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' A COMPARISON OF A LECTURE AND A * .. .
- MODULE ON THE LITERARY DEVICE KNOWN AS -
, T  POINT_OF VIEW. T

A comparison was made between onc lecture and one module in
order to study the comparative effectiveness of the presen-
tation formats. The attituddinal.responses to both-teaching

methods as well as the total cqm}letion times were also

"examined. The subjects were 84 collegial levellstuden£s
enrolled in English,603:216K at Vanier Callege, St.Laurenp,
Quebec. A true research design was used. fhe results
- yielded no significant differences between the two methods
(p>.05) and bothlwereﬁprgven»effecpive teaching methods
4 (p<.01) over the control. Results showed gﬁe module to be

‘a preferred method of instruction (p<.0l1) and showed that

‘;: the subjecés were not bigsed, due to the treatment they
i ' '

feéeiﬁéd (p>.10). Students in the modular group“ggguﬂéte&
-the work in much less time (p<.001) than did the t{gditioqal
‘lecture gr?up. .As well, both tfeatmehts were seen fo bp
:equal in difficdlty and organi%ation (p>:0i) from the stu-

* -~ h.
.dents' viéwpoint. -
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" CHAPTER ONE

" THE PROBLEM.-

Modules provide for active student, participation. ...
The student.is actively invelved in manipulating the
-instructional materials.

\J S " Russell, Jamés'

N g

'Lectures may be stimulating or even inspirational,

thereby motivating the student to further study and
research.

. Unstattd, J.G.

‘"Lectures were once useful but now, when all can read,
and books are so numerous, lectures are unnecessary.

1f your.attentlon fails, and you miss part of a lecture,
it is lost; you cannot go back as you can upog a book "

Boswell, .Life of qohnson

»

\
-~ N ¥

) ’

"Many of us-can still recall the extraordinary dreayiness
of so much of the technology to which we were exposed;
the boredom, the passivity. .

In adaptlng to new demands, our schools need the benefits ¥

of more research on learning." - .
\ \ . ,

b .. Lessinger, L.
‘ 7/ Every .Kid a Winner.
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In recent years the mgmentum for change in'education has

been steadily increasing and today, in Quebec. as well as

' the rest of the world, partially in response to pressures -

from the public (which includes governme_nt'administrators,

» o oL v
educaters as well as students), thc whole framework of - -
L

educatlonal goals, currlculum method and evaluatlon is

B

underg01ng con§tant rev151on . g

In a trend that reflects our contemporary times, the

“ 4

» ! \ ’
‘emphasis is shifting” from concern with the group norm

toward concern °for the 1nd1v1dua1, including -his nveeds

capabllltks att1tudes and personal preferences. Though

thls trend 1s easily perceptlble in educatlonJllterature

.o

since the late nineteénth century it is not equall(y clear

Just what form- thls 1nd1v1duallzat10n of teachlng and

r

learnmg should take nor in what context it 1s most

»

agproprlately( used. This ﬁncertamty is very clearly seen

. . ) o (
- in Quebec Collegial Education, especially at Vanier Colleg‘e‘5

where this investigator’is a lecture'i_' in the English and

* Canadian 'Studies Programmes.'As a result of ~the Parent

f

‘Report (1965) ., & Quebec €ol~1egial System wds establish-

.

ed and since then colleges have been subJect to constant «

publi¢ and govefnment ‘critical study The Nadeau Report

\ (1975) sharply c;1t1c1zes the system and advocates a new
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'modular’ approdch to learning which would group teachers,

students and services into self—admlnlste,rlng 'module units'’.

. ' ' o
As of this writing ~ a néw report, by ‘the once secret ¢
¢

Special Study Group (6T, 1976) is Qvailable to the
) pub11c and promi-ses future changes in the collegial system

The effects of external criticism are felt w1th1n a collé‘ge

such as Vanier in whlch'_thqre appear frequent reports,

,im)zestig'atipns and committees (Wensely, 1974). ;
. . S ’ . N

’

]
. \ Bl ) th . N
As a natural consequence-of criticism, thereshas been a,

wide-spread quéstiorring of the more traditional teaching

N v

l

methodg such as the lecture. Published reports and experl—

— i ¥

-

ments on the lecture method of 1nstruct1,on are’ not new and
‘come frgm sources such as Corey (1934], .Mcl\’eachic' (1963},

The Hale Committee on qu"ve.rsit,y Teaching Methods {19609), -

McLeish (1968), Beard (1970), Bligh (1971), Costin (1972),

-

énq Gregor\y (197%).

;&

There ‘{as, as well, beén a pi‘olilfera‘tion- of 'inn'ova'civg'r
student-centered a'ppfoaches to instruction which have been

forwarded as equal to or better than more 'tra‘di't‘qional

i \ N ° . -~

teaching methods. Amongst these approaches‘are: Indivi-

dually Prescrlbed Instructlon (I P.I. ),, Bolvin and Lindvall.

x (1960), Programmed Instructlon (P. I ), Marble (1966), T

.Personallzed Systen Instructlon (P.y‘;) , Ke‘ll’é‘r (1967),
hw

The Audlo—Tutorlal Approach Postlet it et al (1970) 5

Learning Centres BI‘le (1971), and Modular Instruct1on

(M. I ) Creager a‘ld Murra)f (1971), Goldshmld aqd Goldschmlgl

AN

»

3

o ' '*‘
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;,; .+ (1972), -Shore (1572,'Russe

Modular Instruttfon, is' ba

11 (1974); to name just a few.

sed on the use of modules. A modul@.

. . . , ? -
is-an inftructional package dealing with”a single conceptual

unit of subject matter.s I
), Ilearnlné,bernabllng the s
‘ «bpfore mov1ng to another.

Ninstructional and it;ds'th
‘and intensity'of hds study.

from only a few mlnutes of

erstudent who contfols the rate

t is an attempt to 1nd1v1du311ze
y - -
tudent to ‘learn one.unit of content

Fre

The format is often self-

..

The*iength of a module may vary !

fad

student time to several hours:

' Modules qan be uséd 1nd1v1dua11y“or combined in a~varrety_

of sequences; (Russell, 1

4 ) ’

974, p- 8. - o -

.
ul,
-

. ’y' Because the restructurlng of colleglal educatlon in, Quebec

K weuld 1nvolve a completely

and because the government

1.
modularized system of educatlon

-~

1nten&s rmplementlng the GTX

Report (1976) for the ‘academic year 1978 it is important

to study whether the module is as effect;Ve a learnlng \> -

device as the methods presently being used The most '

| predomlnant of these methods is the lecture and&therefore

g w1th the lecture method

known as p01nt of v1ew wil

a lecture format. For the
. is deflned as stated above

accordlng to B11gh (1972),

presentatlon ‘given by oﬂz teacher‘to a group of students. ;i .

t

-~ o

this the51s w111 compare the modular method of 1nstruct10n-

]

In “this study the 11terarx device

1 be presented to a sample

pobulatlon of«colleglal level students in both a module and

F3

¥

purpobes of thls study the module

and the lecture 1s,def1ned

4

as an unlnterrupted verbal -

\

«
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L The;purpose of thiswstudy was to compare two approaches to.
B <. M .

-

B thee!!aehing of iiterarf boint of vieg,. The first‘methqg:

,m-employed was a twenty—flve minbite hlghly structured formal
ok . ‘ 4v .
R grolp lecture 'in which no dlscu551on was Jpermitted. The ‘. "

v

v students were neither encouraged to nor discouraged from X

R "«',mno's",.%@ P ,' "
. .

. ka1ng Qotes. The result was tHathtudeo;s did not knbw

g 1 S

.what to look for in thﬁ*presentatioﬁ.- They remained passive :

* A

S ‘ A . : :
~ ‘auditors throughout the lecture. Only -in the results of the

-~

t .
{ o .testing, which immediately followed the lectdreﬁ did the -
| . . . o v
¢ « °  ‘lecturer optain factual feedback (as -opposed to tTfe visual
o T bod& hints particulariy evident when.outside noise levels
\' . . .
- [ 3 [

' student,grﬁup. ’ : ' N - N

R N ” R

S . “ - ‘ ~ \ B /

< In contrast _the second method employed was Modular

\ . * . y ) ~y ,
j\41'ose) orr the relative effectiveness of her lecturg on the (\
N -

\ - K Instruction. ThlS group was given a module and informed, : ‘ t}
| PR ofally; that they had up to twenty-five minutes in which

' to complete thi’s 1nst7uct10nal package on their own and *
, *,« anywhere wfthxn thenconflnes of the classroom. They were

-

M asked to hand }n their modules when completed.‘ Their com-

/

~  pletion time was“notediﬁn the booklet. Free dlscu551on and.

\ ﬁove@ent omongst the students was. permitted and but,no

1

- " questions were to be asked of .the instructor.

-' : L l = ) ) . L ~/\
IR : The module through which the second group worked conta1ned T
o . : ¢
} . the sgme statement ofaprectlves and all the 1nfo}mat10n
]

0 - - i s ’ N ! I ‘\u-
. g
» N . . . ’ . .
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' and questions, in print, which the lecture provided
. L . oo , 4

orally. ' Since the student was in control of the module he

could decide when to move ahead, when to study the, example,

. ]

- when to answer the questlons in the module and whether or ;

- ;“Ot to repeat a section Whlch he had not understood well. ' ‘i

E : ’ " This self-pacing yas obv}ously impogsible in the teache?- e ]

‘? ) . controlled lécture-grouﬁ.f . o ' ‘ e i
Ex, . ‘ ~ o ‘ . .

The problem statement then can be formulated as follows: | 5:\> !

‘Does the student's active use of a modulpr.learnigg package

result ‘in more effectjve learning than his auditing- the same
, ‘ [N ?

material in a traditional lecture format?<‘A secondary

problem was to exdmine the attitudinal responses to both

o s

teaching methods so as to determine which method students

U sane —illemarne oeh

o

preferred. : ' - . o =

o : These problems are significant in  college education:
Educators strive towards maximizing the effective learning

, capabilitigs of students; thus the problem of whesher one

- . -
. v 4 .

method of instruction is more effective thap another and/or

preferred by students should be examlnggﬁip 0 .

3

- .
- -
. r -
2 K N -
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: .- CHAPTER TWO

\ -

K Review of Related Literature - N

' . e . ¢

. - ) . o -
‘Thié review of literature will deal with the lecture and the

Definitions, an

. . Yl .
modulax instruction methods 'in education.
overview of origins, the key concepts, several experiments

- . -~
_and practical applications as well as critical attitudes

The Lectu}e:, ! . - ,P’/

Learning theories and methods have an ancient heritage

. - - \

which ci;ﬂpe'tra;ed back to when tribal priests systematized

will |\be investigated. L

L4

" bodies of knowlexige and early cultures began to record énd

' ‘ (reprodﬁce information. According to Saettler (1968) the

\ -

: o : .
! \ ' first sinstructional technologists were probably the Elder

Sophists, men of learning in fifth cenfu}y ﬁﬁCr Athens who

? T e "analyzed modes of effective 1nstructlon and mad hypotheses

~to take into accoqunt the factors disclosed by their analyseg

\ £ - -

3 _ ,
, tf ! ’ just as contemporary researchers are doing todax." - (Saettler,

"9 1968, p. 12). . /-

i
o i , ’ . ‘o

« -

ps

SR I / The sophist assumptxon was that all gpn had thg potent1a1

m . for 1nte111gent, soc1a11y Tesponsible self-rule whlch could
iy o B o only be ;chieved through education. Théy empldyed‘expos1d

f"' ,' & tory lectures and group dlSCUSSlOﬁ methods but £avoured the
,“f " D . © oral tradition in th bellef that rhetorlc was the most .
3 * effectlve 1nstruct10h techm.que for tr’ansmzttlng practi;al'

© e knbwledge 1n a condensed systematlc manner. This is the

same argument given in favour of the lecture method by much’

T A T T
T SR LT
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more recent researchers. (Umstattd, 1964; McLeish, 1968;

.. ’Costin, 1972; Bligh, 1974; Gregory, 1975).
' * -~
certainly. echoes the earlier Sophlst belief:

" The follow1ng ’

’

As 'a teaching device, it (lecturlnﬂ is™ ‘
undoubtedly the most economical method o
by which a single individual can’pres-. . ' oo
ent in the context of a personalized . :
and continuous argument a g&neral ‘ - '
. framework for understanding the funda-
‘mentals of a particular subject,
. ‘ emphasizing the key concepts and
. involving the audience in reflective
. thought which moves in time with the
on-geing performance. (Mcleish, 1968,

p. 1). . .
It must be noted that the assumptlon made, that the atten-
tion and dctive participation of the auditor is necesparlly

engaged, may not be a correct one. o - .

. kg .
- ’
» M

- Although the Sophist methods, have been'consjdefed formal,

and rigid, the student always knew what was expected of ﬁ{m,-,
4 . %

“how he might achieve his goals and how well he was doing,
: t, < . * -, e

The . influence of Plato'aﬁd Socrates;overthrew the educa- -
tional success of - the SOphlStS and- became the chief 1nf1u-

ence on Western Education. The Socrat1c methodd of 1nstruc-

tion aimed to teach by inquiry us1ng g1ve and take conversa-' T

R tions guided by leadlng questions.- Plato be11eved that men

’ 2 L3 N ‘
were dé&stined for high or low social p051t10ns and that
education was only .for the aristocrats. .

b
, @
. . -

Scﬁoiasticism‘ an’ 1nte11ectua1 movement which floufished 1n AN

Europe in the twelfth and thlrteenth centu?fes trained

students in Arlstotellan 10g1ca1 analy51s whlch presented <

\
propos;tlons but 1eft.the~£ormulat10p‘pf conclusions to the

e . ’ +

s

R
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students. Although thi's method was influential on such men L

\

as St. Thomas Aquifias many educators of the time were shock-.

[y

ed at the idea’ of permitting students freedom to-arrive- at

‘their own conclusions and continued in the traditional,
b N A

rhetorical method. (goottler,~1968). o .

~

Thus -we see one of the early distinctions between the pas- .

- A
sivity of the student in a lecture situation as compared to _ ;
) . Ll ' . ) > ) v‘ f ’ 1, 1 ‘
a more active student-centeréd teaching method. - ) . ©
. . ) : . e
- . . o - -
%%'strong trend in educational philosophy toward maklng o #

1nstruct10n less abstract and less formpalized was evident

in the elghteenth and n1neteenth centuries. In particular, - . -

a

the writings of realists such a§ Locke, Rousseau and . . ;

Pestalozzi Wwho recognizod the pfinciples of individual ‘

A
H
FREERNC SRR O g p o)

differences and the necessity for methods of instruction

suited to the student boéan to influéﬁte educational methods ° =

“in Western Europe and America. However ,educators in

.

general were slow to adopt new techniques. Thus, the leéJ-

‘ture has had a 'long hlstqyy as the central méthod of uni-

- A} 4 L

versity instruction. It developed and thrived, although e

~
. W‘“..a“”;;&“iA -

never without g ¢ , S - . 3
8 ' fe . 3
crlt1c1sm _durdng the early university - - . . \

periad, largely because of the scarcity

of books and manuscripts available for
, student use. ... Instructors ... became
famous, not necessarily because of the. ,
charm of*their manner or the stimulus, —
they- provided as teachers but. chiefly T ]

on account of the valuable subject- o
matter they had to offer because of the . N
.~encyclopedic range of their scholarship. R v {
Historically, those persons who made ., "

. reputatlons as teachers as opposed to ' L i
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i wells of information have in most ca$es
: been '""dialeticians" in the best sense

. of the word-conversationalists, dis- ¢
cussion group leaders. .' They have made

8 their greatest contribution along the

gy line of stimulating others to learning -

. rather than of presenting the fruits of \\ﬁ\
their own learning to be memorized.

. ", (Corey, 1934, p. 460)- | x

e

As McLeish noted the lectures "usefulness for thi§ purpose

h%s been .so much taken for granted tha't it may seem to mrany
" ‘to be almost blasphemous to doubt its value.” (McLeish, *

1968,-p. VII). As many critics, inéluding ﬁr. Johnson

(See opening quotation), Corey (1931) and McLeish ‘ )

(1968) pbinfed out, the modern advances in printing weakened

the hlstor1cal argument for the lecture method
-+ Information in permarent form has .
accumulated so rapidly and is so ‘ .
readily available that univérsity )
students are no longer dependent upon
a faculty for intellectual nourishment
in the same sense as they are for
N . stimulatian and guldance Particularly
is this true unless it can be shown
that studenf‘learn1ng is noticeably
enhanced by the presentation™3f infor-
" mation in lecture form as opposed to
o the same material presented in mimeo- .
- graphed or prlnted form and, read’ by the,
. student.

+ If the learnlng is equal under. the two
- conditions it would seem that the
~ lecture might well receive imuch less
. ‘emiphasis, thereby sgrving to release
=+ . the instructor from this responsibility

. ¢ ,and making it possible for him to as-
T sume others of greater educational
. significance... to 1nd1v1dua1 students.
N . (Corey, 1934, p. 261). _ B

After World War One student enrolment began to increase:
-bringing into clearer focus the main atguments for and

- against the lecture method. . In favour of-it, Corey cites

EY - . « . . '
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the ,widely accepted Minnesota studies

of the effect of ¢lass size upon . '
teaching and learning (which) have - .
served to create a more tolerant

‘ . 'attitude towards lecturing particularly ' S

in large institutions experiencing
financial worries.“(Corey, 1934, p. 261)..

'thls led to an increase, in the 4930'5, of larée survey and

]

orientation courses. These large audltorlum size classes

are still widely used today Yet, at the same t1me the

argument agalnst the lecture method ‘was becoming stronger.

Corey (1934, p. 261) asserted that: , .

ot

liberal changes...indicate dissatisfac-
tion with the. lecture method. Every :
increase in extension work by correspon- '

dence is a direct implication ndt only \ SR

that the decturer is a superfluity but :
that teachers in general are not essen- '
tial for learning. The trend toward C
reading for honors and tutorial instruc-

tion might readi be considered an .
index of this\gchangjing emphasis as
indeed might a empts to adapt

) teaching to individual students... \

This question of the lecture's value as opposednto student's

reading and the rise of interest in the individual student

led to Corey's 1934.research entitled "Learning from

‘ ' 9

lectures versus learning from reading." Corey questioned '’

\
.

the assumptlons\thgtw/lfj lecturers animate the subject

matter, - .o .
. LA : ' Ll .
- .2, that students receive the latest
1nformat10n at a great economy of time and . w; i
3. that’ personal contact between -

student and teacher is pr0v1ded. Corey's theory 35:

were an instructor to mimeogmaph his € e
lectures...he would 'still be saving
'student time, his materials might

,

o




. still be up to dale. . «(and) might’ . ,
i , contain.’.. humoun,..’ The personal ’

rovides in some ¥
‘degree: could be made¢ even more- intimate
_and educational were, lecture time S .
devoted to discussiohs or consultations - C
... The advantage in\ the reading e
SR method whlch immediately presents
o itself is that reading\rate tan be
, . adapted to the ability \of the individual
N . ,student to comprehend, while the rate at
v ' which ideas are dispense in the lecture
is the same for all listeners in the
group Other arguments, Such as the
permanence of the written- ecprd, and b
" the possibility of note-making wi}hout
_.oscillation and its attendant risks are
also obvious. ' But these.reasons dre
logical and not empirical, and th® real .
issue which must' be decided explicitly N
before the lecture may be considered ' _
justified, is whether students\actually -~
S learn more from the lecture than they,
. ] would from identically worded materials
] ' o in, printed form studied for the §{ame : -
o 1éngth of time. (Corey, 1934, p.\262).- = . .. s

‘ which the lecture

» k‘ ?
f<k . . Corey, investigating previou51experiments° f und that they

o

vour of ‘discussion for delayed recall As a basis\for his .

[} AS

' - Mmimeographed sheets. which however, were NOT 1de}t1cal nd
- ' _thus may invalidate the 'no 51gn1f1cant difference' results. -
v - In dorey's experiment the lecture was identical to the

) N A\ J

f“ reading material,‘the college students were divided iﬁto

) !,é, ’equated groups ‘kqual time was given for both groups and a Lo
. . * wrt 1 . . \ ]\\:\‘ *.‘ ‘

- ) . \

RN
o EN K



2 .
L R R R '\’\"“Q"""W*’P?ﬁ B T R S L TR - LN , ‘\n»‘_' s sl ma . ., \
? b HAa, G W TR < h \

\ . & [l
. I )

test for i@mediate recall followed by the same test,

[2]

withoutswarning, two weeks later wasxziven. The test was .
. \ \ L
.« a sehiobjective, true-false and short answer type corrected

by the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula. The subjects were "

not permitted to fake notes as Core& felt fhis would
. include another complicating variable. Subjects were told
that an' immediate recall test would be given. "The lecture
and reading methods were compéredlwithsrespect to stores on
- immediate and.delay (14 days) recall geé;s and correlations
» b;tw;én immediatéwanq delay tests aﬂd‘gfhndarq’reading,

vocabulary and psychological tests.
, o« _

Corey discovered that’the reading group was supepior(?ér

)

immediate recall and that there was no statistical differ- ‘

ence for delayedarecali although the reading éroup was'

slightly favoured. The correlations showed that the reading

\
N

- group had a higher retention of material.and that superior

\
’studentsseemed to do better in the reading groub but there \\ - _'},
was almost no compensatory tende;cy for the, inferior stu- \\"-' ?
dents to get mo;é from the legture. Thus, Corey's conclu- \ *
sions favoured the reading metbod of instruction. . - \f T

\ o

\ . . \ )
Birney and McKeachie (1955) sur&eyé& experiments and o S

" research on teaching methods. Their fiﬁdingS‘qypported
1 \ . ’

those of previous expefimentérs.\(They cite Wolfe (1942)
\

" and Lonésfaff (1932)  as reachiné\the same conclusions , |

“they did: - - ‘ o B |
i € " - . t
, S ' : .- ¢
", the experimental evidence submitted to- 4
the present time tends to.éupp%pt the, |
' N N
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. McKeachie (1954, p. 145) reacting to the publlshed experl-

"or quiz discussion teaching.

>,

‘general conclusion that there is little '
differencde...as to what method of ~

presentation of the materials of the
course is used. \

The third decade (1950'5) of research
has. not outdated Longstaff's statement. ' .
However, recent -research does hold
.. forth the promise that in the next .
. decade we will have a better under-
standlng of the effect of -various
teaching_methods on student learnlng.
- (Birney and McKeachle, 1955, p. 58).

Guestskow et al (1954) repeated these 1nconc1u51ve results.. '

ments claimed that a host of other experiments had remalned

unpublished as they' too ﬁroduced no significant difference

results He  suggested a more careful examination of the

,3 p.)
experlmental variables 1nc1ud1ng studend attitude and

/

maturlty McKeachie's suggestion is repeated by.Buxton
(1956) . in a review of research literature which studled
effectiveness of large class lecturing versus small clgss :
Once agaln the results

showed no statistical dlfference, and again the researcher .

|

"criticized the experimental methods.

From studies like these, from the review

by Cole (1940) and from other emp1r1ca1

studies by Spense (1928) and Husband

(1951) one is forced to draw the conclu-.

sion that there is no general superiority
. or inferiority of the lecture method.

within the limits-of the research proce- o e

dure used to daté. However, it would be
unfortunate to-overlook some of the
characteristics and limitations of these -
procedures, for.an examination of them
suggests, not that lecturing is like
other teaching technlques in all respects
-but: rather that more definitive research B
is yet to be done and that we may then
expect to find specific and repeatable

2%
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- differences among techniques. .

- - Research on the size-of-class variablé .. |t
| .».has shown that size is important only
I insofar as it allows other variables to
{ have a greater or lesser effect... .
(Researchers) will need to specify the -

. objectives sought and the means to be

| used to measure achievement of these -

| objectives. (Buxton, 1956, p. 143).

‘A similar observation made in the Minnesota Review of the

Bureau of Institutional Research (1958) also urges careful

examination of the experimental methodolegy 'and evaluation

e

procedure. This report indicated that different teaching

- 3

methods may have produced differential amounts of learning

+

which were masked in the measuring process. =

Marr et al, (1960) assessed the value of the lecture method

) I in a course by comparlng it to a- condltlon in ‘which four
f

w .. sections of the students rec§ived four lgctures ‘weekly and ,

a

- four sectlons met once a week to answer specific questions

b relat1ng to the assigned readings. . .

¥

- . / N -
< The instructors utiliz;d an analysis of variance design to

3 ' - ¢

I determine the effects of different instructors, different ¢

7 - ‘} metﬁods and different levels of students as measured by

— %
A

grade.boint average on fdur examinatigns. Once again the
results showed no con51stent1y significant dlfference
other than that students in the lecture course would have

p;eferred less lecture time. - ’ o .

o

: .

/Ihe lecture method‘hhs been thé subject of more experiment-
al observation in the United States than any other issue

in the field of téaching methods -in Higher Education, : )




6. It enables the instructor to correct errors’ in' the

“ o and research
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. (Bligh, 1974). Although criticized the -lecture method

’

continues to be popular and, as most of the studies have
proven, it is as effectlve and as useful as other methads"
of 1nstruct10n. In hlS book College Teachlng Background

P

Theory and Practise (1964), J. Umstattd refers to the many

supporters of the lecture method .and devotes pages to the
advantages of the lecture and its place in education.

A summary of his main points follows: y

~

Advantages of the Lecture

°

1. It glves the students 1nformat10n not elsewhere avall-
. ) ’ ,.,..«(‘ N
able. . bzl

2. It adds voice, gesture, and the teacher's personality
to the learning situation. . .
3. It summarizes, eynﬁhesizes, and orggnizés for the stu-~

dent the content-of numerous articles and books.

4. It points out relationships that even the abler student

‘might not sense or} at best, might not fully comprehend
. until amplified by the lecturer. : v T
5. It leads the student to the integration of his studles

’

with his own experiences.
literéture.

7. It is (or may be) stimulating or even inspirational,
o thereby motivating the student to further study
8. It pfovides a proving ground for manu§cripts intended

for publlcatlon - an advantage that may well be ques-

tioned. (Umstattd 1964, p. 173. ) ’ -

‘/
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) The P}ace of the.Lecgyre :. e LT ."- Lt ‘
o 1. To og}ent'the §fudenﬁ‘tg'a'new fiéld, problem,- qr’ topic. -
n ) 2. To make an assignmeﬂ;‘covering'a loné pgrio&'qf'wprk.
_ '3; To prepare the student for assigneg readings. R
"_' 4. To expiain a particularly abstruse. point. ‘
) '5. To’desciibe a difficult process or pﬁeration. ‘l
* 6. To answer’qugstiéns'raised by the student. . .. E .
7. To report findings of unpublished.research. C
} 8.- To review critically a report or a publication.
oo ’ 9. To présent a poin% of view as the basis for later hisJ
o | ‘cussion. | B |
- . ~ 10. To argue versus a stated point of vigw.}- ’ ﬂ
o 11. To differentiateao; to resolve ggnfliéfing‘points of"’
; ‘ view, | '
) ‘ 12, To guﬁ@arize and synthesi;e a course or a b?d} of
E' ' - literature. _ N I . N
SN R ' o (Umstattd, 1964, .p. 180.). -

e . - -

v 4

Researcheré.in_the United Kingdoﬁ also studied the effective-

2 BT - ness of the lecture. .

»

" © " The "Hale Committee on University TeachingV published the

B o .

opinions of university teachers on the function of lectures.™

. ’ (Hale Report, 1964). According to ‘this report the lectures
; . 4 .

- remained the main vehicle for instruction because.teachers

.

; 'k‘ ;fglt'that the legéure had an “essential function and could
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not: :be replaced by readxng comb1ned w1th d1scu551on."

A
awaken cr1t1ca1 skllls, to demonstrate tEChnLque, to

-1n5p1re é/udents and to economize both student readlng and

¢ ’ . 4 .

- o s

- staff tlme.;il - . vy

= i g . } .
R . o - y o~

',The Hélg Report (1964, p.- 125) .felt it their(d y.t% report:

our two méjor criticisms of the leclyre . a
are that. it is .not capable of allowing -.
e . a full discussion of*p01nts of interest -

: . . and, secondly, that all too frequently
it is used as a means of .commynicating
information and ideas which are ade- ,

- quately covered im readily ‘available e

. . -texts...(and that) unless students ‘are ‘ ’

':7  encouraged to go'and find what they )
»  want in books...their immdturity may be

» perpetuated...they should dcquire THEIR
INFORMATION BY READING AND OBSERVATION®

S

to do so. , ‘ AP

/ An excellent critiCﬁizzgview of fselected previous work om " *
* - ¢ - .

the ef fectiveness of the.lecturb:gs'a teaching method as

: . * . N - / * . N L]

wéll as a report-of his own sophisticated ¥esearch.exper¥ ;

.mentation in this field was made by John McLeish- (1868).

(It‘is interesting to note that Biigh (1974) makes-no men-
. tion of the McLeish work.)- This work poinﬁs out _that in .
spite of much criticism '"the system of instruction hy.

lectures has contlnued and indeed, the time students spend

. -
.

ihnlistening tg. lectures as compared,w@th other ‘methods of - -

instru;tion\héf)pnobably increased." (McLeish, 1968, p. VII) :

<

- . N - .
L) s . .

- AR . ]

.(Hale, 1964 p. 53). Thls functlon of the.lecture was to : o

SO FARAS T IS PRACTICABLE for thém . - ) Ce

L4




RS, -
\

19
o .- '
f PN , ‘// " .
. , m McLeish points not only,to student unrest and critical
PN fesearch'in England’aﬁd Americd but also in India, China, - ’

-~ .

and }hb USSR as indicative of prohiqps'withiﬂ ‘the ﬁdu;ation

/

. - system, His investigation was to cover Béih affective and

. cognittive aspects of the educational proCesg, to asscss both

/

. the long-term -and ort term results of teach1ng,~to con-
. ' }
" " sider the effects of the lecture series as well as the ‘

s
A Cisasd

.

- -

single lecture. . o '

; : ' ’ . “
McLeish's No#wieh.exﬁeriment, based on Joseph Trenaman's

didcovery that the spoken word generally failgd to communi-

'

cate anything at all after the first fifteg& minutes ' v
——

(McLeish, 1968, p. 5) iled supposedly beca?se of difficul-

A ty in controlling the e xperimental procédure "Howe&er,‘.. ‘ {
students llstenlng to an unlnterJupted d1scourse carrn_ ’ ?

o . ) aw&y;some¢h1ng of the order o£ 40 percent of the (Becture)

N .o . . '
Do : .2." (Mcleish, 1968, p, 12). . ” . :
o R STy : ' \ R 3
| ‘ McLeish's Northern Polytechnic Experiments tested three ‘
. . : ' o j

groups - a motivated réading jroup, .a motivated lectutd .
[} . P . H

3

grqup;and an unmotivated lecture group with/the results that \
. n/ . <

. 5 the motivation used had virtually no effect on the amount
PR B . . AY -

-, of the material retained. The following result is of extréme

" ‘ .intetest to this researcher: * R N

. . It is also clear that reading the text ]
', is flore effective than llstenlqg to the ' : By
» - N lecture if, as in this-ease, equal gime
, e . is available for the 'readers' as for T
SRR . ) the 'auditors' ... A difference of nine
— . percent is apparent in favour of readlng

the text as against listening to the

‘~.' . f lecture. (McLeish, 1968, p. 14). Liy. QQ? oo

| . .
re . Lot 9 .
s v . .}‘ .
- . [ Y
, : ' »
) . . . '
N . -, ° R . .
- ,
. v . .
e L.
- a
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The Dubin and Taveggia review (1968) covers ground similar

F

(IS

to previous research.

The post war I perlod was one in which
psychologists gave sgec1a1 emphasis to
individual differencés and the need .
for designing educational opportunities ' |
o . .+ to emphasize and realize the differing '
; v+ potentials of individuals. The ;pro- :
L \ N gressive educational movement had its
. Tbots in an empirical philosophy of ‘ R
the individual. It seems obvious that. # ' '
r// - the informal, student-®entered instruc- -
S ‘ tional methods would be most consistent
... and effectivd\Qn teaching between
world wars.

‘ In the 1950's a similar h12§soph1c
movement reached its pe ..2 @ commit-
ment .. (to) group dynamics and a
- - belief that the_individual, being the |
- ' product of group experiences, achieved - >
his ‘waximum self-realization in small
group contexts... in sensitivity , ,
: : training-and therefore exists the ’
" . : generally held belief that tutorials
and small groups are best for college
- teaching This was tested with incon-
¢ C clusive results. (Dubin and Taveggia,
. 1968 p.. 2) e ' '

s

These results were very 1nfluent1a1 Based on ninety-one.

=Y

4

. studies the experimentets wanted to analytically measure \
. the utility of one college teaching method over another.

’ - , . We, believe that teaching is a tech- » .
N nology, the content, of which can '
. be -rationally ordered by some distinc-

tive model of the teachipg process.

Thus, the lecture method assumes the
. superior knowledge of the lecture and

therefore places in his hands the
‘ selection of subject matter to be
i S covered the depth of coverage to be . '
3 ’ , - employed, the. balance. between content -
| ' -+ and illustration, the length of the . ,

lecture period, and the frequency of - ., .
: R . the lectures in a given period of time.

. , : L The authoritarian image of the lecturer _
- ‘ which derives from.this model of the’
. lecture teaching technology does not
“influence in any way the consistency ‘ v
S : . of the conclusions which derive from the

IR assumption of superior knowledge and
\ : : information on thempart of the lecturer. <

~ »
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’ o By way of contrast, self-study (this ,/‘/e L e
: -usually means a reading list and'a : : '
T + -+ limited period of time to complete . .
: T the reading) limits the superiority P
. of the instructor to a knowledge of o
» the relevant bibliography on his
field. Beyond that it is assumed
. that“the student learns through
E ' ) interaction with printed materials.
4 - ) .‘The .book rather than 'the instructor
\ l . . becomes the teacher. - .

It seems reasonable to assuvme that
' given such distinctive teaching tech-
g i\ . nologies as lecture, on the one hand, '
’ and self-study, on the other hand,
. : there should be measlrable differences
o in outcomes of these two methods. It S
- is the very reasonableness of such an. - . . )

.~ expectation that leads to the conclu- -

R S ‘ sion that there will, indeed, be 4
' B ©  measurable dlfferences between any '
| S -two contrasting teachlng methods. Ak
« o (Dubin and-Taveggia, 1968, p. 2).
o . However, their result seemed to prove that when the

ut111ty of given college teaching methods are measured

‘e

thréugh final examinations, there are no differences that

i o amount td anything. They .felt that this result 'ma§ be

attributed to the dependence on and avallability of.cext-

’ ;coks which has a powerful impact on in§¥ruction. On the.
N 'otherfhand, iﬁﬁaﬁéndéﬁ% study was proven to be ;s effecfive C/‘
| as any face to-face 1nstruct1on, when measured by student '
examlnatlon performance. The experiment made clear that a
great'deal of learning could and did reside in the é%udent;

N | At a later date thé researcherghturned their ettention to

-

flaws in the research protess to expla1n the non-conclus1ve
;esults. 71t has only recently begin to be asked -if, perhaps
the fault l%? in the conceptuallzatlon of the problem rather

than with the technologies of the research employed. . | e

. L
" (Dubin and Taveggia, 1968, p. 12).




"‘Biigh,emphasized_that "the‘one:significant comparison...
obtained (by Dubin, and-Taveggia) was that unsupervised :

readlng is’ superior to dlscu551on for the acqu151t1qﬂ~ggujv~> .

Y !

information.” (B11gh 1974, p. 31). Bllgh agreed that -
. 1ecturq§>m§§ be used approprlately to convey 1nformatlon )

-~
to promote thought or to change and develop attitudes.

but felt that lectures alone could not be’ used'%ffectlvely o ﬁ4

AY

' ~ ) . L

.The purpose of Costin's work (1972) was to.describe and

" evaluate howfempiriéal studies xrather thap polemics,

answered questions about ‘the lecture method.’ His'is an

i

‘ -
extensive review including not’ only academic studies' but

L I ’
'

also those conduF@ed in bhsiness3.indu3tria1 and military

settings. His main sections, complete with charts and

discussion, are lecture versus laboratory, letture versus I
e - -

§1scu551on, lectule versus.student-centered projects, and

’

lecture versus reading and self-instruction. It §s this

latter section .which is of interest to this thesis.

-

_In this section Costin poses the‘qnegtion - "does research

--., support the view that learning through }eading is cléarly

A ' -
superior to learning throygh lectures?" (Costin, 1972, p. 15).
a4

He presents a table of 12 studies_in‘which the information
Lacquired by students from lectures was compared with that
= attained by students who simply read the 1ecture ma%’rlal

or worked through by means of self 1nstruct10n procedures.

W L 4

\ , : Y

Costln s ¢conclusions read. s

\

The findings of these stud1es, all based




.l

L

o . . on short segments of courses, do not
o o . . " reflect consistent differences between -
i ‘ the effeé¢ts of lectures, reading, and’'’
N l self-instruction programmes on stu--*
P, ~®  dent's acquisition of information;
s o o " this seems to be true whether the
e : knowledge is tested immediately after
i : the end of the learning situation, or
" N later. Certainly one cannot c1a1m any ’.
. superlorlty of reading over lecyures. .
e .- Indeed,. on~ the basis of these results
N .. one- can hardly claim clear-cut superi-
- ority of any one method- ovegy the
-othery if any slight :advantage exists, .
. A it may be in the direction of self- .
~T o instruction, rather than mere reading. L
" (Costin, 1972, p. 19). . "

AT

Costin's conclusion based on fifteen studies in-which the
) ' . . . “ -
effects of lectures were compared with those of reading or
- ‘ T e, ,
self-instructional programmes is: -

~

Y

PR

. \ \ ~ 1 Y
When reéading-and study are guided so
as to promote active response- (as for
example, programmed methods and

) .similar procedures attempt to do) -
' oo they possibly may have an advantage ~
over the traditional lecture’ method — -
. of ‘prombting the acquisition of~ :
4 : . informatign; on the other hand,

investigations show little if any
support for such claims of .superiority
when ' r¥ading 1s unguided. .

‘¢

Once more research failed to disclose consistent differ-

* -

ences between the lecture and other methods and so Costin

repeats the Dubin and Taveggia conclusian that no

A : ¢

measurable differences exist.

. - [ ! L . R . ' »
» .- 4 -

Gregorf (1975) in his article "A New Look at the Lec;qre'
. . ‘Method" actua{}y offers very little that is new. He \
émphasizes\McLeish (1968) findings that shorter letfures

are more effective for factual recdll an&ireﬁeafé the

«

polemics of- much earlier writing.
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Events since the twob;;;IE\Wars\EPch as the advanced tech-

~. ' «

nologies of the twentieth century and the ever increasing

~. —_—

student numbers in higher education continue to place

.pressures on educators to examine the efficiency or other-

wise of the lécture as well as other teaching methods and

to indicate directions necessary for future progress.

.
‘A

Jerome S. Bfunér-wrote;ihpt the increasingly popular use of

machines will not replace fhe teacher but will'aid the

teagher in extending the student's range «of experlence, in

he1p1ng h1m to understand the. underlylng structure of the

_material he is learnlng\ -+ How these aids and devices
should be used in concert as ‘a system of aids is, of course,

_the‘1ntefest1ng problem.”  (Brumer, 1963, p. 84).
..v“‘ l " P o
Ausubel comments that: ‘
’.

..+ Quite apart from whatever intrinsic.
. yalue fhey may possess, many educational
innovatigns and -movements of the past 3
. decades ... owe their origins and = .
popularity to w1despread dissatisfaction
“with the technics of verbal.instruction.
It is commonly accepted today, for- '

éxample ... a) that meaningful general- ]

izatiaps cannot be presented or 'given' -
_to, the learner but can only be acquired
as a ‘product of problem.solving activity;
and (b) that all attempts to master verb-

© al toncepts .v: are forms of empty
-verballsm unless the lgarner has prior
“experience within the realities to
which thesg constructs refer.
(Ausubel 1963, p. 15).

v
*
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Much of this form of thinking led to the concepts of
Mastery Learning (Bloom, 1971; Block, 1971; Carroll, 1970)

and of systems models (Brlggs, 1970). Bloom's mastery

learning concept is orlented around the analy51s of
'learning tasks' whlch may be of any size or complexity,

i - . which must be stated'ln testable form and which have no set

E . - time limit. . . S :
Briggs defines systems models as pre-designed instruction
prepared and packaged in advance of class use. Clear

v . - . . -
h ) instructional objectives tested to insure attainment are

integral to this 'model' procedure. ‘ _ . .

¢ . [

Ausubel believes the Progress1ve Education Movement to be a

natural development of the studen&»centered approach to °
i ‘instruction which originated with Rousseau. He stated

' another reason for this movement to be:

a growing dissatisfaction with the empty \
. formalism of - much educational content in :

- .~ - “the latter.part, of the nimeteenth and

‘. " twentieth century with stultifying ‘ \\
k - T m drills and catechism-like methods of ' A
P * : teaching, -with pupil's rote verbalization
' . . and memorization of 1deas (Ausubel
' 1963, P 15).

Ausubel CTlth;Zed reception or rote learning because it

§oe ~
. ) does not require independent discovery on the student'

.
.
. '
.
. ’ : /
.

R.M. Beard (1970) wrote of the need to redéflne the purposes . °

'  part,

of h1gher educatlon and course objectives and to relate

these with methods in teaching andJassessment. Beard advo-

Pt 4 [
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‘cated the vagying of teaching techniques in the beliefifhat

IR

recent compIéints about education are not all unjustified; -

Y
-

Colleges in dealing piecemeal with prob-
: lems arising from rapidly developing
- . .colleges, ... have allowed classes to ‘ v
r , get overcrowded, courses either too
. specialized or too general and programs
- of apparently unrelated courses failing™ ,
4 " s " : to express common principles. Many -
- courses have not developed rew teaching
methods to deal adequately with larger
numbers of students and the mew audio-
visual techniques tend to remain in the
, province of rélatively few enthusiasts
v despite their great potential for class
and individual teaching. (Beard, 1970, !

' . 2). : .
‘ . P ) . (

Thus, while the lecture method is seen as a valuable methed

WSy

of instruction, educators point to other methods which
require development,‘applicétion and evaluation.
\ : ' .

Modular Instruction

'In teaching for adaptation to continuous change students

i

LS v ‘
aneed to be given a considerable measure of responsibility

o

to experience situations

: and problems, individually or in
% groups to which they have not been

, ‘ * told the solution; ... they must

learn to depend less on figures of

authority and to profit from peer .

criticisms. Thus, we may expect

. : that in most areas, less time will

o : ) . be given to lecturing. (Beard, 1970,

- AN p-‘ 2)'

oo 8 Similar observations on the fyture of ‘education have been

3

K

' made by many writers. Oseroff (1972) argues that the new
language of moQgrn education has keyfwords'such as instruc-

tional objectives, accountability .and instructional modules

v

1
[ ’ A
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wh@ch must be clearly understood. The thesry behind
instructional'objectiveg is the beiief tﬁat although there
may be many moments in lifé when we learn by accident, the
intent of education is purposeful. Therefore it is essen-
tial that both the procesé and the contgﬂt in an educationadl
program be clearly understood by the<learner so that he can-

relate thenm mean{ngfully to his long range goals. Mager's

Prepariné Instructional Objectives serves as a useful how-to

guide to stating the desired outcomes of instruction in

3

behavioural lénguage. In defining instructional objectives
a review of the writings of Millﬁr (1961), Mager (1962), and

Gagne (1965) indicates that while there is some variability

in the number of components in instructional objectives as

identified by these writers, the following three components

[y

are agreed upon by all¢
"1, a description of the kind of behaviour which

the learner is expected to perform; that is, an action word

- - .
a - ~

or verb. “ ‘ . .

&

2. a déscription of the important conditions
under. which the,behaviour will be expected.to occur; that

is,q context (or Signal) for the action.

3. a description of how well the learner must ¢

I3

perform to have his behaviour accepted; that is, a criterion

. for tabulating that the behaviour has occurred:

S

. For the develdping of objectives to Bloom's and Krathwohl's
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To understand the term 'accountability' we refer to Lessinger

(1970) whose reaction to and endbrsement of the concept of

accountability is high: L ) . } )
. o K . 1n Dec. 1969, for example, the super-
intend of schools in San Francisco

announced/that, in order to pursue a
"zero reject' program he was ''seeking
.accountability contracts from publishers’
who will bid on learning package
materials and-consultant services with
accountability provisions which provide
that the publisher will be paid on the  ~
basis: of the successful student achieve- e,
ment of pre-negotiated standards of
- performance” with full payment only

after.

In January ‘1970 a new bill presented in ) ‘
California aimed at negotiating perfor- - e
mance contracts between school and ’
private educational firms.

In San Diego, Chicago etc.in the 70' o
the concept reappeared and at "the <

1970 Natiohal Lob for the Advancement

of Education (USA) it was the subject

of intensive discussion. (Lessinger, ..

1970, p. 107). ]

- Lessinger feels that because of growing and rightful public .
demand for accountabilif&, schools must apply methods of

edycational’ technology, of research, to their teaching .

R aneaii e . SCETN
N e

methods and programs and make the results known to the L

T~

delic. He followed his own advice in his publication of

>
%

the PLAN study (1970) which offer5.5pecific statements of

goals, objectives and then provides the resulits of testing.

A9

Lessinger feels these components necessary in today's

education.

’
P RS
»

Ay
v 5 e Ak

§ The. term module applies to units that comprise a larger

L ~ entity and is used extensively outside the field of educa-'
’ . : -~

3
R 5 GREE R U

“. ’ ’ -




tio?, for example modular furniture, and components of a
T.V. set. Even within education there is no uniformity of
its use. The term i# applied with -various meaﬁings such as .
media uﬂits‘of an instructional ﬁrogram (movie, pamphlet,

videotape, audiotape or any other component of the program)

a time block of instruction,a large collection of instruc-

tional units. No matter hew applied, the term module

refers to educational attempts to meet the individual needs

~

of students.

~ N N -
[y
3

The desirability of individual instruction is no longer

”-questioned by anyone. Therobjections to it are concerned

chiefly with the aﬁpliéaiion of tlhe theory to classroom '
conditions. Among the'maﬁy partial solutions offered to

-the problem is that of differentiated requirements or the

I3

‘practise of varying the ' amount of work tq be accomplished

(Briggﬁt 1970; Skinner,“1958; Bruner, 1963; Ausubel, 1963).

-'The teacher is expected to have knowledge of the educational

.status of the pupils as individuals (not an easily obtained
//l - > ’ ’ Ih
objective) to organize the materials of instruction so as to

. . e A
permit flexibility and to adopt a technique of instruction -

which will enable her to use a large share of her time in

-

directing work.

.
. .

- The classroom then becomessa workshop in-which the instruc-

,

tor is the di(@ctor and individuals advance at their own

' )
° .

rate. : ! S ’

Ve

Learning, as Gagné poiﬁts out, "is an individual act, a set




.

of events which takes place entirely within the learnér ...

a highly idiosyncratic event and depends very much on the’

N \

nature of the learner, partlcularly his own past learning.

(Welsgerber, 1971, p. 25). "

-

x

The question of how much responsibility the student can
‘ .

take for his own learning is not yet answered. Gagné,
: ) . - . 7
however, does offer some hypothetical conditions which might

promote student learning:
1. The student needs to learn, as a
general principle, that learning
takes place inside his head, as a
~result of his own "thmklng"
activity.

2. Outlines, indexes, reference lists,-
and other materials or devices need
to be designed for. maximum ease and

\eff1c1ency of employment by the
student in finding the stimuli
("learning materials") he needs. ¢

3. Concepts and principles. to.be , .

learned must be communicated in a
- manner which is optimally effective. -

In many instances, this will be done
by means of textbooks; and it is not
known that these are designed as
well as they . might be for this
purpose. Audio and visual modes of
communication also need attention in
this respect.

Every stage of learning should begin
with a statement that makes the
objectives of learning clear to t .
learner. Such a statement probab y .
also needs to remain readily avail-
able to the learner throughout a
M"lesson" or other wunit to be learned.

. A means of appraisal should be.
r@j}ovide’d to the learner which bear
a direct and obvious relationship
to the objectivés of learning. By
.this means, the [learner can check hls
own performance \and obtain immediate
- feedback. - - :




.

o -t
. . H . . “

| 6. Opportunities need to Be provided .
Coh for two activities of importance: : g .
to. the transfer of learning. The . S
first of these is discussion of
o what has been:recently learned
. T with ‘other people, whether teachers
or students, for the purpose of | ’
oo . refining, sharpenlng, and embel-
. ¢ lishing the mediational” processes e
that have been.acqulred. The
) second is application-of the . = | .
- acquired knowledge in specific X L
) ~ practical 51tuat10ns. (Gleason, 2 , .
v 1967, P 26) . oot A

+ ' .,

The teacher's respon51b11ty th%n'invoives‘prlsénting the .

“stimulus, directing attention, providing gpidance and assess- _

oo . - o
. .
3

~ing the outcomes of learning.
f - ‘ ] ’ ¥ ; T, 2

S . One of the first attempts to meet such'reqdirement was pro-
. : grammed instruction in which -the research of B.F. Skinner. in_

the 1950's was influential. v . . G

M .
] ¢ . -

- C In 1961 S.N. Po§t1etwait‘be§an to develop the audio-tutorial -
. ' approach which is centered about a self-instructional

learning carrell. In 1968 Postlethwait proposed the micro-

*. course, (he later changed the term to minicourse), .a small o

. - unit-of'subject matter'which‘could be treafed.coherently as
> . g aq,1nd1v1dual top1c and " could be cnnvenlently integrated

into conventlonal courses. The length and ‘content of these
<t L )
X ) m1crocourses were determlned by the obJectlves. (Russell, .

» ~ ' 4 s \

. 1974 p. 2), ' .

>
. s - - '

- The m1n1course concept flrst implemented at Purdue- Unlver51ty

T . 1n 1969 has’ rapidly spread throughout educat10na1 institu— -

o

. tlons. Small aunits of- 1nstructlon are belng developed under




v'titles such as "unipak", "learning activity packaégs (LAP)?T

+ and "1nd1v1dua112ed learning packaged (ILP)" Russe11u°

<

clalms the generlc term for these packages is the’ module

k)

whlch he deflnes as: _ . !

an 1nstruct19na1 package dealing Wlth
a single conceptual. unit of subject
mattér, which may vary from several
mlnutes to several -hours and which
can be used individually or combined °
it a,variety of sequences.

*

* The multi-media learning experlene\S
.. are ofteh'presented in.a.self-
! instructional format. The student~
controls the rate and intensity of
'his study. . (Russell, 1974, p. 3).
) ° ’ s “h e
In 1967 a short paper by D, W Allen claimed ‘that "one
-

important™way to facilitate the individualization qf instruc-
‘tion is to.pre-package modular instructional units requir@ng.
a minimum of teacher participation for their use ... (which'

:

could range from f1ve minutes in length to perhaps four or

six week unit... might.be sequential ... remed1a1 . (and
: ' . . ' e
able) to be used independently of total class participation'.

- [
®

The following p01nts, made by Allen (1967) were repeated and
elaborated by Witting (1970),cArena (1970), Oseroff (1972),
the Goldschmids (1972), Kllngstedt_(1973),*Russe11 (1974),

amongst others. ' . i

!

Modules need performance criteria;’
precise objectives stated in behav-
ioural terms. -

:Some units may be verbal presenta-
tions with written materials, others
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‘may require laboratory equip

-

. ¢

0 - o 3. They mayve completely or only |\ -
T ) . partially self-instructional. -
A N . " P " . d i N g , . IS
Lo . 4.-, They must be self-contdined.
] - L ‘ : ’
o -t 5. The P;ﬁ(ess of diagnosis is critical.
SR ) . Most quently teacher judgement, g
S0, , “ . student self -diagnosis or test :
- - .. . scoref§ will 1n1tla;e the remedial . “ ¢
%r ! ! [ 4 " . " progisf ~: -
T . * e 6. Teachér function bedomes a mon’itoring
. - Y ’ rather than initiating function.,a. . . .,
1 S . : 7., The primary respons1b111ty rests ,
. e . . with the student ‘ . L
'b. ’ . Wltting (1870) offerred the "following ten-function process 3
L_ rd ‘i; .
‘ model for modules. .7
- . [ M . : [}
Ao - . 1. Specify objectives. . T
- 2. Build criterion test. L -~ , -
, o ‘ . 3. Build program specifications: . )
s » . , . k . ) » o >
r ‘. y - 4... Produce module. ) * . .
3 ..; , B ) - - . B - .
A > - { "5{.‘ "Test prototype, Tevise.- L . "
. L e . " RS
E T N 7 Try out Product et BN | F‘
« a - » ) e . . 'u N v ;
W, . 7. Field test (reVLse) . ' . ‘ k
. 9 ‘ ; r ., 8. Implement. A P - :
’: ’ . v 9 Dissemi ate.. o T ' . !
v AT ﬁllow u - ‘ : SRR 2
' f’@ . ' Haefele;s assumptions whtich support the efficacy of develop- Lo
. . , R ) “ ~ — K
' A ing and "implementing modules are
. Y , . L ) 1] -
S - . ™~ *1. studegt5. learn at different rates - .
}‘ '\ oo . and il varied wgys. . R .
SR , » . 2. studenfs ale cgpableaof being self- . ' - f'
' . . ) , /]
v . Yy N d1rectq;l and -self- propell{xg ] ) ;
o ' R students can learn 1ndependent1y .
Q . ’ } ‘ ‘ 9" v ;
L] o -"' ' .' ’
L} ™ “ V- . . ~ 7,3
v ’ "’ . a ot N ,
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: .+ (in Weisgerber,-1971, p. -259).

Educational backages such as modules are not new (Saettler,

. 3 .
1968.). The difference is that today packages gre more

frequent, motre comprehen51ve, 'more often.Eﬁepared w1th care.
They 1nv01ve m6re technlques and medlp and are generally .

easy to obtain.’ Many articles are published on the uses,

®
o

definitjons and development of these pagkages; however, few -

A
{?ffer‘gt tistical (research) dai{.' The McGill Centre for . '
Leaéqin%éand/Deveiopment publishAmany articles on tﬁe}r '
modu{ar‘dourses~and‘ a yea(ly"Modulér‘Instfuction Evaluation
ﬁeport' Puf’litgle, if.ény, scienti ie\testipg‘is reported.
Thus, although a great deal gf experimental literature is
availe£1e on coeparisons between the léctiire. method and many
other 1nstrucfﬁona1 méthods (Bllgh 1974; Mcleish, 1968

Dubln and Taveggla, 1968) there is little avallable compar-

ing the lecture method to the modular method.
\ . v v

One study (Hartnett and Sfewart \1966) matched students in ’
sections of a lecture course‘so students “of equal ability in

the same course who were enrolled in 1ndependent study pro- ’

IS - Y, ¢

gremme sectlong. Comparison of their performaqce on a com-
een,lebjeetf¥e, finaliexaminaiion was made iP siqupursee “
having at least fifteen pairs of matched-abili%y students.
The flndlngs revealed sign1f1cant differences fa;:rlng the *

»

61ndependent study group in twq;of the 51x courses Wlth the
* otRér ‘courses 1nd1ca;1qg no_sxgnlflcant gifferences between

-~ the groups. / ) Co

2

e
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The findings of tﬁis study'suggest thqt for certain students;
- the. routing; procedure of atte;ding lei;p%es; taking notes

and writing tests may not be the most meaningful process of

learning. It also appears that high-ability students‘perform

better in independent»staay work than in the traditional
. o ; .

lectire class. - o

s

’

b : PLAN (a Program for Learning in Accordance with Needs)\;§39

A

. 40int effort of the American Institutes for Research,
\ .
Westinghouse' Learning Corporation, and thirteen participat-

1ng school d15tr1cts§a1med"t 1mprov1ng educat1on in grades

1-12,
\ » The basic building block in PLAN.is
o the module, which includes objectives ~ _
associated "with recommend earning ‘ - i

activities and criterion tests.
guidance system uses 'student data and

) L. draws upon a bank of modules available )

: ' ' . to recommend an individualized pr?zé::\ -
i ' T .

: C of studies for each student. ...

. program is further individualized

. §h§¥1ng
1

‘ - providing alternate teaching-1 )
: . 54).

. strategies... (Welsgerber 197
'The\zéti‘EQallable is B\th\obyectlve (based on student ST

. : scores) and subjective. Reliable objectives were validated.

-

- ’ Weisgerber's book provides several examples of the modules '

used, results Mand charts of data and intéfesting accounts
! | ) ‘ o ‘ .
~ of the process of learning in PLAN. Most of these 'articles,’

‘

RN - . e
N | pggticularly Flanagan's,suggest the necessity of future

-~

- ¢ Tresearch. ) ’
. Al A4 . ]

- . ;Richason's study (1969) compared results from a ‘traditional

lecture course-in Geograﬁhy to results frbm'anot@er section

-

!

4
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of the same course taught in a modular Audio-Visual
Tutorial method. In this method there was no assigned text-
book but reading units were available. All necessary

) ~ material was-in the study carrells. Lab-assistants andythe

instructor were available for help and discussion. Exams

) were given every three weeks. Thgilecture class mef for
PO four hours each week. The results, after twelve weeks,
favoured the modular approach. Modular ‘students Lveraged' ')’
{ ) 3 ﬁouré 32 minutes in stuay booths with a 28.75% increas; in

e , PN

student scores. The student reaction was also favourable: . .

. 48% felt it to be amongst their best course ever and 79%

- ~felt this method to be superior to traditional lecture

instruction. The fact that less time was spent on the

-

modular work than in the lecture class - with resulting

~\\1 higher grades-is of inferest! : ¢ ‘

v . ' i . - o
Corey,-McMichael'and’Tremontn(1970; cited by Goldschmid. and
Goldsthmid, .1972, p. 36)‘support thé Richason findings.

. ) "They report that "students taking a coufse using person-
alizéd instruction learn more and ra;e.tﬁa céursé higher

i . than students in a traditibnai 1ectufe course.d .The

- ' Goldschmids cite other expérimé;ts which assert the yélue

. of modular i?jkrhction over the graditional lecturc approach.

Goldschmid, B. and Goldschmid, M. (1972) published Mogglﬁr

Instruction in Higher Education: A Review in order to ..

'review the principles, - implementation, managemefit, formats,

. . problems and research in mbdula; instructién. In- defining

/
-

X d “ * . . °
4 ~ ' .
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—
) the term module, the Goldschmids add that it is a curriculum '
package intended for self-study. It is auto-tutorial. The | ‘
L ‘ A
purposes of modular-instruction, its advantages for both c
) student and instructor and comparlsons between conventional '
and modular instruction are discussed. A valuable flow-
v ‘ , o
| chart of the learner's options in modular instruction as -4
& -
| well as diagrams of different module structures are provided.
, -
4 The Goldschmids pay special attentlon to evaluatlon proce-
dures and possibilities. According to them, the cost of !
implementing modular instruction should be Carefully evalu- )
'“ ated and considered only in the context of Emproving ‘
. T instruction. They refer to the Corey and ‘McMichael (1970;
. cited by Goldschmld and Goldschmid, 1972 p. 22) data which®
' e SN
support the, conc1u51on that the expense of deJ%ioplng A
c ]
> personalized modular courses is justified by better learning, .
N ® k"/ ~ ~ i
: greater retention and favorable student evaluation. Accord- y
ing to the Goldschmids, niné steps in designing a module are =~ -,
recommended and these are based-on the work of previous o o
' ¢ .
writers such as Klingstedt (1971): T
1. Identification of the subject :
. ' matter.to be taught. % ;
¢ 2. - Defining a set of obJectlves and - . \ "
. evaluation items. . .
3. Deciding upon the hierarchy of
. . the objectives which in turn
describes the seduence of »~
instruction. . .
4. Statement of a rationale. -4 ,
5. .Development of a pre-test. ’
6. Units of written instruction are S
designed and study materials - A
chosen to help the student attain . g
-+ the instructional objectives. g
. 7. Providing instructional options. &
8. Design of a post-test.
9. Arrangement for .a resource centre.
- l"!" I 2 YL, PSR, S ) kil .m
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. The Goldschm1ds conclude their rev1ew by empha51z1ng the

»

‘grow1ng importance of modular 1%§truct1an=1n today's educa{

N 2 -
tion. ¢

o

\

The Oseroff (1972) comparison of a modular and a traditional

(lecture) approach to the teaching of’fgetry yields interest

ing results. Oseroff designed modules for a four week period.

At the first class session, students ,
. 1+ ‘received modules for the units, each
including statement of purpose, -
de§1red outcome,fassessmqpt cr1ter1a, ~, R
N assessment context, instructions
rgsources, and a sample test item.
... Class sessions using the modular */:
approach consisted of a brief iatro-
duction ‘by the instructor followed ,
virtually exclusively by test-taking <,
... The traditional approach consisted
- virtually entirely of lectures by the
U7 " rinstructor: Brief class discussion -
was permitted occa51ona11y e
The sample consisted of 62 students L
in 2 randomly selected morning se- -« - .
_quences of English 102 -... -
(Oseroff, 1972, p. V) '

Oseroff designed the criterion tests, the pre-tests and the
po f-tests and ahalyzed thes results with a Multivariaté

Analysis of Vjariance.’
fe . .

Unfortunately his'thesis,does not clearly outline what, if

«x

.any, controls ‘he placed on his experiment and he'seems not
to have taken- into account the p0551b1e advantages or

dlsadvantages’of the f6éur week tlme span employed.
- B . i @ . B

Oseroff's findings follow:‘
1. - Contrary t6 the hypothesized out-

. group exceeded the gain in . . .
achievement of the modular T

'S

&

o —to——

come, thestraditional treatment l’;,'

e A W u;\um‘-.,dh/
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treatment group beyond that expected
through chance fluctuation. Using
. multivariate-analysis of variance
e . for pre-post poetry achievement . -
i stratified by treatment and sex, '
‘ with the pre-test as tovariate, a
significant interaction effect was
, obtaired (F = 10.450 for treatment,
p < .01). No significant main
. effect of sex or interaction effect
> . of sex x treatment was obtained..
2. Bach group gained significantly in
. achievement, at the .05 level. The . '
F statistic obtained for the tradi- -
tional treatment group was 44,3427
©  (p< .001) and the F statistic
.o obtained for the modular treatment
group was 10.77 (p< .01)

&
3. Attitude levels did not change
significantly nor differ significant-
ly although there was a slight

numerical superiority favoring the , = A

- — modular group.

Oseroff recommends that his study be taken only as an

eyaluation of the modular approach he designed and that the

" modular approach+should be further studied, particularly

IS -

when adaﬁted to disciplines which appear more ciearly to be

>

hierarchal than junior college poetry instruction.
J ‘ !
Oseroff reéommends that:

i

"the modular approach requires the teacher minutely to
analyze the subipct'matter of his particular discipline. see
it should be sthdied relative to ‘its usefulness for ...
night students, who ¥8nd to be more mature," (Oseroff,

1972, p. 62). : .

»
T

According to Oseroff a study of the ‘comparative effeciiveness‘,

.
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" of modular vefsus lecture iﬁstructioh,should be conducted by
an individual with equal, or 'close, experience in both

wnie}:hocis. Oserdff'asserts that the result$ of his own study
were definitely influenced by thé fact that he had six years
o€; éxperience in traditional lecture te;ching and none in

tgaching by the modular'method. He thus felt himself to be
biased in favour of the lecture method. He also felt that
his students had been schooled in traditional methods and
were more comfortable in the lecture class which is a °

factor that may have influenced their response to modular

IS

»instruction.

a

L4

According to Shore (1973) modular instruction is not an

*

administrativé'arrangemgnt divorced from pédégégyubdt an

application of.bedagqgicél technologfx_ Kaopting Allen's

definition of modular instruction, he-repeats the Gold-

.”schmid's point that if the objectives of the learnlng.cannot'

S

be specified then the content is not amenable to modulariza-
~ tion. Shore believes that virtually all courses have pos-.
4 - . '

,sible modular components.

The three necessary qualities are:

1. defined educational objectives.
2. suitable pedagogical techniques.
3. the possibilities of not being

r1g1dly tied to a timetaple.

= '
>Sho;e 's argument con51stslbf three po1nts.

QEEre are dlfferent kinds of mod

2. there are different ways to co
struct new modules. ‘
~ 3. different kinds of modules produced

s




in different ways can have a v
: . . variety of effects. .

He identifiés four kinds of modules: S ‘ ,

. 1. modules based on complete existing , . '

: . courses.

. 2. modules based:-on parts of ex1st1ng

) ’ courses, called sequential modules

. by Allen for remedial or enriched

work. -

S \ 3. supplementary course modules which
can be make up, remedial or enrich-
ment work. )

4. modules on general top1cs which -

ey . . are not specifically designed for

any one course but can be utilized

amongst many.

According to Shore there are at least five categories of

. implications relevant to modular instruction:

[ - P . . ol

R - ——

1. Whole Course Sequential Modules whichéhre compatible }
| ' T . ’ — -
with the existing course system. These are relatively

t .- ‘, v easy and quick’to impleﬁent and do not change the

instructor's resﬁbnsibility for his course. They do

not cost much and have a guarenteed student enroliment.
The d1sadvantages are that modular instruction is

course-bound, administration considerations often have

v

- . - priority over student-learning and the opportunity for
R o innovation is narrow. ) .
. -
. (t‘ B ’ v
2. PartJCourse Sequential Mddules are courses in which
- e

all of the obJectlves need be stated and in which a . '
greater variety of 1nstructiond1 technlques mlght be )
| encountered The disadvantages are that d1ff1cu1t * o

. . objectiv s may not betarticulate%, the existing modules




L} .

v

. ] - ‘
are very course-bound and the likelihood of fundamentaI(S

-change is low. . o

Xl

. Supplementary Modules provide remediation or enrichmént

and are notr dependent on existing courses. They provide

- individualization not readily available in traditional

e

. .
courses, They are generally optional and therefore may

’ !
be difficult to administer by traditional means.
. 2

4, Indeﬁendent Modules require fewer arbitrary an& compro- ‘\k

mising decisions. They are based entirely on instruc- .

tional objectives and provide a broad basis fé* innova-

tion. They are amenable for using performance criteria in

e} o ‘the reporting of student progress and permits more

R T T ¥
¢

highly'indiq}dualized study programs in smaller units ;o

than courses generally allow.

It may be difficult to measure student-contact hours, ,/

T . . as well as student utilization of the unité and adminis-

tration could proJE'mpre difficult’ and more expensive

Y than a traditiondl course. Certainly modular instruc-

WP .

. el . o o
: _tion could provide one means.for increasing the student- 'ﬁ

o7 e “teache®™ratio without lowering the quality of education.

C. , e It can also

[y

increase educational services by expanding
¢ )

o

. s :"into.theaCOmmunity. Redundancy can be reduced amohgst

courses. and thus both student and faculty time could be

:saved. ] - : ' )

-

v Althbugh Shore outlines.both the-adv;ntages and disadvantages

-

of modular instruction he emphasizes that the costs may be
. | . '
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‘high and that educational chahges:may be difficult to
implement in many institutions.

-

In Mpduiér Instriction: A Guide to the Design, Selection,

Utilization and Evaluation of Mo@ular Materials, Russell

(}974) details relevant aspects' of Modular Instruction.
This text is aimed at .the classroom teacher who wishes to
Aimprove student 1ea}ning. The rationale for.moduleg is
given undef the headings: 'multimedia, individualized,
flexible, freedom, active participation, teacher's role
(és a diqgndsticiaﬁ, prescribe x and resource person),
- student interaction‘(particulérly on complex activities).

The fundamental characteristics ‘are listed as:

1. Seﬂf—cohtained, self-instructional =~ ~ - e

- packages.
2. Concern for'individual differences. °
3. Statement of objectives.
4. Association, S$tructure and
. sequence of knowledge.
, 5. Utilization of a variety of media.
- ' 6. Active participation by the learner.
7. Immediate reinforcement of responses.
8. Mastery evaluation strategy.

T e ——— —

Each charactéristic- is expanded upon and exampfes aré given.
f According to Russell if students are to de;elop ma§tery
1earning€ which requires th;t sfudents reach a prespecified
criterion or'levei of perfbrmance before proceediné to fhe’
next module, then teachers must be able to define whaf is
meant'by mastéfim and they must be able to collect the
necessary evidéﬁce to establish whether or not a student has
achieved it. Russell provides a comﬁarison of- conventional

lessons with modular instruction which is reproduced in .
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. . Appendix III

Accordlng to Russell crlterla for the evaluation of an

LN ex1st1ng module's effectlveness need to be followed. He
~

. C . . o~ . .
provides several, including cost, clear objectives,

validated.field-test data, appropriateness, relevance and
. : ) . - .
clarity of content. If existing modules ‘are not applicable

: . -Russell recommends designing suitable ones and presents a
J ) h - v . ¥
. flow chart' which shows the relationship between the compo-

nent$. It is pointed out that designing- modules is a

* dynamic, highly interactive and timc-consuming process.

) ~

. Russell identifies the specifying of objectives as the

-~. ... - - biggest hurdle in instructional devglopment pointing out -

[N

: the three purposes specific.objectives serve:

. For the instructional developer, they
- L © are valuable in planning and sequencing
. the instructional activities, as well
as in’evaluating their effect1Veness.
, For other teachers, they give insight. "
: .into the suitability of the module for
« 77 their students and aid in the design of
. ’ tests for ‘evaluation of student pérfor-
’ mance. For the student, they descYyibe
- exactly what is expected of him and ( .
' .provide him with a goal to be mastered.
: . . Hence, the student's learning activities
become goal oriented. (Russell, 1974,

p. 45).
1 .- The‘other chapters in Russell’s very concise and informative
. book are: . .
S .. ’ .
2 VI. Construction of Criterion Items (guidelines).

A -

o . VII. Analysis of Léarner Charactéristics and Specfgicetioﬂs

L ) > of Entry Behavior (to, ascertain mastery ability).

~




VIII. Sequencing éf instruction and selection of media

I3
«
v

-(dependent upé%"the nature of the‘subjeét matter
and the type of students).
4 i‘\‘lx.f' Student ffyout of the module (which is tested and

A . " revised until most of the students master the

e
-

. ‘ 7 ‘objectivesi‘ .
. X. Evaluation of~the mo%ulg (should answer the question
| . WHO Yearns WHAT under WHICH CONDITIONS and IN-HOW
‘ MUCH TIME?' The éffgctiveqess and/or qffiﬁiency . :
of tﬁe module is most important).
XI. ‘The utilization of modules (discussqd below).
R .- * XII. Implementing modular instruction (adapting modufes to

" student$, objectives, staff and facilities"so as -~ - -

L T I

to ensure co-operative and valid learning.) -

e

3

(4 »
.

oben

* According to Russell, modyles can be hsed to teach anybody -

anything and so"heed not be restricted to Academic ’ : ;

. instruction. He reviews the ex1st1ng modular biology - i
program at West Lafayette,(}ndlana Wthh 1s based on five: .

v principles felt essential to good modules by many educators.
v

>

These ~are: 1. Make ‘the best use of the instructor's time .
. ‘1

(being available to the students) ‘ R i
5

2. Make the best use of the student's time

. (because he is self-paced the student can repéat 1nformat10n

>

' and/or obtain teacher help when he needs it.). - P

° 5. Performance objectives are absolutely

\%

essent1a1 (they eliminate. frustration from amblgplty)

4. Students are good 'teachers (Peer teaching

P - . - . \

S
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is an integral part of this system).

U 5. Mastery of subject matter is necessary

<

°

(achievement is higher and competition eliminated).

- »

o The modular system at Leo High School near Fort Wayne,

-

Indiana is 51m113r1y rev1ewed This programme has over

700 students from graﬂes 7-12. Each module focuses on one
-
maJor idea an% includes specific objectives wh1ch prov1de

the basis for self -pacéd learnlng A great diversity of

material, media agd methods encouraged greater utlllzatlon

o -

of the modules/ and helped ensure their success. . _;-'
3 . . _ g '

< Another school using modules for its total curriculum is .-

Y

__.Nova High School in Fort Laudgrdaleh‘FloridaJ - Rl

- — “ e

1

Existing and successful modular programs have proven that i

modular instruction does not eliminate the teacher but frees 1

]
- = . .

. him from time-consuming explanations and routine presenta- .

N tions. The /teacher then has time to provide for the stu-
. dent's‘?ndi?idual needs and to inspire.further achievement oo™
‘ through dprTic and cre:%ive education. He createe and ;
e . maintains inﬁerest, serves as a resource_person and pre- N
-scribes alternate or additional pathways when necessary.
¥

According to Russell two types of scheduling patterns are s

possible with modular instruction. -

One is the completely modularized
, . pattern in which most, if not all, - St L.
- of the instruction is prov1ded in ) , -
.. ) an individualized format. The stu- .. -
v : . dent...(works) at his own rate and . : .
takes the appropriate criterion test - ‘ -
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. . any time he desires. Another pattern, .
. . - a.more common one, is the partially e
oo .modularized pattern... the other por- L
s - tlon...conventional... The student is
NPT " expected to take the criterion test ' |
with other students at-a—fixed &ime.
WX , . yUnder NO -circumstances should a student
\ . be assigned a minimam amount of “
material to be covered in a single . !
N ~ ; class perlod {(Russell 1974, p. 13). P

3

i

t . . e R
'%.. .h_ ‘é' » *
P - . In Jsummary,Russell concludes that even though the focus of

modular instruction is on the’ student, the key component 1n

- . el B
" ' bhe succeg§ of suc*\f program' is the teacher! . .

!

'Thé thdopies of moduqu instruction seem to dgvetail with

) . b

the Nadeau Report (1975) which advoeates a modular approach
to learning which woyld change the existing collegial structure
this writer's belief that, as a result of recent reﬁorts:

modular Jnstruction will become increasingly popular in

'Quebed;, The unofficial Vanier College translation of this

d%cuﬁent maﬁfs’ayailable Nadeau recommendations which surely
C8
echo the expn@ssed opinions (as have been outlined in this )

review "of 11terature) of educators who favour the 1nd1v1dual-

A [

\11zed mogular approach to, instruction.

v ‘ ‘. '

i L t s . -~ B 1

Some examples of these recommendations follow: .

from Introdugtion: ‘ : : N

2. That the Mentificatjon of educa- ‘
tional needs be carried out with
’ . the re5p0n51b1e and en11ghtened
.« .. participation of the student in . X
' > such a manner so that the responsi-

. * hility for those needs arg assumed b
4 ~ .

by the student.

. bl

3,, That the sysgem‘proyide the post- >,

.

{
|
i
:
4

(o ~5?£‘:.

s,

.
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{ .
.secondary student with the.
opportunitiés to assume responsi-
y bilities by treating him as an -
adult. .

from Chapter I: Post secondary t;;ining. ) .

" 4. That the organization of post- S
secondary teaching offerred by
the college permits students to .
attain the objectives of their
. programs, at different ‘time perlods ’

and spans adjusted to their v

‘S. That, following the definition of
- obJectlves and sub-objectives of
the programs, the provincial, .
regional and local program \ .
: committees find inspiration in : ’
L the modern experiences of '"'made
’ to measurejgraining'. ("formatlon
sur mesureagaand‘seek to respond
- to the needs. of the business world
- . by ensuring first, the attainment .,
‘ . of the objectives of basic tra ning
as defined in the report..

from Chapter III: The Module: An Administra-.
: tive ynit. )

SR Y 7. That the ‘college be structured on
- ' _ the module, the basic or base unit
5%- : which sdministers the program.

AV

8. That the module regroup students
" registered in the same progranm,
o their professors, the representa- *
. tives of the socio-economic community,
.+ and the educational and administrative
SR : services.

. . ™

(Nadeau et al., 1975, p. 30), * P

. 8 \
The Nadeau Report defines "formation sur measure" as a
dyﬁhmic of individual and co}lective\develoﬁment, a self--

Mdirected process toﬁafds a consciously pursued goal.' This

oo process unfolds in seven well-defined stages which once

lagaln echo the modular work of Shore (1972),Russe11 (1974)
and the Goldschmlds (1972) - | . ~

-« ! {

capabilities and pace. ‘ ‘ -

3
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STUDIES ON STUDENT ATTITUDES

[ g—

4
t

2 '
Identification of the needs. .
Expression and analysis of the.
n@@ds.

Objectives and-types of formation.
Content and programming.

. Organization and Administration.

. Andragogy. -, o

. Evaluation. ' ‘

. o

[}

~SSoOurmean B =

L 4

The Report believes that this process is based on a complete

respect for individuals which aims at the satisfaction of

reaﬂﬁggéds requiring full and continuous participiéion.

a '] [ ]

“Based on Rhe above research and reports,‘it seems safe to

conclude that individualized instruction, particularly

2

( .

modularized instruction, will continue to be studied and
- ’ ‘ ! 3 ’

utilized in educational institutions.

o

-

. _ : . \

This section of-the review of literature is based on stud

3 . - <

and reports on student attitudes. Attempts to measure thé

attitudes of student groups tolthe lecture method and to
individual instruction methods were made by 'several of th

_above mentionned writers, Evidence available tends to be

highly selective and subjectf%e and fhus ma& be unrep;esen- R

tative. Interviews or questionnaires may also provide

biased points of view.

a . .

B 4
" ~Koenig and McKeachie (1959) discovered that women high-'in

ies

L

AN

e

need for achievement preferred indeﬁendent study to lectures 1"

.

and fQund evidence that students who feared failure preferred
, - o
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R , familiar, well-structured situations such as lectures.

;

i ‘

' . The Hale Committee (1961) commented on sjtﬁeﬁt opinions from
'the National Union of Students which submitted i memoranda

. to the.University Grants Committee. Several excerpts follow:

N , The general tenor of the student '
memoranda is very similar.. It is .
highly critical qf the lecture. The iy

*principal desiderata are fewer and ' - o
better lectures, closer student-
staff .relations and more teaching by >
Ztutorial and seminar....

. ..>» the lecture is criticized ag‘belng

i ‘ ' out-dated, ... of being a one-way process
establishing'no contact ... and ¢
incapable of stimulating academic

' discussion of any value ... spbon- :

L ‘ feeding. -

... there is recognltlon of the value e

of certain types of lecture,.e.g. 'to

outlipe the general direction which

studies may be expected to take, and
- to correlate material which has

! N .recently been published.

| M ’ -
j ‘ ) “ ... lectures should not be compulsory ,
" (Hale, 1961 #141,142,144 148) ) y

According to t}e Hale Committee these same views u’ﬁ been

R W) k-w__,\a» o g e

“\\\ published by the Unlver51ty Grants Comm1ttee for the perlod
. from 1929-30 .to 1935-36. These views were subJected to
. statisticalgteéting with the following results: only 364

of students who said they wanted some change wanted it in

: \ -
‘ N - -

the time spent in lectures, and ‘a third'of this minority
A wanted more lecture time. There was no clear relationship
‘ between the percentages of students in any un;versity group
N § _ ) : who want less tlme in lqgtures, ‘and the average time spent

in lectures in that group.

I’“"S“““"" kY
rx w‘l,“ E» "y J%&‘ux
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McLelsh (1968) outlined a score point questionnaire (1964~

-

. 1966) de51gned to measure student attitudes towards

-‘L. : Unlver51ty-teach1ng methods and to connect these to about

forty other varlables such as age’and sex. The most

notable finding is’ that the lecture is strongly DISFAVOURED

‘l ~r by all groups.z Conversely, every group expressed a highly

: . favourable attitude to tutorial ahd seminar methods. High
. ! 2 v *

, ' -. status students disfavoured the lectu}e more than did low-

. status students. Their findings support Koenig's and
N
' McKeachie's (1959) observations that mature students

' (particularly wdmen) dislike the lecture method. /

McLeish reports the same study es,replicaied in 1967. The
;//"’ main finding was that undergraduates tended to have little
enthueiasm for ANY of the traditional mefﬁods, neither

-

favouring nor disfavouring the lecture.

* The National Union of Student's Report in 1969 again
criticized the lecture method "'The opportunity. to grasp
basic ideas is hindered by the necessity te take notes'

was rated as¥d major criticism of lecturing by more than
63% of students" (Beard, 1970, p, é). Analyzing and
comparing fiye groups of highEreeducation Stedents on their

y

reaction to teaching methods, Page (197‘1) reported Wwome

N

. general features and 51gn1f1cant p01nts. When asked which

-teaching methcd was most efficient, most enJoyable and most
experlenced students prov1ded the fOllOWlng results which

are charted in mean rank order.

.

RS
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. ¥ :
METHOD EFFICIENCY ENJOYABLE EXPERIENCE

124

The Lecture 7
Small group discussion 2
The Deﬁonsfration _5 , 3
L;borg}ory Worﬁg . 1
The Project \ 4 .

Class-teaching \ 5 =

ST N 7 B I
" .
w

The Essay . 5=

. © MOST = 1 : LEAST = 7
RATINGS OF ENJOYMENT

,Accofdin7 to Page these results indicate that laboratory

work}is/the most. efficient and the lecture the least.
Lecturei also receive a low mark under emfoyment possibly
because, although students’ don't, want too many lectures,
they do enjoy goéd ‘ones. The'wriging of essays ig quite
disliked by al; and yet, the lecture and the essay aré the

.. two‘most common méthods. Page questions whether thi//
student's dislike for these metho@s may ;esult from an
overdose of them. In another section in which students were

allowed free comments the lecture method tended to attract

many unfavourable ones and small groups many favourable ones.
v,

Pascal [1971) 1nvest1gated the effects of offering three
1nstruct10na1 optlons to students (n = 185) - ‘the lecture,
lecture with discussion, and independent study. Resu}ts
. - indiﬁafe that students who received their preferred method -

of instruction showed a more positive attitude towards the

)- +
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» A .
course's area than did students §ssigned to non-pieferrea '
methods. However, receiving qﬁe's preferred option had no

significant effect on coggitive outcomes. ° ’ .
In summary Pascal says that if one of the course objectives
is to develop independent thinking then students should be ,

t !

exposed to independent study.

.

— ~

As Costin (1972) points out attitudinal outcomes of courses ' i
1

taught under different methods' are difficult to interpret.

— . *
|

We need more studies which measure the same kinds of
affective outcomes within the same kinds of subject matter.

. " So few studies have done this that it is not surprising that

s

such conflicting results have been obtained.

¢

N SUMMARY | .

This review of pertinent literature relating to the caﬁﬁﬁfi-

son bepween,traditional lecture and modular instruction
\ ! R
indicates that: ’ © ;

-
’ ' \

» 1. Historically, comparisons between the lecture and
other instructional pethods were being made in early times.
2. In the rgsearch of the 1920's, 1930's, 1940's and :1950's,
the bredominant result of experimentation showeﬁ no
stafistical difference between teaching mefhods; Some
favopfing-of reading versus lecsyres d;d appear.

3. Early researchers questioned the controls placed on most

~ . S~
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) - of the’experlments.
, 4. Learnlng is found to reside in’ the student.
S. Independent study is found to be as effective as any
face-to-face instruction when measured by student exam
- performénce. U ‘ &
6. Unsupervised reading is superior to discussion for the
acquisiaion of information. \ - .

o 7. Increased student numbers and advanced technological

progress urge re-examination of tetching methods.
. 8. A growing public demand for accountability and clearly .
defined ogiﬁctives'exists. h .
: 9. The dévelopment and ﬁgilization of modular instructibn

- becomes [influential in.educational - -institutions in the C

-

~ late 1960's,

10.-More statistical information comparing the lecture and

-

modular methods of instruction is needed. ) ‘

11. Several studies such as Richaéon's (19691 comparing the
| modular and lecture methd&§ found fesults favourable to
the modular sections of courses becatse

a) student attltudes favour modular courses -

b) less time is spent on quular work with an

1nCrease in student scores.

12. The expense of develop1ng Modular Imstruction is justi- ) ' "
, fied by better learnlng, rea?er retent1on and favourable
student evaluatlon (Corey-and McM1chae1 lgiO)

13, Research between modular and traditional lecture courses

"should b€ conducted by personwalth equal exper1ence in '
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both methods so as to account for bias. .
14. Many advantages such as adaptability and flexibility :

3 ' o exist for students, instructors and administrators in ‘

-
Ay

modular instruction.

. 15 Modules can be used to teach anybody, anythlng. R
. o .
16. Modular 1nstruct10n is now belng successfully employed ¢

in several courses in many institutions.
A .

. € N
17.YEducational reports in Quebeéc favour a modular approach

»
to 1nstruction,. \ .

18. Studies on student attitudes show that students prefer
. -7 t

<

courses such as modular ones.to lecture courses which

-
r . .
they feel are too }requent and rarely enjoyable.i; &
| ) |
¢ » ' .
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<7 . CHAPTER THREE
Methgdology M .
ngothese§ ‘ | / R d

f . e

Statement of the hypotheses.

The 6bjective of this study is to test the following hypo-
' .

thesis. "

1. It is expected that the scores of the modular treatment

foe

group will exceed those of the traditional lecture

group on the measure of achievement beyond that expected -

through chance fluctuations; and that scores ‘for both

LY

treatment groups will exceed those for the control group.

»

-2, It is expectéd that the modular‘treatment group will

respond more. positively on the measure of attitude than

. id

the traditional 1ecture group
3. It is expected that the modular treatment group w111

cemplete the module in less time than the lecture group.

-~

Rationale for Hypotheses ' Lo N

t —

' .

Logical justificdation for hypotheses can be drawn from a-

variety of theoretlcal formulations., Haefele](1971, p. 259)-

_supports the efflcacy of developing and 1Mp1ement1n%\

~instructignal modules because.

®

.
~
. \ . - .
L4 N 4

a

“N

de
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1. students learn at different rates and in varied ways;

~ 2. students are capable of being self-directed and self-

-3

5 ) propelling:
. < .
" 3. - students can learn independently.
< - Corey (1934) states that readiné and lecture listening may

be similar fuictionally but that the advantage in reading is
that students can adapt the reading rate to thedr own abili-
)/& *ty.. The importance of being able to individualize learning

can scarcely be overlooked. Rogers (1951), Bruner (1960),

:f Flanagan (1971) and others stress increasing iﬁdividualized

) learning. ‘
Id .
. : .,

Beard (1970, p. 155) cites Stavert and Wingate (1966) dnd

P!

Teather {1968) for empirical juétification to support his

theory" that self- -study programmes (modg:les) are at least as effectlve

as teaching of the same content by an expert teacher (lecture) and . $
‘that it takes as little as two thirds of the time for

\Fverage students #o cover the same ground. The findings of

R1chason (1969) supports this theory

rd ” . . £
1

-, According to Beard (1970) a number of experiments, have shown

that a viable.individualized programme need not .consist. . s

a merely of a succession of short Skinner-type 'frames' but
that a continuous, carefully planned text would brove‘very

- ' effective. Modular programme research (Weisgerﬁer, 1971)

s

conducted in -several American schools confirm thig.

Hypothesis one is Supported by the studies on work decrement

’

. - L4 X

il
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!
during the. lecture period. The assimilation. of lecturee
\ :

..+ - materials by the student odcurs in the folldwing pattern: _

"\ There is a short initial 'warming-up' . .
> period which lasts perhaps five or '

3 ) ' - _more minutes: efficiency is then at a ,

; ; maximum. There follows a décline in o

. student and lecturer efficiency which
T continues over a long period to produce - .
‘ ‘ . a deep trough. This probably reaches
% ' its lowest point after approximately
~ forty minutes. Both lecturer and — T T——
student then begin slowly to find their
T way back ... (McLeish, 1968, p. 36).

Modular instruction may-be more efficient in that:® —_

TR

- The students spend as much time a$s
necessary to master the topic....
s Instruction can be at the student's \
convenience and at the time of day when
, the student learns 'best'. Modules
p ) provide greater freedom for students ’

*l

; i to adjust study-time and subject matter R

content to individual needs... (
(Russell’ 1974, p. 27). '

3 . .

[N f . t

Hypothesis two is supported by several research studies

which have shown that stidents prefer individualized

instruction‘methbds to the lectureqmgthod, (Pascal, 1971; L
Marr et al, 1960) would prefer- far less time"spent in i
lectures and were critical oﬁ lecturing as being an out-
i ~dated method (Hale, 1961). QUestionnaires design.ed~ to .

. ‘ measure student attitudes’ towards instruction found the

. lecture nethod strongly disfavoured by al}y groups (McLelsh
. ~» 1968; Koemg -and Mcl(eachle, 1959). Although ranked as ’ T
‘F ' least efficient the lecture method was found to be /mos{’; ',,,".f- b
# K . . . ) - //_‘
v frequent (Page, 1971). - Lo .o
‘?;‘%;— ’ ’ £l 4‘ @
,s"“ . . :;”/ /.
. , - . /‘f”
’ ’ LY NG X e
> 74 . ~
- - ‘ ) :i‘ e
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Hypothesis three is supported by the studies made by Beard
fI970), Stavert and Wingate (1566), Teather (1968)1and
Richason (1969). The finding of these stpdiés is that self-

study reading and modular.programmes are at least as
L2
effective as teaching.-of the same content through the

lecture method and that 4t tdkes students far-less time to’

.

- cover the same ground : >

Operational Definitions of Variables

Modular Instruction: A module is an in§tructibna1 package
. ’ Ay,
dealing with a single conceptual unit of subject matter,

-

SN _p?int of view, ' . .o

.

Traditional Lecture Instruction: The.traditional lecture is
) Ay n R . » '

-an uninterrupted verbal presentation by the instructor.

5 '

s It involves a singde teacher teaching a group of stu-

s

. - déntsnumbering 28,exc1usiv51y by ‘verbal exposition.’
A .

: Communication is one way from|teacher to student.

K F S
v - “ Attitude: A tendency to respon§

t
ither positively or
l @ : ﬁégatlvely to the presentatlo . It represents a stimu-
N < lus d1scr1m1nat10n in which tklngs are _put into catego—
: A

.- , : ries related to the person's /goals.

o
v ’

3 Achievement: Achievement is meadsured in terms of scores on

an immediate post test.
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Qperafiqnal Restatement of Hypotheses -

The hypotheses are operationally restated in the following

predictions: ' (”/ .

'- 10

Population .and Sample:

When identical, content (material) is given to one group
in a traditional. lecture format and to another group in

modular format, thesmodular format group-will obtain

higher achievement scores on'an immediate post test.

«

A

When identical coptent (material) is given to one group .

+

in a traditional lecture format and to another group in

modular format, the modular format group will show a
i r

' moreﬁpositiVe‘attituge to the presentation on an

. attitudinal questlonne%re.

The modular treatment group will complete the same task

.

1nlless time than ylll the traditiondl legcture group.

.
' ~
LN a

°

4
¢

Thé -population selected for this study consisted 9f]bollege

students between the ages of 17 and”20.. The subjects-were
a

enrolled in f1r$t and second year collegial stud1es in one

4

of four required ‘core' English courses. .The choice of

A}

-

students at this-1lével reflects the current need for furthes.-

reseerch at the collegial leVel&(Nedé%u,flgfg).

-.}' . ‘ N .o

. The sample was comprised of 84 students enrolled;in.lo See

—

Ourselves, EngliSh 603-216K, in which the experimenter is

-

" the 1nstructor - Evelyn Vatch This course 1s offered at

Vanier College, Vllle St-Laurent. The advantage this course

» . .
- -
‘e A /

=

3



. Two frnups recelved the same 1nstruct10ns, the same content
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//' \‘,'< - ' ’ . AN

offers the experimenter. is that three sections are scheduled

at the same.time, in very similar adjoining rooms, - © ™

A random seMection of 28 students was made for each of
c, | _
three groups. Participatien in the experiment was requiréﬁ

and students were permitted to randomly(sign in to a t¢t31
y ’, a N
of 28 students for any of the three sectlons. The experiment

was conducted during class time. This gourse-is partieularty l
suitakle for eipetimental purpeses. The students,ere ’ /
accustpmeﬂﬁto both modular and lecture presentatioﬁ formats. /
The spudents are accustomed to the ‘use of‘teaching aefistants

and thus found nothing unusual i&ﬁthé’experiment while it .was '

being conducted. ' oot . R
o . < ' ) ¢
A

o

and the same post test. The lecture group audlted the content
Y
in a lecture given by Evelyn Vatch whereas the module group
&

read the content on their own. The th1rd group, the control

group, did not Qexpe'rience‘the cofﬁent. Instead, a colleague, .
1 LY . i

Prbfessor Arnold Creenberg, conducted a class totally

unrelatéd to the content. In order to prov;de test.norms,
o

v <

the control group was ngen part I oﬁ the post test. ) N

f “
. -

) .

+

Teeching assi%tantb were employed to follow instructions in o
the module group, to distribute and to supervise the collec-
tion “of the tests.-" As completed work was Bubmxtted compf?f

l

tion time was markeQ on each test. Teaching assistants wereh

asked to note any dxsturbances or peﬁullar 8Ct10n9’exh1b1th
R \ ]
by the groups. . , !
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Instructional Materials

-

A special- twenty-five minute audio presentation and an

p ‘ .instructional module both entitled'Point of View'were .
developed and used in this study. >
"-. .
. L7 , L
| , - The module, typed and printed by Vanier College, was dis-

| f _ tributed to each student in the module group. This module "
: '

‘ ~ was the same text as the oral lecture with'only.the word ‘

'module' exchanged for the word 'lecture’ throughout. No

N

4 , . . other change'in the text was made. This control is consi-

' ‘ dered essential in a study compafing lecture and self-

instruction Corey (1934) and Costin (1972). No additional-

information or explication was.présénted'to either the

ﬁodule or the lecture group.

v

The control group~audite§ a totally unrelated lecture.

)
. . NI Y
- . N * i * . LT
. . . 22
~ N h -
a % ¢ " b LI ’ .
- "
[
4

Seletrtien of SuS{ect Matter - ) . "

« ' Y 4 )

* ' Al * N :
_An instructionsl unit on point of view was selected as the -
.experimental subject matter based on the fgllowing criteria: |

. SUITABILITY

N
4

" ~

In order to carry out the experiment, the topic chosgh

had t ~%e appropriate t6 the course content. ,The concept of

A

point'of view is a suitable one to study in a college liter-

° i
.

ature course - (Purves, 1971).. - 3




b~ ‘ , e . .
RELEVANCY* ~ | K .

* The experimental subjects were:first and second year
\

o

college students enrolled in one of four (4) required 'core' &
- ' . English courses. Literature courses aim at teaching,
L : 4 . ' N
. : knowledge (recognition and recall of literary facts and
! - . ‘
: theories) and application (which demands that the student
e / . < fl , 1
. ;/' ' match some concept thay'he has already acqulred with the
, . ] phenomena that he is con51der1ng) The Currlculum in f
English, graded¢ 7-12 of the Oregon Curriculum Study Centre N 4
£1965) ' . * . I
. urges that students learn to look at -
. . ¢ . 'subject', 'form', and 'point of view'
in every work' they read, "and that they /ﬁ
. learn to describe these in great depth ' :
) . "and with greateradetail as they pro- . & . , ‘ .
' ‘ceed through the curriculum.... Many ’ e
, . - of the other program English curn;culum ' .
. centres set as their goal patterns not - .
, : unlike that of Oregon.,.. - ’ : P
LA . .(Purves, 1971, p. 713). ;
. s oo
' ’ The Vaniq;,gollege English Department has a similar goal; " L‘
however, upon random questioﬁing of Vanier students, the ' t
v 2 ) ! - ,
experimenter felt that student knowledge of such an impor-
tant literary theory as point of view;,was minimal. It was
' therefore decided to prepare a unit on'boint.of view which
would be both in;eresting and informative to the target . ;-
popﬁlationo ,’ ’ ‘ b ‘ ’ . + . '
. A . S . .
» . " . a )
- L . p
) Originality N . ! .
' e o St ' : v -
. Aspects of literary theory are _generally covered in-an ‘* . A




oams tearn wrge

.

1

" introductory fashion. in earlier grades. It was thus {flt

~

Feasibility . ’ R

. o
necessary that an early definition of point of view be’

provided so as td prompt recall. The unit then worked
; p ;

‘towdrds an'advanced lével of comprehension and application.

Background theory was based on the work of Norman Friedman
(1955). All examples are original and it is certain that
none of the subjects were ever exposed to this particular

&

presentation of point of view.

-

i

~
" T

‘ . - . . ' . J
There were no hampering restrictions placed on this study.
The examiner, being the course instructor, had access to

necessary typing and printing facilities %s well as to the

o~

necessary rooms and teaching assistants. The kind assis-

[N

tance of fellow instfﬁctors was readily available.
. .
-

' -\

P

Preparation of Instructional Mater¥als

- . -

The instructional unit was developéd according to the prin-’

ciples of instruégioqgl product desigﬁ (Briggh,_1970) an$

in keeping ﬁifh modular format (Russell, 1974), Instruction-

*

al 6bjectives (Gagne, 1965; M 5;, 1962) Qeré written for

>

¢ ) .
the information domain. Contant was hierarchically ordered.

3

The instructional unit’ was designed so as to achieve the

following objectives: ' - . ‘

T ML
Sl T ey
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. &> -
1. Within the questionnaire, the studenQNWill be able
] * . . \ ] . . R
to identify the point of view found in each of six (6) : '
' ) . . .
- ’ . . et
1 selections. N . -
}- : &~ . . . : _— B
' 2. Within the questionnaire the student will be able
: .
to identify the characteristic feature of each of the

< (4

points of view detailed in the 25 minute presentation.

3. Within the questionnaire ‘the.student will be able
to idehtiéy the point of view which is best suited to a Lt
~particular'typq of story. ‘ ¢

4. . Within the questionnairg the student will be able

to identify the correct definition of point of view.

/

- 7

=

Ko i

eiremm 2

T or
M“‘h:l? -

The unit was read and commenied on by subject matter ekpert§

. in literature at the collegial level. ..Recommended altera-
8

tions and clarifications were made: The unit was then

“

approved by the same experts. . “

- : . -~

o4
;z."?"‘"‘“"’

PP

Tryout of Instructional Materials

-

v -

*

The instructional unit was lectuied to several communica-

tions experts at both Vanier and Mariahopolisragllege,

Montreal who commented on the style and pace of the oral

o \ »

presentation. A pilot study was carried out prior to the

.

exberimen; on samples of the targgt population who did not

take part in the final study so as to determine whether the

&
material was suitable in_terms of clarity, time and diffi-

]

culty for the majority of students and to determine the.
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reliability and the validity of the post test;

Criterion Test

~Content validity was assured by selecting all test qpés-

« e A

E R R, S o TR (R R e Y g e e
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1

» -
Twenty-five »

Vanier College students were used as subjeets.i

¥

As a result of the pilot test two rarely-used types of poiﬁt},
of view were removed from the unit because they proved either

too difficult or too confusing. This also shortened the ,

’ *

presentation ‘time.

1 O U
> N o

Data cgpd4sted of scores on items on a criterion test (See
Appendix 11) administered immediately after‘'each presenta-
tion. The test was based on tﬁg content of the instructional

: [
unit (whether auditory or modular). The questions were,

determined according to the degree of emphasis assigned-to

certain points (Purves,’197l):

tions directly from the unit of instruction. In addition,

1

content was verified by four subject matter experts as well

as by two communications experts. - . : .

. -
¢

The dependent variable in this study was learning. The
instructional 6bjecfiVes.fa11 within the cognitive domain - :
and are claésified as knowledge (Bloom, 1956). Items were

constructed so as to test the supjects'memory of and ability

to apply knowledge whichhwas’preéented. . et

] . —
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Section II of this test, the attitudimal questions, was X .

"ba§ed on the questionnaires of McLeigh (1968) and Page (1971),

&

Research Design

A true research design (Tuckman, 1972) is used, —
where: ‘ .
level one | RXO,; ' 'X, treatment, is the ﬁodulq
level two | RYO, * Y, treatment, is the lecture
R ) = ——— e 5.
RCO3 C, treatment, is the control.
‘ |

Means and standard deviations of scores for each gtoup are
calcplated in part one. Part two of the test provided

‘summated scores. . ' | .

Variables
— '
+ ° {
Independent - There is one discrete independent variable -~
instructional method, with two levels: the R
modular versus the traditional lecture approach.

Dependent - The dependent variable is learning as measured by

achievement scores in an immediate post test:

Control = (1) the total time span of the experiment, )

.(2) the same content is used, - .

(3) thé same, or nearly the same, physical condi- o .

.

»

tions, such as lighting, are maintained, - "




.
é

(4) the same instructions for completion of the
. post test, L 4 ,

* -

(5) the same timé of day for all 3 sections of the
i Co experiment, - o i E

: . (6) none of the groups aware of the experimental

. , ' nature of the class.

Testing Procedures - , .
\.
Study Setting s

This study was designed to assess the comparative effective-

| ness of traditional and modular instruction. In order to
r - b

control environmental variables, all treatment groups were

A exposed to the stimulus materials under very similar condi-

. tions. . T %

.
\

Testing took place on Wednesday, February 25, 1976 in three

. t —
t - ‘ . regularly assigned classrqoms in,thé‘saﬁe wing aqd on the ,
L~‘ - same ;ide of -the hallway.\ Ohe group listened to a 25 miﬁute‘ i5
. lecture. One group read through the same material’in a ’ %
{‘, module. One group listened to a totally unrelated lecture. §
: . » ! i

»

T_ . . Although conditions wFre almost the same for’each class,

| '
l

. ) . extraneous noise (a garbage truck) made it necessary for the

lecturer to'raise her v01ce in an attempt to be heard. Stu-

* + ' dents were noticed to fldget about durlng the noisex This .

’

- . noise did not seem to disturb the module group which contlnuedg

- .

to read. This. group, not restra1n by the assistants A -
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3 in movement or t;)king, were noted to do very little of
eithér after first settling down in a comfortable 'spot or

: position. )
! . . .
3

Presentation

t

The investigator gave a similar short verbal introduction
o

to both groups. The module group, which first heard the

¢ introduction, were then monitored by an assistant who

distributed and later clocked and collected the completed

modulés. This procedure was quite normal and fully accepted

)

by’the group. Thus, the investigator was able to give the

short verbal introduction only mirutes later to the lecture group

! ) and to conduct the lecture. Thegfnstructions,_wh;gh;were

‘ : as similar as possible in order t

reduce the poésibility of
any variable occuring from the use of different test’
administrations follows. - . ' ‘

. S ,
Oral Instructions: Module Group . ‘
\ ' " . - , ‘@

°

¢

/. ""The module being distributed will introduce you to the-
literary device known as.point of view. Point of view is
the perspecfive'from which a story is told. Read the modulé
carefully. After 25 minufes a short questiénnairé will be

* handed out. -This is net a test; however, you are expected

\

.to complete it to the best of your ability. You wiil have

25 minutes to féqund. No further instructions will be
- ‘ PR

3 - '
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“ .
-

given. Save any questions about the purpose of this ques-
tionnaire or about the module until after everyone has com-

pleted it.“Bééin immediétely." : . »

A
R .

Oral Instructions: Lecture Group

-
"The lectﬁre you are about to hear will introduce you to the
litefary device known as point pf view: Point of view is

. ,the perspective froﬁ which a stbry is told. Listen care-

fully. At the end of this Fecture a short‘questionnaire“

[ ]
will be handed out. This is not a test; however,vyou are

expected to complete it-to the best of your ability. You,

1

will have 25 minutes ~ to respond. Please do -not interrupt

the lecture. Save any questions about the purpose of this
S . '
’ . qQuestionnaire or about the lecture until after everyone has

o

completed it. We begin immédiatelv."

v

. Oral Instructions: The Control Group .ﬂf

The control group, following their lecture were redd these

. \
. . instructions by the lecturer:

. —— 'The questio@naire'being distributed is nbf a test. It deals, .
with the literary device known as‘poiq;'of view. Point of

. ' © view is the perspecfive from which a story is told. Please
complete it’ta the best of ;your ability. Save ény questiéns

p ' about the purpose of this questionnaire until after everyone

has completed it. Please beg}n\immediately."

3

Db e e A ——
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Test Scoring - ‘ ) - ' '

v

r.,

All tests were hand scored by the instructor and -checked by

an assistant so as to verify scoring procedures. Questions

el

co K]

on part one of the test were either short answer or multiple- .
5choice and only one ansWer was accepted as correct. Each:',
, correct answer was awarded -one point. Wrong,dgissed or

. doubtful answers were scored as zero. A toggi score for

- V : each student was recorded. 7 o
+ * / )

™

- ~Questions on part two of the test were attitudina%.. Students

i "in the lecture and module groupswere asked to circle the ‘ ] ___g

response, from 1-5, which most closely indicated their - \ ,
: - il -

- .

attitude.

A.Likert scale was used to register the extent of agreement

-

or disagreement %ith a p;;?gcular statementhof a given N &l
attitude, belief or judgement. Data was collected by

//4? & summating the scores of each item. Missed42r doubtful '
! ' . ' o
’ .

answers were scored as zZero. -
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: «  CHAPTER FOUR _ ,
. . e 7 . ?
’ ' ) " . . Results .
. ' ¢ N ! ! )

Computer fd&ilixi$$ at both Concordia University, Sir George

Williams campus, and at Vanier College, Ste. Croix campus as

a

well as a hand calculator were used for statistical aﬁ;&ysis
<, . to

of data. - : ’

3

Hypothesis 1 .

It is expected that the ecores of the modular treatment

group will exceed those of the traditional 1ectuxe group on y

"the measure of achievement! beyond that*expected through \

: chance fluctuatlons; and that scores fqr both treatment

Y
H

T ' groups will exceed those fer the control group. S
\ .

T \ . .
‘

. A one way analysis of variance was used to determlne whether’

o

f . ‘&‘ad1fferent1al effects were being produced by the samples. ., ‘#
' ' (Table 2) Examination of the fresults ‘show a 51gn1f1cant -
T dlfference (p<. 01), indicating that the three groups are not . . :

 £ estimates of a common population mean. “~ T i

L x, . . . \ . T e
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", A Scheffé test was performed to see ‘if eny two cqﬁparisons ‘ .
) were significantly different. (Table 3). It can4be seen’

#that both the module and the lecture were super1or to ALhe

L]
/(" control but that there is no s1gn1f1cant dlfference in the

; amount léaﬁned ‘between the two treatment groups,

. ! »

”" Hypothesis 2

-1t is'expected'that1!he modular treatment group will respond

= ' ! more positively on the measure of att%ﬁudecthan the tradi-
. 1)
\( : tional lécture group. ‘ ‘ '
* * -~ * « ../
. N 7 - , {
B . A chi-square was used to determin\swhether the preferences .
’ ] .

reported for questlon lQh?MhICh learning method would you
A
. ) prefer for thls 5%3 ect matter?) were based on chance variation

| LT alone. (Table 4). Since the value for x? is greatex“ than

e

that required.for significance we'may conclude that there is ©
’ : i . / N . °
0 ~a'different&gl'prefenenceﬁ Now, which method is preferred?
. IS - t -~
r’( N » ’ ’ ) \

¥
- . ° R ’

The results in the lecture group'were'as follows: 39.2%
x . prefer the modulan'methodt f instruction for t@;s lecture,

whereas only 21\4%‘pref%r the lecture method.Other scores
. [ . -* ' 4

\\ D were: 17.8% prefer a seminar;'7.1%‘p efer a‘tutorial T

A}

3

7.1% prefer some other method such as an audio- v1sua1

- presentatlon and 7.1% prefer rece1v1ng the 1ecture netes as

0 ks }
s -+ a reading ass;gnment. . , \ »
' . . - " A o C
1 ‘

“.""4 . * 7 t .‘»: : .
o b’ The results in the module gro® gbgﬁed that 35.7% prefer the

A . ‘ .
. 'y . > *

3 » - '
. .
ot B N .. IS . » f ) . . .
.
5 P . ¢ . . .
Iy .
2 - . . e . . ¢ o
,Agv,«% f \ o , ‘ LR | -
e — ! Y. ‘ N . )
.. . B - . .
ek + ' o Vb » ,
! . * . « .
. . . N .
PN | 7 T -
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- ."lecture.
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%4

. to, treatment -received. (Table 5).
v .

. not like the lecture method any more or less because of the

. further inugg:éiapion and 35.7% will do, mothing., A chi-

-

]
.
4 -
LR o AT I R N TP
- % 4 T}*
\

' 77

.
’ t - .

. - ‘ $
‘modular method ?f instruction whereas 32.1% prefer the .
- »

Other scores were: 21% prefer the seminar, 7.1%
prefer the tutorial and 3.6% prefer some other methed such

as an audio-visual presentation; It therefore seemed that

the module was a preferred method of instruction. A chi-
p

square was performed to see if this preference was related

The results iPow that the subjects who chose each answer,
in each group, were not biased due to the kind of treatmeﬁt
they.re&eived. The subjects who received the lecture did -
fact that Ehey were given a. lecture. The same principle is
true in the modul#r treatment group. It is therefore shown
fﬂat the modular method of instruction is°?uch preferred'by

the leqfﬁre grbﬁp and also prefe}red'by the module group. °
[ . 'b..
-~ (J
{

Astitu&inal question 11 asked studenss if the presentation
o - : . v
had. encouraged them to further investigation of the subject",r

matter. The results'for the lecture group show that 64.2%

4;11 éo further investigatioﬁ\aﬂd '32.1% will do nothing.
. , ™ )

The results for the modult group show that 60.7% will do A’ -
square was per rmed to see if these resulté were based on“'
chince variation only. 'Gfable 6). Results show that there cey

is no significant differehces from chance variation.
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» aoh a Likert scale from 1-5. Scofes were summated and means

. . r"\\

(Table 7) showed that the students felt both module and
3

B

lecture to be of equal d;fficpltx%.of equal interest‘and0
organization and dﬁality.and that the time provided was .

adequate. The means showe@ a slight féﬁdéncy in favor o?
the module presentation. Thus, a t-test of independent ;
means, based on the grand means, wa; made. (Table 8). No .

significant difference was found; therefore, the treatments

were,equivaient from ‘the point of viey of thé students.

\\ .. ) N ’ - .. "\ . s
\N‘“ - . « . - :)

. .
0 ’ N
. a b .
. . . .
o .
. ‘. ) .
. <
’

Ce Hypothesis,3 s A ’ - ,

! M LY . © !

L]

I;iis ekpected that the modular tréatment group will complete

the module in 1qss timi/ihan the lecture -group. ' :
—

A t-test'was use tb‘determiné whether the completion timef(

of ‘both groupe“were 'signifjcantly (Table 9) different. A

- . - .
-

. ‘ log-10 transformation was used to normalize the raw time data

& ’: 2

for tie calculation. As Table 9 indicates, thé module group

" completed the lesson in -less time .(p<.001) than the lecture

group.

»
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DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, SUMMARY
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

X

Jhi's experiment was conducted to study the comparative

gffectiveness of a lecture ‘and a module on the literary
. o R

device known as pofnt of view. The only experlmgntally

~

manlpulated -varidble was thﬁpresentatlon format;. nameiy,

'

a twenty-fwe minute "lécture and a module containing identical

s

content to that audited in the.lecture. A secondary probhlenm
was to examine the attitudinal respons,es\ to both teaching

methods so as to determine which me'&hod students preferred.

13
)

The discussions‘a}ud conclusions whi@. follow are org\ani_zed

b

under a re-examination of the original hypothesis in t}{'e_

v

> light of experimental Tesults. ’

. .
-

a

H
-
. -

In general measures of performance indicate that both the

modyle and the tradltlona,{ lecture were effective teachlng

Trends in the desctfiptive data, however, favour the modular
h "
J, ©B
method. Measures on attitude support‘{ the conclusion that
the modular method of instructign is referred by students,

9

i ! 0

significantly less time.
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Hypofhesm 1

. It is expected that the scores of the.
“ 2 modular treatment group will exceed '

those of the traditional lecture group”

‘ on the measure of ‘achie{ement beyond
. that expected through chance fluctua- ~ .
’ -  tions, and that scores for bath treat- :
§ o ment groups will e‘xceed those for the
escONtrol group ",

The results do not confirm hypothesi'saone.
Although the mean achievement score for the .module group is

higher than both the lecture and control group means, the

statistical computations show that there is 'no significant )
differeme in the amount learned between the module and ) v
’r ’lecture groups Hypothesis 1 must therefore be reJected

This is con51ster\ft w1th the flndlngs of Corey\[1,934), -

Birney and McKeachie (1955); Buxton (1956), Marr et al.
(1960), Dubin and Taveggia (1968); Page (1971), Oseroff
- (1972), and Costin t1972). There is some evidence (the
. descriptive data on means and st‘;ud;:nts' iattitud-fes) that

modular instruc&ion has siight advantages but, in general, J
h- . -

the economy of teaching by lecture does not seem to be

gained at the expense of aclquir,ing, knowledge.

1

C The particular experimental materials and controls utilized

in this study and the limitations of the experimental L
. . L » .

situation may have diluted potential advantages of modular

‘instructiod.  In'this study, the only difference between

» the module and the lecture was the mode of presentation to-L

< the student. ‘'This was the cdse in-order to maintain

qoﬁtrol on irx;elevant variables as well as to verify Corey s.
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Wik

F Aft gopas

;*" i

‘printed form, and “if learningbis equal under the two condi- °

-same content but not textually identical to the lecture

,(McLe1§h, 1968, p 12), tested a. motlvated readlng group, a

\‘) S §tn§;"%q’bﬁ\i

o

(1934) study in which he tested ‘his seem1ng1y loglcal hypo—/
w"‘\
thesis that if one group of students receives information

-

in lecture orm and a second recelves this materlal in
N 1 °

3 . <

tions it would seem tbat‘tpe lecture may well receive much
: o - 24

less emphasis..." .(Corey, 1934, p. 15.) Corey's results’ .
- i , ' . .
showed the reading group superior in immediate recall. \ .

Although the pérformance means in this study appear to

support Corey's results, the group differences are not

~ -
- o .

. statistically ‘'significant. o , , .

-
. ) £
il

It is possible that a more flexible moaule; based pﬁfthe

. YT . . R LA
might produce significant differences in achievement.. The ~ .
N . LN co

studies of Birney and McKeachie (1955) Siﬁildrly éuggestﬂélw_“__~"_«_

need for further reSeareh on similar but not identical
units. o . . >

, -, \ ) v
9 -
. . ‘+

The strategy of utlllzlng one lecture and one module was N
recommended b McLersh (1968) who stated a need for research
studying the effect of the 51ng1e rec ure versus one other

method of instruction. , The McLeish tydy,‘based‘op the fact

.
o . o

that "students listening to ap uninterrupted discourse... - -

v 4 '

carry away something of the order of 40%’ of the 1ecture"

motivated lecture group:and an unmutivatéd“lecture,grdhp '
P

_with the result that reading was" more effectivé than lxsten- P

“ f . B A

ing.
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Some slight advantage in self-instruction or reading '"when
) . v v . i
reading and study are guided so as to proﬁbte’actiye : o

response..." is reportéd by Costin (1972, p. iS). Costin -

feels however that, according to the studigs he presents,

a lack of clear empirical evidence exists.and he stresses .

0y
3

, ‘ . .
the need for more research on guided -reading. o

B

It has been proveg§fhat the lesson ohvpoint'of view,

presented in eithe
- </

,efgectiwé teaching tool: The control gnguﬁ“scores arose .

modular or lecture format, was an.

~—

as expected either from previous knowledge or from gue551ng

N > .
The cr1ter1on test was broven an effective tool/™"The use VA

L . . . ”

/r\;\ . of behavioral obJectlves and clear ‘specifjcatibns- whlch

precéded the test construction were useful. - . , )

R e Hypothe51s 2" (MN\ - L -

K B X ] Sy

% ‘ It is expected that the’ modular treat- . )
B . . oC\ . ment group will Tespofid more positively - ‘ S

: - ... on the measure of %@ttitude than the :
C traditional lecture group.

a »

~ o 4

N . Resul?§ ochuesiion 10: ."WhicH‘learnihg method would you -
P2 ' prefer for this subject matter?" show ;Eat the module“is-a

L ' , . . - ~ J
2 . much preferred method of instruction. ‘ ‘

(j ’ . - N T ; ) o ‘9 .. .,‘.,

" . B ) -

L ) -
J L T ThlS result is consistent Wlth the studies made by Gb1d-

"‘} . s schmld and Goldschmid (1972), McLe15h(1968), Hale Committee

My

4Acc2;d1ng to Page t1971)“
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cognitive outcome. However, ‘if srudents can be matched tf

- ’ hd % .
-~  their preferred/method of 1nstruct1on, a more p051t1ve o
L . -~ attitude to their work may eventually result in fﬁproved
v ‘ . \ .
\ grades. . .- ' .
'~ . Thus, hypothesis 2, as appliea to this question, is confirm-

, , y : .
ed; however, no -one statement can be made in support of this .
h ) - ‘-hypoth651s #s the attitudinal section ofiﬁhe pgg;test

r

‘contain’s éleven questions. { ’

Results of question 11, which asked if the presentation had .
H f LY . 4 -
b ' encouraged further investigation of the subject matter

showed that‘the subjects, particularly those in the lecture

° group, Qere stimu1ated t6 further.investigation.
. - ' -

N L ' Resuits of questions 1»9'(see Appendix IT) show that the

| subjects felt both module and lecture to be of.approximately :
the same dffficulty, of the same interest and‘organization
and quTx\z and that the time prov1ded was adequate. The

i - ‘ f1nd1ng of no 51gn1f1cant &1fference between the two treat-
KK-Q ments from the viewpoint of the subjects~is.important, " The

, +  experiment was controlled so as to assure equal treatments

7 and -the subjects’ responses further verify the controls @
| ' - utilized. .
b » . . R

¢
R

, .7 A study of the descriptive data of questions 1-9 (Table 7)
. . ‘ . v

show slight group mean differences which favour modular

instruction. . ) . g

-

i“. .

¥ - R » .
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.Russéll (1974) confirms this. }

. The: self-pacing aspect of modular instruction seems prefer-

LS

able from the students' viewpoint., Those in the lecture
8

group, although they performed as well as the modular group,
indicatqd,a'need for more time to incorporate the ideas .

‘presented. T P
- ‘ . ' .
Subjects in’the module group indicated to a h1gher degree,

-

- that the objettives of the presentatlon were achleved than
did the lecture group; yet, both received identical content.

' .
It 35 possible that the matgrial seems better presented and

objectives-seem better achieved in modular instruction.
.k . . :

-
.

Results of'qﬁgstion 5 show that 80% of the module group felt

that the module was very clearly organized and very much to

the point; whereas, only 46% of the lecture group felt the
‘same about the same material, _The module group also rated

the module hlgher as a teaching device .“it is possible

that because the module 15 in prlnt format ‘it appears
(or is) clearer *and better organized than the teacher s

'presentat1on (which is another important variable).

e )

Hypothesis 3 / ~ °

)
- ..

‘ . It is expected that the mqdular A

- treatment group will complete the , i
module in less time than allotted ‘ e f
to the lecture group. M v

Results support hypdthesis 3 showing that subjects in the

module group completed the module significantly faster than

LA M - nd

Lo
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than did éubjects in the lecture group. This is consistent

. - with Richason's study- (1969) in which students in a mqpular

e

3 section completed the module in much less time (3 hours - .
« ., 32 minutes) as compared to the traditional lecture group '

_ (4 hours). As noted earlier, the lecture group indicated a

K
-

:need for even more time in,which to complete the work.
s . o , , ’ v
‘ ' Thénmany advantages of spending less time on a module than

- on an equal lecture, @iyh no resulting decrease if knowledge

’

gain, are.appdrent. Sgudents in‘Several studies have

specifically stated a préference for less time spent. in

R N L4 ‘
lecture halls (Marr et al., 1960; the Hale Committee, 1961; .

W
.

McLeish, 1968 and Page, 1971). The use of modular instruc~

tion can either decreasg amount of study time or increase

amount of material to be’'Tearnt in a given time span.
) , ,,‘ ‘ru ‘ ; -~ -

°
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RECOMMEﬁDAT&ON FOR TURTHER RESEARCH
. ) ( . . < b ' |
Extant research does not provide conclusive evidence of the

instructional effectiveness of the modular instruction me-
thodvover other instructional methods. The results of this

;ggudy demonstrate the rieed for further research into the
Lo ) _ U
~ Eu@ea of modular ‘instruction, !

3

This research may examine the use of modules at different

’ age ievels so as to determine at which level the use of

»

‘modules will provide optimal effect.
* .. ’ ) ~
The present study was confined to a one module versus one

lecture format con?higifggiggntical material so as to pro-
vide controls; however, further research should examine the
- ! ‘ .

-

use of leygthiex modules as compared to a series of lectures.
. T As well, the use of modules as compared to other instruc-

" tional mgthod$ merits further stud

-

' Modules which are not identicall im format to the lectures

being compared‘bﬁt which incorporaté the same matefial must
be designed and evaluated. These modules. should incorporate

techniques particular  to modular instruction,

2

Atfitudiﬁ%l outcomes of courses taught ﬁnder different

methods ha;:\Qeen especially difficult to interpret. More
replications of studies of student characteristics that lead
to differeni responses to varied teaching’meihods should be

-made so tha;'étudents caﬁ béwiééntified who learn best by .

5 various methods. . Stqdehts should then be matched to their

K
. e » * - - T S
L]

v




preferred méth;d of instruction an& evaluated on the.results.-
It is%équally importagt tdﬂftudy teaching‘styles‘so as to
match the teacher to the technique which best suits him.

The teacher's ﬁersonal approacﬁ to'instruction is a yhriable
which needs to be considered in 1nterpret1ng the relative

| effect1veness in methods. ‘ﬁor example, some teachers because
of the1rxpersonallty character1st1cs, academ;c;backgro&hd%

and other experiences, may actually prefer to lecture and

would find other teaching methods hampering.

-Other variables which should be explored are the effects of
class size (stu@pnt numbers) on modular instruction, the
possib!@ity of not adhering to set class times in modular .
instruction and the cost effectiveness of modular instruc-
tion as compared. w1th the lecture and other 1nstruct10nal
dﬁ;thods. Modules', because they can be portable and ‘can be
employed_to provide continuous learning eXpetlences for
students who miss instruttion, should be further §tudied for

-use with hospitalized, or confined students,or for corre-

spondence courses:

" In sum, the many possibilities ana flexibility of modular
. | : .
instruction warrants further study.

™

SUMMARY )

Thi;fstudy was, concerned with the presentation of informa-

S

tion on point of view in both {ecture and module formats.




The questions investigated'were:
1. When identical content (material) is given to on€
group in a traditional lee}ure fermat end to another
. group in’medular format; which group will obtain
higher achievement scores on an immediate posttest?
2. When identical content'(materiel) is given to one

group in a traditioqal lecture format and to anothe

group in modular format which. group will show a more

Ldf ) pos1t1ve attitude to the presentat1on on an attitu-

dinal. quest10nna1re7

3. Will the modular group complete the same task in less

time then,will,the traditional.lecture group?

The study, was conducted at the Colleglal 1eve1. A reView of

related literature revealed advantages and d1sadvantages for’

both modular and lecture presentations‘of information.
Empirical research indicated'that while-?odular instruction
is an effective teaching dethod, rtyis'no more effective

than is the tradirional lecture Pethod. There are trends

“in the descriptive data, which tend to favour modular instruc-
tion. Emp1r1ca1 research also showed -that the modular method
of instruction was preferred by students and Yhat this method

took$§tudents significantly Less time to cover,the same .

. material than did,students‘in the traditional lecture format.
13 “ v

The subjects were 84 colfegial level students enrolled in

To See Ourselves, English 603-216K at Vanier College, . -~

o
&
©

. ,
2 s L * g ANV
o RN e 8 AT

'
- .
Rt TGS bR e T

o S i B 0

PR

B N
N

»




]

s ~ " y e s+ . ¢ -
SR SR R e s semetggen o 5 e e Tovs 4 e Stret o s s T Tt e el -

95 - 4

. St.Laurent, Quebec. Students were randomly assigned to one

of three treatment groups.

e

A presentation on the literary device known as point of view

1 " ) . was chosen as the experimental subject matter based upon the

&4critefia Qf suitability, relevancy,originality and feasibi-
o L.1lity. The specially prepatred 25 minute presentation was’

- ‘presented orally to the traditional lectire gﬁoup*and in a
a4 ' PR

printed format to the modular group. The only experimental-

R ' .1y manipulated variable was the presentation format. A

: .
.} control group was exposed to an unrelated class discussion.
| .

O ’ The. dependent variable was cognitive -learning. Data con- e

sisted of.scores on a criterion test administered immedi-

» 'ately after each experimental and control section. The test .

Seoe for the two experimenfal sections was divided into two -

parts. In Part 1, student comprehension of the presentation

4

- S was measured. The questions were seiectqd directly from the

a

instructional material. In Part 2, questions were used to
‘measure students' attitudinal responses to. the presentation.
This,ﬁart of the test was not given to the control group.

] ’, - - r -

A pilot study was carried out prior to the éxperiment on o
samples of %the target population who did not take part in

! the final study‘so as .to determine the reliability and .

. ! . .

. validity of the tést;‘and to determine whether the instruc-
s oo t1ona1 materlals were sultable in terms of time and diffi~

Y .culty for the major:ty of subjects. As well, teachers of .

: . M ’
” - a

o 3
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English and Communicag}ons at the Colleéial ievel were asked

to comment on the materials. Suggested modifications were

s

made.

v

» Experimentation was conducted during the normaily/scheduled

clgss hour in three very similar classrooms. Each tredtment

group was composed of 28 subjects.

The tests were handscored by the investigator with a random
check of scored tests to verify scoring procedures. The

e |
data was organized and run through computer programmes at

—_—

-

Concordia Univérsity (Sir George Williams Campus) dnd

Vanier College (Ste.Croix Campus) 'in St.lLaurent, Quebec.

"An analysis of variance ;§§ calculated to determine whether

differential effects were being produced by the“gﬁmples.
A significant difference (p <.01) indicated that the three

groups were not estimates of a common population mean.

An analysis bf variance was computed for achievement scores,
® »

the means.of which were then compared with a Scheffé test.

\

Scores for Part 2 of the test were summated so as to provide

means. A T-test of independent grand means for questions 1-9

was made. So 'as to proVide means, a chi-square was performed

on attitudinal questions 10 and 11. A T-test was performed

to analyse mean time completion of work in both modular and

traditional lecture group.

»

Significant differences ( p(.Ol)'betwegn groups yas found.

Both experimental ‘treatment groups were shown to be superior

B T st " -
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(P<.01) to the control group but no signifjcant differefce

was found between the tWo treatment groups.

Results showed that subjects preferred the modular method
of instruction and were not biased aue to ;he kind of
treatment-they received. The.subjects were also §hown
(p<.10) to be further stimulated to‘db further in§3§tigatio
of the subject matter. No significant difference.was found

% L4

between the two treatments from the viewpoint of the studen

An analysiS'bf the data perm{tsthe‘following general

conclusions for the student pOpulation,nlearniﬁg task and

instructional materials -utilized in this study.

1. Modular and traditional lecture presentations are

o

equa{ly effective teaching devices. L
2. Descriptive data indicates slight advantages to the
modulér method of instruction. ]
3. Collegial students prefer'the modulaf.ﬁétho&‘of
| instruction. |
4. 'The mo&ular tfeatment group complete th? work -
) gignificantiy fastér than éo the traditibnal lecture

by
group.

7

‘Areas suggested for- further research are the comparisoﬁ of

the modular method to other methods of instruction at all
age levels, and the attitudinal outcomes of student and °

teacher choice of pr;férred‘teachingllearhing methods.

—

A series of modules should be compa}ed to a,series of

-

o)
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. lectures. The modules should incorporate ¢haracteristics
particular to modular instruction. Variables such as
v L5 N
\;J cost-effectiveness, class size, aw@»set-class times and

their effect on modular instruction should also be i;udied.
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" MODULE ON POINT OF VIEW

ks

1.

Behavioral Objectives:

After a 25 minute presentation on the literary.devicé

known as "Point Of View",

-~

the sﬁudent will be able to

complete a 15 item questionnaire ¢n "Point Of View".

&’ __The loweér limit of acceptable performance will be 9

items answered correctly within a time’ limit of 20

- minutes,

. (A)
able to identify the

_yithin the

six (6) selections.

»

(B)
able to identify the

. the "Points Of View"

‘tation,

1

(C) Within the

able to ilentify the

Within the

questionnaire, the student will be

"Pbintbbf View" found in each of.

-

questionnaire the student will be
characteristic feature of each of

detailed in the 25 minute presen-

*

-

questionndire the student will be

"Point Of View" which is best -

suited to a particular type of story,

(D) Wlthin the

¥

able to 1den;ify the

view.

’

questionna1re the student will-be

correct definltion of- point of \

!

.




. Module: Point Of View

]
L4
“w . . "

, ’ T .
The objective of this module is to introduce you to the -

literary device kgown as point of ‘view. Point of view is

LY

1 the perspective from which a story is told.

In yourrstu§; of literature you have worked with the mé%or ’

Vo

e 3

ingredients such as description, characters and dialogue.

4 . .
You know " that plot is the skeleton outline of the story's

- action and that narrative flow is the result of the pace of \
4 .

¥ events. Incidents such as murder, rape, and pillage happen

; ; agalnst some sort of geograph1ca1 physxcal and emotional
b : background wh1ch help to establish mood, tone and scene.
‘ These incidents usually happen to people. as a result of
other peoplée. The characters are 1nvolve§ in some sort of‘
. conflict with nature, such as an earthquake, a thing in
"natu;e,'such as a shark} another person,.or themselves. In
A o speaking*to_fhemseives‘or to others the characters reveal
themselves and their chgnging attitudes. " As reader,'you
. » hotice fhat a change usually occurs in the.ﬁain character.

A‘fTheJhrrival at this point will usually conclude the story

~ A .
‘and you'll judge whether or not it was a worthwhile literary

experience. : . , .
L}
A

., . ¢

r n.. | Were you - as reader ~"aware 'of how you havq been manipulat-

s

L]

i ' ,ed by the author? To a very great extent, the degree. to
. ﬂ : which you correctly understood the work, oT avoided mis-- ¢

: .. reading it, depends. On_your awareness of the point of v1ew.

You know, of course, that fiction is "made~up" by an author

-&W\}‘me ;;w@pq‘b& U gy
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‘%pd that the‘§tor& is told'Sr recorded by a narrator with a
particular identity.'“Therstorf'is rarely tqld'by the:
author épeaking in his own voice, usually it is told through
an assumed "point-of-view", that is - .the eye and mind of a
characer through whose intelligence the action of the story
is filtered on its way to the reader's perception. The
author must make a‘consﬁious'choice iﬁvthe relationship
between the narrator, the story and you; the reader. This

use of a particular-point of view will determine the order

of events, it will establish the meaning of symbols and

allow the theme to é‘ rge. \ In short, the author'’s judgment
(and manipuiation is alway present, always evident to\anyone

who knows how to look for it. Thué, a closer look at the.

subject of point of view will be helpful towards a better

understanding of literature,

Consider the following 6 selections. They represent the

Y

points gf view most commonly encountered, ..

»

f
>

Selection #1: Authorial Omniscient

-

Carol.decided that no matter what Bob said, she would not go
to Ted's house. Bob, convinced he could persuéde her,

prepared his argument - to no avail. =

-

wplease, Carol - as a favour to me" he pleaded. Bob did not

know that Carol was protecting\him from his friend's betray-
al and Carol did not know that Bob had already guessed.

Dear reader, take this as a warning and never trust your

L]
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best friend if he's alone with your wife.

" . ' ©
-
Y

Y

Selection #2: Limited Omniscient = i .}

¥

Carol would not be persuaded to visit Ted. Bob pleaded
"Please Carol, as a favour ‘to me" but it was to go avail,
Carol wished to protect him from Teé's«%etrayal. She could
not know that Bob had already guesséed. h

i

Selection #3: First Person

I meant to get to the bottom of this. Caf§1 was trying to
hide something and 1£-%oncerned the ?Preé of_ﬁs. Certainly
if 1 cén persuade her to visit Ted's I will know for sure
what, a;ythis point, I suspect-betrayall "Please Carol,"

I begged "as a favour to me.". But it was to ndaavail. She‘

refused to go.

Selection #4: First Person Witneés-

-Carol had previously confided in me. Ted had professed hig

love for her, and sworn that hé would do all that was pos~-
sible to separate her from Bob. I-can imagine how Bob
pleaded with her to visit Ted's, Perhaps he had already

half -guessed his best friend's betrayal.

Selection #5: Selective Omniscient

The scene confused him, He felt that something was wrong.

Carol usualiy énjoyed visiting Ted but today, after pleading

~

\
— ' /\ A

T
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~ Carol was seated wh11e Bob paced the room. He stopped
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that she do so, as a favour to him, she had refused. He

guessed at the betrayal,

Selection #6: Objective Point of View T eam

.

. ’ L

short turned Auickly to her "Plea$e~Carol - as a favour to

me"”. She stared at him, and said, "No Bob,.I w111 not be

persuaded. A will not visit Ted's even thoﬁgh he ¥s your
best friend". ‘ L i
"Why not?" Bob asked. 'Did something happen while I was,

away?" .

In these selections were you able to distinguish the -

pérspective from which the story was told?

“Wﬁogépbke to the.reader? Was it the author in third or

first person, a character in first person, or did it seem
that no one was talking?

L]

-

From what position or angle regarding the story was the

s

\ )
narrator telling it? Was he in the centre of the action,

the ' front, outside, or above it?

' What channel of infofmation did the narrator us¢ to tell

the story? Was it the author's direct word§, thoughts and
feelings as in "Dear fea&er, take this as a warning"? Or,
was the story told through a character's words and actions,

such as in: '"Bob paced the room. He stopped shbrt, ) ‘ -

T L L W R BT ST R anth LR e T N
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' turned quickly 'to her. 'Please Carol - as a favour to me'"'?
Or, was the story told through a character's thouéh;s;
perceptions. and feelings, as in "I meant to get to "the

bottom of this"?

s ©

. At whe&ﬂdistance did the narrator place you, the reader,

T . . from the story? Were you far from or close to the evehts?

Were you told of events in the story or involved in them in

4

such a way as to draw your own 1de£§ and impressions or them?
. To-clarify these 1ssues and thereby understand the perspec-
tive from which the story was told, recon51der the first

selection.

Selection #1: Authortal Omniscient

Carol decided xhat'no matter what Bob said, she would not
\
- go to Ted's house. Bob, conv1nced he could persuade her,

prepared his argument - to no avaijl.

"Please, Carol ~ as a favour to me" he pleaded. Bob did not
know that Carol” was protecting him from his friend's beiray-
al and Carol did not know that Bob'had already guessed.

Dear reader,vtake‘this as a\warning anq never trust your -

best friend if he's aloné with your wife,

, This is an example of ‘authorial Pmniscience. Authorial -
‘omniscience is the most elaborate and inclusive of points

of view. It is completely unlimited. The narrator, who is
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almost always the author, tells the story in the third /
- * ’ ’(\ @
person as if he has the powers of God. The story may be

seen from any 6T all angles: from a Godlike vantage point °

»

~ beyond time and place, from the centre, the front or the

sides. The author can shift about at will. -

A visualization will clarify the authorial omniscient pgint
of view. The action of Bob and Carol's story may be

symbolized as a circle: , .

o

The line making up this circle represents the plot of the

story and within this circle is the time and;space in, which

? \

the fictional characte}s, Bob, Carol and Ted, live their

lives., Within this circle the writer ‘manipulates his story. -

v ?

Imagine the characters as squares inside the action: . -

Someone is telling the s}ory.\ He may be the author or a
character Yithin"he sfory. Visualizg this narrator as: N
The narrator may be allowed limited or unlimited'access toi:
the thoughts of the’ characters. If he is allowed to enfer
the mind of a character, such access, when visualized 'is to o

L)

be seen as an arrow, indicating his penetrative powizé///

’a

1f the narrator is allowed only external knowledge of ac-

tions and overheard conversations but is blocked from
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3

- entering the minds of characters, the arrow will be a

bluntgd‘:Zi;/, L

Let's, return then to our first seleétion in which the -

reader has access fo the complete range of possible kinds of infor-

mation. The reader has access not only to the thoughts, feelings and

. perceptions of the charaggsxs but also to those of the author himself.
This may be visualized in the following mannﬁr:

‘Note that the narrator's arrow has complete penetrative

- power. The characteristic feature of authorial omniscience

]

s the presence of the author's intrusions and generaliia-
tions about life, manners and morals which may or may not

be éxplic;tly related to the story. ;A good exémple of this
characteristic of authérial omniscience is the novel Tom
Jones in which the author, Henry Fielding, éonstantly ’
‘1eaves'his hero's adventures and speé%s'directly to the .’
reader. A close relaiionship with the narrator who comments
‘on the acfion, who" reassures us of his héro's moral worth
and who promises a happy endlng whenever tragedy seems |
| ready to strike, bu11ds up and so, it is only fitting that
.towards the end of the novel the author-narrqtor says an

intimate farewell tp hls readers:

vand now, my friqﬁd,,l take this opportunity (as I shall
b v . -~ .
hdve no other) of heartily wishing thee well. I promise

o

thee it is what I have desired. If in anything I have

offended, it was really without any intention ."
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When employing authorial omniﬁience,‘the author can report'
what goes on in the minds on his cﬁaracte{s and hé can also
criticize it. In.¢hés,way, he offérs‘the reaﬁer a wider .
understanding of the events. In Thomas Hardy's novel Tess

3

of the D'Ubervilles, the author, when discussing his

- 3

_heroine's miéery, shows Tess wandering‘about unhappily,
imagining that all of Nature Kés condemning her. Hardy then
‘overt}y informé the reader fhat the unfortunate girl was
wrong in-fee1ing this way, I quote: "But this encompass-
ment of her ownhcharacterization; was a sorry and mistaken

. creation of Tess's fancy - a cloud of'moral.hobgoblins by
which she was terrified without %éason." Tess however,
‘never discovers this and the reader is left feeling immensely
sorry f@r her. .

-
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Now let's reconsidey SELECTION #2: LIMITED OMNISCIENT.

Carol would. not be persuaded to visit Ted. Bob pleaded
"Please Carol, as a favour to me" but it was to no avail.

Carol wished to protect him from Ted's betrayal. She ‘could

-

not know that Bob had already guessed.

This is an example of limited, or neutral, ommniscience:
Limited, or neutral, omniscience differs from authorial

omniscience only in the absence of a direct intrusion by

-

the author. This narrator tells.the story in the third
) ’ b, .
person. He may be inside the action and is most often
. . » &
.allowed access to one or two minds. This point of view

e by T S o B TR FCEE Ry S R

\ ¥
can be visualized in the following.manner: 2 n,
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L3

The major tendency of the limited omniscien®Nnarratdr is that

‘he -describes and explains events in his own voice. He is . .
always ready to intervene.himself between the reader and the
story and to describe a scene as he sees it rather than as

r
is character sees it. 1In order to illustrate this, let's

return to Tess when Hardy has her first sight.of’ Alex, the

cause of her troubles: _ //’

", ..a figure came forth from the dark triangular door of the

| ) tent. It was that of a tall‘young man, smokingf“

, . ~ . -
Although it is Tess who sees this man, it is certainly Hardy

a3

who describes him to us:

y

c L ’ "He had an almost swarthy complexion, with full lips, badly

b

moulded ... about which was a well-groomed black moustache....
. N
yet despite the touches of barbarism in his contours, there

was a singular force in the gentleman's face, and in his

. T 7

bold rollin‘)eyés." Hardy is-not speaking in his own voice
.\*J p

| . - . . < os .
Aa but ‘he is manipulating, through his specific. choice of
»
' words, our impression of Alex. This then is limited omnis- .
Y ‘ “ K M * E){k &
. | . cience. .. -
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Reconsider SELECTION #3: FIRST PERSON ’

®

a

o , : I meant to get to the bottom of this. Carol was trying to

hide something and it concerned the three of us. Certainly
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~ gcharacdters and speaklng to. the redder in his own voice as

- B . ’

- -

er to visit Ted's I will know for sure
»

Idguspect-betrayal.

if I can persuade

what, at this point, UPlease Carol," I

begged, "as a fhvour to me". But &t was,to no avail. She ’
refused to go. . . ‘ - .
This is an example of first person point of view, ‘The first

person point of view which uses the perSonal pronoun "IY
. . N ‘ »

combines the narrator and a character, whtf can reveal him-

-
self as_he understands himself. This marrator is a creation

of the aflthor but the author is denled any d1rect voice in

N

the story.

» e

the st?ry, 1nv01ved in the actdon, acqualnted w1th tHe other

The flTSt person ??rrator is a character within

: y k
"I". This pedint of.view is visualized in the follodwing way:

)>\ 3 :
s(’l‘here ‘are two types of" the first. person poYAt of view. He
0

can be a witness to the events of the story or as in selec-

tion #3,,the protagonlst in the events, As a witness-to the

ewents he has no more than ord&nary access to the mental

Y

states of gthers. There 1s.no longer any omniscience and

. R T .
we, as readers, can only view the story from what this

narrator observes or discovers,
-

restricted a point of view., The I as a w1tne§”\can talk to

But this need not be too .

many of the characters in the novel and get theit views on

important matters. "He can have talks with the main cha-

]

”n

racter,ﬂho may confide in him or he can have access to

letters and digries which may provide the reader with ‘

ra

I r . Lo
3
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information about the other characters. And he can

™~

speculate about how the other characters feel and think.

For e»ﬁmple, in Scott Fitzgerald's Great Gatsby Nick is the

. : . ‘ . L 4
first person witness - narmator who speculates about what
went on in Gatsby's mind before he was shot: "I have an
g Ny .

idea that Gatsby himself didn't bﬁ}ieve it would come, and

- perhaps he no longer cared... He must have felt that he had

lost thg old warm world..:"

-,

[

In the first person witness point of view scenes are usually

presented directly as the witness sees them or, the witness

can summarize(the narrative;, He can move about a great deal

because he plays a subordinate role in the story. _ —

Reconsider SELECTION #4; FIRST PERSON WITNESS,

+

Carol had previously confided in me., Ted had professed his
love for her, and sworn that he would do all that was pos-‘
sible to sepéraie her from Bob. I can imagine how Bob
pleaded with her to visit Ted's. Perhaps he had alréady

1

half guessed his best'friend's betrayal.

<

Here  the reader encounters a person involved in the action
and who is therefore limited almost entirely to his own

thoughts, feelings and perceptions. This point of view is

visualized in the same manner as-thg“fi?ét person protggo~

£

dist:point of view,
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This then, is an é;:mple of "I'as witness'" point of view.

Reconsider SELECTiON #5: SELECTIVE OMNISCIENI

.

The scene confused him. “He felt thg% something was wrong.
Carol usually enjoyed visiging Ted but today, after pleading

{
that she do so, as a favour to him, she had refused. He

{ guessed at the betrayal. ; |

» l , b

, A ) )
This is an example of selective point of view. ~§e1eg£;ya

N . point of view is the one most used in modern stories which
dramatize mental states and which most often begin abTuptly

and seem to be‘distorte& In sel&ctive omniscience the

reade} ds restricted to the mind of only one of the charac-

" ters and directly receives all the 1nformation through the
o

*»
{ . ’ ¢

s mind of this character. This point of view may bi\;isual-
i

! ‘ . . ized in the Yame menner as was the limited ohnisé,e t point R

of view, . : " R
Q - ‘ 6
Note however that there can“be no intrusion by the author
. and therefore he must express all thoughts and feelings from’
," the mfhd of the selected character. The follpwgng is a
vivid eigmple of se}ective‘bmniscience. ‘In James Joyée's A ‘

14

A Portrait of the Artist he tells the'story through one

- ‘ N »n /
\ .character, Stephen: * :

v

"The squa}jid scene composed itself around him; the common

accents; -the burning gasjets... An old woman was about to

cross the street, ...he bent down and asked, was there a
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chapel near." . oo~

In the twentietﬂ csntury we tend to wanp to remain uniniolved
and thus ihe objective point of view has been used more
frequently in 11terature. Reconsider SBLECTION #6: OBJEC~
TIVE POINT OF VIEW. | \ " {

4

P
]

Carol was seated while Bob paced the room. He stopped short,
turned quickly to her "Please: Carol -"as a favour to me",

She stared at him, and said, "No Bob I will not be persuaded.

I will not v1st Ted's evenr though he s your best friend".
"Why not?" Bdb asked -, "Did somethlng happen while I was

R - .- away?™

; . 5 . The objectivenpoint of view allows only that which can be

| z . , A

| , . seen or heard to be recorded. The .character's thoughts are

s % S nofzknown and neither can the guthor intrude: For example,

a characper may pacé g floor which is an objective act, but

N S " what he thinks is his own businéss and we are not told.
Howeve;, we can dnfer mental statps from actions and

. dialogue. .The‘presentatisn is always‘solely oﬁgéhe action
which the reader "witnesses". Often the narrator is so far

1. ) rempyed‘from thisatfpe of a s}ory that hs %otally lacks -

- identity. The objective poiné of view can be visualised in

the following manner,




You have seen that the author’s choice of point bf view will

greétly influence the telling of his stony and that each poingb
of view functions differently. Each ge ‘suitable for specific

effects and 111usions - as in the choice of obJective point

of view for a fast- paced dramptic story.

The author must\seiect‘and maintain thespoint of view best
suited for his story. If the author Qants“te haVe a defi-
¥ S ‘nite philosophical role. in his novel, or 1f he wants yplimit-
‘)r | o ed freedgm‘he should select the authorial omnisc1ence. If

the authot wants to freely reveal the thoughts of many

. . tharacters’ through his own;superior and explanatory tone end 4
5 ’ also to achieve ihe,effect of futility and indignity then
N nheutral omniscience i%'the logical choice.' if what is
o desired is thé Tlement of suspense and the gradual building -

up of‘a situation such as is fouﬁd in’mystefy and detective

el

| . .. stories then the I-as-witness first person narrator seems

best. The use of the 1~ as-protagonistcnarratbr will best .

. ' trace the growth of a person aS he reacts to experience. If

¢ .,_ .

R 1 " the intent is to show a character in a moment of discovery

selective omniscience is the best technique.
. ’ . v .

---.----‘ﬂ---~------- ------ --q----------—-:-------‘--—N---h---
. * J . / 4 . .c N

The analysis of point of view will therefore help reveal the

o

author's pufpose and the values he has presented through thé

use of a pag:icular techhique. It helps. us understand
! literature.

»
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QUESTIONNAIRE POINT OF VIENW

o - STUDENT NAME_
J  AGE
.. L © . SEX

This questionnaire is divided into two sections. Section.

- ) One is based on factual-knowledge. Section Two is based on -

5 ‘ "attitudes. Please answer all questions.
o ) I  Por questions #1-#6 £ill in the correct point of view
N ‘ underneath the appropriate selection. The following are

the main types of point of view: .

first person : }
selective omniscient AN
limited or neutral omniscient ‘
authorial omniscient
first person witness

objective
l.. Carol decided that no matter what Bob said, she would \ v
- not go to Ted's house. Bob, convinced he could v

persuade her, prepared his argument — to no avail.
"Please, Carol — as a favour to me.' he pleaded. Bob \
B O did not know that Carol was protecting him ftom his - -
¥ . © ., friend's betrayal. And Carol did not know that Bob had
N - already guessed, Dear reader, take this as a warning
: - , ang never trust your best frlend if he's alone w1th your
wife,
The above is point of view.
, 5 ,
g 2, Carol would not be persuaded to visit Ted. Bob pleaded
"Please. Carol, as a favour to me," but it was to no
) ) avail, Carol wished to protect him from Ted's betrayal, :
» She could not know that Bob had already guessed.
- K . The above is . point of view.
‘ : - y
3. Carol was' seated while Bob paced the room. He stopped
short, turned quickly to her "Please Carol — as a favour

-\

s , to me." She stared at him and said, "No'Bob. I will"
% | not be persuaded. I will not visit Ted's. Even though
N ' " he is your best friend". .
. "Why not?" Bob asked. "Did something happen while I
was away?" ' . - /l
" " The above is the . point of view.-

4. I meant to get to the bottom of this. Carol was trying
to hide something and it concerned the three of us.
Certainly if I can persuade heér to visit Ted's: I will
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4, (cont'd)

know for sure what, at this point, I suspect — betrayal. *
""Please Carol" I begged "as a favour to me.'" But it

was to no avail. She refused to go. ‘
The above is the ) point of view.

5. Carol had previously confided in'me. Ted had professed
his love for her, and sworn that he would do all that
was possible. to separate her from Bob. I can imagine
how Bob pleaded with ‘her to visit Ted's. Perhaps he had
already half-guessed his best friend's betrayal.

. The above is the point-of view,
° L1

. . 6. The scene confused him, He felt that something was’
wrong. Carol usually enjoyed visiting Ted but today,
after pleading that she do so, as a favour to him, she
had refused. He guessed at the betrayal.

The above is the. \ point of view. 9

{

7. Circle the main dlstlngulshlng feature of authorlal
< omniscient point of view,
'‘a. the narrator is allowed unlimited access to the
,thoughts of the characters from any vantage point.
b. the narrator is allawed limited access to the \ -
thoughts-of the characters from any vantage point.
¢. the narrator is allowed unlimited access to the

Ca "~ thoughts of the characters from a fixed yantage -
‘ point, o , ,
d. the narrator is_allowed . limited access to the i
~ thoughts of the characters from a fixed vantage ‘
point. ) F
N Y

8. (Circle-the correct answer) Point of view is: .

a. the angle from which the main characters see events, I
, b. the author's manipulation of characters. !
: c. the perspective from which a story is told. ‘

d. nqne of the above. *

3 '9. The use of a particular point of view:

) a. - will determine the order of ‘events. ' ,
b. will establish the meaning of symbols. ' . 3
c. will allow the theme to emerge. _ - &
d. all of the above. i

10. The author's Judgement and manipulation.
a. 1is always present and evident. ‘ /
b, exists in preface dnd postscripts only. ;
c. _appears rarely.' . ‘
d. never appears, . -
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11. In which type of the story would the objective point
of view be best used?
modern stories which dramatize mental states,
b. fasttpaced stories in whith the reader 'is uninvolved.:
c. stories in which all of the characters thoughts'and
‘emotions are known.
d. stories which involve complex plots.

12, Circle the characteristic feature(s) of author1a1
omiscience:
a. the author has complete penetrative power.
b. the author speaks. directly to the reader.
c. - the author intrudes in the story and makes general-~
izations.
d. all of the above.

13. Circle the characteristic feature(s) ‘'of the limited, or

neutral, point of view:

a, the story is told in first or second person,

b, the narrator describes and explains évents ip his ~
own voice.

¢. the narrator never 1ntervenes in the story.’

d. the author, in the first person directly 1ntrudes
in the story.

} 14. 'Circle the characteristic feature(s) of the first person
' point of view:
a. the narrator is omn1scient.«
b. the narrator has no more than ordinary access to
the mental states of others.
c. the narrator is always in a fixed vantage point.
d. the narrator is never involved in the action.

T o

d 15. Circle the characteristic feature(s) of the selectlve :
- omniscient point of view: — y
a, the author can intrude with his own comments. %

Y ‘ b. the selection of viewpoints varies. .
‘ c. the reader is restricted to the mind of only one :
of the characters. T
d. all of the above. ‘
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QUESTIONNAIRE POINT OF VIEW . STUDENT NAME

II1 For question #1-#11, the séale 1 to 5 will be employed.
Circle the response which most cloSely indicates your B
attitude.

1, The objective of this presentation was to explain and
differentiate the major types of point of view. To what

extent was this achieved?
1 X greatly some not’'at all
} ‘ 1 ) 2 ‘ 3 4 5
J 2. How would you rate ‘the 1nformat1on which was included in o
the presentation? . :
’ most information had no previous
already known * knew some > - knowledge
1 2 3 4 ‘ 5
- “ '
' o , 3. There was the right amount of 1nformat10n prov1ded 1n
7 . . the time available.
| . . strongly agree » agree strong}y disagree
' 1 | 2 3 4 ' 5
4, I found this presentation interesting and stimulating.
strongly agree agree - . strongly disagree ,
1 ’ 2 3 4 5 '
5. The presentatlon was clearly organized and to the p01nt.
: strongly ‘agree agree , strongly disagfee
1 2 j 3 4
6. The presentation helped dlar1fy the 11terary technique ku
\ known as point of view. : R
strongly agree agree strongly dlsagree o
1 2 3 4 5 ;
. . §
7. The presentation was at the level of the class,
strongly agree agree strongly disagree !
1 oo 2 3 - 4 5 i
8. Ideas and concepts were developed at the right. pace.
) strongly agree agree strongly disagree
1 . 2 y 3 4 5
9, 1I would rate the general qua11ty of the presentQtlon as
excellent,
strongly agree. . dgree strongly disagree
1 2 3 4 5 v
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10. Which learning method would you prefer for this sub;ect .
matter? i
1, a lecture
2. a module . , |
3. a seminar ) . . ”
v - ‘ 4, a tutorial ' : : -
5. other - . : . “ . ..
11. This presentatlon has encouraged me to: I
1. investigate the subJect matter further. . e
. 2, consider 1nvest1gat1ng the subject matter further.
N 3. do nothing.
4, find a new field of interest. ,
‘ 5. disbelieve the importance of point of view and never .
i ’ apply it to literature.
. V/t -
A 4
. . ~
N < ’ . e’
» . .
. . / . ' °
7 ‘
) v ! f ’ e
. LY | )
L) " - N
N .
-
» ( . ‘ )
0 - /’ [}
_ ’ n
. N , \
. . g\ .
: iYL . n‘“‘“f, B KrA Gty ,,' mx ;i ﬁ;iﬁ ;g'i';é‘fu«- r. :“'31‘ ‘*ﬁ"'» e ,:,GW_M*

N I e .‘n-rma

. teaa,




B




+#

6

l ‘ © Attnibute -,
. !
Conventional Lesson - © Module
LeannLng Expentencea ' e

. Conventional materials are Modules provide for a combi-

typically characterized by nation of learning experiences
" lectures, reading the text, providing an 1ntegrated

group discussions and some- sequence so that each learn-
* times an isolated laboratory ing -activity can enhance and

experience. The"learning complement the eothers. . The

experiences are oriented to- learning experiences are

ward teacher performance and oriented toward student £

group instruction with empha- performance and individual

sis on teachlng ) instruction with emphasis on
. ‘ learnlng.

Roze 0§ Teacher - o ¢
The role of the teacher is one The role of the teacher is
of disseminator of information one of d1agnost1cian,
' : prescrlber, motivator and
. resource person. .

I3 . )

Objectives.
Objectlves are not us#ally Objectives are stated.in

statéd in specific, behavioral terms of student performancé
terms. They must be inferred and usually are presented to

from the content of the sub-- the student before the

ject matter and tests. instruction begins. . :
l ' ® R
. Selection ! )
Materials (texts, etc.) are Objectives are stated first;
selected first; tests are test items are designed to
designed to sample this , measure mastery of these

material; but desired behavior objectives; then instruction-
with respect to the materials al materials are selected to
is not always .clearly’ defined assist the student in master-
in advance. ‘ 1ng the obJect1Ves.
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: ° ‘ Attrnibute o
| thyentianal Lesson J : Moduie
Rate |
Students are forced to go 'Each student can proceed at

t rough the course "in a lock- his own rate. 6He is free to

ep manner" (all going at the skip any portién of the
Aame rate). They all begin at module as long as he can dem-
1 the same time and are expected onstrate.mastery of the
4 : * to finish simultaneously. objectives. He is-also free
. ' : »  to repéat any portion of the
: . .- mgdule as often as necessary.
p .- v
% . Sitnategdies
14
. S . Teachers tend to use just one Different learning strategies
TR or two strategies, such as are-used for objectivés
' lectures and written assign- representing different kinds

ments, regardless of the many of learning.. , A variety of
> * different types of learning in instructional strategies are
. : the cou¥rse (psychomotor manlpu-used to optimize learning on
. ! lations, cognitive skills and a glven topic. .
attltudlnal changes). '

-

| . Meddia’ .
Media are prepared and used on Media are selected to comple-
‘ the basis of familiarity, ment the type of objective :
* (texts, films, 2x2" slides, - and type of learner, then
etc.) and are chosen by the student tested. A large
teacher on the basis of his - variety of media are incor-
feeling comfortable with cer- porated into each-module.
, tain medija (usually printed). o e
) I 4
. Individaalization S AN
. © Conventional lessons are group Modules may be highly indi-
* oriented. Students are . vidualized. Each student
ufually provided with -a limit- can use any or all of the -
ed ndimber of instructional media and materials awvail-
. resources. Usually, the able. - The selection of the
.°>  ‘teacher specifies exactly how most appr&priate- approach is

the student should proceed— ' often left to the student—
read twenty pages of ‘the text 1listen to a tape, read a
and answer ten questions, etc. text, Jook at diagrams,
- view a film, examine real
objects or any comblnatlon
thereof S e
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. Attrnibute :
D ]
Conventional Lesson » Modute ?
. - ..
.. \ Panf}chation “ 0.
"The student's rdée is usuallyg’Modules provide for active ;
passive—reading the text or student participation. The :

" just listening' to the teacher.
X N
<

-4.‘/ v
Individual differences in

. achievement are expected.
a student wants. enrichment
materials, he.usually must
. ""dig" them out on his own,
“ Tools and time for individual
diagnosis and remedial help

y ~'¥Pe normally lacking or not
availableg. If a student is
hd%1ng difficulty, the teacher
must work with him to help him
kgeep up with the class or let
him go.and fend for himself.

If

“A

e f’ﬁiume‘§p§nt on‘a tbpic is

usually constant for all
* learners which results«in o
time variance. Thus, ‘achieve-
mgnt scores correlate highly
w1th I. Q

-
.’ N

e

“ A

Traditiqnally, forty-five
minutes or an hour each day

Achievement

student leafns by doing.

The student is actively in-
volved in manipulating,the
instruttional materials. ..

o ot

e e w

i

N I T

A

A module is con51dered a

failure if a significant -

number of students fail to

reach the criterion” perfor- .
mance. If a student wants A

to stydy a pgrtjcular topic

in greates %th, he can

secure suppl®entary materi-

als and. proceed without i
interrupting the progress of °
an entire class, Remedial, H)
help and extra time are |
also available for slow ,
learners to reach mastery, v

If a student is having

difficulty mastering a )
lesson, he can spend the - .

" additional time and get

individual help from the ° Teo
teacher without delaying the”
entire class.

) -

~Tdme

The students spend as much
time as necessary to master
the topic. Time required
for mastery is usually
distrthpted”hormally and :
tends” to correlate highly %
with I1.Q. . v, L
' j

© 3 [

Freedom ' ,

Instruction can be at the
student's convenience and at

4
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' Attnlbite >~ -
Conventional Lesson . . Module
) ‘ Freedom o7
{cont'd) , ' '

. .ar{ scheduled at a fixed time. the time of day when the:
" for\instruction, Students are 'student learns "best."

forced to attend lectures and Modules provide greatgr-free-

laboratories when they are in dom for students to adjust

progress (e.g., from 8:00 to study time and subject matter
on Monday, .Wedpesday and ;on\;nt to individual needs

'Fr1day). eculiarities of interest;
. ‘ Reinforcement
In traditional co rseé, stu- The small size of the module
dents are reinfortced or cor- permits. immediate reinforce-

rected only after major exami- ment.and correction.
nations. Many times there is ’ .

a considerable delay between ° ] . .
the time when the .exam is . M
taken and when it is graded and :
‘returned to him., _ ‘ .

’&‘Testing T “ ) .
Tests usually sample the . Learners are given the

content which has been "cover- objectives and told how
ed." The student is often at attainment of them will be
a loss as to how to prepare evaluated, ‘Tests are .
(study) 'for the test. The designed to meagure mastery
student sits through the of the ojegtives. The
course, then takes an examina~- student receives credit

‘tion to determine his grade forwhen he can demonstrate

the course. Tests @re too master{ even if he has nbdt
often used only to 'give gone .through the module,
grades," rather than for feed- Test items }questions) are
back or diagnosis. used for assessing prerequi-

‘ site skills, for diagnosing
C difficulties and for confirm-
- o ind mastery. - .

i -

) ‘Ré{e&ence o 4 o
Norm-refarenced tests are used Criterion referenced tests
where success is dependent are used where success of the
upon the performance of others student is independent of the
in the class, . performance of others using

. , . ' the module.

/ b - ’ hd
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Coﬁven¢tona£‘L244bn

[

Most learners know at léast a‘:SIOw learners maste?\Qgﬁe of
the objectives but may Yot

little about‘ever{thing. It
is not expected that all stu-
dents can achieve mastery.

AN

Portability

)
‘Conventional courses are

usually based upon the teach-
er's lecture and are only

portable. by moving the teach- ‘field, a

‘er to a new location (some-

times accomplished via video--
tgpé). The lecture is usually
lost forever after the class
period ends. .If a student
misses part of a conventional
courseé, he must talkcwith the
téacher, review a fellow
student's notes or miss the

instruction entirely.

>

»

Fv——d

2 N

Revisions often retlect pre-~
ferences of the teacher for
content topics to be copvered.
Many times revisions necessi-
tate a complete rewriting of
the text _or study guide and a~

-major revision of all study

material.

.
s

Masterny S ‘

Revdsdons :

‘Subject matter which is

I"‘

/
’ 129

‘Module

i

have time in an arbitrary
eriod for other’objectives.
iven time, even slow .
learners can master most, if

not all, of the objectives.

Modules can be portable and

‘aasiiy\tzailable at a

varietyl of locations—in the
home or in a

lhosgital.\\They can be easily
‘exc

anged and disseminated to
other schdols. Since the
modules ang ih individual
packag make-up lessons

and review sessions can be
accommodated with a minimum
of effort, All students are -
exposed to the same instruc-
tion, regardless of the hour
of the day or the day of the
week, . S

. Revisions of materials are

based on student performance,
If studypnts are not master-
ing material, it is revised,

constantly changing can be
updated with & minimum of
cost and effort,

Flexdbility «~

Conventional courses are
structured around a semester
or year-long course outline
or textbook and tend to be
inflexible, ,

Modules can be structured
into a greater vari€ty of
patterns consistent with
different approaches or
themes,
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Counse Success

. 1 . N
Lacking the features of system~-Having a design goal and an '

atic design and specific

evaluation plan) the module

objectives, there is no built- developer is able to correct:’

- in provision—for judging

success of the course other
than the teacher's subjective
judgement,

faulty instructional

. materials and know when he
has succeeded in developing
8 successful module.

Student Fallune !

Failure'is usually not detecfedlnadequte achievement can be
until the end of an examinatibnidentified at each critical

period (six weeks or even a
semester), Students often try
to build hierarchical skills
upon an inadequate foundation.
Many times students are forced
to repeat an entire semester
or course,

step in the student's pro-
gress. Consequerntly, the
subject matter is mastered
before the student proceeds
to subsequent studies.
Failure can be pinpointed
specifically to both subject
matter and instructional
matorial and subsequently
remedied with a minimum of
time and effort. The student
has to Sﬁgeht just that
module ch was ‘failed, not
an entire course. .

A
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MALE-FEMALE BREAKDOWN
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Group

Male

Female

Control

.

Lecture
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12
19
'SEVERE

16
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