus

attention more upon response modification
than upon stimulus substitution;
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3. they attempt to explain behavior that is
purposive ... and they have tended to
develop mechanical explanations for
apparent purposiveness;

4. their approach is more holistic. (Bigge,
1982, pp. 56-57)

Neobehaviourist theories have had the greatest

influence on modern instructional strategies.
Neobehaviourism. Skinner, Gagné, and Bandura are

neobehaviourists whose work has had considerable

influence on the field of instructional development.

The work of B. F. Skinner is conridered a modern
extension of stimulus-response psychologies of Thorndike
and Watson. Skinner developed a psychological theory of
operant conditioning behaviour (Saettler, 1968, p. 71)
Bigge (1982) defines operant conditioning as "the
learning process whereby a response is made more probable
or more frequent: an operant is strengthened -
reinforced" (p. 110).

Skinner’s work focused on techniques and methods to
increase learning by applying stimulus-response
psychology principles to human instruction. Saettler
(1968) says Skinner "guided the mainstream of
developments in programmed instruction during the late
fifties and early sizties" (p. 73). Skinner’s concept of

programmed instruction states that, for the learner to
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bhecome competent in any discipline, "[the content] must
be divided into a very large number of small steps and
reinforcement must be contingent upon the accomplishment
of each step" (Saecttler, 1968, p. 73). He also believed
lecarners should be permitted to proceed at their own
pace.

Lumsdaine (1964) states an important influence of
Skinner’s work has been "to foster a shift away from
czperimental studies ... towards a greater emphasis on
the management of efficient learning conditions designed
to bring about desired forms of behaviour" (p. 400).

According to Kemp (1985), Skinner’s theoretical
views of learning and their application in programmed
instruction "have been most influential for the emergence
of the instructional design process" (p. 4).

Robert Gagné’s theory is an eclectic mix of
behaviourism and gestalt theories. Romiszowski (1981)
states Gagné "has taken ideas from the behaviourist camp,
the gestalt camp, the humanist camp and, more recently,
from the cybernetics camp and combined these ideas into
one t' zoretical approach to the design of instruction"
(p. 37). Gagné’s concept of learning is based on
‘learning hierarchies’ each of which considers what is to

be learned and the required prerequisites. Bigge (1982)
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points out the purpose of psychology for Gagné is "to
observe conditions under which learning occurs and to
describe them in objective terms" (p. 139). Gagné is
noted for eight conditions of lcarning which describe
"distinguishable classes of performance change or
learning and the corresponding sets of conditions for
learning that are associated with each of them" (Bigge,
1982, p. 142).

He developed a behaviouristic approach to the
psychology of learning which is used "to underpin the
mechanistic instructional technology that is associated
with behavior modification and performance - or
competency-based evaluation" (Bigge, 1982, p. 139).

Albert Bandura is a neobehaviourist whose social
learning theories "consist of a blending of
behaviouristic reinforcement theory and purposive
cognitive psychology aimed at a balanced synthesis of
cognitive psychology with the principles of behavior
modification" (Bigge, 1982, p. 155). Bandura depicts
learning as centered in the reinforcement process.
Learning is "the process of internal representations of
behavior being construed through informative fecdback
resulting from one’s direct behavior, ore’s observation

of examples of behavior in other people, and the
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consequences of both" (Bigge, 1982, p. 161).

Cognitive Field Theory. The second family of
contemporary learning theories belong to Gestalt-field
psychology. Developed in Germany in the early twentieth
century by philosopher-psychologist Max Wertheimer, the
main idea of Gestalt theory lies in the concept that "an
organized whole is greater than the sum of its parts"
(Bigge, 1982, p. 58).

Cognitive field theory also draws heavily on the
field psychology of Kurt Lewin (1890-1947) who focused
his study on human motivation. Eigge (1982) states "has
field theory was developed not as a theory of learning
but more as a theory of motivation and perception"

(p. 170) . Saettler (1968) notes that Lewin’s field theory
of learning can be used as the starting point for "the
technical analysis of instructional communications”, and
that his concepts and experimental techniques "have had
an important influence on modern instructional
technology" (p. 70).

Other cognitive psychologists whose learning
theories influenced education and instructional
development are Jerome Bruner and David Ausubel.

Bruner’s principal concern is understanding "how

people actively select, structure, retain, and transform
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information and how they go beyond discrete information
to achieve generalized insights or understandings"
(Bigge, 1982, p. 301).

Learning, for Bruner, is the connecting of like
things and linking them into structures that give them
significance. Bruner sces learning involving "thrce
simultaneous processes, (1) acquisition of new
information, (2) transformation of knowledge, and (3)
check of the pertinence and adequacy of knowledge" (cited
in Bigge, 1982, p. 232).

Bruner has been closely identified with learning by
discovery. His approach to discovery learning is
characterized by three stages:

The first level is the enactive level, vhere

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 objectives. (Romiszowski, 1981,

p. 173)

Ausubel’s theory is a cognitive attempt to explain
meaningful verbal learning. He uses the concept of
cognitive structures which "consist of more or less
organized and stable concepts (or ideas) in a learner’s

consciousness.... the nature of the organization is

assumed to be hierarchal" (Lefrancois, 1982, p. 104).
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Romiszowski (1981) states "Ausubel has been a
powerful influence on instructional thinking" (p. 173).
Musubel’s sees that "instruction should proceed from the
most general and inclusive towards details of specific
instances" (Lefrancois, 1982, p. 105).

One instructional technique Ausubel describes is the
use of advance organizers. Lefrancois (1982) states
"these are concepts or ideas that are given to the
learner prior to the material actually to be learned....
their intended function is always to enhance the
learncr’s abilities to organize new material, and
consequently to learn and to remember it" (p. 109).

According to Lefrancois (1982), Bruner advocates
that "learners should organize material for themselves",
but Ausubcl advocates "the material can be organized more
profitably by the teacher and presented to the student in

relatively final form" (p. 97).

Theories of Instruction

The learning theories discussed in the previous
section are descriptions of how learning takes place.
They have influence.! the field of instructional design,
but a major criticism of learning theories centres around

their descriptive nature. Those concerned with the
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development of instruction need prescriptive theories
(Hartley, 1978, p. 41). Dissatisfaction with the
descriptive nature of learning theory led, in the 19G0s,
to the development of theories of instruction.

Annett (1964), states "theories of instruction are
statements about what instructors should do in order to
teach, or more precisely in order to obtain a given
educational objective with maximum efficiency".

Gagné and Bruner are two leading theorists whose
cfforts to develop thecories of instruction, based on
their learning theories, have guided instructional
development theory.

Gagné is considered most influential because his
theory makes "broad assumptions about learning and
teaching which are testable in practical situations"
(Hartley, 1978, p. 42). His contributions have tied
together three ideas: "(i) that subject matter has a
hierarchical structure, (ii) there are three different
kinds of learning (hierarchically arranged), and (iii)
that there are different kinds of teaching methods which
can be linked up appropriately with different kinds of
learning" (Hartley, 1978, p. 42). Gagné views instruction
as:

a matter of a teacher making sure that ecach

student has the prerequisite capabilities for
the learning task before him, stimulating the
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use of the capabilities that the learner has at
his disposal, and arranging the proper
conditions of learning that are external to the
learner. (Bigge, 1982, p. 143)

Bruner states that a theory of instruction should
take into account " (1) the nature of persons as knowers,
(2) the nature of knowledge, and (3) the nature of the
knowledge-getting process" (Bigge, 1982, p. 240).

llo sces educators as providing "students wi:h
opportunities to learn skills in problem solving by
giving them a chance to develop these skills on problems
that, Ffor them, have an inherent passion ..." and that
"education should concentrate more on the unknown and the
speculative, using what is known as a basis for
extrapolation" (Bigge, 1982, p. 240).

Bruner’s theory of instruction involves five major
aspects:

1. the optimal experience to predispose

learncrs to learn;

2, a structuring of knowledge for optimal

comprchension;

3. specification of optimal sequences of

presentation of materials to be learned;

4. the role of success and failure and the

nature of reward and punishment;
5. procedures for stimulating thought in a
school setting. (Bigge, 1982, p. 241)

Learning theories are concerned with how people

learn and how changes in behaviour result from an

cxperience, while thn~ories of instruction are concerned
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with the application of what is known about human

learning to the instructional process.

Instructional Technology

The audiovisual movement is a twentieth century
development, although it has precursors in the 16005 with
the ideas of Comenius and in the 1800s with those of
Pestalozzi. They proposed using materials other than
written instruction. Comenius proposed that, since we
learn through our senses, "real objects and illustrations
should be used to supplement oral and written
instruction" (Reiser, 1987, p. 13). Pestalozzi
recommended ‘object teaching’ where the learner makes
direct contact with objects, since "words have meaning in
relation to concrete objects, and thercfore learning
should proceed from the concrete to the abstract"
(Reiser, 1987, p. 13).

Early in the twentieth century the audiovisual
movement was called "visual instruction" or "visual
education". Between 1914 and 1923 considerable growth in
visual instruction resulted from technological advances
in photographic film, radio, moving pictures, and sound

recording. These "served to expand the focus of the
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movement from visual to audiovisual instruction" (Reiser,
1987, p. 14).

Audiovisuval materials were widely used in military
and industrial training programs during World War II. It
was here the first successful application of audiovisual
instruction for large groups occurred and as Reiser
(1987) notes: "audiovisual devices were seen to be

sful in solving the problems of training

Suce
effectively and efficiently large numbers of individuals
with civerse backgrounds" (p. 15).

The military effort brought audiovisual technology,
equipment, programs, and ideas into the mainstream of
instructional technology. But for a number of years there
remained "a scparation between the audiovisual movement
and the theoretical disciplines of instructional
technology" (Saettler, 1968, p. 194). The development of
military instruction films during World War II occurred
without reference to psychologically-based instructional
theory. Lumsdaine (1964) states "such theorization seems
to have been introduced more as a ‘post hoc’
rationalization for audiovisual instruction than as a
direct contribution to the design of instructional

materials or hardware" (p. 378).
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After the war, research programs were conducted to
determine how audiovisual materials could affect
learning. These were "the first concentrated efforts to
identify principles of learning that could be uscd in the
design of audiovisual devices" (Reiser, 1987, p. 15)

Audiovisual instructional techniques uscd primarily
for group or mass presentation, with emphasis placed on
technology and its operation rather than the
instructional content, continued in this manner until the
1960s. In 1961 James Finn and others formed a commission
to define the audiovisual instruction field and the
terminology associated with it. The commission indicated
people in audiovisual instruction should be primarily
concerned with "the design and use of messages which
control the learning process rather than with the
audiovisual devices that traditionally had becen the focus
of the field" (Reiser, 1987, p. 19).

The concept of audiovisual materials uscd solely as
aids to supplement instruction was being supplanted by
the idea that materials could be used as a means of

"providing the necessary know-how for designing new, or

renewing current, worthwhile learning ezpericnces
(Davies, 1978, p. 13). This was the beginning of a shift
towards a n'w view of instructional technology, the

systems approach.



Instructional Development

The systems approach, as it applies to teaching and
learning, draws on concepts from general systems theory,
information scicnce, learning theories, and communication
theory, as well as other fields. It originated in
training programs developed by the military. Romiszowski
(1981) states "The systems approach was born in the field
of systems engineering and was first applied rigorously
to the design of electronic, mechanical, military, and
space systems" (p. 18).

Systems engineering, according to Saettler (1968),
is "the invention, design, and integration of an entire
assembly of equipment geared to the accomplishment of a
broad objective (p. 269).

In education, the systems approach is an empirical
approach to the design and improvement of instruction. As
Sacttler (1968) notes, a systems approach to instruction
implies "a scientific study of the kind of instruction
required by each learner, the time when it is needed and
the appropriate design, organization and operatior of a
system which can achieve behavioural goals®” (p. 271).

Banathy (1968) describes the systems approach for
designing instruction as:

a seclf-correcting, logical process for the

planning, development and implementation of
instruction. It provides a procedural framework
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within which the purpose of the system is first
specified and then analyzed in order to find
the best way to achieve it. On the basis of
this analysis, the components that are most
suitable to the successful performance of the
system can be selected ... Finally, continuous
evaluation of the system ... provides a basis
for planned change in improving economy and
performance. (pp. 15-16)

There were many factors involved in the development
of the systems approach. Its method of problem solving
was first developed by the military in World War IT when
a method was sought to effectively and efficiently train
soldiers for specific tasks and to solve various
problems. Reiser (1987) notes the military based their
work on "instructional principles derived from recsearch
and theory of instruction, learning and human behavior"
(p. 22). Although the general public was aware of the
effects of the systems approach to instruction, it was
not until the 1950s with the introduction of programmed
instruction, that it would be used and developed in
education. Heinich (1970) indicates:

Programmed instruction has been credited by

some with introducing the systems approach to

education. By analyzing and breaking down

content into specific behavioral objectives,

devising the necessary steps to achieve the
ng up procedures to try out

c eps, and by validating the
program agalnsL attainment of the objectives,
programmed instruction succeeded in creating a

small but cffective self-instructional system -
a technology of instruction. (p. 123)
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Task analysis procedures of the 1950s also
influenced the development of the systems approach. Task
analysis is "the process of identifying the tasks and
subtasks that must be successfully performed in order to
execute properly some function or job" (Reiser, 1987,

P 22)s

In the 1960s, Gagné expanded on the idea of task
analysis. He indicated:

the tasks and subtasks identified through the

tasks analysis process often will have an

hierarchial relationship to each other, so that

in order to lecarn readily to perform a

superordinate task, one must first have to

master the tasks subordinate to it. (cited in

Reiser, 1987, p. 23)

Reiser (1987) notes that the methodologies
associated with task analysis and with programmed
instruction "emphasized the identification and
specification of observable behaviors to be performed by
the learner. Thus the behavioral objective movement also
attributed to the development of task analysis and
programmed instruction" (p. 23) and the systems approach.

Behavioural objectives refer to a "statement of what
students 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). The behavioural

objectives movement began in the early 1900s with the



works of Bobbit, Charters, Burk and Tyler. Tyler,
sometimes considered "the father of the behavioral
objectives movement" (Reiser, 1987, p. 23), directed a
study of curriculum in Ohio. Tyler’s Eight-Year study
demonstrated that "objectives could be clarified by
stating them in behavioral terms, and thosc objectives
could serve as the basis for evaluating the effectiveness
of instruction" (Reiser, 1987, p. 23).

Reiser (1987) notes that Benjamin Bloom and his
colleagues published the Taxonomy of Educational
Objectives (1956) which indicated that within the
cognitive domain "there were various types of learning
outcomes, that objectives could be classified according
to the type of learner behavior therein, and that there
was a hierarchical relationship among the various types
of outcomes" (pp. 23-24).

Another influence on the systems approach was
criterion-referenced testing, first used by Glaser (1963)
as ‘criterion-referenced measures’ which he indicated
could be used to "assess student entry-level behavior and
to determine the extent to which students had acquired
the behaviors an instructional program was designed to

teach" (Reiser, 1987, p. 24).
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Evaluation of instructional products is an important
aspect of the systems approach, and two types of
evaluation were incorporated in instructiocnal
development; formative evaluation and summative
evaluation. According to Reiser (1987), "Formative
cvaluation is used to improve an instructional product
while it is still in the development stage. Summative
evaluation is used to assess the effectiveness of the
final version of the product" (p. 26).

During the late 1960s and the 1970s much attention
was given to the systems approach concept, which was
adopted by private industry and the military. Increased
interest in this approach led to the establishment of
instructional development models for the design of

instruction.

Models of Instructional Development

Instructional development models describe "A
systematic procedure for solving instructional problems"
(Knirk & Gustafson, 1986, p. 19) . These models are used
by instructional development practioners "primarily as
(1) communication devices with clients and each other,

(2) planning guides for management activities, or
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(3) prescriptive algorithms for decision making™
(Gustafson, 1981, p. 4).
According to Gustafson (1981) John Barson, in 1967,
produced an instructional development model in a project

called Instructional Systems Development: A Demonstration

and Evaluation Project conducted at Michigan State
University f£rom 1961-1965. "The Barson model is notable
in that it is one of the few models cver subjected to
rigorous evaluation.... [and it] also produced a sct of
heuristics for instructional developers" (p. S) .

Since Barson’s model many other models have appearcd
in the literature. Gustafson (1981) states "they are
simply re-statements of carlier models by other authors
using somewhat different terminology" (p. 47). Each is
designed for use in a specific setting for selected types
of instructional problems. Gustafson (1981) prescnts a
taxonomy of various instructional development models
which he categories into four groups; classroom focus;
product focus; systems focus; and organization focus
(p. 13).

Classroom focus. The emphasis in these models is

usually on selection and adaption of

zisting materials.
This focus is of prime interest to teachers who "accept

as a given that their role is to teach and that students
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require some form of instruction" (Gustafson, 1981,
p. 10). Gustafson lists models representing this focus by
Gerlach and Ely, Kemp, Davis et al., Briggs, and DeCecco.

Product focus. The goal of these models is

"production of one or more specific products ... to
prepare an effective and efficient product as quickly as
possible" (Gustafson, 1981, p. 7). Two models represent
this type - Banathy and Baker and Schultz.

Systems focus. These have as their goal the
development of instructional output which itself is
considered to be a system. Though different from a
product focus it is considered a subset of the former.
Thesc models are characterized by four features: "large
scale team development, linear development, wide
distribution of results of the development, and a problem
solving orientation" (Gustafson, 1981, p. 29). Systems
focus models reviewed by Gustafson are: Instructional
Development Institute (IDI), Interservices Procedures for
Instructionzl Systems Development (IPISD), and Courseware
Development Process (CDP) .

Organization focus. The goal of these models is not
only to improve instruction but "to modify or adapt the
oxganization and its enviromment" (Gustafson, 1981,

p. 7). Two models, by Blondin and by Blake and Mouton,

represent this focus.
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Instructional Development: Two Archetypes

Davies (1978) conceptualized instructional
development from a different perspective. Rather than
focus on the various models, trying to differentiate
between discrete elements, he considers instructional
development as consisting of two different overall
approaches or archetypes (1) “he engineering archetype;
and (2) the problem-solving archetype. In the engineering
archetype the underlying paradigm is reflected in
instructional development models, exemplified by boxes
and arrows with feedback loops, indicating a step-by-step
approach to instructional development (Davies, 1978,
p. 22). This has also been referred to by Brown & Kennedy
(1988) as "functional instructional development™ (p. 1).

Davies (1978) describes the problem-solving
archetype in terms of a chess game. "Players engage in an
intellectual activity for which there is no set of
appropriate moves., Intense concentration, ability to
foresee future consequences of current actions,
flexibi2ity and acquired skills and learning cxperience
are all essential prerequisites for success" (p. 22). In
this approach, everything depends on the situation and
the skills available. He states "There is no one best

way, and no one way of proceeding. Neither is therc onec
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optimal solution" (p. 23). Brown & Kennedy (1988) call
this "conceptual instructional development" (p. 1).

Functional instructional development, the
cngincering archetype, focuses on whalt the instructional
developer does. Conceptual instructional development, the
problem-solving archetype, focuses on the how and why -
the theories of learning and instruction, and their
application in the designing of solutions to
instructional problems. Brown & Kennedy (1988) state
"rather than discrete levels, functional and conceptual
instructional development lie along a continuum" (p. 1)
where many of the same tasks, such as analyzing the
problem, developing objectives, and designing learning
activitics, may be performed at both levels.

Romiszowski (1981) says most problems can be solved
by using either approach.

The motor mechanic ... may be taught an

algorithm, a step-by-step procedure for fault-

finding. This logical procedure guarantees that

he locates a fault in a reasonable time, as

compared to random checks. But as his

cxperience grows, he develops heuristic

approaches. He forms conceptual models of

certain types of car ... made up of sets of

principles such as, ‘in this car this type of

symptom generally means this fault’. (p. 23)

In the case of education, the implication of a

systems approach is that i structional development

activity should not be done on a piecemeal basis.
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Conceptual instructional development is, according to
Brown & Kennedy (1988), the "logical application of the
notion of systems approach" (p. 3).

Beckwith (1988) notes:

the promise of educational technology lies with

the systemic approach [which] enables us to

serve as the problem-solvers of the learning

process, the dreamers and creators of new and

more effective learner systems.... Since

operating systematically requires control over

all system components, ours is the

responsibility for management of learner and
learner transformations. (p. 15)

Historical Development of School Libraries
Early Beginnings

The first school library was established in 1578
when Lord Ashton issued an ordinance stating the
Shrewsbury School in England should include "a library
and gallery ... furnished with all manner of books,
mappes, spheres, instruments of astronomy and all things
apperteyning to learning” (cited in Beswick, 1977,

p. 62).

In the United States the ‘modern school library’ is
said to have started in 1835 when the first state laws
permitted a school district tu spend money on books
(Carroll, 1981, p. 6), the sole purpose being to provide

supplementary reading to classroom texzts.
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Since then educators and national associations have

reinforced the importance of a school library and helped
it develop into an essential part of the instructional

In 1867 a centralized library association

In 1892, the

process.
(American Library Association) was created.
School Librarics Division within the New York Department
of Public Instruction was formed, and in 1896 the
Mational Rducation Association crecated a Library Section.

In 1906, Melvin Dewey, founder of the American
Library Association, stressed the purpose of a library
was not solely collecting books.

Libraries are rapidly accepting the doctrine
for which we have contended for many years. The
name "library" has lost its etymologic meaning
and means not a collection of books, but the
central agency for disseminating information,
innocent recreation, or, best of all,
inspiration among pcople. 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 Beswick, 1977, p. 63)

In 1913, the idea of the school library as a
laboratory for cffective learning was conceived by Fargo
who saw the school library functioning as "a laboratory
and a workshop, [a means of] putting into the hands of
the pupils the necessary tools for further achievement™

(cited in Davies, 1979, p. 36).
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These early developments and aspirations did not
have the expected effect as school libraries "were used
little and their contribution to the teaching-learning
process was minimal" (Gates, 1968, p. 220). Carl Casper
Certain, Head of the English Department at Central High
School, Birmingham, Alabama, in 1915 wrote.

In our own southern high schools alonc, more

than a million obsolete, unclassified textbooks

are stacked away as so much worthless trash.

High school inspectors state that unfavorable

conditions are frequently accepted with

indifference. Under crowded conditions, the

books are sent to the attic or to the cellar,

or they are stacked in heaps beneath the stair

or back of doors. In a few instances, no books

are allowed in schools, because the principal

regards them as a nuisance, serving only to

clutter up the building. (cited in Beswick,
1970, p. 169)

School Library Standards

Concern about the condition of school libraries led
the National Council of Teachers of English to recommend
an investigation, and the National Educational
Association (NEA), under the chairmanship of Certain,
undertook a study of school libraries. A 1918 report,
Standard Library Organization and Equipment for Secondary
Schools of Different Sizes, provided the NEA and the

American Libraxry Association (ALA) with high school

library standards. These standards, commonly referred to
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a5 the Certain Standards, were:

The first attempts at codification of
acceptable high school library practice to be
ratified by three major American associations.
They were recommendations only, lacking teeth
but it is @ sign of their timeliness and
quality that they remained the basis of state
and regional standards and accreditation minima
for more than twenty years. They may very
justifiably be called a landmark in the history
of school librarianship. (Beswick, 1970,

p. 163)

Davies (1979) notes The Certein Standards "not only
provided comprehensive and quantitative requisite

ndards for the high school library organization but

sob forth the professional qualifications and status of
the school librarian ..." (p. 37).

As interest in audiovisual instruction increased
alter World War II, the library was seen as the logical
place to store audiovisual materials. According to Davies
(1979), Hall described a new library providing both print
and non-print matcrials in 1925:

In the new high school library many of our

schools have found it well worth while to bring

together all lantern slides, pictures, victrola

records ard post cards, and to organize them
according to modern methods of classification

and catologing so that they may be available

for all departments and at all times as they

are not available when kept in departmental

collections. (p. 36)

The introduction of audiovisual materials into the

library brought a shift in school library function from
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that of a study hall to what Craver (1986G) describes "as
an instructional media center", and its associated
"changing role for the school librarian" (p. 185).

Other attempts to refine the ccducational purpose of
school libraries occurred with the development of four
additional sets of standards in the thirty year period
from 1945 to 1975, each more concisely stating the
function of the school library and each responding to the
changing needs of society and the changing views of
education.

An American Library Association (ALA) Committce on
post war planning, in 1945, rcplaced the Certain

Standards with School Libraries for Today and Tomorrow.

This document attempted to ecstablish the school library
as an "essential element in the school program; the basic
purpose of the school library is identical with the basic
purpose of the school itself" (p. 9).

The document implied a cooperative relationship
between the school librarian and classroom tcachers.
"Unless they plan together the usc of materials alrcady
available and the selection of materials to be added, Lhe
library cannot function effectively in the cducational
program" (American Library Association, 1945, p. 11). The

importance of the inclugion of audiovisual materials in
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the school was also recognized. The document stated: "In
order to serve as an instructional agency ... the library

have a wealth of materials of all kinds - books,

mu
pamphlets, recordings, prints, and other audiovisual aids
- organized with the educational needs of the particular
school in mind" (American Library Association, 1945,

p. 11).

n 1956 the American Association of School
Librarians (AASL) published an official statement School

Libraries as Instructional Materials Centers to show the

importance of instructional materials, and to define the
Lunction of the school library and the role of the school
librarian:

In addition to doing its vital work of
individual reading guidance and development of
the school curriculum, [the school library)
should sexrve the school as a center for
instructional materials.... The function of an
instructional materials center is to locate,
gather, provide and coordinate a school’s
materials for learning and the equipment
required for the use of these materials....
trained school librarians must be ready to
cooperate with others and themselves serve as
coordinators, consultants, and supervisors of
instructional materials service on each level
of school administration. (cited in Gates,
1968, p. 235)

In the 19605 changes in cducation continued to
impact on the instructional role of the school librarian.

Craver (1986G), says "The school’s new emphasis on



"diversified learning materials - both print and non-
print - for all subjects and all levels of ability"
finally brought to school librarians the opportunity for
the greater instructional role." (p. 185).

The American Association of School Librarians (1960)

published another document, Standards for School Library

Programs. In the document the school library’s primary
objective is depicted as that of “"contributing to the
achievement of the objectives formulated by the school

of which it is an integral part" (p. 8). The need for the
school library to include all grade levels and serve the
school as a center for instructional materials is
stressed.

Services, not words, portray the 1magc of the
school library. The school library is a
materials center, an instructional materials
center, an instructional resource center.... In
like manner, the school librarian is a
materials specialist or an instructional
resource consultant. (p. 13)

Grazier (1979) notes the 1960 standards cquate the
librarian with a curriculum consultant.

The 1960 document elaborated the activities in
which the librarian participated - with
students, teachers and administrators - as part
of the instructional program of the school..

To carry out these services, the library staff
member should serve on all school committees
for curriculum development, textbook selection
and policy-making. (p. 264)
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She states the 1945 and 1960 standards stressed two
common purposes of the school library:

1. to cooperate with teachers in selecting

and using library materials which would
contribute to the teaching program;

2. to participate with teachers and

administrators in programs for continuing

professional and cultural growth of the

school staff. (p. 264)
While these standards defined a new role for librarians,
Craver (1986) notes the library “still remained one of
advising, supplying and guiding students and faculty"
(p. 184) and did not recach its full potential.

In 1963, The Department of Audiovisual Instruction
(DAV1) of the National Educational Association described
the role of the media professional in education as
changing from a "keeper and dispenser of teaching aids"
to an "analyst and designer of instructional systems who
must be centrally involved in the planning of learning
envivonments and in providing for related support
functions and evaluative procedures" (Norberg,
Meierhenry, Ely, Kemp, & Hyre, 1967, p. 1027). By the
late 1960s "the school began to focus on learning rather
than on teaching, and on curriculum methods that
permitted a broader instructional role for the school

librarian" (Craver, 1986, p. 183).
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The American Association of School Librarians and
DAVI (1969) issued new standards entitled Standards for
School Media Programs. These standards described a more
unified media concept with reference made to media
specialists whose instructional role involved:

1. Acting as resource persons in the
classroom when requested by teachers;

2. Serving on teaching teams;

w

Working with teachers to design
instructional experiences;

4. Working with teachers in curriculum
planning;

5. Assuming responsibility for providing
instruction in the use of the media center;
and
6. Assisting teachers ... to produce materials
which supplement those available through
other channels. (p.
Grazier (1979) states these changes "reflected DAVI’s
growing concern with instructional development" (p. 264).
The 1969 standards recognized "new emphasis on
individualization, inquiry and independent lcarning, and
described the media center and its staflf as cupporting,
complementing and expanding the work of the classroom"
(Grazier, 1979, p. 264).
Craver (1986) notes "the instructional changes

mirrored in the 1963 standards and in the literaturc of

ies were unfortunately not reflected in the
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actual practise of school librarianship" (p. 187).
Rescarch studies conducted during this time indicated
"that a disparity ezisted between the perceived
instructional role of the librarian and the actual role
... land] the perceptions of media specialists were quite
different from those held by teachers and administrators"
(Craver, 1986, p. 188).

In response Lo the problem the American Association
of School Librarians and the Association for Educational
Communications and Technology (1975) published a joint

set of standards entitled Media Programs: District and

resources essential for quality education" (p. 1). They
describe the school library media center as an integral
part of the instructional program:

The media program exists to support and further
the purposes formulated by the school or
district of which it is an integral part, and
its quality is judged by its effectiveness in
achicving program purposes. A media program
represents a combination of resources that
includes pcople, materials, machines,
facilities and environments, as well as
purposes and processes. (p.

The 1975 standards clevate the instructional role of
Lhe media opecialist, which they define as one who "holds
A master’s degrec in media from a program that combines

library and information science, educational
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communications and technology, and curriculum" (American
Association of School Librarians & Association fox
Educational Communications and Technology, 1975, p. 22).
Craver (1986) outlines two functions essential to the
instructional role as (1) design, which advises media
specialists to "initiale and participate in curriculum
development" and (2) consultation, which encourages media
specialists to "recommend media applications to
accomplish specific instructional pu-poses" (p. 189).

Craver (1986) notes that "by the end of the
seventies, the school media specialist’s instructional
role had evolved in the literature to onc of prominence"
(p. 189). The literature throughout the 1980s further
defined the instructional cesign role of school library
media specialists. "There is evidence that more
systematic approaches were being followed for instruction
and that library media specialists were being urged to
consider their educational role within the framework ol
the total program" (Craver, 1986, p. 190).

The instructional role of the school library media
specialist had evolved from a study hall monitor to an

instructional designer.
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Canadian School Library Standards

Canada used existing American standards until 1962,
when the newly formed Canadian School Library Association
(C5LA) recognized a need for Canadian standards because
there were "significant differences between educational
goals and practices in Canada and the United States"
(Branccombe, 1986, p. 19). In 1967 the document Standards

of Library Service for Canadian Schools provided "the

first Canadian Standards for the provision of learning
materials in schools" (Branscombe, 1986, p. 19). These
standards reflected American school library movement
trends. "The concept was the same; that of a school
library as an integral part of the school, providing a
multi-media approach to learning" (Brown, 1985, p. 41).
The functior, of a library was described as:

an essential part of the school, composed of

quarters, library materials, personnel, with a

programme developed to serve the students,

tcachers and administration.... [the use of

library materials as] all materials which might

be used to instruct, inspire as well as

encourage and facilitate the learning

programme. (Canadian School Library

Association, 1967, p. 3)

The role of the teacher-librarian is described as
"an instruckional matecrials resource person, [who)] works

with students, instructional staff, administration,

parents and community agencies to produce a library
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programme" (Canadian School Library Association, 1967,
p. 3).
In 1969 the Educational Media Association of Canada

(EMAC) published Media Canada: Guidelines for Educators

In its preface the document states "This work reprecsents
a first attempt to set down national guidelines and
specifications for Canada in the very complex field of
educational media" (unpaged). The document emphasizes the
importance of non-print materials which the Canadian
Audiovisual Association felt the 1967 standards failed to
address. However, Brown (1985) notes that the program
outlined by these standards "was not integrated with the
school library. Instead, personnel and space was to be
provided for an educational media centre, a separate
facility from the library resource centre" (p. 42).

In 1977, the Canadian School Library Association and
the Association for Media and Technology in Education in
Canada (AMTEC), authorized the first joint Canadian

standards entitled Resource Services for Canadian

Schools. The document achieved what the first two did
not. It combined all types of learning materials and
emphasized the need for "the total integration of
learning resource services with all aspects of curriculum

and instructional development in the school" (Branscombe



and Newsom, 1977, p. 4). It emphasized the need for
teachers and learning resource teachers to work together
because of the "incredible growth of information and
technology ... [and] growth in understanding of the
learning process" (Branscombe and Newsom, 1977, p. 1).

In the latter half of the twentieth century changes
in educational philosophies, increasing understanding of
the learning process, and active participation in the
process by learners, have made teaching too complex for
one teacher:

Few people now believe that learning is
something that students acquire passively. Good
teaching is recognized as the successful
matching of individual learners of varied
abilities with experiences mostly likely to
effect in them desired changes in thinking and
behaviour. Learning has replaced teaching as
the centre of instructional planning. Planning
and directing learning experiences are now
central to the teaching role. It follows ...
that the way to influence the type and extent
learning is to vary the nature of learning
perience. (Branscombe & Newsom, 1977, p. 1)

Previous American and Canadian standards recognized
the importance of print and non-print resources in
mecting the curriculum requirements, but to ensure
utilization of these resources in a manner that is most
beneficial a new approach to teaching and learning has
been proposed. Resource-based teaching and learning

requires teacher-librarians and classroom teachers to
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work together. In the literature of school librarianship
this is referred to as cooperative program planning.
Branscombe and Newsom (1977) state "the job of teaching
today is necessarily a co-operative one. Classroom
teachers and learning resource teachers working together
planning and directing students in the use ... of a wide

range of resources" (p. 33).

Resource-Based Teaching and Learning

Introduction

L.C. Taylor (1971) introduced the term ‘resource-
based system learning’ in Resources for Learning.
Analyzing how children learn, he describes two methods of
learning - teaching-based and resource-based. He suggests
they should be viewed as the extremes of a continuum. The
teaching~based approach is "arranged to permit children
to catch the perishable words that fall from a teacher’s
lips - books and other materials having an intermittent,
ancillary role" (p. 173). In the resource-based approach
"Children learn chiefly from materials, or from one
another, directly or independently - the interpretation
of the teacher having an intermittent if vital role"

(p. 174).
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Resource-based learning, according to Beswick
(1977), "covers a wide spectrum of possibilities and
modes, according to temperament and professional decision
of the teacher and the circumstances of the subject
matter, class and school" (p. ix). Brown (1988) says the
resource-based system "requires that teachers and schools
provide a variety of learning experiences which will
appecal to differcnt learning styles" (p. 4).

Canadian curriculum developers are aware of the vast
amounts of information produced yearly and are concerned
about how to prepare students to function effectively in
an information and technologically rich world. Educators
have realized the traditional teacher-based approach is
no longer adequate and are now emphasizing the resource-

based approach to teaching and learning.

Resource-Bascd Approaches in Canada

The Ontario Ministry of Education (1982) published a

curriculum guideline, Partners in Action: The Library

Resource Centre in The School Curriculum, which defined

resource-based learning as follows:

Resource-based learning refers to planned
cducational 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
activities: the selection of the activities and
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learning resources, the location of the

activities, and the expectations for a

particular student depend on the objectives

established for the student. (p.

Three other Canadian provinces adapted the Ontario
model and have incorporated resource-based teaching and
learning into their educational goals and objectives.
Alberta Education (1985) published Focus on Learning: An

Integrated Program Model for Alberta School Libraries. It

proposed an ‘integrated school library program’, in which
the school library is not peripheral or supplementary to
the school instruction program, but an essential part of
it, providing for "systematic instruction and practice in
locating, processing and sharing information in all
formats" (p. 7).

British Columbia Teacher-Librarians’ Association

(1986) published Fuel for Change: Cooperative Program

Planning and Teaching. It recognizes the increasing
amount of information bombarding society and suggests
that if students are to deal with vast amounts of
information they must "he taught how to select, process
and utilize information" (p. 2). As teaching styles must
continue to change to prepare students to cope with the
future, "Curricula must be developed which focus on
skills that aid the student in becoming more self-

directing and more fully functioning" (p. 2).
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The Saskatchewan Teachers’ Federation (1986)

published The 4th R: Resource Based Learning. This
document promotes the concept of resource-based education
and sees it as important in achieving the goal statements
of Saskatchewan cducation. Its goals are to encourage
schools "to develop a body of knowledge and a range of
skills and attitudes necessary to function in a changing
world.... [and to] produce students who are willing to

pursue life-long learning" (p. 1).

Regource-Based Approaches in Newfoundland
In Newfoundland the Department of Education
recommends @ resource-based method of instruction which

it preomotes in curriculum guides, course descriptions,

required texts, and tcachers’ juides. Teachers are

regu d to formulate objectives based on the curriculum

and the individual learning needs and styles of students:

To expcct children to be the sime or to make
equal progress is unrcasonable. 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 strategies to
accomplish the aims, and by recognizing and
accepting that children will achieve the aims
to dif ing degrees. (Newfoundland -:partment
of Education, 1988, pp. 6-7)

Provincial curriculum planners recommend integration

across the curriculum when possible, as they realize



similar concepts, skills, and values are found in cach
subject area. They also recommend the usc of themes to
organize instructional content, motivate students, and

provide opportunities for interdisciplinary approaches.

Teachers are expected to use prescribed L books
and other resources to provide a varicty of learning
experiences for the mastery of the objectives. The Design

for Social Studies K-VI in Newfoundland and Labrador

emphasizes a variety of learning expericnces:

Concrete and sensory experiences arc necessary
and valuable in concept attainment; however, to
give meaning and depth to concepts, instruction
must offer vicarious experiences (books, films,
maps, discussion, etc) to take children far
beyond the objects and events they experience
directly. (Ncwfoundland Department of
Education, 1981, p. 23)

The language arts program, Networks, for Grades Four
to Six reczognizes the nced for a varied collection of

library materials to support an integrated thematic

approach. The material is organized “within a themati
framework that allows children to bring much of their
real world knowledge to reading and writing, and to
extend themselves through a rich variety of integrated
experiences" (McInnes, 1985, p. 12).

The Hligh uehool Biolegy Curriculum Guide urges

teachers to move towards a resource-based approach:

should n be tied to ti il
He .,hou d usc as many audi o—-u..ua]
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as possible. There arc available on most topics
a variety of films, many texts and books on
specific topics. Consistent, overt references
to these aides by teachers will encourage
udents to expand their recading beyond their

t and thereby broaden their scope of
learning and deepen their understanding of the
discipline. (Newfoundland Department of
Fducation, 1979, p.

For resource-based teaching and learning, as

recommended by the Canadian standards, the four

provincial models, and the Newfoundland Department of

Fducation curriculum documents, to be successful more is
reguired than a variety ol resources. Cooperation between
all participants in the educational process is necessary,

especially between the teacher-librarian and the

classroom teacher

cacher cannot plan for resource-based work
thout an understanding of his colleagues

i g in the media production and media
library modules; equally, neither of them can
proceed meaningfully without an understanding
of the teacher’s purposes and practices and
thase of cach other. (Beswick, 1977, p. 242)




Cooperative Program Planning and Teaching
Introduction

Cooperative program planning, introduced by Kenneth
Haycock in 1978, focuses on learning and provides "A
philosophical framework for the development and
implementation of resource-based programs which reflect
what we know about how students learn" (llaycock, 1988,
pP. 29). Soon (1985) states, "In cooperative program
planning and teaching the focus is on the learner. In
contrast to isolated skill lessons where the main focus
is on content, there is a concentration on the process of
learning" (p. 162).

In concentrating on the process of learning
(learning how to learn rather than on what to learn) an
emphasis is placed on procedurcs in which the teacher and
teacher-librarian cooperate to design, implement and
evaluate instruction. "The teacher-librarian and the
teacher jointly plan the responsibilities for the
preparation and teaching of cach component, keeping in
mind the strengths of cach partner" (Scon, 1985, p. 162).
Using this approach both teachers bring their own
knowledge and expertice to the preparations of

instruction and the teacher-librarian is viewed as an



eqgual teaching partner.

The teacher-librarian joins with the classroom
tracher to form a horizontal team of two equals
working towards the established objectives.
This dyad cooperatively plans what is to be
done and the most effective way to accomplish
the task. The classroom tcacher and the
teacher-librarian each bring different
backgrounds and strengths in teaching, but they
dn understand the potential of various
approaches to learning and recognize common
goals. (Haycock, 1981, p. 5)

This view of the coopecration between classroom
teacher and teacher-librarian is stressed in all the
Canadian models as being essential for good education.

The Ontarin Ministry of Rducation (1982) in the document

Partners in Action: The Library Resource Center in the

ool Cux

culum statee "the success of the library
resource centre depends to a large extent on the degree
of co-operation among all participants in the educational

(p. M.

onterpri

The document attempts to illustrate how these
partnerships can lead to the creation of resource-based

programns.

>-baced programs cannot be successful
students master the learning and

rch skills necessary to use materials
ively. A cooperatively developed,
sequential program for teaching these skills
can cnsure that students learn the skills in
the context of meaningful curriculum-related




activities. This suggests the need for a
teacher-librarian ... to work with teachers as
a partner in the total curriculum process.
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 1982, p. 9)

Focus on Learning: An Integrated Program Model for

Alberta School Libraries (Alberta Education, 1985), like
the Ontario document, stresses the need of cooperative
planning to provide purposeful learning for all students:

teachers, teacher-librarians and all school
stafl members work together as educational
partncrs. They plan, implement and cvaluate
learning activities. In this cooperative
planning and implementation process, particular
attention is given to the individual learning
styles and nceds of the students. (p. 2).

It stresses three major components, instruction,
development, and management. The document reads:

At the heart of the model, and common to cach
component, lies the concept of cooperative
planning and implementation.... Coopcration in
planning and implementation provides the
nucleus of commitment and creative cnergy that
cohesively binds the components of instruction,
development and management. (Alberta Educaticon,
1985, p. 6)

Fuel for Change: Cooperative Program Planning and

Teaching notes that the school administrator, the

classroom teacher and the tecacher-librarian have speciflic
roles to play in a successful resource centre program and
that these roles are best performed in partnership, "As a

team they will most effectively ensure that there is
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c.cellence in tLhe process and the outcome" (British
Columbia Teacher-Librarians’ Association, 1986, p. 18).

he_Ath R: Resource-Based Learning describes the

teacher-librarian as a tcacher "who shares responsibility
for teaching, planning and evaluating, and for the
development of programs that focus on the effective use
of resources" (Saskatchewan Teachers’ Association, 1986,
p. 8). This is to be achicved by a close cooperation
between teacher-librarians and classroom teachers at all
stages "Lrom planning, through implementation, to
evaluation" (Saskatchewan Teachers’ Association, 1986,

p. €). The goals of providing students with valuable
Tearning expericnce by involving them in a wide range of

recources are recognized in this document.

Role of_the Teacher—Librarian

Cooperative program planning and teaching is the
implementation of resource—based teaching and learning as
recommended by the standards and provincial models for
school librarianship. In order to bring this concept to
full realization it is necessary to analyze the role of
the teacher-libravian and the knowledge and skill base
required to fulfill this role.

The need today is for the learning resource

teacher to be a highly skilled teacher, able to
function on the school team as a professional
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with competencies from tcacher education and
classroom experience as well as competencies
from school librarianship and media scrvices.
(Canadian School Library Association Report,

1980, p. 3)

Haycock (1981) notes that, in light of the rccent
trends and prioritiec in education, all school teaching
positions are being redefined, particularly the position
of teacher-librarian. "The school librarian is, oxr should
be, an outstanding or mastcr teacher with specialized
advanced education in the selection, organization,
management and use of learning resources, and the school
library, a resource centre inseparable from the
instructional program" (p. 4).

This shifts the emphasis of the role of the tecacher-—
librarian from cataloguing, classification, seclection and
storytelling to working with classroom tecachers in
instructional design. To fulfill this role Brown (1988)
states, "qualified learning resource teachers will have
advanced training in instructional development as well asn
being ecxperienced teachers™ (p. 11).

These instructional devclopment implications for the
teacher-librarian were noted by David Loertscher (1988),
"In the last ten years, a new coneept, instructional
development or resource-based teaching has emeryed from

the ficlds of edu

oral psychology and inctructional
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technology" (p. 2) . In an carlier article written in 1982
he defines instructional development as "a systematic
process of creating sound instructional modules or units
for learncrs by a team of professionals that include a
tcacher and a pe'son knowledgeable in educational
technology" (Loertscher, 1982, p. 417).

In the Canadian models and standards there is an

emphasi:: on tLhe importance of educational technology
competencies, and all agree a knowledge of educational
technology is essential in the preparation of teacher—
librarians., Partners in Action states; "The teacher-
librarian is involved ir the identification of teaching
and learning strategies; working with teachers and
students in the selection, production and evaluation of
learning resources and serving as a consultant in
planning cffective learning activities" (Ontario Ministry
of Fdecation, 1982, p. 36).

r _Change, quotes Lucy Ainsley,

School library media specialists are first and
forecmost cducators. We choose a specialized
ficld within education and are teachers ...
Thue, we must know a good deal about learning
styles, instructional design, and sound
teaching strategies as well as management of
people and resources. (British Columbia
Peacher-Librarians’ Association, 1986, p. 4)

The Rducational Media Group (1986) developed A

ich recommends standards for

tem2nt of Concern, w
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resource centres in Newfoundland. It describes the

qualifications for teacher-librarians:

A teacher-librarian must be a highly-skilled
teacher who has specific training in the
organization and operation of effective library
programs.... This person must be adequately
trained to oversee the day to day operations of
a library, select appropriate resources, co-
ordinate ordering and borrowing materials,
manage equipment, provide resources for

teachers and students from wit

in and outside

the school facility, co-operatively plan with
teachers to implement resource-based programs.

(p.

15)

Grazier (1976) sces the media specialist rolc in

instructional development defined by three factors:

1.

3.

In

The point of entry and exit of the media
specialist in the process,

. The perception of the role of the media

specialist by the teacher, the
administrator, and the media specialist,
and

The competencies of the media specialist.
(p. 199)

describing the entry and cxzit points of the media

specialist she uses the classical development sequence of

curriculum proposed by Taba (1245) and Tylexr (1950):

diagnosis of nceds

formulation of objectives

selection of content

organi.zation of content

selection of learning ezpericnces
organization of learning cxperiences, and
determination of what to cvaluate. (p. 199)

;
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She suggests combining the first six steps as
curriculum planning, and curriculum implementation as the
activation of these steps: curriculum evaluation she
considers as Step Seven. Entering and exiting at the
implementation stage, the media specialist is performing
the traditional role, that is dispenser of print and non-
print material responding to specific requests. However,
if the media specialist enters at the planning stage of
the rurriculum development process and exits at the end
of the evaluation stage, the media specialist "adds a
valuable resource to the team" (p. 200), and functions as
an instructional developer.

Locrtscher (1982) developed a taxonomy of school
librarianship for the 1980s which combines the best
aspecls of traditional library service and the new
concept of instructional development. It delineates
rleven levels of Leacher-librarian involvement in
instruction, three of which pertain to instructional
development. Levels nine and ten place the teacher-
librarian at the curriculum determination stage, "formal
planning for the unit begins far in advance and will
requite a number of preparatory planning sessions,
planning while the unit is underway, and a formal

evaluation at the end" (p. 420) . Level eleven places the

I
P
|
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teacher-librarian at the curriculum development stage:

Curriculum development ... means that the
library media specialist is recognized as a
colleague and contributes meaningfully to
planning. The knowledge of materials, sources,
media, and teaching/learning strategies
makes the library media specialist a valuable
asset as curricular changes are considered and
implemented. (Loertscher, 1982, p. 421)

Loertscher’s taxonomy and cooperative program
planning and teaching have similar objectives, that is,
the cooperative planning, development, and evaluation of
instruction, taking into consideration individual student
needs. Instructional development, by Loertscher’s
definition, is the process utilized in effective
instructional design.

In 1980, Canadian School Library Association Report
identified nine competencies for teacher-librarians. Two,
quoted in Fuel for Change (British Columbia Teacher-
Librarians’ Association, 1986) are relevant to the
library resource centre program and are hased on
cooperative program planning and teaching. They are:

(a) Competecncy 8: Cooperative Program Planning

and Teaching. The tcacher-librarian
participates as a teaching partner with the
classroom teacher in the instructional

process using their knowledge of resources
and teaching strategies.

(b) Competency 9: Professionalism and
Leadership. The teacher—librarian by taking
an active part in the planning strategies
for the resource center and scrving on
educational committees promotes and



67

cooperatively develops effective use of
learning resources and the learning
resource center.

Partners in Action (Ontario Ministry of Education,
1982) describes six major responsibilities of the
teacher~librarian, each implying the use of instructional
development :

1 ructional Responsibilities. The teacher—
Tibrarian, working cooperatively with the classroom
matches learning resources to individual
needs and styles and provides assistance to
students in the effective use of learning
resources.

Curriculum Development Responsibilities. The
teacher-librarian participates as a teaching
partner at all stages of the instructional process
and must be knowledgeable in instructional
approaches and in instructional design.

Role. The teacher-librarian,

ssing communication skills and knowledge of
the instructional process, serves as a consultant
to classroom teachers in the planning of effective
learning activities. .

n_of Learning Resources. The teacher-

n previews, evaltates, and selects
coopcratlvely with the classroom teacher resources
to meet student needs.

Management Function. The teacher—librarian

assesses the needs and priorities of the learning

resource center in consultation with staff members

and students. Included in this function is the

administration of the learning resource center.

Proaram Advocacy. The teacher-librarian promotes
ol the learning resource center to

CNess
principal, tcachers, supervisory officers, parents,
trustees and students.
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Summary

The world that today’s students face is vastly
different from the world of students a generation ago.
Alberta Education (1985) in its document Focus on
Learning asks the question that is being asked across the
country: What are the implications of our technological
society for education in general, for the schools in
particular, and, more importantly for the student?

The most obvious implication is that students will
need to know how to access information. They must learn
how to select, evaluate, and use information. This means
that textbooks maybe an important resource hut only onec
of many resources for the learner in the future.

Across the curriculum at all levels teachers are
being asked to involve students in the learning process
through the use of varied and rich resources. Resources
of all kinds arc necded if teachers arc tc implement
programs that have been authorized by provincial
departments of education. For classroom teachers to
implement such programs they will also nced a strong
support system. Central to that support system is the

qualified teacher-librarian.
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Modern inslruction becomes a resource-based approach
through cooperative program planning and teaching using
the knowladge of both the classroom teacher and the

teacher-librarian. The literature provides evidence that

to be done effectively and efficiently the

librarian must have knowledge of and competency

cructional development.

The Ascociation for Educational Communicatiors and

chnology Task Force Report on ID certification (1982

enktitled Task Force Report On Instructicnal Development

provides a 1

Compe:

t of core competencies that

are performance-oriented for the instruc

onal/training

dovelopment professional. Ucing semantic content

analy: in accordance wi

guidelines developed by

from fields of

Krippendorff (1980), competenci

instruc

onal development and school librarianship were

mthesizad. The incorpor

ted competency arcas from buch

ficlds are as follow



AECT COMPETENCIES

1. Conduct Needs
Assessment

2. Conduct Learner
Rnalysis

3. Develop and
Sequence
Behavioural
Objectives

70
CANADIAN DOCUMENTS

The integration of the library
resource center with resource-
basecd programs begins with the
assessment of needs and the
setting of prioritis (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982,

p. 37)

Develop, in cooperation with the
principal and the tecaching staflf,
such library policies and
procedures which meet the neceds
of the staff and the students,
and which mect the educational
objectives of the school.
(Saskatchewan Teachers’
Fedcration, 1987, p. 9

In using learning resources the
teacher-librarian matches
rasources to student needs and
styles and provides reading,
viewing, and listening guidance
for individuals, small groups, or
classes of students. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982,

P

The teacher-librarian may be
involved in understanding
strengths and

rsses and advising students
on appropriate learning
resources., (Ontario Miristry of
Education, 1982, p. 136)

@

Togcther, the classroom

teacher and the teacher

librarian set learning objectives
for a unit. (Saskatchewan
Teacherc’ Federation, 1937, p. 7)

The teacher-librarian
responsible for adapting and
developing learning resources to




1. Conduct
Environmental
Analysis

ne and
Conbent.

Y. Detern
Serenc

(. Determine and
Sequence Learner
Activitios

7. Determine
Appropriate
Resources
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meet specific program objectives
and learner needs. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982,

p. 306)

The teacher-librarian may be
involved in arranging facilities
and equipment to accommodate
student needs. (Ontario Ministry
of Fducation, 1982, p. 36)

The teacher-librarian is able to
develop cooperatively with
teachers a sequential list of
media, research and study skills
for cross-grade and cross-subject
implementation. (Canadian School
Library Association Report, 1980,
p. 6)

The teacher-librarian is able to
pre-plan with teach and teach
skills integrated with classroom
instruction to large and small
groups and individuals. (Canadian
School Library Association
Report, 1980, p. 6)

Design learning experiences for
students that ensure integration
of resource materials. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982,

p. 23)

The teacher-librarian is able to
integrate the planned use of
learning resources with the
cducational program. (Canadian
School Library Association
Report, 1980, p.

It is the responsibility of the
teacher-librarian to advise on
appropriate resources for
teaching programs. (Saskatchewan
Teachers’ Federation, 1986, p. 9)



Determine
Appropriate
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The teacher-librarian is able to
recommend ... learning resources
in various formats which may
assist in the accomplishment of
specific learning objectives.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 5).

The teacher-librarian is able to
share techniques and strategies
for using learning resources.
(Canadian School Library
Ansociation Report, 1980, p. 6

It is the responsibility of the
teacher-librarian to suggest and
adv on tcaching/learning
strategics that encourage
resource-based learning.
(Saskatchewan Teachers’
Federation, 1986, p. 9)

The teacher-librarian is able to
develop and implement criteria
for the evaluation and selection
of a wide range ol resources.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 5)

It is the clacsroom tecacher’s
recponsibility to evaluate, with
the tcacher-librarian, any
library oriented assignments or
cooperative study units with
regard to materials utilized,
learning outcomes and the
effectiveness of the proce
(Saskatchewan Teachers’
Federation, 1926, p. 7)
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The teacher-librarian may be
involved in producing or
arranging for the production of
learning materials. (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 1982,

p. 34)

The teachcr-librarian is able to
plan and develop units of work
with tcachers from the setting of
objectives to evaluation.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 6)

Tt is the responsibility of the
teacher-librarian to produce
and/or arrange for the production
of teaching/learning materials.
(Sagkatchewan Teachers’
Federation, 1986, p. 8)

The teacher-librarian is able to
lead in-service education
programs on the effective use of
the resource center: criteria for
sclection of materials; designing
resource-based units of study:
using audio-visual equipment;
promoting voluntary reading;
media, research and study skill
development; coopesative
teaching; community resources.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 6)

It is the responsibility of the
teacher-librarian to provide
inservice programs for the
tecaching staff that facilitate
resource-based learning.
(Saskacchewan Teachers’
Federation, 1986, p. 8)

In order to develop a working
partnership, each participant
needs a willingness to
communicate openly and



13. Consult with
Individuals and
Groups

74

effectively. (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 1982, p. )

The teacher-librarian is able to
communicate effectively with
teachers and administrators.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 6)

The teachcer-librarian is able to
participate in the school’s
educational program by scrving on
advisory groups and committeces
and working with the student
extra-curricular program.
(Canadian School Library
Association Report, 1980, p. 7)

Make use of the teacher-
librarian’s skills as a teacher
who can sharc in the planning and
evaluation of learning programs.
(Ontario Ministry of Fducation,
1982, p. 22)

The teacher-librarian is able to
develop a working relationship
with public libraries,
specialized libraries, other
resource centers, community
organizations, resource pcople
and district resource servic
(Canadian School Library
hssociation Report, 1980, p. 6)

As is plainly cvident documents describing the role

of the teacher-librarian delineate instructional

development competencies, despite differences in

terminology. It is clear that the application of a

cooperative program planning approach Lo resource-based
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ing and learning requires competencies in
instructional development. This study determines if
tracher-librarians in the province of Newfoundland have
the requisite instructional development competencies to

function in the role espoused in the literature.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

A field study was executed to elicit comprchensive
information regarding teacher-librarians’ knowledge of
the instructional development process. The field study
used an indepth structured interview as the means of data
collection.

Dexter (1970) states "Interviewing is the most
preferred tactic of data collection when it appears that
it will get better data or more data or data at less cost
than other tactics" (p. 11). An intervicw for the type of
information required was felt to be the best instrument.
"The ability to tap into the cxperience of others in
their own natural language, while utilizing their value
and belief frameworks, is virtually impossible without
face-to-face and verbal interaction with them" (Guba &
Lincoln, 1981, p. 155).

There are many forms an intecrview may take: tecam or
panel; covert; oral history; structured or unstructurcd

(Guba & Lincoln, 1981, pp. 160-170). Team or pancl

T

interviewing have either morr than one int
interviewing or a number cf persons being interviewed at

the same time. In tecam interviewing the interviewers
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should be highly skilled and possess good listening and
communication skills.

Covert intervicwing occurs when the respondents "do
not: know they are being interviewed or they do not know
the purpose of the interview" (Guba & Lincoln, 1981,

p. 161). The question of ethics must be considered,
brcause according to Guba and Lincoln (1981), there is
"the question of the extent to which the covert
researcher may violate the privacy of his subjects"
(p. 162).

Oral history interviewing "focuses upon the
recollections of those who have been participants in
cvenls of interest or perhaps cven in major episodes of
history" (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, pp. 162-163). This type
of interview takes a great deal of time because the
intervicwer must listen carefully to what the respondent
says about the subject. Questions are as open-ended as
possible, and are not structured or organized. Morrissey
says about this type "let the interviewee talk. It’s his
show. Let him run with the ball.... I [the interviewer]
would sit and listen" (cited in Dexter, 1970, p. 111).

The unstructured interview tends to be free flowing
and conversational in that it moves the way the

respondent causes it to move. This type of interview
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occurs, according to Guba and Lincoln (1981), "most often
in situations where the investigator is looking for
nonstandardized and/or singular information.... il tends
to stress the exception, the deviation, the unusual
interpretation, the reinterpretation, the new approach,
the expert’s view or the singular perspective" (p. 165).

Structured interview, which this study has adopted,
is one in which "the investigator is looking for answers
within the bounds set by his own presuppositions,
hypothesis, and hunches" (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 164).
The format of structured interviews can be a scries of
questions that call for "yes" or "no" responses; various
kinds of checklists; a scale or continuum; opcen-ended
responses; or where the questions are all given
beforehand, corresponding to the design of the
investigator (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 165). The
structured interview usually provides good sampling as
there is less risk of ‘turndowns’ by respondents. It is
used in situations where identical questions are Lo be
asked about something and where all responses are
considered of equal importance.

For the purposes of this field study the structured

interview was utilized as it was considered the best form



of all the types of interviews to elicit the required

information from participants in the study.

In developing the instrument one concern was the use
ol terminology which is standard in the literature on
educational technology, but which might not be familiar
to teacher-librarians. As a result an ipnitial instrument

was developed to gauge the familiarity with the terms

see Appendix B). This initial instrument was piloted
with a group of approximately 60 teacher-librarians at a
two day annual conference of the Educational Media
Council in October 1988. Information gleaned from the
pilot study was used to assist in the development of the
main instrument.

The structured interview guide consisted of three

tions: (1) demographic information; (2) level of

instructional development expertise; (3) specific
knowledge of various competencies in instructional
development. The first section, demographics, sought
information on respondents’ preparatory training,
including years of university training and major areas of
study; completion of instructional development courses or

courses with instructional development components;
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teaching experience; school library experience; and
present status as teacher-librarians.

The second section dealt with respondents’ knowledge
of the term instructional development and their views of
two broad approaches to instructional development.
Chapter Two describes instructional development as cither
‘functional’ or ‘conceptual’ (Brown & Kennedy, 1988,

p. 31) in accordance with Davies (1978) who refers to the
‘engineering archetype’ and ‘problem solving archectype’
of instructional development. This section sought
clarification on the approach of teacher-librarians in
using instructional development to create instructional
units, modules or packages.

The third section dealt with fifteen instructional
development competency arcas derived from the AECT Task
Force Report on ID certification (see page 70). To
incorporate competencies from both fields, a semantic
content analysis, in accordance with guidelines developed
by Krippendorff (1980), was performed on threc Canadian

documents: Partner Ac

ion, by the Ontario Ministry of

Education (1982); The 4th R: Resource-Based Learning, hy

the Saskatchewan Teachers’ I

ration (1987); and 1

Qualifications for School Librarians, by the Canadian

School Library Association Report (1980). The competency



areas found applicable to the role of the teacher-
librarian include:

Conduct Needs Assessment

Conduct Learner Analysis

Develop and Sequence Behavioral Objectives
Conduct Environmental Analysis

Determine and Sequence Content

Determine and Sequence Learner Activities
Select Appropriate Resources

Determine Appropriate Teaching Strategies
FEvaluate Instructional Content

Revise Instructional Content

Create Instructional Units

Conduct Workshops/In-Service

Consult with Individuals

Consult with Groups

Communicate Effectively.

This scction of the interview guide was structured by
using scveral questions about each competency area,
ranging from a minimum of two to maximum of eight items.
Some competency arcas were introduced by a simple
question which required that respondents answer on a two
point scale of YES/NO, the purpose being a direct
responsce regarding teacher-librarian familiarity with
that compectency. Respondents who responded positively
were questioned in more detail about the competency to
cxplore their complete knowledge of the particular area.
Respondents who responded negatively procceded directly
to the next competency area. Other competency areas began

by eliciting responscs concerning the definition of the
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term used to describe the competency areca; this item was

followed by indepth questions regardless of the
provided.

The interview guide consisted of highly structured
questions which permitted cpen-cnded responses, with
questions to be asked placed on the left of each page,
and at the right a checklist of possible correct answers
was included where appropriate. Pre-arranged prompts were
given to respondents if certain questions were not
understood and clarification was needed. If no responsc
was given after the prompt interviewers procecded to the
next question.

Those questions which involved the rcading of
detailed statements concerning functional and conceptual
instructional development approaches, and the role of
instructional development in the curriculum development
process, were supplemented by a transcript of the
definitions and/or statements so that respondents could
refer to it as the interviewer posed the questions (sce

Appendix B) .

Sample Group
The selection of respondents consisted of the entire

population of tcacher-librarians working half-time or
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more in the school library throughout Newfoundland and
Labrador. The total population of teacher-librarians was
selected because of the relatively small number of half-
time or more teacher-librarians (128) in the province.
Also, because of the open-ended interview technique it
was desirable to obtain responses from all
representatives of this group.

The criteria that teacher-librarians must be working
half-time or more in the library was used, because all of
the professional literature supports the notion that
teacher-librarians can only implement a resourcc-bascd
approach if they have time, over and above that required
for administrative and clerical tasks. The commonly

accepted time allotment is half-time or more.

Procedures of the Study 7

Superintendents and program coordinators or contact
persons for the library at each school board in the
province were contacted by a letter that (a) described
the purpose of the study; (b) requested their assistance
in providing a list of teacher-librarians who worked
half-time or more in the library; and (c) asked their
permission to interview those teacher-librarians who met

the criteria of being half-time or more (sec Appendiz A).
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A total of 34 school boards were approached, with eight
school boards having no teacher-librarians who met the
criteria.

A research assistant was given names and school
telephone numbers of teacher-librarians which were
provided by the superintendents or program coordinators.
Each tcacher-librarian was contacted by telephone and
informed of the purpose of the study and their school
boards support. Their consent to be interviewed was
requested, and once obtained a time convenient to them
was scheduled for interviewing.

Eight graduate students and one professor from the
Division of Learning Resources, Faculty of Education
Memorial University of Newfoundland conducted the

intervie

5, which took place throughout Newfoundland and
Labrador. Prior to the interviews taking place, all
attended a seminar on the conducting of the interviews,
to ensure that individual interviewers would follow a
pre-cstablished procedure. All interviewers were
cxpericnced teachers. They were considered to have good
listening and communication skills and with their
teaching cxperience they would know how to put
respondents at ease. They would also be sensitive to the

environment in which the respondents were operating.
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Each interviewer was trained in specific methods and
procedures before going into the field to ensure
similarity in style and to ensure receipt of consistent
data. Interviewers were made familiar with the purposc of
the study, construction of the intervicw guide, the
number of times to repeat a question, when to give the
prompt, when to proceed to the next question, and wherc
to record responses on the interview guide. Before
beginning the interview a little time was to be spent
with respondents to put them at case; the purpose of the
study was to be explained; and assurance of strict
confidentiality of their responses was to be given to the
respondents. If respondents appeared to be threatened by
a question, the interviewer was to proceed to the next
question, assuring the respondent they could return to
the question later.

Teachcr-librarians were interviewed privately in
their school settings at a time which was convenient to
them. From a total of 128 teacher-librarians, 115 were
interviewed in person. Only siz respondents were
interviewed by telephone because of difficulties in
scheduling. The interview ranged from thirty-five minutes

to two hours, with the average interview taking
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approzimately one hour to administer. The interviews were

completed within a sixz week period.

Data Analysis Procedures

The data were analyzed using semantic content
analysis. Types and applications of content analysis have
been identified and classified by many authors. Janis
(1965) has offered the following classification:

1. Pragmatical Content Analysis - procedures
which classify signs according to their
probable causes or effects.

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

3. Sign-vehicle analysis - procedures which
classify content accecrding to the

psychophysical properties of the sign.
(cited in Krippendorff, 1980, p. 33)

Content Analysis, as defined by Krippendorff (1980),
is "N rescarch technique for making replicable and valid
inferences from data to their context" (p. 21). Each of

the fifteen competency areas was used to categorize a

list of participants’ on each js cy .
Categories were examined to combine similar ones. Sample
representations of correct answers, appropriate or
acceptable answers, and totally wrong answers were made.

The correct answers were derived from statements in the



a7
literature vhich were attriduted to instructicnal theccy
experts and thosa with iostructional devalopment
expertise.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

roduction

The purpose of this study was to determine

instructional development knowledge and competency among

teacher-librarians in the province of Newfoundland.
The instrument was a highly structured interview
guide which permitted open-cnded responses. It was
divided into three sections: demographic information;
level of instructional development expertise; and
specific knowledge of various competencies in

instructional development. The instrument took

approximately one hour to administer. It contained the
questions to be asked on the left of each page, and at
the right a checklist of possible correct answers were

included when appropriate.

5 _of the Study

The results of the study were first analyzed by
recording all answers to all questions. The thirteen
instructional development competency areas were then
treated as headings, and responses to each question
within these headings were categorized using semantic

content analysis. Generally for each question there was a
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range of 15 to 25 distinctly different responscs. The
various responses were then compared with previously
established correct responses, using once again semantic
content analysis. Correct and incorrect responses werc

then tabulated within each major category.

Demographic Information

Onc hundred and twenty-onc teacher-librarians were
questioned about their preparatory training and work
experience. Analysis of the data indicated they have

considerable preparatory training and have had cxtensive

teaching experience.

Ninety-five percent indicated they have at lecast 5
ycars of university training; 36 percent have at lecast 7
years, and almost 15 percent indicated they have more
than 7 years university training. One-half of the
respondents indicated they had completed a high school
teacher education program, while one-third studied
elementary education, and nearly 15% indicated that they
completed a primary cducation program.

More than one-third hold two university degrees and

almost one-third have three degrees (see Table 1) .
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Table 1

Pespondent Preparatory Training Programs

bDegreae N =121 Percent
Master of Education 41 34
Master (Learning Resources) 28 ¥ 23
lLearning Resources Diploma 33 27
Two lachelor Degroes 81 67
Three Bachelor Degrces 40 33

Two respondents iudicated they have no degrec and
three indicated they have four or more. One-third of
respondents indicated they hold a Master of Education
degree and two-thirds of those holding graduate degrees

have a Master’s degree in Learning Resources.

Approximately onec-quarter indicated they hold a Diploma
in Learning Resources.

Onc-third indicated completion of the graduate
course L6521 Instructional Development, and two-thirds
indicated completion of other courses with an
instructional development component.

Teacher-librarian experience included both classroom

teaching and school library positions. Data indicated



that many respondents had considerable educational
experience (see Table 2). Classroom teaching experience
ranged mostly from 1 to 20 years, with 31 of the 121
respondents indicating five yecars or less of classroom
teaching cxperience. Very few indicated that they had
taught for twenty or more years.

Respondents’ experience as tcacher-librarians
indicates the reclative recency of such pesitions in
Newfoundland. More than one-half indicated from 1 to 5
years teacher-librarian experience, and only five
respondents had worked is a teacher-librarian [or morc
than 15 years.

Of the 121 teacher-librarians responding to this
item, 49 heid full time positions and 72 held part-time

positions of 50% or mcre time.
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Table 2

Respondent Years Experience as Classroom Teacher and

Teacher-Librarian

Years Classroom teacher Teacher-librarian

N = 121  Percent N = 121 Pcrcent

31 26 67 55
29 24 27 22
21 17 22 18
18 15 4 3
14 12 wase s

7 6 1

Tnstruc

ional Development Views

In order to determine participants’ views regarding
the functional or conceptual framework of instructional
development, they were asked to signify their agreement
or disagreement with five statements which reflected
extreme functional or conceptual views. Letters
representing cither functional or conceptual statements
are indicated on the right (see Figure 1).

1n analysing rcsponses, nearly one-half chose all
five statements as reflecting their view of instructional

development. Approximately one-fifth of participants
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A. A process for systematically designing
developing, implementing, and
evaluating instruction. ()

B. An application of the systems approach
to coordinate all aspects of a problem
toward the achievement of specific
objectives. (C)

C. A heuristic approach to the development
of instruction. (©

D. The development of instruction from the
total systems perspective rather than
from the discrete components of that
system. (C)

E. A systematic process of translating
relevant goals into effective learning
activities. (F)

Figure 1. Statements Reflecting Functional and Conceptual
Views of Instructional Development

chose four statements, omitting only C. In the interview
situation many expressed doubt about the meaning of the

term heuristic, which likely explaing their omission of

the statement. Only one-third of the participants were
divided in their opinions, with approzimately onc-quarter
choosing the functional statements, and only four
respondents choosing the conceptual statements.

Items two to siz of the interview asked participants
to indicate the instructional development approach they

preferred, given their educational roles. Humber of
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potential respondents to cach question is indicated on

the right (see Figure 2).

Functional Instructional Development
ructional developer follows the
steps outlined in an instructional
development model to systematically design
instructional units, modules or materials.

al Instructional Development

nnal developer applies theories
and theorics of instruction to
identify teaching and learning problems. In
applying theories he/she may at times
perform functional tasks.

2. Of these two approaches, functional
and conceptual, which do you feel
describes your feelings about
instructional development? (121)

Which approach do you use in the
development of instructional

packages? (121)
4. Why do you feel you use that

particular approach? (121)
5. llave you completed L65217? (121)

G. Which approach do you feel L6521
suggests? (41)

Figure 2. sStatements and Questions Describing Functional
and ptual Views of Instructional Development

Respondents were evenly divided, with approximately
onc-half choosing to operate at the functional level and

one-half at the conceptual level. Twelve did not respond.



When asked why they used a functional approach
respondents provided a variety of answers as follows:

* Less time consuming, practical, easier to
apply and fits current units of study.

*

Basically it is easier for teachers to
understand and follow. You don’t nced
theories of learning.

*

It suits the role of the librarian - to
help teachers plan and be a resource to
them for their instructional goals.

Those who used a conceptual approach responded with a
variety of answers when asked why. Sample comments
include:
* There is no one absolute theory; there are
different abilities, needs and approaches

to teaching. There is more freedom to try
out different theories for instruction.

*

Conceptual tends to consider individual
learning problems and assists in
formulating ways of correcting problems.

* It goes along with the philosophy of learning.
In all twenty-seven respondents did not provide any
rationale for using one or the other approach.

Only one-third indicated they had completed L6521
the one graduate course in instructional development, and
of those three-quarters responded correctly (functional
when asked whether the course suggested a functional or
conceptual approach. Most did nct respond to the

! question, indicating in the intervicw situation that Lhey
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were not surc. One respondent thought the course
presented a conceptual approach.

Tn summary, respondents indicate that teacher-
librarians recognize both levels of instructional
developmeni; that both levels can be practised; and that
one approach might be more appropriate than the other,

depending on each individual situation.

Instructional Development

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of
instructional development a series of six questions were
posed. Respondents who answered question seven continued
Lo the next question, while those who did not proceeded
to the question after next. Number of potential
respondents Lo each question is indicated on the right
(see Figure 3).

In analysing responses very few answered correctly
(A systematic procedure for solving instructional
problems) . Three-quarters answered with a variety of
responses, a sample of which includes:

* Develcping some form of instruction for
students.

* Using any resources to get across the
concepts and ideas in a particular grade
level.



7. What do you understand to be meant by
the term "instructional development"? (121)

8. Where have you learned about
instructional development? (103)

9. Instructional development is based on a
number of underlying theories. Can you
name some of these theory bases? (121)

10. What do you perceive to be the
difference between curriculum
development and instructional
development? (121)

11. What is the relationship of
instructional development to educational
technology? (121)

12. Where does instructional development fit
into the following scheme if you Lhink
of the curriculum as going through three
different stages,

1. Curriculum determination (deciding

what subject matter to include);

2. Curriculum development;

3. Curriculum implementation (the

teacher interprets the curriculum by

doing classroom instruction). (121)

Figure 3. Questions Included in the Category
Instructional Development

A small number could not provide any answer.

When asked where they had learned about
instructional development approzimately one-third
indicated from university courses only, while another

one-third indicated university courses in combination
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with other sources. The remaining one-third chose various
combinations of other sources, including school board
in-service, classroom teaching experience, and the like.
Wine gave no response.

More than three-quarters of respondents indicated no
knowledge of any underlying theories of instructional
development. The one instructional development course
required for the school librarian graduate degree is a
practicum, designed to provide functional level
experience only. The underlying theories would not have
been dealt with in this course to any extent, which
probably explains respondents’ lack of knowledge. Only
one respondent supplied the three theoretical bases
(learning theory, communications theory, and systems
theory). A few respondents indicated learning theory
only. Others gave the names of theorists, for example,
Bloom or Piagct. One respondent mistakenly thought
heuristic method and resource-based learning were theory
bases of instructional development.

When usked to indicate the difference between
curriculum development and instructional development,
only one respondent indicated correctly that curriculum
development is philosophy-based, has broad goals and has

a subject-matter thrust, while instructional development



is psychology-based, has specific goals, and has a
learning activity thrust. More than one-eighth responded
with partially correct answers. Nearly threc-quarters
provided various answers which were so general that they
were meaningless, such as:

* Material you must cover; how material is to
be taught and sources to be used.

* Development of an entire course of studies.

In all approximately one-eighth could not provide any
answer to this question.

Only nine respondents indicated that instructicnal
development is a subset, theory based application of
educational technology. Approximately two-thirds viewed
educational technology as any form of media. Various
vague responses include:

* Educational technology is used to implement
instruction.

* Instructional devclopment makes use of
technology.

* Technology influences students; they learn
and retain more.

These responses indicate respondents’ view educational
technology as any form of media that can aid instruction.
This is what Heinich (1970) refers to as technology in
education. Approximately one-third of the respondents

could not provide any answer to this question, indicating
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they did not understand the relationship of instructional
development and educational technology.

Approzimately one-third responded correctly when
they indicated that instructional development could occur
at all three stages of curriculum. More than one-third of
the respondents indicated that instructional development
occurred at the curriculum implementation stage and a few
indicated the curriculum development stage. In the
interview situation some commented that instructional
development should probably be in all three stages, but
most respondents did not see instructional development
fitting in at the curriculum determination stage because
the curriculum was predetermined for them by the
Department of Education, and they had no input at this
stage. Only four respondents could not provide any answer

to this question.

Conduct Needs Assessment

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of the
this competency area a scries of five questions were
posed, in ascending order of difficulty. Respondents were
asked to reply positively or negatively to questions 13
and 15. Those who responded positively continued with

further indepth questions about needs assessment, while
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respondents who replied negatively proceceded to the next
competency area (or next questions). Number cof potential
respondents to each question is indicated on the right

(see Figure 4).

13. Are you familiar with the term "needs
assessment"? (121)

14. What do you think is meant by the term
“needs assessment"? (109)

15. If someone asked you to conduct a needs
assessment, would you know how to go
about it? (1.09)

16. How would you go about conducting a
needs assessment? (67)

17. Do you consider needs assecssment to be
problem oriented or solution oriented? (109)

Figure 4. Questions Included in the Category "Conduct
Needs Assessment"

Ninety percent indicated familiarity with the term

‘needs assessment’ (see Table 3).
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Table 3

Respondent Familiarity with the term Needs Assessment

Familiar N =121 Percent
Yes 109 90
No 12 10

Three-quarters of the respondents who indicated
familiarity with the term ‘needs assessment’ thought it
related to the lecarner and the environment. A sample of
responses include:

* Assess the needs of the learner and the
curriculum.

* Individually examine each student to
determine their level and need.

* Examine the audience and learning
cnvironment; establish what is needed to
fulfill the learning objectives.
Less than onc-quarter of respondents viewed needs
assessment as determining school or instructional needs.
A sample of responses include:
* Determine the needs of the school.
* Assess what sources are available and

determine if there is a need to develop an
instructional package.
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Two respondents correctly responded with "A way to
describe instructional problems". In all only four
respondents could not provide any answer to this
question.

Another preliminary question in this compectency area
asked respondents to answer positively or negatively
vhether they could do a ‘needs assessment’. Those who
indicated that they could continued with further indepth
questions about ‘needs assessment’, while respondents who
indicated they could not proceeded to the question after
next. More than one-half responded positively to this

question (see Table 4) .

Table 4

Respondents Knowledgeable about how to Conduct a Necds

Assessment
Knowledgeable N = 109 Percent
Yes 67 61

No 12 39
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In analyzing responses 14 indicated the use of a
mecasurement instrument as is indicated by the following
responses:

* Design an instrument; carry out a survey;
determine audience; analyze results.

* Send a questionnaire and on it list topics
of selection looking for feedback.

One-third looked at the learners and the instruction:

* Determine level of learner; compare their
level to where you want them to be; do a
task analysis in terms of their specific
needs .

4 Assess the learners, determine their needs
and adjust the instruction.

In the interview many commented they would need help, as
they had never done one before. One respondent felt
he/she would use a learning development kit.

More than one-half of the respondents considered
necds assessment to be solution-oriented, whereas
approximately one—quarter correctly understood needs
assessment to be problem-oriented. Ten thought needs
assessment was both problem and solution oriented. From
the responses to the previous questions regarding needs
assessment it appears teacher—librarians are looking for
some method to aid in solving instructional problems, and
from their comments in the interview situation they do

not have the knowledge to proceed on their own.
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105

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this

competency area a series of seven questions were posed,

in ascending order of difficulty. Res

to reply positively or ncgatively to
and 23. Those who replied positively
further questions, while respondents

negatively procecded to the questien

pondents werc asked
questions 18, 20,
continued with

who replicd

after next or the

next competency area. Number of potential respondents to

each question is indicated on the right (sce Figure 5).

analysis"?

"learner analysis"?

go about it?

theories?

in doing a lecarner analysis?

18. Arc you familiar with the term "learner
19. What do you think is meant by the term

20. 1If someone asked you to conduct a

learner analysis, would you know how to
21. Describe how you would go about it? (54)
22. I'm going to name some characteristics

of learners, could you indicate by yes

or no vhich are important in doing a

learner analysis? (Sce Figure 6). (78)

23. Are you familiar with learning

24. Which learning theories would you apply

(121)

(78)

(78)

(58)

Figure 5. Questions included in the Category "Conduct

Learner Analysis"
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Nearly two-thirds of the respondents indicated
familiarity with the term ‘learner analysis’ (see

Table 5).

Table 5

Respondent Familiarity with the term Learner Analysis

Familiar N =121 Percent
Yes 78 64
No 13 36

More than onc-half of these respondents indicated
correctly that the term meant to analyse the learners.
Onc-third provided various responses. Many of which gave
some indication of a general idea about learner analysis,
but were lacking in clarity. These include:

* Determine background knowledge of learner
before teaching new content.

* Determine how someone learns something.

One respondent thought the term meant to "evaluate the
learncrs", while another stated "How curriculum
development is to be applied to class, students or
situation". In all only three could not provide any

answer to this question.



Respondents were asked to reply positively or
negatively when asked if they knew how to conduct a
learner analysis. Those who indicated they could
continued with the next question, while respondeats who
indicated that they could not, procecded to the question
after next. More than three-quarters indicated that they

could (see Table 6).

Table 6

Respondents Knowledgeable of Conducting a learner

Analysis
Knowledgeable N =178 Percent
Yes 54 69
No 24 31

When conducting a learncr analysis appro

wimately
three-quarters indicated they would look at the lcarncr
and the instruction:
* Research ways children at specific levels
learn; study student records to determinc

where they arc and programs completed; talk
to teachers who work with the children.

*

Gather information on the learner and use
this when considering the instructional
development process.
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Three indicated use of a measurement instrument:

* Use questionnaires to learn about group.

One respondent repeated to do a needs assessment. In all,
one-quarter could not provide any answer.

In order to determine how knowledgeable respondents
wore regarding learner characteristics a list of thirteen
characteristics were rcad and respondents were asked to
indicate which should be included in a learner analysis.
To analysc responses, characteristics were grouped into
three arcas: essenLial; important; and less important

(see Figure 6) .

Essential Important Less
Important

Reading ability Emotional Religion

maturity

Pre-requisite Socio—economic Parent

knowledge status employment

Pre-requisite Age Sex

skills

Special aptitudes
General ability level
Attention span

Writing abilities

Figure 6. Learncr Characteristics and Importance Rating
in Conducting a Learnecr Analysis



109

For respondents to be considered knowledgeable in
this competency they must have indicated all those
considered essential and two of the three considered
important. In all seventy respondents met the criteria to
be considered knowledgeable in doing a learner analysis;
only eight of those responding to this series of
questions were deemed to lack knowledge.

To determine if respondents were familiar with
learning theories a prelimlnary question was asked and
respondents were asked to reply positively or ncgatively
to it. Those who indicated that they were familiar with
learning theories continued with one other question,
while respondents who indicated they were not familiar
with learning theories proceeded to the next competency
area. Three-quarters indicated they were familiar with

learning theory (see Table 7).

Table 7

Respondent Familiarity with Learning Theorics

Famil lar N

73 Percent

Yes 58 74
No 20 26
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Given this high response it could be assumed that a
nimilar high response would be received on the next item,
which asked for information regarding specific learning
theories. However, more than one-half could not provide
any answer to this question. Respondents commented, in
the interview situation, that they knew learning theories
but could not name any. Less than one-half provided a
variety of correct responses, which included:

* Piaget’s Developmental Theory.

* Reinforcement theory.

* Gagné and Skinner Learning Theories.

* Piaget, Ausubel, and Bruner Learning
Theories.

Dcvelop and Sequence Behavioural Objectives

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this
competency area a series of seven items were posed, in
ascending order of difficulty. Respondents were asked to
reply positively or negatively to questions 26 and 29.
Those responding positively continued with indepth
questions about behavioural objectives, while those who
replicd negatively proceeded to the question after next.
Number of potential respondents to each question is

indicated on the right (see Figure 7).



25.

26.

27

28.

29.

30.

31.

What do you think is meant by the term
"behavioural objectives"?

If someone asked you to develop
behavioural objectives would you be
able to do so?

Please name the three main parts of a
behavioural objective?

There is more to behavioural objectives
than simply writing them. Objectives
should reflect various levels of
knowledge and skills. How do you ensure
that your objectives cover thesc
various levels?

Are you familiar with objective
hierarchies, such as those developed by
Bloom and Gagne?

What can you tell me about either of
these?

There are various opinions about use of
behavioural objectives, some very
positive some very negative. What is
the most common concern expressed about
the bchavioural objective movement?

(121)

(121)

(102)

(121)

(121)

(99)

(121)

Figure 7. Questions Included in the Category "Develop and
Sequence Behavioural Objectives"

Analysis of responses indicated that more than

one-half knew behavioural objectives meant "what you want

the learners to accomplish". Approzimately onc-third

responded with a variety of answers as follows:

* Expected responses that can be measured.

* Specific results you want to achieve.



* Stating objectives in terms of what the
child can do.

One respondent thought behavioural objectives meant "What
teacher would observe in the way students act". In all,
only ten could not provide any answer to this question.
Respondents were asked to reply positively or
ncgatively as to whether or not they could develop
behavioural objectives. Those who responded positively
were directed to the next question, while those
responding negatively proceeded to the question after
next. More than three—quarters of the respondents claimed

they could develop behavioural objectives (see Table 8).

Table 8

Respondent Ability to Develop Behavioural Objectives

Ability N = 121 Percent
Yes 102 84
No 19 16

In response to the next gquestion in the sequence,
approximately one-eighth could name the three main parts

of a behavioural objective, which are the conditions, the
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behavioural verb, and the standard or criterion. More

than one-third of the respondents provided a variety
incorrect responses, some of which include:

* Identify learner; criteria level; task.

* What expect students to do; how it is

expected to be done; time frame for
completion.

*

Identify goal; develop plan to achieve

goal; reinforcement to achieve changes in
behaviour.

Approximately one-half could not provide any answer

this question.

of

When asked how to ensure that objectives cover the

various levels of knowledge and skills in a subject
matter area, only one respondent correctly named the
three domains of Bloom’s Taxonomony (cognitive,
psychomotor and affective). Almost one-quarter respo
with "Bloom" alone and four named a single part of
Bloom’s cognitive domain. One-third provided various
responses which included:

* Concrete to cognitive.

* Different types of instruction

* Evaluation/testing.
One mentioned I.E.P. (Individual Educational Plan)

indicating a knowledge of Special Education. In all,

nded

more



than one-third could not provide any answer to this
question.

To determine if respondents were familiar with Bloom
and Gagné’s objective hierarchies a preliminary question
was asked. Respondents were asked to reply positively or
negatively to this question. Those who indicated they
werc familiar with these hierarchies continued to the
next item, while those who indicated they were not
familiar with them proceeded to the question after next.
More than three-quarters responded positively (see

Table 9) .

Table 9

Respondent Familiarity with Objective Hierarchies

Familiar N =121 Percent
Yos 99 82
No 22 18

In response to the next item which asked for
specific information about Bloom’s or Gagné’s
classification scheme, nearly all respondents indicated a
complete lack of knowledge. Only three respondents

indicated that Gagné’s scheme involved a programmed
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approach to learning. In all nearly one-quarter could not
provide any answer to this question.

Only three respondents answered correctly when they
indicated that the objectives focus on low level learning
as the major concern expressed about the behavioural
objective movement. More than one-third provided a
variety of responses, a sample of which includes:

* Objectives restrict learning; too
structured.

*

Teacher does not have them written only in
their heads.

*

Dehumanize learning; reduces learning to a
process.

In all more than one-half could not provide any answer to

this question.

Conduct Environmental Analysis

In order to determine respondents’ familiarity with
this competency area two items were posed, in ascending
order of difficulty. Number of potential respondents to
each question is indicated on the right (see Figure 8).

Less than one-quarter of respondents were familiar
with the term environmental analysis. Two-thirds of the
respondents provided a variety of partial responscs as
follows:

* Entire school; socio-cconomic climate.
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32. what do you think is meant by the term
"environmental analysis"? (121)

33. Which elements of the instructional
environment would be important to
include in an environmental analysis?
(See Figure 9). (121)

Figurc 8. Questions Included in the Category "Conduct
Environmental Analysis"

Environment conducive to learning.

Student background.
In all one-cighth of respondents could not provide any
answer to this question.

In order to determine how knowledgeable respondents
were regarding elements to include in an environmental
analysis a standard was established. To analyse the
responses elements were considered as either essential or
important, and were grouped into two categories (see

Figure 9).

Essential Important

Human resources Size and location of space
Mat :rials Noise level

Non~human recsources Time

Expertise of personnel Cost

Figure 9. Elements of Environmental Analysis and Relative
Importance Rating
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To be considered knowledgeable in doing an
environmental analysis, respondents must have indicated
all those factors considered essential and three of the
four considered important. More than one-third met the
criteria to be considered knowledgeable in conducting an
environmental analysis. Approximately one-third provided
various partial or incorrect responses to this item as
follows:

* Lighting, ventilation, proper seating.

* Teachers, students, curriculum,
administrative policies, resources.

* High expectations spent on task.
In all less than one-quarter could not provide any answer

to this question.

Determine and Sequence Content

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this
competency arca five questions were posed, in ascending
order of difficulty. Respondents were asked to reply
positively or negatively to question 35. Thosc who
responded positively continued with further questions
about the terms task analysis and concept analysis, while
those respondents who replied negatively continued to the

question after next (see Figure 10).
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34. wWhat do you think is meant by the term

"subject matter structure"? (121)
35. Are you familiar with the terms "task

analysis" and "concept analysis"? (121)
36a. How would you explain task analysis? (80

36b. How would you explain concept analysis?  (80)

37. Could you describe the function of
entry level bechaviour in sequencing
instructional content? (121)

Figurc 10. Questions Included in the Category "Determine
and Sequence Content"

More than one-half of the respondents answered
corrcctly when they indicated the term subject matter
structure meant "the way the subject matter is
organized". Approximately one-quarter of respondents
provided a variety of partial or incorrect responses as
follows:

* Nierarchy in developing a subject.

* The form subject matter appears in the
textbook.

* Accommodates all students.
In all less than one-quarter of respondents could not
provide any answer to this question.

Two-thirds of respondents indicated they were

familiar with the terms task analysis and concept
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analysis although some of their comments during the
interviews indicated that, while they had heard of these
terms, they only vaguely knew what they meant (see

Table 10) .

Table 10

Respondent Familiarity with the terms Task Analysis and

Concept Analysis

Familiar N = 121 Percent
Yes 80 66
No 41 34

When asked to explain task analysis only five
respondents provided the correct answer as follows:

* A map of essential skills needed by the
learner.

More than one-half of the respondents provided a variety
of partial or incorrect answers, a sample of which
includes:

* Breakdown tasks into manageable components
to be learned successfully.

*

Job (task) to be done.

*

Procedures to go through.
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In all eleven of the respondents could not provide any
answer to this question.

when asked to explain concept analysis only six
respondents provided the correct answer as follows:

* Map of knowledge needed by learners.

More than two-thirds of the respondents provided a
variety of partial or incorrect responses to this item, a

sample of which includes:

*

Understanding the student must reach.

*

Breakdown of main concepts into smaller
units.

*

Apply learning to a new situation.
In all less than one-third of the respondents could not
provide any answer to this question.

More than one-third of the respondents could
describe the function of entry level behaviour as
cstablishing the beginning steps in the instructional
sequence. Approximately one-third of the respondents
provided a variety of partial or incorrect responses,

a sample of which includes:

* Level of skills a student begins with and
start there.

*

If not estab’ished the behavioural
objectives won’t be met.

Entry level matches the task.
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In all one-quarter of the respondents could not provide

any answer for this question.

Determine and Sequence Learner Activities
In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this

competency area four questions were posed, in ascending
order of difficulty. Number of potential respondents to

each question is indicated on the right (see Figure 11).

38. When selecting learning activities,
what do you use as a basis for
selection? (121)

39. If you integrate the teacher’s learning
activities and the learning skills
continuum of the school, what is the
logical outcome? (121)

40. Which patterns do you usc in sequencing
your learning activities? (121)

41. Which tools are available to aid you in
the sequencing of learner activities? (121

Figure 11. Questions Included in the Category "Determine
and Sequence Learner Activities"

Less than one-quarter of respondents answered the
first question correctly by indicating objectives. Three-
quarters of the respondents provided various partial or

incorrect responses, a sample of which includes:
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*

Level and ability of child; goals.

*

Scheduling.

*

Teaching guides; skills continuum.
In all nine respondents could not provide any answer to
this question.

On the next item, only three respondents answered
correctly indicating integration across the curricusum as
the logical outcome of integrating learning activities
and the skills continuum. Three-quarters of respondents
provided various partial or incorrect responses, a sample
of which includes:

* Better learning.

* Accomplish the aim of the course.

* Better student knowledge and performance.

Onc respondent stated that such integration would lead to
boredom for learners. In all one-fifth of the respondents
could not provide any answer to this question.

More than one-half of the respondents could provide
a pattern for sequencing learning activities. A sample of
responses include:

* Temporal order; prerequisite knowledge and
skills.

*

Easy to difficult.

*

Known to unknown.
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COne-quarter of the respondents answered with only the
prompt, after it was given. A few respondents provided
various incorrect responses as follows:

* Print to non-print.

*

Include something the child will succeed
in; no pattern.

In all eighteen of the respondents could nct provide any
answer to this question.

More than one-quarter of the respondents indicated
that the tools available to them for sequencing learning
activities included tnxtkooks, teachers’ guides, and
learning skills continua. One-half of the respondents
provided a variety of partial or incorrect responses,
some of which includes:

* Curriculum; materials; audio-visual
equipment.

*

Test results; curriculum guides; resources.

*

Children’s rccords; parents; teachers;
students.

*

Assessment; experience.

*

A good library.
In all slightly less than one-fifth of the respondents

could not provide any answer to this question.



124

Select Appropriate Resources

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this
compctency arca five questions were posed, in ascending
orxder of difficulty. Number of potential respondents to

each question is indicated on the right (see Figure 12).

12, What do you use as the basis for
selection of instructional resources? (121)

43, What dc you understand by the term
"selection aids"? (121)

44, Which selection aids are you familiar
with? (121)

45. How do you determine the
appropriateness of resources? (121)

46. What are the five key attributes of the
various media which should be
considered in the selection of
resources? (121)

Figure 12. Questions Included in the Category "Select
Appropriate Resources"

Objectives are considercd most important to be the
base for the selection of instructional resources.
Approximately onc-cighth of the respondents indicated
that they used objectives as the basis for selection of
instructional resources. More than three-quarters

considered other elements, some of which include:




* Course content.
* Teacher preference and suggestions.
* Teacher requests; previews.

* Observed needs to address individual needs
and the curriculum.

* Expert recommendations.

* Suitable to school; functional; accessible.

In all only five respondents could not provide any answer
to this question.

In response to the item on selection aids, more than
one-half of the respondents were knowledgeable,
indicating that selection aids were professional
materials to aid in the selection of appropriate
resources. One-quarter of the respondents provided a
variety of partial or incorrect responses, a sample of
which includes:

* A reliable source to aid in selection of
materials.

* Bibliographies to evaluate resources.

* Supplementary material to course texthook.
In all thirteen recspondents could not provide any answer
to this question.

Numerous sclection aids are available for teacher-
librarians. To determine if respondents were familiar

with selection aids a standard of four commonly
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recognized selection aids were set. One-third of the
respondents met this criteria. Selection aids recommended

by respondents include:

* Wilson Library Bulletin * Quill and Quire
* Booklist * School Library Journal
* Horn Book * The Webb

* Children’s Books in Print  * Bcokmark

* Atlantic Book Choices * Wilson Catalogue

* Wynar’s Reference Guide * Books in Canada
In all, approzimately one-half of the respondents could
not provide any answer to this question.

Two important considerations in determining the
appropriateness of resources are (1) that resources match
the objectives, and (2) that resources be previewed.
One-quarter of the respondents indicated that they
determined appropriateness of resources in one of these
two ways. More than two-thirds of the respondents
provided a variety of partial or incorrect responses, a

sample of which includes:

Suitability to school; curriculum; content;
group.

Knowledge level of students.

Meet students’ and teachers’ needs.
Tn all only five respondents did not provide any answer

to this question.



127
In previewing instructional resources one should
consider key attributes of the various media, which are
motion, colour, random access, pacing, sensory mode.
Respondents were asked to indicate the key attributes.
Only one respondent could name all five attributes, while
two-thirds of the respondents provided a varicty of

partial or incorrect answers, a sample of which includes:

*

Currency; accuracy; suitability to grade
level and content.

*

Appropriateness; clarity; validity;
useability; reliability.

*

The five senses.

In all one-quarter of respondents could not provide any
answer to this question. Many respondents commented in
the interview situation they had never heard of
attributes of the various media, and were unsurc of what

the question meant.

Determine Appropriate Teaching Strategies

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this
competency arca four questions were posed, in ascending
order of difficulty. Respondents were asked to reply
positively or negatively to question 48. Those who
responded positively continued with another question

about teaching strategies, while respondents who answered
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negatively proceeded to the next question. Number of
potential respondents to each question is indicated on

the right (see Figure 13).

47. What things do you consider when
selecting or determining appropriate

teaching strategies? (121)
48. Do you consider any one teaching

strategy to be superior to others? (121)
49. Which one? (26)

50. Can you name some other teaching
strategies you are familiar witn? (121)

Figure 13. Questions Included in the Category "Determine
Appropriate Teaching Stratcgies"

When considering which teaching strategies are
appropriate to a given situation, two elements to
consider are the objectives and the learner analysis.
One-third of the respondents indicated that they
considercd onc of these elements in determining
appropriate teaching strategies. Approximately two-thirds
of the respondents provided a variety of partial or

incorrect responses, a sample of which includes:

*

Suitability to learner and curriculum;
interest level of students.

*

Student abilities; available resources.
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* Method of evaluation.

* Availability of resources.

In all only six respondents could not provide any answer
to this question.

Ther: are many teaching strategies that can bc used
in the instructional process. In order to determine if
respondents felt that any strategies were superior to
others they were asked to reply positively or negatively
to this question. Those respondents who indicated that
there were superior strategies were asked a further
question about their preferred strategy, while those
responding negatively were directed to the question after
next. Approximately one-fifth indicated there was a

superior strategy (see Table 11).

Table 11

Respondent Consideration of a Teaching Strategy to be

Superior
Superior N =121 Percent
Yes 26 21

No 95 @9
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The 26 respondents were then asked to indicate the
strategy which they felt was superior. Commonly named

strategies include:

Hands—on.

*

Resource-based learning.

* Lecture.

* Mix of media and activities.

Tt should be noted that most of the strategies named are
considered to be general approaches in the pedagogical
literature, rather than teaching strategies.

To determine if respondents were knowledgeable about
different teaching strategies, it was decide that they
should be able to name a minimum of three strategies.
One-half of the respondents met this criteria, including
in their replies the following:

* Lecturc; discussion; small groups;
displays; field trips.

Advance organizers; discovery learning;
behaviour modification; lecture; learning
centers.

Small groups; demonstration; research
projects.

More than one-quarter responded naming only one or two
strategics. Some respondents, in the interview situation,
said that these strategies were what they used, but they

may have becn familiar with others. However, they failed
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to name any others. In all less than one-fifth of the
respondents could not provide any answer to this

question.

Evaluate and Revise Instructional Content

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of
these two competency areas eight questions were posed, in
ascending order of difficulty. Respondents werc asked to
reply positively or negatively to question 53. Those who
responded positively continued with another question
about evaluation, while respondents who replied
negatively procecded to the next questions. Number of
potential respondents to cach question is indicated on
the right (see Figure 14).

In response to question one, only one respondent
answered correctly that ewvaluation is the collection and
use of information to make decisions about instructional
programs. More than three-quarters provided a variety of
partial or incorrect responses, a sample of which

includes:

*

Determining what students have achieved.

* Assessment of what was taught, how it was
taught, and effect of instruction on
students.

*

Testing.
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54.

55.

56.

57

58.

What do you understand to be meant by
the term "evaluation"?

What is usually used as the basis for
the cvaluation of instructional
programs?

If there are no written objectives,
could instructional programs, modules,
or units be evaluated?

llow?

What do you understand by the term
"criterion-referenced testing"?

In evaluating an instructional program,
module or unit, which components should
be examined?

In developing instructional units or
modules, when is the best time to
develop the instructional tests?

How would you make use of the feedback
you receive from evaluating your
instruction?

(121)

(121)

(121)
(61)

(121)

(121)

(121)

(121)

Figure 14. Questions Included in the Category "Evaluate
and Revise Instructioral Content®

These answers indicate that most respondents see

cvaluation as some form of testing to determine student

performance. In all only four could not provide any

answer to this question.

Objectives are commonly used as the basis for

cvaluation of instructional programs.

In response to the
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next question one-quarter of respondents indicated this
was the case. More than two-thirds provided a variety of
partial or incorrect responses, a sample of which
includes:

* Tests; assignments; observations.

* Performance on a written test.

* Children’s interest and kn>wledge gains.

One respondent indicated that the basis for cvaluation is
if students "Attains 50% of desired objectives". In all
only a few of the respondents could not provide any
answer to this question.

To determine if respondents knew that elements other
than objectives could be used in the evaluation of
instructional programs, they were asked to reply
positively or negatively to this question. Thosc who
indicated that other elements could be used were asked a
further question about this, while those who responded
negatively proceeded to the question after next. The
respondents were evenly divided on this item (sce

Table 12).
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Table 12
Respondents Considering Evaluation Possible without
Written Objectives

Possible N = 121 Percent
Yes 61 50
No 60 50

The 61 respondents who replied positively were asked
how instructional programs could be evaluated in the
absence of objectives. Only four responded correctly
stating that the evaluator establishes program objectives
and looks at audience concerns and issues. More than
three-quarters provided a variety of partial or incorrect
responses, a sample of which includes:

* Evaluate objectives in teacher’s head as if

they were to be written; teacher
understands what objectives are.

*

Personal intcrviews and observations.

*

If student enjoys instructional unit; if
student can talk about concepts after
instruction.

Use cvaluation model.
In all scven could not provide any answer to this

question.
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Only eleven respondents understood that criterion-
referenced testing provides a means of determining how
well the learner has achieved in relation to specific
objectives. Approximately one-half provided a variety of
partial or incorrect responses, a sample of which
includes:

* Base testing on a particular criteria
before instruction.

* Test subject matter.

In all nearly one-half of the respondents could not
provide any answer to this question.

All components of an instructional program should be
examined when performing an evaluation of that program.
In order to determine if responses were correct, a
standard of any four key components was established to
indicate whether or not respondents were knowledgeable
about program evaluation. One-half of the respondents met
the established criteria. Those who did not mect Lhe
criteria did indicate some knowledge of program
evaluation, providing responses such as:

* Content; objectives.

* Previous knowledge; teaching strategies.

* Learner; activities.

In all only a few respondents could not provide any

ansver to this question.
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Instructional tests should be developed before
instruction begins, if one is to follow an instructional
development model. More than one-half of the respondents
indicated that this was the case. Approximately one-third
were divided between during and after instruction. Some
respondents in the interview situation commented that it
could be done anytime; before, during and after. In all
only three could not provide any answer to this question.

When asked how respondents would make use of the
fecedback from the instructional program evaluation,
approxzimately two—thirds indicated a correct response
such as revision of instruction. One-third of the
respondents provided a variety of partial or incorrect
answer, as follows:

* To reteach and choose new strategy.

* Modify content or strategies.

* Change strategies and do remediation.
These responses, while correct in terms of student
assessment, indicated that they see evaluation only as

tes

ing for student gains., If the outcome is not
desirable then reteaching or changing strategies is
thought Lo make Lhe diffrrence. Evalvative feedback

should be more broadly applied than these responses
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indicate. In all only a few respondents could not provide

any answer to this question.

Create Instructional Units

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this
competency area four questions were posed, in ascending
order of difficulty. Respondents were asked to reply
positively or negatively to question 61. Those who
responded positively were asked another question aboult
the equating of creating instructional units and the
doing of instructional development, while respondents who
replied negatively proceeded to the next competency area.

Number of potential respondents to each question is

indicated on the right (see Figure 15).

59. Do you know of any "planning guides"
which could be used to create
instructional units? (121}

60. What do you use as the basis for the
creation of instructional units? (121)

61. Are the development of instructional
units and the doing of instructional
development synonymous? (121)

62. How do they differ? (61)

Figure 15. Questions Included in the Category "Crcate
Instructional Units™
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In planning instructional units planning guides have
been recommended to facilitate the planning process. When
respondents were asked if they knew of any such guides,
one-cighth answered correctly, indicating Fuel for

Change, Partners in Action, or the Haycock’s guide.

Approximately onc-third provided a variety of responses,

some of which include:

Department of Education material;
curriculum guides.

Board office material; teachers’ guides.

Program of studies from provinces; United
States, Information Power.

Onc respondent answered erroneously, "The Center for
Applied Research and Education". In all one-half of the
respondents could not provide any answer.

When asked what to use as the basis for the creation
of instruccional units, only seven respondents indicated
correctly that all aspects from objectives to formative
cvaluation should be included. A small number included
some of the elements of the instructional process, such
as: content, objecctives, learners, selection aids.
Two-thirds of the respondents provided a variety of
partial oc incorrect responses as follows:

* Curriculum guides.



* Textbooks and resources.

* Need.

In all eighteen respondents could not provide any answer
to this question.

Respondents were asked to answer positively or
negatively to the question "are the development of
instructional units and the doing of instructional
development synonymous". This question was designed to
confirm teacher-librarian opinions about the functional
and conceptual levels of instructional development, dealt
with in section two of the instrument. Those who
responded negatively were asked a further question, while
those responding positively were directed to the next
competency area. Responses were evenly divided (sce

Table 13).

Table 13

Respondents Equating the Creation of Instructional Units

with the Doing of Instructional Development

Synonymous N =121 Percent

Yes 61 50

No 60 50




Responses confirm data elicited in Section Two,
Questions 1 to 4. Those who answered positively aie
considered to be operating at the functional level while
those who answered negatively are considered to be
operating at the conceptual level. Those respondents
operating beyond the functional level provided a variety
of explanations regarding the broader scope of

instructional development. Sample responses include:

The development of instructional units
refers to specific instructional tEChnlquES
whereas instructional development is a
systematic design strategy applicable to
all learning areas.

*

Instructional development is more than a
step-by-step approach.

In the development of instructional units
you use the instructional development
model.

Instructional development is a process.
In all approximately one-half of the respondents could

nol provide any answer to this question.

orkshops/In-Scrvice
In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of
these two competency arcas two questions were posed, in
ascending order of difficulty. Number of potential
respondents to cach question is indicated on the right

(sce Figure 16).
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63. In designing and conducting in-service
education versus classroom instruction,
what is the most important
consideration? (121)

64. From an instructional design
perspective, could you name three
essential components of in-service
workshops? (121

Figure 16. Questions Included in the Category "Conduct
Workshops/In-service"

The adult learncr is an important consideration in
designing and conducting workshops and in-service
training. In responsc to this question, more than
one-half indicated correctly "adult learner or learner
analysis". One-fifth of respondents provided a varicty of
partial or incorrect responses, a sample of which
includes:

* Instructional strategies.

* Produce a skills continuum.

* Strategies and time of day.

In all one-quarter of the respondents could not provide
any answer to this question.

Only four respondents could name the three ecsential
elements of in-service training and workshops, from an

instructional design perspective. More than one-half



provided a varicty of partial or incorrect responses,

o

sample of which includes:

*

%

Practical.

Planning; cvaluation; participation.

Needs asscssment; in-service around needs;
feedback.

In all one-third of the respondents could not provide any

answer Lo this question, indicating that these

respondents were not knowledgeable in the competency

In order to determine respondents’ knowledge of this

area.
Congull with Individuals and Groups
competency area two questions were posed, in ascending

order of difficulty. Number of potential respondents to

cach question is indicated on the right (see Figure 17).

66.

What would you consider to be important
communication principles in

cstablishing a good working

relationship with teachers? (121)

What do you understand to be the

relationship between instructional
development and cffective

communication? (121)

re 17. Questions Included in the Category "Consult

wi Individuals and Groups"
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When respondents were asked to indicate
communication skills which enhance consultancy, only one
respondent listed all five identified by the researcher

as minimum criteria for a correct response, as follows:

*

Empathy.

*

Listening skills.

*

Organizing skills.

*

Acceptance.

*

Flexibility.
More than three-quarters provided a variety of partial or
incorrect responses, a sample of which includes:

* Understanding; listening; open; non-
intimidating.

*

Leadership abilities; good PR person.

* Be on par with audience.

In all nineteen of the respondents could not provide any
answer to this question.

Only three of the respondents indicated correctly
that the relationship of instructional development and
cffective communication is consultancy. One-half of the
respondents provided a variety of partial or incorrect
responses, a samplc of which includes:

* Instructional development used properly
leads to more effective communication.

* Effective communication as the basis of
teaching.
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* Good communication, effective instructional
development process.

One respondent said these terms were synonymous. In all
approximately one-half of the respondents could not

provide any answer to this question.

Communicate fectively

In order Lo determinc respondents’ knowledge of this
competency arca one question was posed. Number of
potential respondents to the question is indicated on the

right (sce Figurc 18).

G7. Can you name 3 esscntial elements
of consultancy? (121)

Figure 18. Question Included in the Category "Communicate
Eftectively"

Only six respondents provided answers which included
all threce elements: expert in a given field,
interpersonal communication expertise, and problem-—
solvinyg and/or creative thinking ability. Approximately
one-third of the respondents provided a variety of
partial or incorrect responses, a sample of which

includes:



*

Promoter; counsellor.

*

Good listener.

*

Easily approachable; able to confide in;
observes confidentiality.

In all one-third of the respondents could not provide any

answer to this question.

Summary

Participants’ instructional development vicws
indicated that they knew of both functional and
conceptual views. They were aware that instructional
development can be practised at both levels, and this
researcher believes that their school situations dictate
the approach they choose to use.

Participant knowledge about instructional
development is scant. Responses indicate that they do not
know what is meant by the term, and this is further
compounded by their lack of knowledge of the underlying
theories and their lack of understanding regarding where
instructional development fits into the curriculum. In
describing the differcnces between instructional
development and curriculum development they see
curriculum development as simply larger in ccope than
instructional development, and they sec instructional

development only in relation to resources and activities.
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This finding is supported by their understanding of
rducational technology which they see only in terms of
media; what has been referred to in the literature as
Rducational Technology One - Lhe ‘hardware! approach.

Teacher-librarians exhibited only general

familiarity with most of the competency areas. When
questioned about procedures for using competency areas
and underlying principles and theories, it was evident
that very few were knowledgeable to the exteat that they
could put into practise the instructional development
approach assumed by the cooperative program planning

movement in school librarianship.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

The purpose of this study was to establish the level
of instructional development knowledge and competency on
the part of teacher-librarians in the province of
Newfoundland. Since only teacher-librarians employecd a
minimum of half-time in the school library could be
expected to implement a resource-based approach to
teaching and learning, this group of 128 were the focus
of the study. Indepth intervicws were conducted with 121
teacher-librarians. Seven could not participate in the
study.

In Canada, curriculum developers arc awarc of how
rich in information and technology our world has become
and are concerned about how to prepare students to
function effectively in such an cnvironment. Rducators
have realized that traditional tcacher-based approaches
are no longer adequate, and they emphasize a resource-
based approach to teaching and learning which involves
more than simply providing resources; it implies
systematic planning, development, and the utilization of

all learning resources.
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To develop and implement a resource-based approach,
cooperative program planning and teaching is recommended
in the literature on school librarianship. Teacher-
librarians and classroom tcachers are expected to work
together as teaching partners in the development and
implementation of instructional units. For the teacher-
librarian this requires a change in the traditional role.
To be successful in the new role, the teacher-librarian
must possess skills and competencies in instructional
development .

Instructional development is an application of the
field of educational technology. It is most frequently
defined as "a systemati: approach to the design,
production, ecvaluation and utilization of complete

ems of instruction, including all appropriate

components and a management system for using them"
(Gustafson, 1981, p. 2). Many influences, developing
independently of each other, merged in the 1950s =nd
1960s to shape instructional development. It draws on
developments in the fields of communication theory
cducational psychology theory, and general systems
theory. It can be implemented at two levels which Davies

(1978) refers to as the ‘engineering archetype’ and the
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‘problem-solving archetype’; or as functional and
conceptual instructional development.

The need for teacher-librarians to have
instructional development competencies is evidenced in
the various standards and provincial guidelines. This
field study employed an indepth structured intecrview as
the means of data collection, sceking teacher-librarians
general knowledge of instructional development and
specific knowledge of fifteen instructional development
competencies. The fifteen competency arcas werce derived
from the Association for Educational Communications and
Technology (AECT) Task Force Report on ID Certification

(1982), entitled Task Force Report On Instructional

Development Competencies. These were synthesized with
competencies outlined in various Canadian documents.
Analysis of the demographic data demonstrates that
the participants in the study have considerable teaching
experience, much of which was as classroom tecachers.
Participants are also highly qualified in terms of
teacher certification. Forty-one hold masters degrees
with approximately one-half having graduate level
qualifications in educational technology or zchool
librarianship. Approximately one-third indicated that

they completed the L6521 Instructional Development, the
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one graduate course in the disciplinary area offered at
Memorial University of Newfoundland. A considerable
number of others indicated that they had completed
courses in Learning Resources which had an instructional
development component, but when questioned further they
were cilther unclear or mistaken in this assumption.

Teacher-librarian knowledge of instructional
development: is attributed to university courses, for the
most part. Their understanding of instructional
development indicated that they consider it a pragmatic
approach to the use of resources, fitting into the
curriculum process at the curriculum implementation
phase.

The results of the study indicate that teacher-

librar

ians recognize the two levels of instructional
development described in the literature. Their preference
regarding functional and conceptual levels or approaches,
they claim, is dictated by their individual educational
role and how those roles are perceived by their
colleagucs. But the data indicated that they consider the
relationship between educational technology and

i

structional development to fit within the old paradigm
of technology in education. Given their lack of knowledge

of the underlying principles and theories of



instructional development it is questionable whether
approximately one-half of the respondents, as indicated
in the interviews, could actually implement instructional

developmer® at the conceptual level.

Conclusions

Partners in Action (Ontario Ministry of Education,
1982), states; "The teacher-librarian is involved in the
identification of teaching and learning strategies;
working with teachers and students in the selection
production and evaluation of learning resources and
serving as a consultant in planning effective learning
activities” (p. 36). It is the premise of this study, and
that premise has been supported in the professional
literature, that the teacher-librarian must be
knowledgeable about, and skilled in, instructional
development in order to fulfill the role espoused in
documents such as Partners in Action.

The results of this study indicate that the majority
of teacher-librarians in Newfoundland schools lack all
but superficial knowledge of the instructional
development algorithm, which formed the basis of the
research instrument. Teacher-librarians may indeed have

tacit knowledge of instructional development which would
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permit them to design effective instruction, however, if
their knowledge is at the tacit level they are unable to
communicate that knowledge, hence unable to lead in the
cooperative program planning effort with the classroom
teacher.

Most teacher-librarians indicated, in the interview
situation, they would not feel comfortable in
implementing the various stages of the instructional

development process, and that their discomfort would be

d on lack of adeguate knowledge. The majority of
Leachor-librarians did not enjoy the indepth interviews,
claiming that they felt they were "being tested, like in
a university course". Their discomfort in the interview

process was attributed to the fact that they could not

answer many of the questions, were unsure of their
knowledge, and at the same time, as teachers, felt that
they should have comprehensive knowle lge about all
instructional matters.

If one considers the variety of programs completed
by many in the teacher-librarian role, the lack of
provincial quidelines regarding qualifications of
teacher-librarians, and the fact that most respondents
enteved teacher-librarianship from the classroom with

teaching certification only, doing courses in te. :her-
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librarianship or educational tecchnology after the fact,
if at all, it is understandable that most lacked
instructional development knowledge. Most respondents
indicated that they called on their classroom teaching
experience to answer questions in the interview, rather
than their school library experience.

It should be noted that it is only in the past
decade that the role of the teacher-librarian has changed
to focus on a partnership in instruction and in many
parts of the province it is a relatively new idea to cven
have teacher-librarians in the schools. As a result of
the recency of these developments therc is a lack of
provincial standards for the arca of school
librarianship.

The lack of role models in the school cystem is
another factor which could be considcred in cxzploring the
lack of teacher-librarian knowledge of ir~tructional
development. Therc are no designated instructional
developers, and those who might use the approach do co
individually and informally. This, coupled with the fact
that the majority of teacher-librarians are part-time
only, indicates that there might be difficulty in

adopting an instructional development role.
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sed on the findings of this study, the researcher

makes the following recominendations.

1.

That further studies be done on teacher-
librarians’ knowledge of instructional
development. This study focused on teacher-
librarians’ knowledge of the accepted
instructional development algorithm. Follow-up
studies could determine if teacher-librarians
through their classroom teaching experience have
developed heuristics for instructional
development .

That further study be done on teacher-librarians’
actual use of instructional development in the
implemenLation of resource-based teaching and
learning.

That studies of instructional development
knowledge on the part of others in the school
system, such as classroom teachers, program
coordinators, and curriculum consultants, be
implemented.

That the Department of Education, Government of

Newfoundland and Labrador, establish
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certification guidelines for teacher-librarian
positions in the province.

That the Division of Learning Resources, Memorial
University of Newfoundland, review the
preparatory program for teacher-lihrarians to
ensurc that there is adequate preparation in
instructional development knowledge and
competency .

That the Faculty of Education, Memorial
University of Newfoundland, ecxplore the level of
knowledge required by all tcachers in the arca of
instructional development with a view toward
making necessary adjustments to preparatory
programs as required.

That greater opportunity for tecacher-librarians
to participate in workshops and in-service
training on instructional development be provided
by school boards, to ensurce that those already in
school library positions incrcase their knowledye

of and competency in instructional development.
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St. John's. Newfoundland, Canada AIB 3X8

Do of Leaming; Resnes
Falty o Falucation

felex: 016-4101
09 7377544

To: Superintendent

From: Mary F. Kennedy, Associate Professor
Division of Learning Resources

Re: Research in School Librarianship

Date:  April 2, 1989

My colleague, Jean Brown, and I are currently doing research
in the area of instructional development. He are assisted by
a few graduate students, who are working on our project for
thesis credit or for research experience.

As part of a provincial study on the diffusion of
instructional development knowledge, competency, and utility
throughout the school system, we hope to interview all
teacher-librarians who are assigned library responsibilities
for more than fifty percent of their total teaching time.
Teacher-librarians, according to current standards in the
literature, are assumed to be capable of functioning as
instructional developers, despite lack of courses in most
preparatory programs in Canada. Hence our interest in this
particular group. We wish to establish their level of
knowledge, their use of instructional development
competencies in the performance of their roles, and the
sources of their instructional development knowledge and
competency.

We reguest your permission to contact any teacher-librarians
with your school board who are functioning as librarians for
the designated mininum time. We shall seck the assistance of
the program coordinator who is named library contact person
in locating teacher-librarians. The interviews will be
arranged at a time convenient for the interviewees, and
should take a maximum of forty-five minutes each. We intend
to conduct all interview between mid-April and the end of
May. Of course, we understand that your permission in no way
obiiges the teacher-librarians to take part in the study. The
decision to participate will be solely theirs.
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St. John's, Newfoundland. Canada  AIB 3X8

Division of Learnng Resources Tdex 010 310
Faculdty of Education [ L e aa ¥ 1]

We hope that you can sccommodate our researcn needs. We look
forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.

Yours truly,

Hary F) Rennedy |
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Associate Professor
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St. John's, Newloundland, Canada AR 3X8

Division of Loaming Resources
Fuulty of Education
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We wish to thank you in advance for your cooperation in
helping us to locate teacher-librarians who meet our
specifications. We look forward to speaking with you shortly.

Yours truly,

Masy F.|Rennedy
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DIRECTIONS FOR INTERVIEW

1. This interview should take about one hour.

2. Page 1, where demographic information is recorded, contains an introductory statement
giving the purpose of the study. Read this to interviewees lo familiarize them with the study.

3. Interview pages are formatied with questions on the left and possible answers on the right.
Answers differing from the possible answer should be written under the question.

4. Queslions 1 and 2 involve definitions. Give the definition sheet to interviewees and ask them
to read i, then ask tho questions. Take the definilion sheet back when the question is finished.

5. Questions should be read once. If asked to repeat the question, repeat once only then
proceed to the next question.

6. Some questions have prompts which should be read only if the interviewee needs
clarification of the question. Do not attempt 1o explain the queslion or prompt further, just
proceed to the next question.

7. Some questions have a "if no, go to --* instruction. If the answer is "No", or if the
interviewee cannot answer the question, go to the question as directed.

8. Upon completion express thanks for their assistance.
9. Return questionnaires 10:

Dr. Mary Kennedy
Division of Learning Resources

Department of Education
Memorial University cf “lewloundland
St. John's, Newfoundland



NATURE OF THE STUDY

This questionnaire is part of a provincial rescarch study on the dilfusion of
instructional development knowledge, competcncy, and use throughout the school

system. The study is currently focusing on primary and clementary classroom

teachers and her-librarians. Directed at her-librarians, this

will establish the levels of their their use in the of their

roles, and the sources of their instructional development knowledge and

competency.
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FUNCTIONAL AND CONCEPTUAL
INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
DESCRIPTIONS
(Page 2: Questions 2-6)

Functional Instructional Development
The instructional developer follows the steps outlined in an instructional

model to i design it if units, modules or

materials.

Conceplual Instructional Development
The instructional developer applies theories of learning and theories of
instruction 1o identify teaching and learning problems. in applying theories he/she

may at times perform functional tasks.
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INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT DEFINITIONS
(Page 2: Question 1)

A. A process for designing, ing, i ing, and

evaluating instruction.

B. An application of the systems approach to coordinate all aspects of a

problem toward the achievement of specilic objectives.
C. A heuristic approach to the development of instruction

D. The development of instruction from the tolal systems perspeclive rather

than from the discrete components of that system.

E. A systematic process of translating relevant goals into cffective learning

aclivities.
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(Page 4: Question 12)

It you think of the curriculum as going through three different stages,
1. curriculum determination (deciding what subject matter to include)
2. curriculum development ’
3. curriculum implementation (the teacher interprets the curriculum by doing
classroom instruction),

where does instructional development fit into this scheme?



NATURE OF THE STUDY 1

This questionnaire is part of a provmmal research study on the dilfusion of instructional

he school system. The s(udy is
currently focusing on primary and teachers and teacher-librarians,
Directed at teacher-librarians, this questionnaire will establish the levels of their knowledge of,
their use in the performance of their roles of, and the sources of instructional developmont
knowledge and competency.

DEMOGRAPHICS
This initial section deals with demographic information.
Circle or enter appropriate responses
1. Years of university training 123456 7 more

2. Program of university studies P E H

3. Degrees obtained

»

. If M. Ed., what area

o

Learning Resources Diploma Yes No

o

. Completed L6521
(Instructional Development) Yes No

&

. Completed other courses with
instructional development content  Specify

®

. Years experience as classroom teacher

9. Years teacher librarian experience

10. Teacher librarian status Full time Part lime



INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT VIEWS 178

1. Here are some views of instructional development 1. Circlo answors bolow
which | will read to you. Please tell me whether you
agree or disagree with them. Ready?

A. A process for systematically designing, developing, Agroo Disagroo
i ing, and ing i I

B. An application of the systems approach to Agreo Disagroo
coordinale all aspects of a problem toward the
achievemont of specific objectives.

C. A heuristic approach to the development of Agreo Disagree
instruction.
D. The development of instruction from the total Agroe Disagroo

syslems perspeclive rather than from the discrete
components of that system.

E. A systematic process of translating relevant goals Agroo Disagreo
into effective learning activities.

INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT APPRQACHES

Teacher-librarians can praclice at various levels along a continuum from being a custodian
of books, to (oachmg library skills in isolation from the classvonm leacher. to plannmg and
working with the teacher in the units or
modules.

Instructional development also can be praclised along a continuum from following closely a
particular model, to make instructional materials, to using systems theory to solve instructional
problems.

Here are wo i ing the extremes of
instructional development pracllse Read them and Il ask you some questions.

Funclional Instructional Development
The instructional developer follows the steps outlined in an instruclional development model
to systomatically design instructional units, modules or materials.

Congeptual Instructional Development
The instructional developer applies theories of learning and theories of instruction to identify
teaching and learning problems. In applying theories he/she may also perform functional tasks.

2. Of these wo functional and 2. Functional Concoptual
which do you feel describes your feelings about
instructional development?

©

. Which approach do you use in the development of 3. Functional Conceplual
instructional packages?



4. Why do you feel you use that particular approach? 4 119

5. Have you completed L6521? 5

PROMPT: The graduate course in instructional
development at Memorial University.

(If no, go to 7)
6. Which approach do you feel L6521 suggests? * 6  Funcional Concoplual
7. What do you Ihlnk Is meant by the term “instructional 7. A systomalic procoduro for
developms

solving instructional probloms.
(If no answer, go o 9)

8. Where have you learned about instructional L3
development?
University
In-sarvicn
Conloroncos
Prolossional litoraturo
On tho job
9. Instructional development is tased on a number of 9. Chockii
underlying theories. Can you name some of these Learning theory

theory bases? Instructional theory

Systoms thoory
Communication thoory
Educational psychologicol
thoory



0. What do you perceive 1o be the difference between
i and

®

development?

What is the of to
educational technology?

If you think of the curriculum as going through three
different stages,

1. Curriculum delamllnaﬂon (deciding what subject
matter to include)

2. Curriculum developme!

8. Curriculum Implemsnla“on (the teacher interprets
the i
where does Ins!rucUanaI development fit into this
scheme?

Are you familiar with the term "needs assessment'?
(If no, go to 18.)

. What do you think is meant by the term "needs

assessment"?

15. If someone asked you to conduct a needs

assessment, would you know how 1o go about it?
(if no, go to 17)

10.

12.

13.

14,

15,

Curriculum Development 180
- philosophy

- big goals

- subject mottor thrust
Instructional Devolopment
- paychology

- spacific objoctives

- loarning aclivity thrust

Subsot, theory-basod application

Circle answor bolow

1

Yos  No

A way 10 doscribo instructional
probloms.

Yes  No



16. How would you go about conducting a needs

20.

21.

J

=3

assessment?

. Do you consider needs assessment to be problem

oriented or solution oriented?

PROMPT: Does it focus on identifying an instructional
problem or on choosing a solution.

Are you familiar with the term “leamer analysis"?
(If no, go to 25)

Whal do you think is meant by the term "learner
analysis"?

If someone asked you lo conduct a learner analysis,
would you know how to go about it?
(If no, go to 22)

Describe how you would go about it?

.

8. Uso studant rosults, gridae:
‘achievoment tosts o soo if
objactivos aro mot.

b, Re-oxamina objoctives,
Instructio 10 soo if thoy
moot curriculum.

c. oxamine curriculum, goals
and objectives.

Problem oriented

Yes  No

Analysing tho loarnors

Yos  No



22. I'm going to name some characteristics of learners,

2!

24,

25.

2

15

kS

S

could you indicate by yes or no which are important in
doing a learner analysis? Ready?

- prerequisite skills

- age

- religion

- sex

- general ability level
- special aptitudes

- wriling abilities

- emotional maturity

- parent's employment

Are you familiar with learning theories?
(If no go to 25)

Which learning theories would you apply in doing a
learner analysis?

PROMPT: Learning theories are often identified by the

psychologists who developed them, for example
Skinner's reinforcement theory.

What do you think is meant by the term "behavioural
objectives"?

If someone asked you to develop behavioural
objectives would you be able to do so?
(If no go to 28)

Please name the three main parls of a behavioural
objective?

22, Circlo answors bolow

No

182

24, Ausubol's advanco organizor
Piagol's dovolopmental thoory
. Brunar's discovory loaming
Other (iist)

25, What you want tho loarners lo

1. Conditions or givens

‘accomplish.
26, Yos No
27, Chocklist:

2. Vorb

3. Standord or measure



28.

29.

@
S

3

33.

There is more to behavioural objectives than simply
writing them. Objectives should reflect various levels of

e and skills. How do you ensure thal your
objectives cover these various levels?

PROMPT: Do you know of any system for classifying
or sequencing objeclives?

Are you familiar with objective hierarchies, such as
those developed by Bloom and Gagne?
(if no, go to 31)

What can you tell me about either of these?

Thore are various opinions about use of behavioural
objeclives, some very positive some very negative.
What is the most concern expressed about the
behavioural objective movement?

What do you think is meant by the term
“environmental analysis"?

Which elements of the instructional environment would
be important to include in an environmental analysis?

PROMPT: Analysing instructional setting where the
instruction is going lo take place.

20, Taxonomy - 3 domains 183

cognitive
psychomotor

affoctive

29. Yes No

0. Bloom's throo domains
Gagno's conditions of learning

31, Tho objoctives focus only on
low lovel learning

32, Analysis of the setling

3. Chocklist:
Human resourcos
Matorlals
Non-human resourcos
Exportiso of porsonnol
Sizo and location of space
Noiso lovol

imo
Cost



34.

36.

37.

38.

What do you lhmk is meant by the term "subject
matter structure

Are you familiar with the terms "task analysis" and
"concept analysis"? (If no go to 37)

How would you explain task analysis?

How would you explain concept analysis?

Could you describe the function of entry level
behaviour in sequencing instructional content?

PROMPT: The term "entry level behaviour” refers to
concepls and skills already acquired by the leamer.

When selecting learning aclivilies, what do you use as
a basis for selection?

If you integrate the teacher's learning activities and the
learning skills continuum of the school, what is the
logical outcome?

3.

39,

The viay the subjoct matict R4
organizod

Map of essential skills and
knowladgo noodod by the
loarnor

Mop of concopts noodad by tho
loarnor

Establishes beginning stops In
the instructional

Objectives

Intogration across tho
curriculum



40. Which patterns do you use in sequencing your

41,

43.

learning activities?
PROMPT: Easy to difficult

Which tools are available to aid you in the sequencing

of learner aclivities?

What do you use as the basis for selection of

instructional resources?

PROMPT: On what do you base seleclion decisions?

What do you think is meant by the term "selection
aids"?

Which selection aids are you familiar with?

. How do you determine the appropriateness of

resources?

PROMPT: Anything else?

40. Checklist: 185
Tomporal ordor (ordor in which
tho ovents accur in the unll)
Famillarity of ovonts - from the
known to tho unknown
Froquoncy of uso
Proroquisito knowlodge and
skills

41. Checklist:
Toxt

Toacher's guide
Skills continuum
Othor (flst)

42. Chocklist:
Objectives
Othor (iist)

43 Prolessional matorials to aid in
tha seloction of appropriata
rosources

44, Chocklist:
Wilson Library Bulletin
Books in print
School board list
Other (list)

45. Chocklist:

Fit with objoctivos
Proviow resourcos
Other (ist)



46.

47.

49.

. 50.

51- . What do you think is meant by the term “"evaluation"?

What are the five key attributes of the various media
which should be considered in the selection of
resources?

What things do you consider when selecting or
determining appropriate teaching strategies?

Do you consider any one teaching strategy to be
superior to others?
(If no, go to 50)

Which one?

Can you name some teaching strategies you are
familiar with?

6.

ar.

51,

Checklist: 186

Motion
Colour
Random access

Pacing
Sensory mods.

Objectives and learnor analysis

Yos  No

List

Chocklist:

Rosearch projects
Toxtbook

Exporimont
Simulation

Quostion and Answer
Othor (list)

Colloction and use of
information to make docisions
about instructional progroms



52. What is usually used as the basis for the evaluation of
instructional programs, modules, or units?

PROMPT: What is used to indicate that outcomes are
desirable?

53. If there are no written objectives, could instructional
programs, modules, or unils be evaluated?
(If no, go to 55).

54. How?

55. What do you think |s meant by the term “criterion-
referenced testing™

56. In evalualing an instructional program, module or unit,
‘which components should be examined?

PROMPT: Objectives, learners, conlent?

57. In developing instructional units or modules, wher. is
the best time to develop the instructional tests?

PROMPT: Belore, during, or alter the units

52,

Objectivos 187

Yos No

54, Chocklist:

56.

Moasuro somothing olse, 0.,

ovaluator ostablishos program
objectives; or,

audionce concerns and issues;

or,
Othor (iist)

A moans of dotermining how
woll tho learnor has achioved in
rolation to specific objectives

Chocklist:

Everything:

objoctives
Ioarnors.

contont

toaching stralegies
activitios

tosourcos
ovaluation

Bofore Instruction begins



58.

5

>

60.

61.

How would you make use of the feedback you receive
from evaluating your instruction?

Do you know of any "planning guides" which could be
used to create instructional units?

What do you use as the basis for the creation of
instructional units?

Are the development of instructional units and the
doing of instructional development synonymous?
(If no, go to 62)

How do they differ?

In designing and conducling in-service education
versus classroom Instruction, what is the most
important consideration?

PROMPT: Which component of the instruclional
development process would have the greatest impact?

58 Toreviso instruction 188

59, Chocklist:
Fuol for Chango
Othor (list)

60. Al aspects from objectives to
formalive evaluation

62.

63, Tho adult loarnor o loornor
anolysis



66.

From an instructional design perspective, couid you
name three essential components of in-service
workshops?

Whiat would you consider lo be important
ication principles in f a
working relationship with teachers?

What do you understand to be the relationship
between instructional development and effective
communication?

PROMPT: Which facets of the role of instructional
developer are we referring lo when we emphasize
communication skills?

67. Can you name 3 essential elements of consultancy?

64. Chocklist:

189
Domonstration

Timo for practise

Time 1o view and interact with
the material

Other (ist)

65. Chocklist:

Empathy
Ustoning skills
Organizing skils
Accoplance
Floxibility

Consultancy

1. Exportiso in a given field
2. Interporsonal communication
expertiso

3. Problem-solving and crealivo
thinking expertiso
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