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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the use of individualized/programmed 

instruction in the field of-clothing and textiles in higher education 

focusing on three areas: (1) the method of instruction used for

clothing and textile courses, (2) the advantages and disadvantages of 

individualized/programmed instruction, and (3) the cost effectiveness 

of individualized/programmed instruction in clothing construction 

courses are compared to instructor-presented instruction.

Results indicated that instructor-presented instruction was 

the predominant method of instruction used for clothing and textile 

courses. Individualized/programmed instruction was seldom used as a 

sole method of instruction. A trend towards the use of a combination 

of the two methods was seen in clothing construction classes and labs.

Respondents indicated that the provision for students to learn 

and work independently was the primary advantage of individualized/ 

programmed instruction. Disadvantages of individualized/programmed 

instruction were seen as the high cost for developmental time and the 

high cost for the initial implementation of a course.

Individualized/programmed instruction was generally not used 

for clothing construction courses so cost data was not available. 

Analysis of the cost of clothing construction courses taught by in

structor-presented instruction compared to a combination of methods 

of instruction showed no significant difference.

vi



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

There is a simple job to be done. The task can be stated 
in concrete terms. The necessary techniques are known.
Nothing stands in the way but cultural inertia (B. F.
Skinner, 1954).

Educational methods and techniques are in a constant state 

of change and revision. Since World War II, the need for education 

has grown faster than the increase in population (Pocztar, 1972).

As new situations arise, hew techniques need to be developed which 

are capable of increasing the individual teacherTs efficiency.

The psychology of instruction within the educational system

has also changed. In recent years students at the college level
(have indicated dissatisfaction with traditional, lecture-discussion 

programs of study (Torkelson, 1970). Criticisms describing irrele

vance and dehumanization are problems associated with instructor 

presented programs. The use of individualized/programmed instruction 

is one method of solving these problems.

Two major goals of individualized/programmed instruction 

have been established which support this method, of instruction in 

comparison with instructor-presented methods. First, individualized/ 

programmed instruction sets forth the student's potential in relation 

to what the student is to learn. Secondly, the tools, or methods 

and means, are designed to implement the student's goals.



Individualized/programmed instruction has increasing value 

in today’s educational system. Presenting facts and data to students 

repeatedly can be monotonous and'unrewarding for the instructor.

The use of individualized/programmed instruction enables the in

structor to utilize valuable time for further study of a subject 

area, lending additional time and knowledge to the interested 

students.

Individualized/programmed instruction was first introduced

into the area of home economics in 1967 by Johnson, Clawson and

Shoffner (1967) in a study conducted at the University of North

Carolina. The conclusion of this study was:

Programmed teaching led to improved garment construction.
Not only did program-taught students construct garments of 
quality superior to that to teacher-taught students but 
this learning also transferred to situations in which the 
students responded to written,and performance tests (Johnson,
_et al. 1967: 67-68) .

Since Johnson’s research, individualized/programmed instruction

has been incorporated in home economics, including the field of

clothing and textiles. Little study, however, has been focused

on the .effectiveness of such programs, including cost implications.

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this study was to examine the use of individu

alized/ programmed instruction in the field of clothing and textiles 

in higher education. The study also investigated the cost 

effectiveness of such programs with particular emphasis on course 

in clothing construction.



Specific questions considered included:

1. Which clothing and textile courses are being taught by indi

vidualized/ programmed instruction?

2. What do administrators perceive to be the major advantages

of teaching clothing and textile courses by an individualized/ 

programmed method of instruction?

3. What do administrators perceive to be the major disadvantages 

of teaching clothing and textile courses by an individualized/ 

programmed method of instruction?

4. What is the cost effectiveness of individualized/programmed 

instruction compared to lecture presented instruction in 

clothing construction courses?

Answers to these questions were sought through the use of a question

naire. Question four was explored further through a case study and 

then compared to responses from the questionnaire.

Assumptions

The investigator made the following assumptions:

1. The instrument designed for investigation of courses taught 

by individualized/programmed instruction is valid.

2. Persons completing the questionnaire will answer the ques

tions accurately.

3. The stated opinions of the administrators are an indication1 

of their attitudes.
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4. The list of administrators to whom the questionnaire was 

mailed is accurate and complete„

5. The equation used by Johnson and Peterson (1978) for 

determining the cost of individualizing instruction is 

reliable.

Limitations

The total population of administrators of clothing and 

textile programs in higher education institutions were contacted 

in this study. The study, therefore, was limited to the data- 

producing sample of the known population.' The analysis of cost 

effectiveness of individualized/programmed instruction compared to 

instructor presented instruction was limited to institutions offering 

clothing construction taught by individualized/programmed instruc

tion, instructor-presented instruction or a combination of. these two 

instructional methods.

Definition of Terms 

Definitions of terms used in this study included:

1. Individualized/programmed instruction consists of any steps 

taken in planning and conducting programs of study and 

lessons that suit them to the individual student's learning 

needs, learning readiness, and learner characteristics or 

'learning style.'

2. Instructor-presented instruction denotes the means of in

struction by which courses are taught by single presenta

tions to the students as a group.



Cost analysis refers to the manipulation of cost data that 

is"done to provide relevant information for those who make 

decisions.

Cost effectiveness refers to the comparison of costs and 

benefits encountered in utilizing two instructional alterna

tives to teach the same course nontent and then using those 

comparisons to make decisions on which alternative is the 

most effective (Gallup, 1977)«



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In order to establish a sound basis for implementing the 

study, pertinent literature was reviewed -in the-following areas:

1. Individualized/programmed instruction: theory and back

ground ;

2. Individualized/programmed instruction in clothing and 

textiles;

3. Cost analysis of individualized/programmed instruction.

Individualized/programmed Ins truetion:

Theory and Background 

The theoretical foundations on which individualized/pro

grammed instruction is based were primarily derived from Skinnerian 

psychology (Pocztar, 1972). American psychologist B . F . Skinner 

made advances in the field of learning design to arrange "con

tingencies of reinforcement" (Skinner, 1974). Skinner posited 

that behavior can be shaped effectively through reinforcement. By 

applying.stimulus after the action, reinforcement acts as a feedback 

effect on the response rather than affecting the action.

Individualized/programmed instruction, then, can be defined 

as a method of instruction which "consists of any steps taken in 

planning and conducting programs of study and lessons that suit



them to the individual student’s learning needs? learning readiness5 

and learner characteristics or ?learning style’” (Heathers, 1977).

Although the idea of individualized/programmed instruction 

is not new, noticeable advances in this field were not made until 

the 1960’s• In the earlier days of individualized/programmed in

struction the major guidelines followed concluded that the learner 

must: (1) work on his own, (2) work at his own pace, (3) work

through, small steps, and that these steps are sequenced, (4) respond 

to each step, and (5) receive immediate feedback of results (Hartley, 

1974) <, The Individually Guided Education (IGE) program is an example 

of an earlier program which, followed such guidelines.

Students at the college level have shown to be dissatisfied 

with, traditional programs of study (Torkelson, 1970). Criticisms 

describing irrelevance and dehumanization are problems which have 

been dealt with through individualized/programmed instruction, 

Torkelson contends that individualized/programmed instruction re

quires the philosophical and progessional commitment in which 

students are allowed to have some input into the content and form of 

instruction. A study conducted by Congreve (1974) originally sought 

to give students the opportunity to be independent. As the project 

developed, students were deliberately taught to become independent. 

Students showed satisfactory achievement to subject matter and also 

made gains in their ability to learn on their own,

Unruh also supports the use of carefully designed individu

alized/ programmed instruction methods (Unruh, 1970). Unruh states



that a major advantage of individualized/programmed instruction 

is the change of the instructorfs role. Instructors have more time 

for "effective instructional planning to solve learning problems 

and to provide enrichment for individual students."

By 1976 an estimated 6,000 Personnalized. Systems of 

Instruction (PSI) had,been given (Sherman, 1976), extending from 

physical sciences to the humanities. The development of individu

alized/ programmed instruction had also expanded beyond the single 

course, into large scale instruction. The University of Texas 

at Austin is one example of an institution which implemented 

individualized/programmed instruction on a large scale.

Individualized/programmed Instruction 

In Clothing and Textiles 

Although individualized/programmed instruction has been 

studied and implemented for many years, its appearance in the field ' 

of home economics was not seen until 1967. The first individualized/ 

programmed instructional material for home economics was developed 

by Johnson, Clawson and Shoffner, entitled Sewing, Step by Step 

(Johnson, et.al., 1967). The program was divided into five individu

al booklets: The Sewing Machine, Patterns Part 1, Patterns Part 2,

Construction Techniques Part 1, and Construction Techniques Part 2. 

The program was developed for junior high school level students with 

little or no clothing construction background. The results of the 

study showed that the sections taught by individualized/programmed



instruction performed at a higher level than the instructor pre

sented section.

Harries and Harries developed a systems approach to Basic 

textiles entitled. Textiles: A Programmed Approach to Serviceabil

ity (Harries and Harries, 1969). The students in this study reported 

to have worked harder than usual for similar courses, but also 

demonstrated positive attitudes toward the individualized/programmed 

instruction. Home Economics Learning Packages (HELP) were introduced 

at the AHEA post-annual meeting Conference on Innovation in Consumer 

Education in the Home Economics Curriculum in 1969. The packages 

were developed as an approach to consumer education (Shear, 1969).

The format of HELP included the eight components of a learning 

package: concepts, instructional objectives, multidimensional

learning materials, diversified learning activities, preevaluation 

selfevaluation, postevaluation, and quest (Kapfer, 1968).

A study on the development and evaluation of the effective

ness of a programmed, self-instruction course in basic clothing 

construction, was done by Reich (1971). The study demonstrated 

that the program content and organization is of greater value than 

the type of presentation. In summarizing the effectiveness of 

individualized/programmed instruction, Reich states:

The teacher then has released time to spend helping 
students solve their individual problems in construction, 
and she has contributed immeasurably to improving instruc
tion in her area. She has utilized an innovative technique 
which promises to result in definite carry-over for her 
students (Reich, 1971).
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Several pilot studies have been carried out at the University 

of Arizona in recent years, Harrison compared two methods of ac

quisition of skills by students in home economics education; that 

is, a self-paced program compared to a lecture-discussion program.

The students in the self-paced programs learned equally as well as 

those in the traditional classroom setting (Harrison, 1976), Broome 

evaluated a learning package which was developed for home economics 

teachers (Broome, 1974). The level of comprehension was increased 

after completion of the learning package but the overall effective

ness of the package needed more examination on a larger sample. In 

1978, Forbes did a pilot study on an individualized instructional 

media for draping on the dress form (Forbes, 1978). This study also 

showed positive results towards individualized/programmed instruction.

Cost Analysis of Individualized/Programmed Instruction 

Background

Cost analysis is defined as "any manipulation of cost data 

that is done to provide relevant information for those who make 

decisions (Adams, 1978)." As a framework for administrative activi

ties the application of cost analysis can be divided into four 

categories: resource acquisition, resource allocation, resource

management and control, and accountability.

Williams stated that the basic format for acquiring re

sources varied little from one institution to another (Williams,

1966). Gross also reached the same conclusion (Gross, 1973). That
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is? requests for resources are typically in the form of a proposed 

budget submitted to a governing board«

Traditionally, operating funds have been allocated under 

two assumptions: (1) that all divisions within the institution are

treated equally and (2) that the level of the previous budget is 

used as a floor level of current funding (Rourke and Brooks, 1966).

Although in many colleges and universities, expenditures 

are managed closely, the resource management systems are seldom 

evaluated in light of end results of activities being financed 

(Williams, 1966). A major concern in recent years has been focused 

on accountability in education, particularly as measured in the re

sults of teaching. Thus, most studies of accountability at the 

college level have been focused on the goals and priorities of the 

teaching, research and service functions of the institution and the 

performances and accomplishments related to those goals and priori

ties (Bowen, 1974).

In implementing cost analysis of instructional processes, 

factors such as class size, faculty workload, student/faculty 

ratios, and faculty salary rate need to be examined. In a recent 

study (Adams, 1978) institutions were asked to rate the importance 

of the above factors. The highest level of importance (88%) was 

given to faculty workload.

Individualized/Programmed Instructed Programs

Cost—effectiveness refers to the "comparison of costs and 

benefits encountered in utilizing two instructional alternatives to
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teach the same course content and then using those comparisons to 

make decisions on which, alternative is the most effective (Gallup, 

1977).11 When evaluating the cost-effectiveness of educational 

systems, Greenhili (1972) lists the following costs and benefits 

that should be considered:

1. same costs but improved quality

2. handle more students at same costs

3. cover more material in the same time

4. cover same amount of material in less time

5. make more efficient use of space

6. have students with lower or more varied input competencies

reach desired level of performance.

In comparing educational costs and benefits Ross (1974) 

considers two approaches: (1) equalizing costs and comparing dif

ferences in benefits and (2) equalizing benefits and comparing costs. 

The first approach is best when funds are fixed and the administrator

wishes to make the best use of available resources. The latter is

more suitable for determining the most efficient way of achieving 

a set objective.

Before comparing costs and benefits, the actual cost of an 

educational innovation must be determined. Heath and Orlich (1977) 

suggest five aspects that are involved in the cost of an instructional 

system:

1. actual materials

2. developmental time and salaries
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3. capital outlays for equipment and space 

4c field trials and revisions 

5c operational expenseso 

Some costs, such as capital equipment or renewable materials, should 

be amortized over the useful life of the system. Peterson (1978) 

points out that faculty time spent on individualized/programmed 

instruction is difficult to measure because it represents oneTs 

"value-orientation" more than oneTs "cost-consciousness."

Little is known,"however, about the cost to colleges to in-
X

dividualize teacher/student relationships. Johnson and Peterson 

(1978) established a conceptual and analytic framework for determin

ing the cost of individualized/programmed instruction. From a case 

study in a department of psychology, Johnson and Peterson claim that 

the initial cost of individualized/programmed instruction is more 

expensive than instructor-presented instruction. They point out, how

ever, that cost is only one "consequence" to consider when evaluating 

instructional systems.



CHAPTER 3

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This section outlines the procedures used to examine the 

utilization of individualized/programmed instruction for higher 

education courses in clothing and textiles. The methodology used 

to evaluate the cost effectiveness of college-level clothing con

struction courses is also discussed. Specifically, this section 

includes information on population, research instrument, data col

lection and data analysis.

Selection of Population 

A mailing list was obtained from the American Home Economics 

Association consisting of 375 college or university administrators 

of home economics programs in the United States. The total, popula

tion was surveyed in order to more closely obtain a complete picture 

of the use of individualized/programmed instruction in the field of 

clothing and textiles. The sample, then, consisted of administrators 

of home economics programs which may or may not have offered courses 

taught by individualized/programmed instruction, who were willing -_: 

to participate in this study. Questionnaires were returned from 215 

administrators. One hundred and eighty-nine of the returned question

naires were used in this study, representing 50.4% of the original 

mailing list.
14



Research Instrument

The questionnaire dealt with two basic questions: (1) does

the institution offer clothing and textile courses taught by indi

vidualized/programmed instruction, and (2) if the answer to question 

(1) was was yes, what type of clothing and textile courses does that 

institution offer by individualized/programmed instruction (Appendix 

A). i
The administrators1 attitudes toward individualized/pro

grammed instruction and instructor-presented instruction were 

sought through a question which listed thirteen phrases associated 

with instruction. The administrators were asked to indicate which 

method of instruction best described those phrases. Two open- 

ended questions were also used asking what the administrators 

perceived to be the major advantages and. disadvantages of teaching 

courses by individualized/programmed instruction and instructor- 

presented instruction.

Finally, the investigation of the cost effectiveness of 

individualized/programmed instruction was approached through ques

tions applied to the cost components of individualized instruction 

as defined by Johnson and Peterson (1978). In an effort to delimit 

the study, only courses in clothing construction were used in the 

examination of instruction cost.

The questionnaire was submitted to the Departmental Review 

Committee and the Human Subjects Committee requesting ethical review 

of activities involving human subjects. The project was approved 

February 11, 1980 (Appendix B).



Data Collection 

The questionnaire was mailed March 25, 1980, accompanied 

by a letter of introduction and explanation of the investigation 

(Appendix C). The questionnaire was coded to determine the identity 

of the respondents and was used for address identification only.

A self-addressed, prestamped envelope was included in the mailing 

to encourage response.

A follow-up questionnaire was mailed .April 25, 1980 to all 

administrators who had not responded to the original mailing. This 

follow-up included a second copy of the questionnaire and a letter 

restating the value of the study and the importance of each response 

(Appendix C).

To determine the cost of individualized/programmed instruc

tion, the following information was sought through the questionnaire 

as outlined by Johnson and Peterson (1978):

1. Total faculty salaries spent on individualized/programmed 

instruction;

2. Percent faculty time spent in directing a course taught by 

individualized/programmed instruction;

3. Percent faculty time spent on individualized/programmed in

struction paperwork; and

4. Percent faculty time spent on faculty - development.• .

Cost information was also collected from the Division of Clothing, 

Textiles and Interior Design in the School of Home Economics, Uni

versity of Arizona.



Data Analysis

Responses from the questionnaires were tabulated, and

absolute and adjusted frequencies were obtained for all responses 

to each item. Confidence intervals were obtained for the thirteen 

segments of question one in the questionnaire. These figures 

were computed twice: (1) using the number of MA!! responses (in

dividualized/programmed instruction) and the number of nBn responses 

(instructor-presented instruction) , and (2) the number of ,TA n and 

"Bf! responses minus T,CTT responses (no opinion). * A confidence 

interval was computed as follows:

r!Bn responses 

= confidence interval using the number of "A" and 

"B" responses minus TTCn responses.

The lower bound parameter values were then sequentially ranked for 
analysis. Confidence intervals were computed again for where

Pg = the number of MBn responses/total response.

V1 and V2 1 . / (i)
1 + K' n

n

where

P^ = number of "A" responses/total response 

n - total response

K = 1.645 (for .05 level of significance)

= confidence interval using the number of ,,An and
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The data collected from the questionnaire and from the Uni

versity of Arizona?s Division of Clothing, Textiles, and Interior 

Design in the School of Home Economics were applied to Johnson and 

Peterson1s (1978) equation for calculating the cost of a program 

taught by individualized/programmed instruction:

Program Cost = C x (M -f N + 0) (1)

where C = total faculty salaries; M = percent faculty time spent on 

individualized/programmed instruction student contact; N = percent 

faculty time on individualized/programmed instruction paperwork; and 

0 = percent faculty time spent on faculty development. The cost 

of instructing clothing construction at institutions using a combina

tion of individualized/programmed instruction and instructor pre

sented instruction were compared. A t test was calculated to test 

the signficance of the differences between these two groups.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter represents the findings of the study and are 

dealt with in relation to the research questions:

1. Which clothing and textile courses are being taught by indi

vidualized/ programmed instruction?

2. What do administrators perceive to be the major advantages

of teaching clothing and textile courses by an individualized/ 

programmed method of instruction?

3- What do administrators perceive to be the major disadvantages 

of teaching clothing and textile courses by an individualized/ 

programmed method of instruction?

4. What is the cost effectiveness of individualized/programmed 

instruction compared to lecture presented instruction in 

clothing construction courses?

Questionnaires were returned from 215 administrators representing 

57.3% of the total population. Twenty-s.ix of these responses were 

not included in the calculation because the respondents did not wish 

to participate in the study or the school involved no longer offered 

a clothing and textile program. The total usable sample included 189 

responses or 50.4% of the total population,

19
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In response to research question one, the respondents were 

asked to indicate type of instruction used for clothing and textile 

courses taught at their institution. Table 1 summarizes the type

of instruction used for clothing and textile courses as well as the

courses which are not offered in clothing and textile programs.

The courses most frequently offered were clothing construction labs 

(95.2%), clothing construction (94.7%) and textiles (94.2%).

Courses most frequently excluded, from clothing and textile-programs 

were clothing history (34.9%), merchandising (34.4%) and psychology 

of dress (30.7%).

Of the institutions offering the listed courses, the type

of instruction used is summarized in Table 2. Responses indicat

ing that a particular course was not offered at an institution 

were ommitted. Instructor-presented instruction was the method of 

instruction most predominantly used for all nine courses listed. 

Clothing history (96.7%), psychology of dress (96.2%), clothing 

selection (95.9%), and merchandising (93.5%) were courses taught 

most frequently by the traditional instructor-presented instruction. 

Individualized/programmed instruction was not widely used as a sole 

method of instruction. It was used the most for textile labs 

(6.0%), clothing design (2.9%), textiles (1.7%), and merchandising 

(1.6%). A combination of individualized/programmed instruction 

and instructor-presented instruction was used most frequently 

for clothing construction (22.9%) and clothing construction labs 

(22.8%).



Table 1. Method of Instruction Used for Clothing and Textile Courses Including Those 
Courses Which Are Not Offered by an Institution (No Response).

Course Individualized/ Instructor Combined No
Programmed Presented Methods Response

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Clothing Construction 00.1 .73.0 21.7 05.3

Clothing Construction Labs 01.1 72.5 ' 21.7 04.8

Clothing Design. 02.1 66.7 05.3 25.9

Clothing History 00.5 63.0 01.6 34.9

Psychology of Dress 00.0 66.7 02.7 30.7

Clothing Selection 00.0 73.5 , 03.2 23.3

Textiles 01.6 86.8 05.8 05.8

Textile Labs 04.8 68.8 05.3 21.2

Merchandising 01.1 61.4 03.2 34.4
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Table 2. Method of Instruction Used' By the Institutions Offering 

These Clothing and Textile Courses

Course
Individualized/

Programmed
(%)

Instructor
Presented

c%)
Combined
Methods

(%)

Clothing Construction 00.0 77.1 22.9

Clothing Construction Labs 01.1 76.1 22.8

Clothing Design 02.9 90.0 07.1

Clothing History 00.8 96.7 02.4

Psychology of Dress 00.0 96.2 03.8

Clothing Selection 00.0 95.9 04.1

Textiles 01.7 92.1 06.2

Textile Labs 06.0 87.2 06.7

Her chand is ing 01.6 93.5 04.8



23
In response to research questions two and three5 the re

spondents were asked to indicate which method of instruction best 

described certain phrases to identify their perceived advantages and 

disadvantages of individualized/programmed instruction. Thirteen 

phrases were listed with the possible answers of "individualized/ 

programmed instruction," "instructor-presented instruction," and "no 

opinion." As indicated in Table 3, the phrase "requires a high cost 

for developmental time" was most frequently indicated as describing 

individualized/programmed instruction (88.3%). Other phrases which 

were marked as describing individualized/programmed instruction were 

"allows the students to learn and work independently" and "requires 

a high cost for the initial implementation of a course." The phrase 

"makes course content more consistent," was most indicative of in

structor-presented instruction (57.4%). The respondents most fre

quently had no opinion about the phrases "requires a low cost for the 

course in the long run" and "enables the instructor to spend less 

time in class preparation," with 30.1% and 20.6%, respectively. 

Because individualized/programmed instruction is identified by the 

respondents as having a high cost for the initial implementation of 

a course and because they are uncertain whether this type of instruc

tion will result In a low cost for the course in the long run, may 

partially explain why individualized/programmed instruction is in 

limited use in clothing and textile courses. Low cost for a course 

in the long run and cutting down on faculty time spent in class



Table 3. Phrases Describing Individualized/Programmed Instruction and Instructor-Presented 
Instruction.

Phrase
Individualized/
Programmed

(%)

Instructor
Presented

(%)

No
Opinion

(%)

a. Makes course content more consistent 36.5 57.4 0O6.I
b. Makes the quality of presentation more 

consistent 36.5 51.9 11.6
c. Reduces the monotony of presenting repeated 

lectures 73.0 16.9 10.0
d. Creates an atmosphere inducing immediate 

feedback from the students 42.1 50.0 07.9 '

e. Enables the instructor to spend less time 
in class preparation 54.4 25.0 20.6 :

f. Stimulates the less motivated students 36.4 46.2 17.4

8- Gives the instructor more time to devote to 
the students' specific needs 71.2 19.6 09.2

h. Allows the students to learn and work 
independently 86.7 07.2 06.1

i. Provides the opportunity for students to 
take responsibility for their own work 81.6 08.6 09.8

j. Requires a high cost for developmental ..time 88.3 03.9 07.8



Table 3. Continued.

Phrase
Individualized/ Instructor No
Programmed Presented Opinion

(%) (%) (%)

k. Requires a high cost for the initial 
implementation of a course 85.2 04.9 09.9

1. Requires a low cost for the course in the 
long run 36.9 33.0 30.1

m. Enables instructors to teach more sections 
of a course 56.4 24.0 19.6
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preparation are two advantages of individualized/programmed instruc

tion as seen by the investigator«, The high response rate having no 

opinion about these two factors9 may indicate a lack of information 

about individualized/programmed instruction.

The responses.to the thirteen.phrases were analyzed after 

computing confidence intervals for each response. In Table 4, the 

thirteen phrases are ranked by degree of confidence (highest degree 

to lowest degree) that the phrase would describe individualized/ 

programmed instruction. Of the respondents having an opinion, the 

phrase "requires a high cost for developmental time" indicated a 

93% confidence response for describing individualized/programmed 

instruction. The phrases "requires a high cost for the initial 

implementation of a course" and "allows students to learn to work 

independently" also had a high probability of describing individu

alized/ programmed instruction, 92% and 88%, respectively. The em

phasis on working and learning independently was seen as an advantage 

of individualized/programmed instruction. This method of instruction 

may accommodate differences in learning rates, past achievement, 

interests, and motivation, thus encouraging the student to inde

pendently accelerate in a course of study. The costs of developmental 

time and implementation of a program were viewed as disadvantages 

of individualized/programmed instruction. When a new program is 

implemented, a great deal of time is required of the faculty and staff 

involved. Once the program is developed, it is tested, evaluated.



Table 4. Confidence Intervals for Phrases Describing Individualized/Programmed Instruction

Total Responses Adjusted for No Opinion

Phrase
Confidence
Interval Phrase

Confidence
Interval

Requires a high cost for 
developmental time .8380

Requires a high cost for 
developmental time .9264

Allows the students to learn 
and work independently

Requires a high cost for the 
initial implementation of a 
course

.8202

.8038

Requires, a high cost for the 
initial implementation of a 
course

Allows the students to learn 
and work independently

.9113

.8846

Provides the opportunity for 
students to take responsi
bility for their own work .7637

Provides the opportunity for 
students to take responsi
bility for their own work .8622

Reduces the monotony of 
presenting repeated lectures .6730

Reduces the monotony of 
presenting repeated lectures .7604

Gives the instructor more 
time to devote to the 
students1 specific needs .6548

Gives the instructor more 
time to devote to the 
students1 specific needs .7312

Enables instructors to teach 
more sections of a course .5033

Enables instructors to teach 
more sections of a course .6430 ■



Table 4. Continued

Total Responses Adjusted for No Opinion

Phrase
Confidence 
• Interval Phrase

Confidence
Interval

Enables the instructor to 
spend less time in class 
preparation .4836

Enables the instructor to 
spend less time in class 
preparation .6265

Creates an atmosphere inducing 
immediate feedback from the 
students

Requires a low cost for the 
course in the long run

.3626'

.3124

Requires a low cost for the 
course in the long run

Creates an atmosphere inducing 
immediate feedback from the 
students

.4671

.3975

Makes course content more 
consistent .3087

Stimulates the less motivated 
students .3823 -

Makes the quality of pre
sentation more consistent .3087

Makes the quality of pre
sentation more consistent .3545

Stimulates the less motivated 
students .3086

Makes course content more 
consistent .3312

N>00
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retestedj and reevaluated» The evaluation process may be an on-going 

endeavor by the instructor. The developmental time may be viewed as 

a high cost to the administration as well as the initial capital 

outlay for a course taught by individualized/programmed instruction.

Table 5 ranks the confidence intervals for phrases that 

describe instructor-presented instruction. The phrases that had 

the highest degree of confidence describing instructor-presented 

instruction were "makes course content more consistentsn and "makes 

the quality of presentation more consistent," with 55.1% and 52.7%, 

respectively. Contrary to the results of this study, the investiga

tor viewed making course content and quality of presentation more 

consistent as two major advantages of individualized/programmed in

struction. The consistency of content and presentation may be viewed 

in relation to the number of faculty instructing a course. When 

several sections of a course are taught by more than one instructor, 

there may be less control over consistency of content and presenta

tion. With individualized/programmed instruction, however, each 

student receives the same instruction and written materials and 

views the same media regardless of the number of sections or faculty. 

Also, when an instructor teaches more than one section of a course 

using instructor-presented instruction, the instructor may not present 

directions and lectures in the sameamanner to each section. However, 

the same instructional materials and directions are presented in the

1. Individualized/programmed instruction may not be viewed 
as consistent in content and quality since this method of instruction 
focuses on the student1s individual needs.



Table 5. Confidence Intervals for Phrases Describing Instructor-Presented Instruction

Total Responses Adjusted for No Opinion

Phrase
Confidence
Interval Phrase

Confidence
Interval

Makes course content more 
consistent .5139

Makes course content more 
consistent .5514

Makes the quality of pre 
sentation more consistent .4589

Makes the quality of pre
sentation more consistent .5269

Creates an atmosphere inducing 
immediate feedback from the 
students

Stimulates the less motivated 
students

.4393

.4029

Stimulates the less motivated 
students

Creates an atmosphere inducing 
immediate feedback from the 
students

.4990

.4816

Requires a low cost for the 
course in the long run .2747

Requires a low cost for the 
course in the long run .4110

Enables the instructor to 
spend less time in class 
preparation .2014

Enables the instructor to 
spend less time in class 
preparation .2614

Enables instructors to teach 
more sections of a course .1924

Enables instructors to teach 
more sections of a course .2462



Table 5. Continued

Total Responses Adjusted for No Opinion •

Phrase
Confidence
Interval Phrase■■

Confidence.
Interval

Gives the instructor more 
time to devote to the 
students’ specific needs .1527

Gives the instructor more 
time to devote to the 
students' specific needs - .1706

Reduces the monotony of 
presenting repeated lectures .1281

Reduces the monotony of 
presenting repeated lecutres .1448

Provides the opportunity for 
students to take responsi
bility for their own work .0581

Provides the opportunity for 
students to take responsi
bility for their own work .0657

Allows the students to learn 
and work independently .0473

Allows the students to learn 
and work independently .0510

Requires a high cost for the 
initial implementation of a 
course . .0300

Requires a high cost for the 
initial implementation of a 
course .0341

Requires a high cost for 
developmental5 time .0225

Requires a high cost for 
development al '....time .0248
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same manner with individualized/programmed instruction« Lack of 

knowledge of benefits of individualized/programmed instruction may 

explain the continued high support of instructor-presented instruction 

and the lack of acceptance of individualized/programmed instruction.

Of the 189 respondents, 104 cases included the information 

needed to compute cost figures- for clothing construction courses. In

sufficient data was collected to-analyze clothing construction courses 

taught by individualized/programmed instruction. None of the respon

dents used individualized/programmed instruction for clothing construc

tion classes and only 1.1% used individualized/programmed instruction 

for clothing construction labs. Ninety-three cases used instructor- 

presented instruction (Group A) and eleven used a combination of in

dividualized/ programmed instruction and instructor—presented instruc

tion (Group B). The total cost of the clothing construction courses 

(classes and labs) was computed for these two groups, taking into 

account faculty salaries, faculty/student contact hours, hours spent 

on paperwork and course preparation, and time spent on faculty develop

ment. The mean program cost for Group A was $22,755 and for Group B 

was $25,369 (Table 6). Comparisons of the means were computed for the 

two groups. The differences between Groups A and B (t value = .80,

DF = 102) were not statistically significant at the .05 level.

These cost figures were then compared to the case study at 

the University of Arizona (Group C). A combination of individualized/ 

programmed instruction and instructor—presented instruction was used
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Table 6. Cost of Clothing Construction Courses Taught by Instructor- 

Presented Instruction (Group A) and a Combined Method of 
Instruction (Group B)

Group Cases
Total Cost 

(Mean) SD t
2-Tail .
Prob. DF

A 93 

B 11

$22,755

26,369

1436.913

1172.859
. 80 - - :424 102

in Group C. The total cost of instructing clothing construction

courses for Group C was $63,551, while the cost to Groups A and B

were $22,755 and $26,369, respectively. The components of the 

program cost equation, as discussed in Chapter 3, are compared in 

Table 7. The percent of faculty time spent on student contact was 

similar for Group B (16.14%) and Group C (17.05%). Fewer hours 

were spent on faculty/student contact by Group C (11.18%) than the 

other two groups. This result was expected as student/faculty con

tact is a fundamental part of individualized/programmed instruction. 

The percent of faculty time spent on paperwork varied among the 

three groups: Group A, 20.41%; Group B, 24.42%; Group C, 10.88%.

The low percent of time reported by Group C may be explained by 

the fact that the division head in the cost study has studied the 

use of individualized/programmed instruction and has developed 

individualized/programmed instruction materials that were used at 

that institution. Familiarity with individualized/programmed
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Table 7. Comparison of the Program Cost Components for Clothing 

Construction by Method of Instruction

Instructor Combined Univ. of
Presented Method Arizona
(Mean) (Mean)

Faculty Salaries $54,219 $54,219 $163,750

Contact Hours 11.18% 16.14% 17.05%

Paperwork 20.41% 24.42% 10.88%

Faculty Development 10.90% 14.93% 10.88%

Total Cost $22,755 $26,369 $63,551

instruction and the materials used may reduce the amount of time 

needed in class preparation and paperwork.

The percent faculty time spent on development was similar for 

Group A (10.90%) and Group C (10.88%). Group C reported more time 

spend on faculty development of materials (14.93%). The initial 

designing and implementation of a program to be presented by indivi

dualized/programmed instruction may be time consuming. Once such a 

program has been developed, faculty development time is reduced to 

the traditional evaluation processes required by any method of in

struction, as evidenced by Group C.

The biggest difference between the three groups was dollar 

amount spent on faculty salaries. The total amount spent on faculty 

salaries from all respondents was used in computing the program
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cost for both Groups A and B. The mean of total salaries was 

$54,219. Group C reported spending $163,750 on salaries. Some 

of the schools in Groups A and B were small and had only one or 

two faculty members in the clothing and textile program. For 

instance, one school reported employing one three-quarter time in

structor at a salary of $7,000. Smaller schools with fewer faculty 

pulled the average total faculty salaries down. Group C, however, 

reported using fourteen instructors (seven full time and seven 

quarter time) spending a total of $163,750 in salaries. This 

high cost for faculty salaries would, explain the program cost 

being higher for Group C than Groups A and B.

Summary '

In .summary, statistical analysis showed instructor-pre

sented instruction was the predominant method of instruction used 

in clothing^and textile courses. Very few courses were taught by 

individualized/programmed instruction, although a combination of 

the two methods has been used, particularly in clothing construc

tion lectures and labs. Analysis showed with a high degree of con

fidence that administrators associated individualized/programmed 

instruction with a high cost for developmental time and initial 

implementation of a course and the provision for students to learn 

and work independently.

Individualized/programmed instruction was generally not 

used for clothing construction courses so cost data was not



available. Analysis of the cost of clothing construction courses 

taught by instructor-presented instruction compared to a combination 

of methods of instruction showed no significant difference. Perhaps 

this is due to the small sample which used a combination of methods 

of instruction (11) compared to those who used instructor-presented 

instruction (93). When these costs we.ne ̂ compared to the case 

study which used a combination of individuaiized/programmed instruc

tion and instructor-presented instruction, the cost, of instruction 

in the case study was considerably higher, due primarily to the 

higher total faculty salaries in the case study and size of school 

and faculty. ^



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study examined the use of individualized/progrannned 

instruction used in clothing and textile courses at colleges and 

universities throughout the United States. In particular, the 

method of instruction used in clothing and textile courses, the 

advantages and disadvantages of individualized/programmed instruc

tion and the cost effectiveness of individualized/programmed in

struction was investigated. Conclusions will be drawn and recom

mendations for future research will be presented.

Instruction Methods in Clothing and Textile Courses

As indicated in Tables 1 and 2, the instruction methods of 

nine clothing and textile courses were examined. Of the schools 

offering these courses, instructor-presented instruction was the: 

most widely used method of instruction. Individualized/programmed 

instruction was not used frequently as the sole method of instruc

tion, but its use in conjunction with instructor-presented instruc

tion was more prevalent.: The combination of methods was primarily 

seen for courses that are associated with labs, namely clothing 

construction, textiles and clothing design. The structure of the 

laboratory setting may be conducive to individualized work. In a

37
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lab, students can work independently and at a pace suited to the 

students1 needs. Therefore, instructor-presented instruction is 

still the primary method of instruction used in clothing and textile 

programs. Although individualized/programmed instruction is being 

incorporated in clothing and textile courses in conjunction with 

instructor-presented instruction, it still is not a widely accepted 

method of instruction.

The questionnaire did not provide for an answer of a com

bined method. Had such a provision been made, a higher percentage 

of respondents may have indicated the use of individualized/pro

grammed instruction used in conjunction with the traditional 

instructor-presented instruction.

Advantages and Disadvantages of 

Individualized/Programmed Instruction 

This study showed that the major advantage of individualized/ 

programmed instruction was that this method of instruction allowed 

the students to learn and work independently. The review of 

literature indicated that in a learning atmosphere which provided 

for reinforcement, students can develop the ability to learn on 

their own (Congreve, 1974). With the foundation of individualized/ 

programmed instruction being built on contingencies of reinforcement, 

individualized/programmed instruction provides for conditions that 

encourage independent work and learning.
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The high cost for developmental time and the'high cost for 

the initial implementation of a course were the" main drawbacks .of 

individualized/programmed instruction. The respondents^ indicated" 

that even though the cost for a course* taught" by individualized/ 

programmed instruction may be low over a period of years: ? thih did 

not outweigh the high implementation cost. The review' of liters- - 

ture indicated that in implementing cost analysis of instructional 

processes, faculty workload and time have been ranked above class 

size, student/faculty ratios and faculty salary rate "(Adams, 1978),.

In developing a course for individualized/programmed instruction 

the faculty may spend many hours in the design and evaluation of the 

course. The data indicated that importance faculty place on the 

amount of workload may partially explain the minimal use of" indivi

dualized/programmed instruction due to the developmental time'"' 

involved.

Cost Effectiveness of 

Individualized/Programmed Instruction 

This study investigated"the cost of individualized/programmed" 

instruction in clothing construction courses in comparison to 

instructor-presented instruction. Because individualized/

programmed instruction was not used as a sole method of instruction
i

in clothing construction courses by the sample, cost data was not 

available for analysis. Cost factors-examined included faculty 

salaries, student/faculty contact hours, faculty preparation and



paperwork, and faculty • developmental time. Although the mean costs 

for courses taught by instructor-presented instruction were in the 

same range as those for courses taught by a combination of individu-, 

alized/programmed instruction and instructor-presented instruction, 

the variance of answers was so extreme that total cost figures are 

not reliable. The cost figures were also compared to a case study 

of the School of Home Economics at the University of Arizona. The 

mean of the total cost of clothing construction courses was: in

structor-presented, $22,755; combination of methods, $26,369; and 

case study, $63,511. When the components of this cost figure were 

broken down, the greatest degree of difference was in faculty sala

ries. The mean total faculty salaries for all respondents was 

$54,219 while the salaries for the case study were.$163,750. Be- — " 

cause some of the institutions involved in the study had only one 

or two faculty members in their clothing and textile program, the 

mean of the total faculty salaries for all respondents may be low.

On the other hand, there were seven full time and one quarter time 

faculty members and six quarter time graduate students in the 

program used for the case study. Differences among the three groups 

were also, evidenced in student/faculty contact, paperwork, and materi

als developmental time. The combined method group indicated more time 

spent on paperwork and faculty development than the other two groups. 

The combined method group also indicated more time spent -for student/ 

faculty contact than for the instructor-presented group, but not
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as much as for the case study* The sample size for the combined 

method group was small; therefore, the differences between this 

group and the instructor-presented instruction group and the case 

study were difficult to detect. Also, because only eleven cases 

responded using a combined method of instruction, the findings may 

not be indicative of the actual cost of this method of instruction.

Based upon results of this study -several factors should be 

considered in evaluating a course. Cost is only one factor to 

consider in determining the effectiveness of a course.. Individu

alized/programmed instruction allows the students to learn and work 

independently. It also provides the students with the opportunity 

to take responsibility for their work. These are benefits to the 

students. The major disadvantages of individualized/programmed 

instruction, affecting the faculty, are the high cost for develop- 

'mental time and the high cost for the implementation of a course. 

Frequently, cost is viewed as a primary factor, especially today 

when efficiency is a key concern. Other factors besides cost to 

consider in analyzing a course's effectiveness are the course con

tent, quality of presentation, the opportunity for students to work 

and learn independently, and the amount of developmental time in

volved. Even though the cost of individualized/programmed instruc

tion used in conjunction with instructor-presented instruction was 

slightly higher than the traditional instructor-presented instruc

tion, the combined method of instruction may better accomplish the
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mission of educational insti.tutions: to provide students the oppor

tunity for the acquisition of comprehensive education and individual 

self-realization.

Recommendations for Future Research 

Continuation of research and analysis of individualized/ 

programmed instruction in clothing and textiles, including its cost 

effectiveness, is recommended. Specific recommendations for future 

research follow.

1. Examination of the cost effectiveness of individualized/ 

programmed instruction in view of school size, region, 

and type of funding, is recommended.

2. There was a wide variance of total faculty salaries in this 

study. Therefore, further study of faculty size and 

salaries and their effect on the cost of individualized/ 

programmed instruction is recommended.

3. Continuation of the analysis of cost of individualized/ 

programmed instruction in relation to class size, instruc

tional equipment and support personnel is recommended.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Individualized/Programmed Instruction 
vs

Instructor Presented Instruction

As a means of clarification to aid in the completion of this questionnaire, the
following definitions are used by the investigator:

Individualized/Programmed Instruction:

The means of instruction which consists of any steps taken in planning 
and conducting programs of studies and lessons that suit them to the 
individual student * s learning needs, learning readiness, and learner 
characteristics or * learning style.'

INSTRUCTOR PRESENTED INSTRUCTION:

The means of instruction by which courses are taught by an instructor
using single presentations to the students as a group.

1



"Which method of instruction best describes each of the following phrases?

Individualized/ Instructor 
Programmed Presented

a. Makes course content more - [ ] [ ]
consistent

b. Makes the quality of [ ] [ ]
■presentation more consistent

c. Reduces the monotony of [ ] [ ]
presenting repeated lectures

d. Creates an atmosphere indue- [ ] [ ]
ing immediate feedback from
the students

e. Enables the instructor to [ ] [ ]
spend less time in class
preparation

f. Stimulates the less motivated [ ] [ ]
students

g. Gives the instructor more [ ] [ ]
time to devote to the students’
specific needs

h. Allows the students to learn" [ ] [ ]
and work independently'

i. Provides the opportunity for [ ] [ ]
students to take responsibility
for their own work

j . Requires a high cost for devel- [ ] [ ]
opmental time

k. Requires a high cost for the [ ] [ ]
initial implementation of a 
course

1. Requires a low cost for the [ ] [ ]
course in the long run

m. Enables instructors to teach [ ] [ ]
more sections of a course

No
Opinion



Question number 2 deals with CLOTHING CONSTRUCTION classes and labs; if 
your institution does not offer courses in this area^ please proceed to 
number 3.

2a.'' Indicate below the number of sections offered per semester, or quarter, the 
number of units, the total number of students, and the educator rank in
structing the course. Also indicate whether the courses are taught by 
individualized/programmed instruction or instructor presented instruction.
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If individualized/programmed instruction is used for clothing construction 
courses, were.the modules developed at your institution or purchased from 
another source? Please indicate the approximate cost of development or 
purchase.

Developed Purchased Cost

CLASSES:

Basic [ ] [ ]  '

Intermediate

Advanced

LABS:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced



How many hours of faculty time is spent per week on preparation for
3-unit course in clothing construction?

Individualized/
Programmed

HOURS

CLASSES:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced

LABS: ^

Basic

Intermediate

Instructor
Presented

Advanced
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2e* What is the total number of hours in preparation and delivery of courses 
in clothing construction per faculty member per week?

Individualized/ Instructor
Programmed Presented

HOURS RANK HOURS RANK
CLASSES:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced

LABS:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced



How many in-class hours per week of faculty time is spent in directing
one 3-unit clothing construction lecture with lab.

Individualized/
Programmed

HOURS
CLASSES:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced

LABS:

Basic

Intermediate

Instructor
Presented

Advanced



On a weekly basis, indicate below the number of meeting times of clothing 
construction courses, the number of student/faculty contact hours, the 
number of sections offered and the number of students enrolled in each 
section.

Meeting Contact # of # of
- Times Hours Sections Students

A. INDIVIDUALIZED/ 
PROGRAMMED

CLASSES:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced

LABS:

Basic

intermediate

Advanced



Continued.

Meeting Contact # of # of
Times Hours Sections Students

B. INSTRUCTOR PRESENTED

CLASSES:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced

LABS:

Basic

Intermediate

Advanced



Indicate the media used in clothing construction classes and labs taught 
by individualized/programmed instruction and/or instructor presented 
instruction. Also indicate the level of course (basic = 1; intermediate =
2; advanced =3). Mark more than one when appropriate.

Individualized'/ Instructor 
Programmed Presented Level(s)

CLASSES:

Learning packages [ ] [ ] ________
Television [ ] [ ] ________
Cassette tapes [ ] [ ] ________
Written programs [ ] [ ] ________
Sound film loops [ ] [ ] ________
Film loops without sound [ ] [ ]  _̂_
Other; specify   [ ] [ ] .

LABS:

Learning packages
Television
Cassette tapes
Written programs
Sound film loops
Film loops without sound
Other; -specify _________
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3. At your institutiony which method of instruction is used for the following 
courses?

Individualized/ Instructor
Programmed Presented

Clothing Design [ ] [ ]
Clothing History [ ] [ ]
Psychology of Dress [ ] [ ]
Clothing Selection [ ] [ ]
Textiles [ ] [ ]
Textile Labs [ ] [ ]
Merchandising [ ] [ ]
Other; specify _ [ ] [ ]

4. Is your institution on the quarter or semester system? 

[ ] Quarter [ ] Semester

5. At your institution, what is considered to he a full teaching load?

courses per academic year (9 months)
(number)

6. What is the tuition cost per credit at your institution?

$__________

7. What is the total dollar amount spent annually for support personnel 
(secretaries, coordinators, etc.) related to course work

a. Taught by individualized/programmed instruction?

$  /year

b. Taught by instructor presented instruction? 

$______________________/year
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8. What do you perceive to be the major advantages and/or disadvantages of 
teaching courses by individualized/programmed instruction?

9. What do you perceive to be the major advantages and/or disadvantages of 
teaching courses by instructor presented instruction?

t



Indicate the total number of clothing and textile faculty in your department 
and the faculty memberTs rank; also indicate the average academic year salary 
range (9 months) for each academic rank.

N um ber Rank Salary Range
(in thousands)

-5 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-30 30+
Professor _____  ___ __ _____  _____  _____  ____

Associate Professor _____        ___________  ____

Assistant Professor _____  ______ _____  _____  _____  _____  ____

Lecturer/Instructor _____  _____  ______ _____  _____  _____  ____

Graduate Teaching _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ _ _____  ____
Assistant
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A
T U C S O N .  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 4

H U M A N  S U B J E C T S  C O M M I T T E E  T E L E P H O N E -6 2 M 7 2 I  OK «
A RIZO N A  H CA LTH  SC IF N C E S C EN TER 2305

11 February 1980

Ms. E. Marie Cory 
7510 East 32nd Street 
Tucson, AZ 85710

Dear Ms. Cory:

We are in receipt of your project entitled, "The Use of Individu
alized/Programmed Instruction in the Area of Clothing and Textiles and 
Its Cost Effectiveness", which was submitted to the Human Subjects Com
mittee and concur with the opinion of the Departmental Review Committee’s 
examination and recommendations for this minimal risk project. Therefore, 
approval is granted effective 11 February 1980.

Approval is granted with the understanding that no changes will be 
made in the procedures followed or the questionnaire used (copies of 
which we have on file) without the knowledge and approval of the Human 
Subjects Committee and the Departmental Review Committee. Any physical 
or psychological harm to any subject must also be reported to each com-

Sincerely yours,

Milan Novak, M.D., Ph.D. 
Chairman
Human Subjects Committee

MN/jm

cc: Edward T. Sheehan, Ph.D., R.D.
Departmental Review Committee
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  OF  A R I Z O N A
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N  A 8572K

C O L L E G E  OF A GR I C U L T U R E  
S C H O O L  O F  H O M E  E C O N O M IC S

Dear .

As administrators of clothing and textile programs, you are faced with the 
decision of which methods of instruction are best suited to the students’ 
needs of today as well as the instructors’ needs. The purpose of this 
study is to investigate the use of two methods of instruction: individu
alized/programmed instruction compared to instructor presented instruction.
This study will also examine the cost effectiveness of such programs.

"We are requesting your assistance in completing the attached questionnaire.
In order that the results will truly represent the thinking of administrators 
of clothing and textile programs, it is important that each questionnaire be 
completed and returned. A prestamped envelope is enclosed for your con
venience.

You may be assured of complete anonymity. Each questionnaire contains an 
identification number for mailing purposes only. This is so that we may 
check your name off of the mailing list when your questionnaire is returned.
All results of this study will be published in such a way that answers on 
any single questionnaire cannot be identified. Your participation in this 
study is completely" voluntary; completion of the questionnaire indicates 
your consent to participate in this study.

The results of this research will be made available to all interested persons. 
You may receive a summary of results by writing ’’copy of results requested" ' 
on the back of the return envelope, and printing your name and address below it.

I shall be most happy.to answer any questions you might have. Please write 
or call. The telephone number is (602)626-1295- -

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

E. Marie Cory 
Graduate Student

Bonnie D. Brandi 
Assistant Professor
Clothing, Textiles and Interior Design



T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2  1 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE 
SCHOOL OF HOME ECONOMICS

April 25, 1980 .

Dear Colleague:

We are writing you about our study of 
individualized/programmed instruction compared 
to instructor presented instruction. As of to
day, we have not yet received your completed 
questionnaire.

We have undertaken this study because the 
decision of which method of instruction best 
meets the changing needs of today's students and 
instructors has become increasingly difficult.
In addition, the cost effectiveness of instruction 
is vital for informed decision-making.

We are writing you again because of the 
significance each questionnaire has to the useful
ness of this study. In order for the results to 
be truly representative of the opinions of admin
istrators of clothing and textile programs, it is 
essential that each person return their question
naire. Thus, we would like to encourage you to 
complete and returns yours today.

In the event that your questionnaire has 
been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed along 
with a postage paid reply envelope.

Your contribution to the success of this 
study will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

E. Marie Cory Bonnie D. Brandi
Graduate Student Assistant Professor

Clothing, Textiles and 
Interior Design
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