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PREFACE 

This study is primarily concerned with the level of sophistication 

of instructional media/learning resource center programs in area 

vocational-technical schools in Oklahoma. Area vocational-technical 

school superintendents and instructors were requested to evaluate 

their programs and to express their preference for instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. This study compares these 

evaluations with their preference to determine the present status 

and establish future priorities for instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 
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assistance. Appreciation is also extended to the hundreds of area 

school instructors and their superintendents for participating in 

this study. Gratitude is also extended to Dr. Jess Banks and the 

skills and inmate training centers personnel for their assistance. 

Finally, a loving thanks is expressed to my wife, Frances, 

for her understanding, encouragement, patience, and love throughout 

the time of this study. 

iv 



Chapter 

I. 

-------- -- ------

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Definition of Terms 
Prob 1 em Statement . . 
Purpose of the Study. 
Scope and Limitations . 
Organization of the Study 

- ------

. . 

Page 

1 

5 
6 
7 
8 

10 

II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE . 11 

11 
12 
22 

Introduction ...... . 
Establishing the Criteria ....... . 
Evaluations Using 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 •• 

III. METHODOLOGY ........... . 

Introduction ........ . 
Description of the Evaluation Plan. 
Description of the Subjects 
Instrumentation ..... 

Va 1 i d i ty . . . . . . . . 
Reliability ...... . 
Preference Checklist .. 

Procedures for Collecting the Data .. 
Analysis of the Data. 

IV. PILOT STUDY ......... . 

30 

30 
30 
31 
32 
35 
36 
36 
38 
40 

42 

Introduction. . . . . . . 42 
Description of Procedures 42 

Data Collection. . . 42 
Data Analysis. . . . 43 

Analysis of the Data. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical Schools 

Educational Media Services . . . . . . . . . 44 
Element I A: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs . 45 
Element I B: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
as an Integral Part of Curriculum and 
Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 

v 



Chapter 

Element I C: Commitment to Providing 
Instruct~cnal Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities ........ . 

Element I D: Commitment to Financing 
the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs ..... . 

Element I E: Commitment to Staffing 
the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Progra:nis. . . . . . 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical School 
Media Services -- Curriculum and Instruction 

Element II A: Consultative Services in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization ......... . 

Element II 8: Inservice Education in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization ......... . 

Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of 
Instructtonal M~dia/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . 

Element II D: Involvement of the 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Staff in Planning ....... . 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical School. 
Media Service Center ........... . 

Element III A: Location and Accessi
bility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Centers ........ . 

Element III 8: Dissemination of 
Instructional Media Information .. 

Element III C: Availability of 
Instructional Media ....... . 

Element III D: Storage and Retrieval 
of Instructional Media ....... . 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instruc
tional Media Hardware and Software .. 

Element III F: Production of Instruc-
tional Media Software ....... . 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technic~l School 
Physical Facilities .......... . 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Existing Classrooms ...... . 

Element IV B: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Newly Constructed Classrooms .. 

The Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 
School Budget and Finance ....... . 

.. 

Element V A: Development of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
Budget. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

vi 

Page 

49 

50 

51 

53 

53 

55 

57 

58 

59 

59 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

67 

70 

71 

71 



Chapter Page 

Element V B: Basis for Budget 
Allocations . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74 

Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs 75 
Evaluation of Vocational-Technical School 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Profess i anal Staff. . . . . . . . . 76 

Element VI A: Vocational-Technical 
Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff . . . . . . . . . 76 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff . . . 78 
Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 

School Educational Media Services. . . . . . . 79 
Element I A.: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 80 
Element I B: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
as an Integral Part of Curriculum and 
Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 

Element I C: Commitment to Providing 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . 83 

Element I D: Commitment to Financing the 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 

Element I E: Commitment to Staffing the 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Media Services -- Curriculum and 
Instruction. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87 

Element II A: Consultative Services in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization. . . . . . . . . . 87 

Element II B: Inservice Education in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization. . . . . . . . . . 89 

Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . 90 

Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Staff in Planning . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
Schoo 1 Media Service Center. . . . . . . . . . 93 

Element III A: Location and Accessibility 
of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Centers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 

Element III B: Dissemination of Instruc-
tional ~1edia Infonnation. . . . . . . . 95 

Element III C: Availability of Instruc-
tional Media. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 

vii 



Chapter Page 

Element III D: Storage and Retrieval 
of Instruction a 1 Med ~Ia. . . . . . . 98 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instruc-
tional Media Hardware and Software. . 99 

Element III F: Production of Instruc-
tional Media Software . . . . . . . . 100 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Physical Facilities . . . . . . . 101 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/ 
Learning R~source Center Facilities 
in Existing Classrooms. . . . . . . 102 

Element IV B: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Newly Constructed Classrooms . . 104 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Budget and Finance. . . . . . . . . . . 105 

Element V A: Development of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
Budget. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106 

Element V B: Basis for Budget Allocations. 108 
Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs . 109 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Professional Staff. . . . . . . . . 110 

Element VI A: Vocational-Technical 
Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff . . . . . . . . 111 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff . . 113 
The Comparison-Between-Population Evaluation and 

Preference for Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs. . . . . . . . 114 

Summary, Conclusion, and Recommendations. 116 
Major Findings. . . . 118 
Con~lusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121 
Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122 

V. ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF DATA RELATED TO AREA 
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS ..... . 

Evaluation of Area Vocational-Technical School 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 

124 

Programs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125 
Evaluation of Vocational-Technical School 

Educational Media Services . . . . . . . 126 
Element I A: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 126 
Element I B: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
as an Integral Part of Curriculum and 
Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129 

viii 



Chapter Page 

Element I C: Commitment to Providing 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . 130 

Element I D: Commitment to Financing 
the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs. . . . . . 132 

Element I E: Commitment to Staffing 
the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs. . . . . . 134 

Evaluation of the Vocational Technical School 
Media Services -- Curriculum and Instruction . 135 

Element II"A: Consultative Services in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization. . . . . . . . . . 137 

Element II B: Inservice Education in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization. . . . . . . . . . 138 

Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . 140 

Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Staff in Planning . . . . . . . . . . . . 141 

Evaluation of the Area Vocational-Technical 
School Media Service Center. . . . . . . . . . 143 

Element III A: Location and Accessibility 
of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Centers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143 

Element III B: Dissemination of Instruc-
tional Media Infolfi111ation. . . . . . . . . 146 

Element III C: Availability of Instruc-
tional Media. . . . . . . . . . . . 147 

Element III D: Storage and Retrieval 
of Instructional Media. . . . . . . . 149 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instruc-
tional Media Hardware and Software. . 150 

Element III F: Production'of Instruc-
tional Media Software . . . . . . . . 151 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical School 
Physical Facilities. . . . . . . . . . . 153 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Existing Classrooms. . . . . . . 153 

Element IV 8: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Newly Constructed Classrooms . . 156 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical School 
Budget and Finance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 

Element V A: Development of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
Budget. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158 

ix 



Chapter Page 

Element V B: Basis for Budget· 
Allocations . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160 

Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs 162 
Evaluation of the Area Vocational-Technical 

School Professional Staff. . . . . . . . . 163 
Element VI A: Area Vocational-Technical 

Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff . . . . . . . 165 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff . . 166 
Preference for Area Vocational-Technical School 

Instructional Media/Lea~ning Resource Center 
Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Educational Media Services. . . . . . 168 

Element I A: Commitment to Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs . 169 

Element I B: Co11111itment to Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
as an Integral Part of Curriculum and 
Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171 

Element I C: Commitment to Providing 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities . . . . . . . . . 173 

Element I D: Co11111itment to Financing 
the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs. . . . . . 174 

Element I E: Commitment to Staffing the 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . 176 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Media Services -- Curriculum and 
Instruction. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177 

Element II A: Consultative Services in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization. . . . . . . . . . 178 

Element II 8: Inservice Education in 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization. . . . . . . . . . 180 

Element II C: faculty-Student Use of 
Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs . . . . . . . . . . . 181 

Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Staff in Planning . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Media Service Center .......... 184 

Element III A: Location and Accessibility 
of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Centers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 185 

Element III B: Dissemination of Instruc-
tional Media Information. . . . . . . . . 187 

X 



Chapter Page 

Element III C: Availability of 
Instructional Media . . . . . . . 189 

Element III D: Storage and Retrieval of 
Instructional Media . . . . . . . . . . . 190 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instruc-
tional Media Hardware and Software. . . . 191 

Element III F: Production of Instruc-
tional Media Software . . . . . . . . . . 193 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Physical Facilities . . . . . . 194 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Centers in 
Existing Classrooms . . . . . . . 195 

Element IV B: Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Centers in Newly 
Constructed Classrooms. . . . . . . 197 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Budget and Finance. . . . . . . . . . . 199 

Element V A: Development of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
Budget. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 199 

Element VB: Basis for Budget Allocations. 201 
Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs . 203 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 
School Professional Staff. . . . . . . . . . . 204 

Element VI A: Area Vocational-Technical 
Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff . . . 205 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff 207 

VI. DISCUSSION . . 

Introduction .. 
Major Findings. 
Conclusions . . 
Implications. . 
Recommendations 
Recommendations 

. . 
for Future Research 

209 

209 
211 
221 
224 
226 
227 

BIBLIOGRAPHY. 228 

APPENDIXES. . 232 

APPENDIX A - AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOLS IN THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA . . . . . . . . . . . . 233 

APPENDIX B - CRITERA: INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN AREA VOCATIONAL
TECHNICAL SCHOOLS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·241 

xi 



APPENDIX C - EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST: AN INSTRUMENT 
FOR SELF-EVALUATING AN INSTRUCTIONAL 
MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAM 

Page 

IN AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOLS. . . 255 

APPENDIX D - PREFERENCE CHECKLIST: AN INSTRUMENT 
FOR DETERMINING PREFERENCE FOR AN INSTRUC
TIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 
PROGRAM IN AN AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL 
SCHOOL. . . . 271 

APPENDIX E - COVER LETTERS . . 284 

APPENDIX F - FOLLOW UP LETTER. . 287 

xii 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

I. Number and Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Responding to the Evaluative Checklist and Preference 
Checklist . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 

II. Reliability of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 and 11 Preference 
Checklist 11 by Section on the Pilot Study. . . . . . . 37 

III. Number and Percentage of the Pilot Study Population 
Responding to the Evaluative Checklist and Preference 
Checklist . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 

IV. Percentages of Population Who Evaluated Their Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the 
Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, and Optimal Ranges 
of Media Program Adeqaucy on Program Elements Included 
within the Area of Vocational-Technical School 
Educational Media Services. . . . . . . . . . . 46 

V. Percentages of Population Who Evaluated Their Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the 
Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, and Optimal Ranges 
of Media Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included 
within the Area of Vocational-Technical School Media 
Services -- Curriculum and Instruction. . . . . . . . 54 

VI. Percentages of Population Who Evaluated Their Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the 
Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, and Optimal Ranges 
of Media Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included 
within the Area '.of Vocational-Technical School Media 
Service Center. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 

VII. Percentages of Population Who Evaluated Their Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the 
Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, and Optimal Ranges 
of Media Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included 
within the Area of Vocational-Technical School 
Physical Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 

xiii 



Table 

VIII. Percentages of Population Who Evaluated Their Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the 
Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, and Optimal Ranges 
of Media Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included 
within the Area of Vocational-Technical School Budget 

Page 

and Finance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 

IX. Percentages of Population Who Evaluated Their Instruc
tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the 
Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, and Optimal Ranges 
of Media Program Adequa:cy on Program Elements Included 
within the Area of Vocational-Technical School 
Professional Staff. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77 

X. Percentages of Population Who Prefer Their Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the Level I, 
Level II, Level III, and Level IV Ranges of Media 
Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included within 
the Area of Vocational-Technical School Educational 
Media Services. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 81 

XI. Percentages of Population Who Prefer Their Instructional 
Media/Leafl'ning Resource Center Programs in the Level I, 
Level II, Level III, and Level IV Ranges,1of r-1edia 
Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included within 
the Area of Vocational-Technical School Media 
Services -- Curriculum and Instruction. . . . . . . . . 88 

XII. Percentages of Population Who Prefer Their Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the Level I, 
Level II, Level III, and Level IV Ranges df Media 
Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included within 
the Area of Vocational-Technical School Media Service 
Center. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94 

XIII. Percentages of Population Who Prefer Their Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the Level I, 
Level II, Level III, and Level IV Ranges of M~dia 
Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included within 
the Area of Vocational-Technical School Physical 
Facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 

XIV. Percentages of Population Who Prefer Their Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the Level I, 
Level II, Level III, and Level IV Ranges of Media 
Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included within 
the Area of Vocational-Technical School Budget and 
Finance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107 

xiv 



Table 

XV. Percentages of Population Who Prefer Their Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs in the Level I, 
Level II, Level III, and Level IV Ranges of Media 
Program Adequacy on Program Elements Included within 
the Area of Vocational-Technical School Professional 

Page 

Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112 

XVI. Reliability of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 and 11 Preference 
Checklist 11 by Section . . . . . . . . . 125 

XVII. Percentages of Supe~intendents and Instructors Who 
Evaluated Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs in the Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, 
and Optimal Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-Tech-
nical School Educational Media Services . . . . . . . . 127 

XVIII. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who 
Evaluated Their Instructional Media/Leanning Resource 
Center Programs in the Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, 
and Optimal Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-Tech
nical School Media Services -- Curriculum and 
Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136 

XIX. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who 
Evaluated Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs in the Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, 
and Optimal Ranges of MeMa Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-Tech-
nical School Media Service Center . . . . . . . . . . 144 

XX. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who 
Evaluated Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs in the Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, 
and Optimal Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-Tech-
nical School Physical Facilities. . . . . . . . . . . 154 

XXI. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who 
Evaluated Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs in the Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, 
and Optimal Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-Tech-
nical School Budget and Finance . . . . . . . . . . . . 159 

XV 



Table 

XXII. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who 
Evaluated Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs in the Undeveloped, Minimal, Functional, 
and Optimal Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-Tech-

Page 

nical School Professional Staff . . . . . . . . . . . 164 

XXII I. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who Prefer 
Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs in the Level I, Level II, Level III, and 
Level IV Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-
Technical School Educational Media Services . . . . 178 

XXIV. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors !Who Prefer 
Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs in the Level I, Level II, Level III, and 
Level IV Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational
Technical School Media Services -- Curriculum and 
Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179 

XXV. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who Prefer 
Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs in the Level I, Level: II, Level III, and 
Level IV Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-
Technical School Media Service Center . . . . . . . . 186 

XXVI. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who Prefer 
Their Instructional Media/Leauning Resource Center 
Programs in the Level I, Level II, Level III, and 
Level IV Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-
Technical School Physical Facilities. . . . . . . . . 196 

XXVII. Percentages of Superintende~ts and Instructors Who Prefer 
Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs in the Level I, Level II, Level III, and 
Level IV Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-
Technical School Budget and Finance . . . . . . . . . . 200 

XXVIII. Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors Who Prefer 
Their Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs in the Level I, Level II, Level III, and 
Level IV Ranges of Media Program Adequacy on Program 
Elements Included within the Area of Vocational-
Technical School Professional Staff . . . . . . . . . 206 

xvi 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 

1. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile to the 
Preference Checklist Profile for the Population at the 

Page 

Skills and Inmate Training Centers in Oklahoma . . . . 115 

2. Comparison of the Total Evaluative Checklist Profile to 
the Total Preference Checklist Profile for Superin
tendents and Instructors at Area Vocational-Technical 
Schools in Oklahoma. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212 

3. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile to the 
Preference Checklist Profile for Superintendents at 
Area Vocational-Technical Schools in Oklahoma. . . . 215 

4. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile to the 
Preference Checklist Profile for the Instructors in 
Area Vocational-Technical Schools in Oklahoma. . . . 219 

5. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile of 
Superintendents to the Evaluative Checklist Profile 
of the Instructors at Area Vocational-Technical 
Schools in Oklahoma. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 

6. Comparison of the Preference Checklist Profile of 
Superintendents to the Preference Checklist Profile 
of Instructors in Area Vocational-Technical Schools 
in Oklahoma. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 223 

xvii 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In a recent Californa election, the voters expressed a strong 

desire for reduced taxes and more efficient gover!1llent spending 

(Proposition 13). This desire of the California voters seems to be 

spreading across the nation. During the 1979 Oklahoma legislative 

session, teachers in Oklahoma expressed concern that proposed tax 

cuts would cause serious cuts in educational programs. Faced with the 

possible loss of tax dollars and increased inflation in the United 

States, educators must find ways to make their various educational 

programs even more effective. 

Due to increasing technology in the educational field today, 

one area of potentially high cost is in the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs of the various school systems. 

Since these programs are encouraged by Public Law 89-10, the analysis 

of these proqrams for quality and effectiveness seems to be logical 

and beneficial. 

A quality instructional media/learning resource center program 

can be analyzed in terms of six categories: program of services, 

personnel, facilities and equipnent, materials, expenditures, and 

organization. These categories were established in a policy statement 

on school libraries by the Council of Chief State School Officers 

(1961). Since the categories were established after the National 
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Defense Education Act of 1958 and were not changed after the 

Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965, they appear to remain valid 

in terms of identifying effective instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

A relatively new way of evaluating instructional media/learning 

resource center programs for quality and effectiveness is to 

categorize the programs into six different areas. These areas 

are administrative commitment to instructional media/learning 

resource center programs, media services, media service centers, 

physical facilities, budget and finance, and professional staff 

(Allen, 1972; King, 1969; Petty,·1972; and Stroud, 1978). 

To determine the effectiveness or the status of an instruc

tional media/learning resource center program, a periodic assess

ment should be performed. According to Stufflebeam (1975), 

assessment or evaluation is the act of examining and judging, 

concerning the worth, quality, significance, amount, degree or 

condition of something. In short, evalution is the ascertain

ment of merit. Stufflebeam outlined two functions for evalua

tion, to provide information for decision making and accounta

bility. 
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The Association for Educational Communications and Technology 

(1976) feels that the purpose of evaluation is not to prove but to 

improve; therefore, any evaluation under this assumption holds the 

potential for creating change. According to Moreland and Craig 

(1974), media programs and learning resource centers should be under 

constant systematic evaluation. This evaluation is to identify 

strengths and weaknesses in the programs and affect desirable changes. 
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Evaluation seems to have many meanings and purposes. The American 

Heritage Dictionary (1976) states, "Evaluate implies considered judg

ment in setting a value on a person or a thing. 11 The keywords in this 

definition are judgment and value. No one wants to be a victim of 

judgment, and the word "value" is dependent on the individual doing 

the evaluating (Broden and Walker, 1978). 

In this study, evaluation should serve the purpose of determining 

the present status of the instructional media/learning resource 

center program. To establish a baseline, in assessing judgment or 

value, the criteria should come from the consensus of many media pro

fessionals. 

There are several evaluation programs established by the various 

state, regional, and professional accrediting agencies. These evalu

ation tools vary in their approach to determining the relevance, 

transfer, and value of the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. In a review of the various evaluative tools used, 

some inventory the equipment available for instructional support of 

the educational institution (Jones, 1977). Other program evaluations 

inventory the various programs available in instructional media sup

port (Inventory of Instructional Media, North Central Association 

of Colleges and Schools, 1975). These instruments are primarily 

quantitative measurements (inventories). The quantitative measure

ment is the most popular type of evaluation, primarily because it is 

easier to count media hardware, software, and programs than to evalu

ate their effectiveness (Stroud, 1978). It has been assumed that more 

is better, and, therefore, quantity is equal to quality. Quantity 

does not assess the effectiveness of these programs or the effectiveness 



in the utilization of the available media hardware and software. 

There are other potential deficiencies in the present evaluation 

instruments. One potential deficiency exists in the fact that evalu

ations are normally performed by personnel other than those directly 

involved with the instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams or those directly charged with the administration of these 

programs. This outside evaluation is time consuming, costly, and 

involves additional personnel (Stufflebeam, 1975). 

There is a possible alternattve to the quantitative evaluation 

tools being used to evaluate instructional media/learninq resource 

center programs today. The ideal evaluation process will measure 
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more than one aspect of the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. It will use both quantitative and qualitative infor

mation and will employ a variety of techniques (Stroud, 1978). The 

instrument used for this study appraised the administrative commitment 

to the instructional media/learning resource center program. In 

addition, it qualitatively assessed the media services, media service 

center, facilities, budget and finance, and the professional staff. 

In essence, it not only answered the question of what support is 

available from the instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams, it also determined the instructor and administrative prefer

ence for the center programs. The major strength of this evaluation 

was that the actual users performed the evaluation, reducing the 

threat of outside opinions. A program of this type, in all probabil

'ity, will cost less than an evaluation by an outside agency. An 

advantage of a self-evaluation is the internal correction of deficiencies, 

without the direction of administrative supervisors. 



The State Department of Vocational and Technical Education of 

Oklahoma has thirty-three area schools with multi-faceted 
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instructional media/learning resource center programs at various 

stages of development. In order to determine the status of these 

programs and appraise what support is available to the instructional 

media/learning resource centers (in terms of administrative commit

ment, media services, media service centers, facilities, budget and 

finance, and professional staff), the State Department of Vocational 

and Technical Education of Oklahoma deemed it an appropriate activity 

to engage in an assessment of these programs. To assist in planning 

for future needs and operations, input from the area vocational

technical school superintendents and instructional staff was obtained 

regarding their preference for the quality of the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. 

Definition of Terms 

The definitions of the following terms apply to this study. 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools are centralized vocational 

high schools which provide vocational education opportunities for 

students from several surrounding high school districts, which cannot 

for financial reasons or lack of sufficient enrollment afford to 

offer large numbers of vocational programs in their own individual 

schools (Briggs, 1971). The schools are open also for adult educa

tion programs. A list of area vocational-technical schools in the 

state of Oklahoma is provided in Appendix A. 

Instructional media refers to all equipment and materials 

traditionally called audio-visual materials and equipment such as the 



following: television, overhead projectors, film strip projectors, 

audio tape recorders, record players, film projectors, and other spe

cial purpose equipment. The term will also include books, programmed 

texts, still pictures, charts, and graphics. The term instructional 

media will be used interchangeably with educational media and will 

mean both instructional equipment and instructional materials. 
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Instructional media/learning resource center programs are those 

educational media services provided to the teachers and students of 

area vocational-technical schools. These services include the availa

bility and use of audio-visual hardware and software, production 

services, in-service training, design services, administrative ser

vices, information, consultation, the use of resource facilities, and 

the availability of a professional staff to augment and manage these 

services. 

Learning Resource Center is a facility that has the functions of 

identifying, acquiring, storing, retrieving, and making available 

information in a variety of formats. This definition will include 

curriculum resource centers, media resource centers, audio-visual 

resource centers, or any other center in the area vocational~technical 

school where resources are collected, are stored, and are available 

for use by students, faculty, or both. 

Problem Statement 

What is the level of sophistication of the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the area vocational-technical 

schools in the state of Oklahoma as perceived by the area school 

superintendents and instructors as compared to their preference for 



the level of sophistication for these programs? 

Purpose of the Study 

A review of media standards and evaluation instruments indicates 

that there is a lack of evidence of qualitative assessment of the 

multi-faceted instructional media/learning resource center programs 

in area vocational-technical schools in the state of Oklahoma. There 

appears to be no documentation of the status of these programs in 

terms of what support is avail able and what support is preferred by 

the administrative and instructional staff at these schools. 
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This study inquired about the administrative commitment, media 

services, media service centers, facilities, budget and finance, and 

professional staff which provides the present instructional support in 

area vocational-technical schools in the state of Oklahoma. 

1. Two groups of educational personnel were questioned about 

the support available in the six major categories of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

These groups were: 

a. The superintendents of area vocational-technical schools 

in the state of Oklahoma~ and 

b. area vocational-technical school instructional staff, 

including department heads and classroom instructors. 

2. This study also attempted to determine area vocational

technical school superintendents and instructional staff 

preferences for utilization of the services provided by and 

for the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. 
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Scope and Limitations 

The self-evaluation instrument was limited to an evaluation of 

six major categories concerning a quality instructional media/learning 

resource center program. 

Category I: Administrative Commitment to Area Vocational-

Technical School Educational Media Services 

1. Commitment to the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 

2. Commitment to instructional media/learning resource 

center programs as an integral part of curriculum and 

instruction. 

3. Commitment to providing instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities. 

4. Commitment to financing the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

5. Commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

Category II: Media Services - Curriculum and Instruction 

1. Consultative services in instructional media/learning 

resource center utilization. 

2. In-service education in instructional media/learning 

resource center utilization. 

3. Faculty-student use of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

4. Involvement of the instructional media/learning resource 

center staff in planning. 



Category III: The Media Service Center 

1. Location and accessibility of the instructional media/ 

learning resource centers. 

2 .. Dissemination of instructional media information. 

3. Availability of instructional media. 

4. Storage and retrieval of instructional media. 

5. Maintenance of instructional media hardware and soft

ware. 

6. Production of instructional media software. 

Category IV: Physical Facilities 

1. Instructional media/learning resource center facilities 

in existing classrooms. 

2. Instructional media/learning resource center facilities 

in newly constructed classrooms. 

Category V: Budget and Finance 

1. Reporting financial needs. 

2. Basis for budget allocations. 

3. Development of instructional media/learning resource 

center programs budget. 

Category VI: Professsional Staff 

1. Area vocational-technical schools instructional media/ 

learning resource center staff. 

2. Building media staff. 

This investigation was limited to area vocational-technical 

schools in the state of Oklahoma as identified in Appendix A of 

this study. 
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Organization of the Study 

Chapter I is a general description of the study. Included in 

this chapter are the introduction, problem statement, purpose of 
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the study, definition of terms, scope and limitations, and organization 

of the study. 

Chapter II is a review of the research related to the study. 

Included in this chapter are reviews of studies conducted over the 

past ten years. 

Chapter III describes the procedures used to evaluate the in

structional media/learning resource center programs in area vocational

technical schools. This chapter includes the steps used to collect, 

analyze, and evaluate the data pertaining to the study. 

Chapter IV is the analysis and findings of the pilot study. In

cluded in this chapter is the pilot evaluation of the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs of selected Skills and 

Inmate Training Centers in the state of Oklahoma. 

Chapter V is an analysis and evaluation of the instructional 

media/learning resource programs as perceived by the area vocational

technical school administrators and members of the instructional staff 

as compared to their preference for these programs. 

Chapter VI includes a general summary of the study, major find

ings, implications, conclusions based on the findings of the study, 

recorTJTiendations for improving the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs in the area Vocational-technical' schools 

in the state of Oklahoma, and areas that might require further research 

1in terms of implementing or developing improved instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature related 

to aspects of this study. Although there have been evaluations of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs in vocational-

technical schools in one form or another, the availability of specific 

literature is limited. Therefore, this review of literature will 

examine studies made primarily in public schools, colleges, and 

universities. 

This approach to a review of the literature will be used because 

.of a commonality of all educational systems --the preparation of 

individuals to enter a productive society. Meckley (1972) stated: 

Whether occupational training programs are housed 
in specialized high schools, departments of high schools, 
technical schools, or junior colleges, they all have at 
least one goal in common -- preparation of persons for 
entering the labor market {p. 19). 

One instructional support system common to all levels of education, 

elementary, secondary, and postsecondary, is the learning resource 

center. In fact, the term "learning resource center" will vary from 

one institution or level of institution to another. Chisholm and 

Ely (1976) wrote: 
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Call it a library, a media center, an audio-visual 
center, a learning resources center, or an information 
center -- the important factor is that the functions of 
identifying, acquiring, storing, retrieving, and making 
available information in a variety of formats are per
formed (p. 11). 

Since these centers generally operate under similar guidelines and 

essentially use similar equipment, a rationale for using public 

school, college, and university studies is justifiable. 

This review of literature will be presented in two sections. 

The first section will examine studies establishing the criteria for 

evaluating instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

The second section will survey studies using evaluation procedures 

which are similar to the evaluation instrument used in this study. 

Establishing the Criteria 

Howe II (1968) stated that American industry has an unsurpassed 
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history of effectiveness, yet one of our greatest industries -·- educa-

tion -- has not fully profited from the capacities of industry. 

Skinner (1968) suggested that there is no reason why the schoolroom 

be any less mechanized than, for example, the kitchen. Those who 

would create better educational opportunities must strive to develop 

comprehensive systems that meet the needs of students of differeng 

abilities, backgrounds, and interests. These systems should enable 

both students and instructional staff to adjust to and influence the 

changing society in which they live (AmericanLibraryAssociation and 

Association for Educational Communications and Technology, 1975). 

In an attempt to meet the challenges implied above, Public Law 

89-10, which includes Title II of the Elementary and Secondary 



13 

Education Act, provided funds to develop audio-visual services and 

facilities for educational institutions. This act also was a catalyst 

for the development of instructional media hardware and software. The 

State Department of Education in its administration of Title II, 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, was to develop, evaluate, 

and set standards for selection, acquisition, and use of the instruc

tional media and learning resource center materials and programs 

(Jones, 1977). 

The Connecticut State Department of Education in a 1951 survey 

established six areas to be evaluated. These areas were (1) audio

visual staff, (2) facilities, (3) equipment, (4) budgets, (5) utili

zation practices, and (6) administration of audio-visual programs. 

Fulton (1955) identified six major areas for evaluation in a 

study of audio-visual programs in the state of Oklahoma. These areas 

were (1) organization and administration, (2) teacher education, 

(3) dissemination of audio-visual information, (4) research and 

evaluation, (5) tax support, and (6) film distribution. 

One recommendation made by Fulton, as a result of his study, 

was that the audio-visual activities be evaluated on a definitely 

planned basis. This evaluation, according to Fulton, should be 

accomplished by the schools and counties and should be a self-evalua

tion. This recommendation has importance to the present study because 

the instrument being used to determine the level of sophistication 

of the instructional media/learning resource center programs is the 

11 Evaluative Checklist, 11 third edition, developed by Fulton, King, 

Teague, and Tipling (1980b). 

The Council of Chief State School Officers (1961) established 
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six categories to be analyzed in a policy statement on school librar

ies. These six categories were program of services, personnel, 

facilities and equipment, materials, expenditures, and organization. 

The program of services, the first category, provides assistance 

in selection, accessibility, and organization of resource materials 

and equipment to the educational system which it supports. It also 

provides for instructional support in terms of consultative services 

as well as providing equipment, facilities, and instruction in the 

use of audio-visual resources. Service of equipment will be included 

within the program of services. In addition, the design function 

of this service is in a constant state of review and change to imple

ment current developments in instructional technology. The design 

function provides for formulating and analyzing objectives, establish

ing priorities, implementing the instructional system, and establish

ing an evaluation criteria for the instructional system. 

The category of personnel is a primary concern of the Council 

of Chief State School Officers. In instructional media/learning 

resource center programs the selection of a professional media staff 

is as important as the selection of a teaching or administrative 

staff. According to the American Library Association and the 

Association for Educational Communications and Technology (1975), 

the word professional implies abilities, skills, and knowledge. 

These abilities, skills, and knowledge should include appropriate 

academic preparation, a disposition to problem solving, expertise 

in one or more areas of educational technology or library and informa

tion science, personal efficiency, effective human relationships, and 

participation in professional associations. The term 11 media 



professional 11 includes all persons who possess the above mentioned 

attributes, training, and experience in areas of instructional 

technology and audio-visual techniques. A quality instructional 

media/learning resource center program will provide guidelines for 

the selection of such a staff. 

The selection and maintenance of facilities and equipment is 
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to be governed by definite policies set forth by the responsible 

educational agency. These policies are essential if a quality in

structional media/learning resource center program is to exist. With

out adequate facilities and functioning equipment, instructional 

support cannot be provided. 

Materials in a learning resource center include such items as 

books, films, audio tapes, phonographic records, television tapes, 

and other like items. The selection, collection, accessibility, 

and caring for these materials (media software) is equally as impor

tant in an effective instructional media/learning resource center 

program as is the care of the media equipment (hardware). Media 

materials should be selected on the basis of the needs of the learner 

and the specified learning objectives. Media software should be 

accessible to the learner and/or the instructional staff at the 

appropriate time in the learning sequence. Once these materials have 

been used by the learner and/or the instructional staff, these 

materials should be checked for damage, cleanliness and abuses, 

maintained, and replaced if necessary. This is especially important 

to the learner and/or the learner•s facilitator. 

Finances must be provided for an effective instructional media/ 

learning resource center program. These expenditures must include 



16 

salaries, purchase of equipment and materials, maintenance of equip

ment and material, care of facilities, provisions for capital improve

ments, and any other costs considered necessary. For the program 

to be truly effective, sound fiscal management is imperative. Although 

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in its survey of 

Media Standards Report (Jones, 1977) suggested that ten percent of 

the per pupil operational cost be applied to this program, cost could 

vary in different areas of the country, depending upon the individual 

wealth of the school district. Gallup (1979}, in a poll of the 

public 1 s attitude toward public schools, estimated the total opera

tional cost per child to be approximately $2,100 nationwide. 

As with any other program, effectiveness of an instructional 

media/learning resource center program is dependent upon its organi

zation (formal and informal) and its leadership. It is important 

that the program be guided and managed effectively. It is equally 

important for the user of the program to understand the organization 

in order to know just where to initiate the request for the needed 

instructional support. These criteria established by the Council 

of Chief State School Officers are of importance because they outline 

the total functions of instructional media/learning resource centers. 

A more recent checklist or breakdown of categories for the evalu

ation of instructional media/learning resource center programs is 

the Evaluative Checklist: An Instrument for Self-Evaluating an 

Educational Media Program in School Systems (Fulton, King, Teague, 

and Tipling, 1979b), now in its third edition. This evaluation in

strument, widely used in the educational media field, uses input 

exclusively from the media specialist (Stroud, 1978). The criteria 



for this checklist, developed by Fulton (1966b) and now in its 

third revision, are derived from two primary sources. The first 

source was a review of more than 150 articles, books, and monograms 

addressing the various aspects of educational media programs. The 

second source for the criteria was obtained from papers written by 

outstanding media professionals in the country. Each specialist 

was given a special assignment to write a description of what 

was considered to be a model educational media program (Fulton, 

King, Teague, and Tipling, 1979a). The result of this study 

was an evaluative checklist which measures administrative 
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commitment to educatiOnal media programs, facilities, financing, 

staffing, and integrating media as a part of instruction. It also 

measures media services in terms of consultation services, in-service 

education, utilization, and involvement of media staff in planning. 

In addition, this instrument assesses the media service center in 

terms of accessibility, location, dissemination of media information, 

availability of educational media, storage, retrieval, maintenance, 

and production of media hardware and software. Additional areas 

measured are facilities, budget and finance, and the professional 

staff. 

The category breakdown in this instrument and its criteria is 

comprehensive, but it is not, nor was it intended to be, inclusive. 

However, it does present useful guidelines in the evaluation of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs, and it also 

assists in making subjective judgments about specific aspects of 

on-going programs (Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling, 1979a). 

Thornton and Brown (1968) expressed an observation which has 



significant implications to this study: 

... no permanent and lasting effect in improving in
struction through the application of new media will 
occur until there is a substantial institutional comnit
ment to the purpose ... (p. 146). 

This observation is in agreement with Fulton's Criteria Relating to 

Educational Media Programs in School Systems (1968a) and the Evalua

tive Checklist: An Instrument for Self-Evaluating an Educational 

Media Program~ School Systems (Fulton, 1968b). Administrative 

staffs of institutions must be committed to all aspects of an educa

tional media program in order to improve the quality of instruction 

by the appropriate utilization of educational media. 

According to Thornton and Brown (1968), institutional conmitment 

to this purpose must include at least the following elements: 

... (a) administrative involvement expressed in 
financial support and in recognition of faculty par
ticipation, by means both of release time and of 
promotional policies; (b) adequate capital investments 
in both space and equipment; (c) technical staff to 
assist instructors in development of materials and 
in operation of technical equipment, with leadership 
of faculty status; and (4) faculty interest in im
proving the quality of instruction (p. 146). 

The following concluding observations were made by Thornton; and 

Brown (1968): 

1. Application of technology to higher education 
seems to have been far more adaptive than creative. 

2. There is need for concentrated effort both 
nationally and within regions and single institutions 
on the development of materials of instruction to be 
used with new media. 

3. Physical facilities for instructonal applica
tion of new media are still inadequate. 
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4 .... facultYdevelopmen.tprograms are essential 
elements in efforts to modernize instruction. 

5. . .• the systematic approach to instruction 
offers promise for the attainment of economics of efforts 
and of instructional time in higher education (p. 145-
146). 
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Sanner (1974), following Fulton's criteria for educational media 

programs in universities and colleges, developed an 11 Educational 

Media Program Faculty Opinionnaire." He used this instrument to get 

the opinions of a jury of twelve winners of Distinguished Teaching 

Awards pertaining to the educational media programs in California 

state universities and colleges. A major reconmendation to come from 

the findings of this study is that increased effort should be made 

to fully inform the faculty members of the California state univer-

sities and colleges about their own educational media programs and 

educational media in general. 

The North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (1975) 

developed an inventory of policy and programs for instructional 

technology. This inventory is the result of four years of conmittee 

staff work, a national invitational seminar/workshop, and feedback 

from over 500 North Central Association member schools and post-

secondary institutions. This inventory, or evaluation instrument, 

is designed to be used by elementary, secondary, and postsecondary 

institutions for the following purposes: 

1. To assist faculty, staff, and administration 
in the planning and evaluation of policies and programs 
for instructional technology. Institutional self-study 
committees will find this inventory useful when con
ducting a self-study and preparing for a visit by an 
NCA evaluation team. 



2. To facilitate visits conducted by NCA evaluation 
teams and consultants. Visiting teams, in consultation 
with their host institutions, can use this inventory 
as a general outline for considering instructional tech
nology. 

3. To provide teacher-training students with a 
resource and valuable insights into policies, programs, 
and applications of instructional technology (p. i-ii). 
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Although the North Central Association instrument is an inventory 

of instructional technology programs, the criteria and the areas 

examined follow the same guidelines as established by the other instru

ments discussed in this chapter. 

The Association for Educational Communications and Technology 

{1976) developed an instrument, Evaluating Media Programs: District 

and School. This instrument used the criteria and guidelines estab

lished in the American Library Association and Association for Educa-

tional Communications and Technology (1975) book Media Programs: 

District and School. The purpose of this evaluation instrument is 

to accomplish the following goals: 

1. To assist the local school district in orga
nizing descriptive data for the purpose of improving its 
media program. 

2. To provide descriptive data for use by outside 
agencies invited to participate in the local planning 
and evaluation process. 

3. To provide an assessment tool for purposes 
of accreditation (p. 5). 

This instrument examines such areas as school system profile and 

budget, services, personnel, physical facilities, and collection. 

Again, these areas are in common with other agency evaluation concerns. 

In the 1977 Association for Educational Communications andTechnol-

ogy_ Region VII Leadership Conference Report, a group of media pro

fessionals, working within the theme 11 lnstructional Technology: 



Dealing with Today•s Reality~upointedoutJ that positive evaluation 

resulted in increased utilization, support in funding policies, sup-

port for adequate staff personnel, improvement or expansion of 

facilities, and input into the program from all levels in the educa

tional environment. They also pointed out that evaluation must be 

continuous and revised to meet the changing needs of the programs 

as perceived by the participants (users, staff, and administrators) 

of the program. 

Hawkins (1979) studied the status of educational media services 

in selected pub1ic secondary schools in the state of Missouri. In 

his study, he examined specific components of educational media 

programs such as school systems, educational media physical facili-

ties, educational media center equipment collection inventory, 

educational media personnel, and the educational media budget. 

The criteria for this study was established by a jury of media 

professionals. These individuals were selected from professionals 
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known for their credentials as leaders, number of years of experience, 

and their membership in the Association of Educational Communications 

and Technology. 

Hawkins made the following conclusions based on the findings 

of his study: 

1. Facilities were generally adequate in terms of floor 
space and light control units at all schools. 

2. According to the jury criteria, equipment per teaching 
station was inadequte. 

3. All schools used certified media staff members. 

4. Schools in all categories generally did not meet the 
criteria established by the jury for educational media 
services. 



5. The budget of the majority of the Missouri schools was 
not adequate to purchase equipment to meet the criteria 
established by the jury (p. 124). 

This study has importance because the establishment of the 

educational media program criteria was developed by media profes

sionals. This approach is similar to Fulton•s Criteria Relating to 

Educational Media Programs .:!.!! Elanentary and Secondary Schools 

{1968a). 

In summary, there have been numerous agencies, organizations, 

22 

and individuals who have attempted to establish criteria for evaluating 

educational media programs. Theareascommon to each have been facili-

ties, budgets, professional staff, media services, media service 

centers, and administration of educational media programs. The 

Criteria for Educational Media Programs in School Systems, Third 

Edition, (Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling, 1979a) embraces all 

the common criteria and is the most recent. 

Evaluations Using .. Evaluative Checklist .. 

Since the development of Fulton•s Self-Evaluative Checklist 

and Criteria for. Evaluating Educational Media Programs (1966b), 

several evaluations have been conducted at the public school, univer-

sity, and college level. A review of the literature reveals that 

there are no studies using this instrument to evaluate educational 

media programs in area vocational-technical schools. 

An evaluation of educational media programs in Oklahoma public 

schools was made by Teague (1966). In this study he evaluated the 

current status and functions of educational media programs in Oklahoma 

public high school districts. This study found that there was little 



commitment from either the administrators or the teachers towards 

educational media programs. There was a weakness in the location of 

the educational media center and, as a result, a weakness in the dis-

tribution methods. He also found the need for better physical 

facilities which would improve the utilization of educational media 

in the classrooms. Finally, he discovered that there was a need for 

an increase in the number of educational media personnel in the 

schools. In Teague's study the criteria used and the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 are similar to the qualitative standards which are used 

in this study. 

A nation-wide study designed to encourage further effective 

use of educational technology was conducted under the direction of 

Bloodworth and Wedberg (1967). The study located various types of 

programs with new or improved methods of instruction for visitation 
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purposes. Using the Fulton Evaluative Checklist (1966b), the following 

findings were made: 

1. Better classroom utilization of instructional mater
ials results in schools employing a full-time media 
specialist. 

2. Many of the innovative programs are in operation 
because of the avilability of federal funds. 

3. Of over 2,000 respondents, about 20 percent had an 
audio-visual director full time, about 25 percent 
employed a full time director part time, and in more 
than 50 percent of the schools no single individual 
was directly in charge of the educational media pro
grams. 

4. Material centers under the direction of librarians, 
without instructional media training, tended to be 
print oriented and did not provide adequate informa
tion to teachers on the use of audio-visual materials 
in instruction (p. 146). 

The Bloodworth and Wedberg Study (1967) was,important to this 



research because it evaluated some schools 'in Oklahoma, using the 

Fulton Evaluative Checkli~t (1966b). 

King (1969) used the Fulton Criteria Relating to Educational 

Media Programs~ Elementary and Secondary Schools (1968a) and re

vised the Fulton Evaluative Checklist (1968b) for his study. This 

was the first study using the improved Evaluative Checklist, which 

is still being utilized and is now in its third revision. From the 

King study the following conclusions were reached: 

1. Educational media programs in the Oklahoma public 
schools were more effective when the administration 
and faculty were committed to the provision and use 
of a wide variety of educational media and services. 

2. The general facilities in many existing classrooms 
in Oklahoma public schools were not generally equipped 
to utilize a wide range of media. Physical facilities 
in many newclassroomsappeared to be better equipped 
for a wider use of media. 

3. Only limited provisions were made in Oklahoma public 
schools for staffing the educational media programs. 
In most cases the educational media director was not 
given adequate time or staff to provide the degree 
of media services needed within the schools. 

4. Larger school systems in Oklahoma appeared to be 
more adequately equipped in their media program 
than the smaller school systems. 

5. In-service education in the use of educational media 
in Oklahoma public schools was generally not pro
vided in smaller schools. 

6. There was a positive relationship between well estab
. lished educational media programs and teacher utili

zation of educational media (p. 157). 

The King study has significant importance to the present study 

because the instrument used is revised from the instrument developed 

by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1979b). 

24 



Lambert (1970) used an early version of the Evaluative Checklist 

(1968b) in his study. This checklist only looked at three levels of 

sophistication in the educational media programs. Lambert found the 

following shortcomings in an evaluation of university and college pro-

grams in the state of Florida: 

1. The in-service education program conducted by the profes
sional media staff to acquaint the faculty with media 
services, emerging new developments, and the appropriate 
utilization of educational media as integral to the in
structional process; 

2. The involvement of professional media personnel with 
faculty members in curriculum planning and development 
and in the integration of appropriate media and tech
nology into the instructional process; 

3. The educational media center•s facilities, personnel, 
and ability to locally produce a range of media and 
original materials for faculty utilization; · 

4. The quantity of professional, technical, and clerical 
media personnel required to provide a comprehensive 
educational media service (p. 97). 

Lambert stated: 

Colleges and universities, particularly institu
tions involved in the prepara~ion of teachers, have a 
significant role to play and a dual responsibility. These 
institutions should not only provide leadership in devel
opment of exemplary educational media programs, but, by 
their example in the professional education and traininq 
of teachers, also provide for the appropriate utilization 
of educational media and technology as integral to the 
instructional process. 

Of paramount consideration in this study was the 
concomitant responsibility of institutions engaged in 
teacher preparation programs to have an institutional 
c011111itrnent to the educational media programs and to have 
implemented their commitment by providing a broad spectrum 
of educational media, services, and technological resources 
to appropriately mediate the instructional process (p. 82-83). 

The Lambert (1970) study is important because it emphasizes the 

importance of commitment to educational media programs in terms of 



26 

integrating them into the instructional process and the importance 

of continued in-service training of the faculty in the utilization of 

the total aspects of these programs. 

In a study of Oklahoma universities and colleges completed by 

Allen (1972), the following conclusions were reached: 

1. Services provided from the educational media program 
in the areas~fmedia utilization and in-service educa
tion to instructors are generally not provided. 

2. Many Oklahoma universities and colleges do not regard 
the educational media program as an integral part of 
the instructional program and therefore fail to give 
their media programs the necessary support they need 
for proper operation. 

3. When the educational media programs are organized under 
the auspices of the university or college library, the 
dean of instruction or the college president is usually 
the educational media director•s immediate supervisor. 

4. Generally the physical facilities of the media pro
grams are not readily accessible to the institution•s 
instructors, thus a low rate of media utilization 
could be the result of improper location and/or acces
sibility of educational media. 

5 •. Media personnel are not generally available when and 
if the instructors need their expertise, and many of 
the media directors are given little or no released 
time for performance of their duties. 

6. Most educational media program budgets are not devel
oped as an integral part of the total educational 
program. 

7. Many institutions do not have a sufficient quantity 
of materials and equipment to meet Department of 
Audio-visual Instruction (now Association for Educa
tional Communications and Technology) standards. 

8. The quality ofan educational media program is related 
to the quality of personnel, equipment, and materials 
associated with the.educational media program. 

9. It is desirable to have a centrally located media 
program which provides services for one central loca
tion. 



10. There is some evidence to support the conclusion that 
if the institutions that have weak programs had strong
er administrative commitments their programs could be 
stronger (p. 152). 
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The Allen (1972) study is important for several reasons. First, 

it is an evaluation of educational media programs based on self-

evaluation of these programs using the 11 Evaluative Checklist ... Second, 

it showed a relationship between program strengths and administrative 

commitment. Finally it showed no significant difference between 

state-owned universitt.es, colleges, and independent colleges which in 

part validates Meckley's (1972) statement regarding the commonality 

of training programs. 

In an evaluation of the educational media programs in the state 

of Louisiana, Nicosia (1973) compared educational media programs to 

teacher utilization practices. In this study he found that generally 

there was a strong use of recordings, motion picture films1 (16mm), 

filmstrips, and overhead transparencies. Instructional units were 

generally weak in the use of opaque projection, slides (2 x 2), 

motion picture films (Bmm), and the use of tape recordings. The use 

of educational television and the video tape recorder was invariably 

nonexistent. 

In addition to the findings pertaining to the equi pnent usage, 

Nicosia's study revealed other deficiencies in the Louisiana educa-

tional media programs: 

1. Services to the instructional units from the educational 
media centers in the area of media utilization and 
in-service education were not generally provided. 

2. Most Louisiana school systems were· not committed to 
financing the educational media programs. 



3. Although the educational media programs were regarded 
as an integral part of the instructional programs, they 
lacked the necessary administrative support. 

4. Provisions for staffing the educational media pro
grams in the instructi'onal units were limited. 

5. The physical facilities provided in classrooms (exist
ing and new) were customarily not adequate to utilize 
a wide range of media. 

6. The educational media programs in the larger size in
structional units appeared stronger than the programs 
in the medium or smaller units. 

7. There is a positive relationship between a well-estab
lished educational media program and teacher utilization 
of educational media programs in the Louisiana public 
school system (p. 115). 
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Nicosia's study, like others before it, illustrates a lack of 

in-service education for media utilization and a lack of administra-

tive commitment. It also points out that schools with established 

educational media programs will have better teacher utilization. 

Moreland and Craig (1974), in developing a guide to organizing 

a learning resource center in health science educational institutions, 

stated, "The constant systematic evaluation of the learninq resource 

center is one of the most important functions the director and his 

colleagues will perform" (p. 53}. They felt that evaluation programs 

should examine the following in learning resource centers: 

1. Leadership adequacy of learning resource center direc
tor. 

2. Learning resource center services. 

3. Principles of learning and teaching. 

4. Principles of curriculum development. 

5. Application of media as an integral part of the curric
ulum .. 

6. In-service education for faculty. 
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7. Standards for facilities for media utilization. 

8. Standards for equipment for media utilization. 

9. Standards for production of media for utilization. 

10. Standards for professional and support personnel. 

11. Desirable expansion and growth of consultant and 
technical support and services. 

12. Budgetary support. 

The evaluation instrument they offered in their guidelines is 

very similar in construction and criteria to the 11 Evaluative Check

list .. (1980b) used in this study. The major difference between the 

Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1979b) instrument and the instru

ment offered by Moreland and Craig is the number of levels. The 

instrument used in this study will evaluate the media programs 

using four levels, as compared to three levels in the Moreland Craig 

report. 

In summary, evaluations using the Evaluative Checklist (Fulton, 

King, Teague and Tipling, 1979b) have effectively shown deficiencies 

in educational media programs not following the criteria established 

by media professionals. The most frequently observed deficiency 

was the lack of comnitrnent to the media pro~rams by the administra-

tion. Other deficiencies noted were the limited number of in-servicP. 

proqrams and the non-availability of media professionals and support 

personnel. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter will describe how the evaluation of the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in area vocational-technical 

schools in the state of Oklahoma was conducted. Included in this 

chapter is a description of the evaluation plan, a description of the 

subjects, the instrumentation, procedures for collecting the data, 

and the procedures for analyzing the data. 

Description of the Evaluation Plan 

The evaluation plan follows the guidelines set forth in "Program 

Evaluation Skills for Busy Administrators,•• prepared by Owens and 

Evans (1977). This plan established a sequential guide for organizing 

evaluation plans. Using this guide, the major areas that were devel

oped in formulating this plan were: 

1. Objectives. 

2. Information requirements. 

3. Information sources. 

4. Instrumentation. 

5. Data collection. 

6. Time Schedule. 
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7. Analysis. 

8. Reporting procedures. 

Each of these areas is addressed in the appropriate section of this 

chapter. 

Description of the Subjects 

The populations surveyed were the Oklahoma Area Vocational

Technical School superintendents and instructional staff. The pri-

mary objective in using these two populations was to obtain the 

evaluation of the instructional media/learning resource center pro-
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grams from two perspectives: administrative and instructional. Both 

of these sources have the necessary information to make a fair evalua-

tion of the instructional/media learning resource center programs. 

In addition, both of these sources are able to state with a reasonable 

degree of accuracy their preference for the future of these programs. 

The first population, the area vocational-technical school 

superintendents, was surveyed in total. There were thirty-three area 
,---··•""" 

school superintendents or school directors in the state of Oklahoma 

(Appendix A). 

The second population consisted of the instructional staff of 

area vocational-technical schools in the state of Oklahoma. This 

population was further identified as full-time instructors who have 

at least one year of teaching experience. There were 667 instructors 

meeting population criteria. This entire population was surveyed. 

The numberand percentage of each population responding to the 

11 Evaluative Checklist 11 and 11 Preference Checklist 11 are shown in 

Table I. Follow-up letters were sent to those members of either 



population not responding to the survey. 

Type of 
Respondent 

Superintendents 

Instructors 

TABLE I 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SUPERINTENDENTS 
AND INSTRUCTORS RESPONDING TO THE 

EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST AND 
PREFERENCE CHECKLIST 

Number in 
Popu·lation 

33 

667 

Number of 
Responses 

25 

306 

Instrumentation 

Percent 
Responding 

76 

46 

The instrument used in this study is a modification of the 

Evaluative Checklist: A~ Jnstrument for Self-Evaluating an Educa

tional Media Program .:!D_ School Systems, developed by Fulton, King, 

Teague, and Tipling (1979b). 

Since one of the objectives of this study is to determine the 

32 

preference for support in instructional media/learning resource center 

programs, the instrument was modified to include a preference check

list (King and Lowden, !980). (rhe instrument was further revised by j 
making the terminology compatible with that used in the area vocation-

al-technical schools. The revised instrument, "Evaluative Checklist: 
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An Instrument for Self-Evaluating an Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Program in Area Vocational-Technical'Schools," (1980b) 

appears in Appendix C. 

All references made to the "Evaluative Checklist 11 in the remainder 

of this study will be to the revised form of the "Evaluative Check

list," developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980b), rather 

than to the original instrument, and will be referred to as the 

"Evaluative Checklist. 11 

The "Evaluative Checklist" is based on Criteria Relating to 

Educational Media Programs in School Systems developed by Fulton, 

King, Teague, and Tipling (1979a) and the1 Evaluative Checklist: 

An Instrument for Self-Evaluating an Educational Media Program in 

School Systems developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1979b). 

The primary reasons for using the criteria developed by Fulton were 

its sources and the intent for its utilization. The critera were 

empirically derived from two primary sources. First, many of these 

criteria were derived from the literature dealing with various aspects 

of educational media programs, some of which are listed in Chapter 

Two of this study. Second, others were derived from papers written 

by outstanding educational media specialists representing various 

parts of the country. These criteria have been validated through 

wide usage of the checklist in other studies (Allen, 1972; King, 1969; 

Moreland and Craig, 1974; Nicosia, 1973; Petty, 1972; Stroud, 1978; 

and Teague, 1966). According to King (1979), to date there have been 

230,000 instruments sold by the Association of Educational Communica

tions and Technology. Since these studies represent evaluations of 

colleges and universities, public school systems, and specialized 
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schools, it is believed that the same critera will apply to vocational

technical schools with revision or comparable terminology (Appendix B). 

Each "Evaluative Checklist 11 item consists of descriptions of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs operating at 

four levels of media program adequacy. The description of the 

11 upper 11 level of media program adequacy represents optimum criteria 

by which the particular element of the instructional media/learning 

resouce center program is evaluated. The description of the 11middle 11 

level of the media program adequacy falls below the criteria relating 

to effective programs. The description of the 11 lower 11 level of ade

quacy falls far below the criteria. The description of the 11minimal 11 

level of program adequacy refers to a situation in which no criteria 

are met. This range falls into the 11 inadequate 11 range of instructional 

media/learning resource center program adequacy on the profile sheet 

in the Evaluative Checklist (King, 1969). 

The following is a sample item from the modified 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 : 

. ,... 
N 
....... 

'+-
0 

()) 
c 
0 

ITJ 121 Q] 

C. Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Programs 

Faculty, staff, and students seldom use 
educational media . 

Only a few faculty, staff, and students uti.:. 
lizeeducational media in class presentations. 

Several faculty, staff, and students utilize 
appropriate educational media in presentations 
and independent study. 

Most faculty, staff, and students use appro
priate educational media in their presenta
tions, learning activities, and independent 
study. 
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The 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 provided an opportunity for each survey 

participant to rate his program at one of the four levels of program 

adequacy under each item. Each level contains three places to check, 

giving the participant an opportunity to rate each element as being 

at any one of twelve places on a scale from undeveloped to optimal. 

Elements of the program which were checked by the participant 

as being in the undeveloped range of media program adequacy (1 to 3) 

were considered not to have that segment of their instructional media/ 

learning resource center program established. It would be categorized 

therefore in the undeveloped range of instructional media/learning 

resource center program adequacy. Elements checked in the 11 lower 11 

range of media program adequacy (4 to 6) were considered minimal. 

Elements which were checked as being in the 11middle 11 range of media 

program adequacy (7 to 9) were considered neither weak nor strong but 

were functional. Elements which were checked as being in the 11 upper 11 

range of instructional media/learning resource center program adequacy 

(10 to 12) were considered as optimal. 

According to Fulton (1966a), the instrument was developed based 

on the concept that (1) evaluation is the process of ascertaining 

the value of something, which involves the passing of judgment on the 

degree of its worthiness, and that (2) the degree of validity of 

such a judgment is largely determined by the validity and comprehen

siveness of the information available to the person making the 

judgment. The revised instrument follows that concept. 

The 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 which was modified from the Fulton, 
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King, Teague, and Tipling (1979b) instrument is in its third revision 

and has been published by the Associationfor Educational Conmunica

tions and Technology. It has also been used in other studies (Allen, 

1972; King, 1969; Nicosia, 1973; Petty, 1972; and Teague~ 1966). 

It has been cited as being widely used in the field (Stroud, 1978) 

and has been used in a modified format for the evaluation of a learning 

resource ceoter in a health science educational institution (Moreland 

and Craig, 1974). It is listed among the evaluation tools for instruc

tional media programs by the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare (Jones, 1977). 

Reliability 

To insure the reliability of the instrument, a pilot study was 

conducted at selected skills and inmate training centers in the State 

Department of Vocational and Technical Education in Oklahoma. Cron

bach•s Alpha was used to verify the reliability of the instrument. 

Table II shows the reliability for each section of the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 and the .. Preference Checklist ... 

Preference Checklist 

The .. Preference ChecklisC (Appendix D) is a rewording of the 

11 Evaluative Checklist .. items. These itens are designed to obtain from 

the survey participant his preference fCir an instructional media/ 

learning resource center program. The 11 Preference Checklist .. is 

based on the .. Criteria: Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Programs in Area Vocational-Technical Schools ... This criteria was 

developed by Fulton, King, Teague and Tipling (1980a). 



Section 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

v 

VI 

TABLE II 

RELIABILITY OF THE 11 EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST" 
AND "PREFERENCE CHECKLIST 11 BY SECTION 

ON THE PILOT STUDY 

Evaluative Checklist Preference Checklist 

0.78415 0.90486 

0.74508 0.88485 

0.84435 0.92238 

0.74413 0. 71772 

0.80654 0.85136 

0.92857. 0.92486 
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The following is a sample item from the 11 Preference Checklist: 11 

c. Faculty-Student Use of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs 

(/) 

ITJ I1J rn ffi Faculty, staff, and students should 
+l seldom use educational media. .,.. 
N 

[!] m II] ...-I Only a few faculty, staff, and stu-
OJ dents should utilize educational ..s:: 
+l media in class presentations. 
'+-
0 m [§] [I1 OJ Several faculty, staff, and students 
c ·should utilize appropriate educa-0 

tional media in presentations and 
....- independent study . c 
0 

~ 

~ IDI u Most faculty, staff, and students ~ 
tU use appropriate educational media :::E: 

in their presentations, learninq 
activities, and independent study. 
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Like the 11 Evaluative Checklist, .. the 11 Preference Checklist 11 pro-

vided an opportunity for each survey participant to rate his preference 

at one of four levels of program adequacy under each item. Each level 

contains three places to check, giving the participant an opportunity 

to rate each element as being at any one of twelve places on a scale 

from not preferred (level I) to most preferred (level II). 

Elements of the program checked by the participant in the lower 

range (1 to 3) are considered as not preferred (level I). Elements 

checked in the range of 4 to 6 are considered as less preferred (level 

II). Elements in the range of 7 to 9 are considered as preferred 

(level III). Elements checked in the 11 Upper 11 range (10 to 12) are 

considered as most preferred (level IV). 

Participants who selected level I on the 11 Preference Checklist 11 

---.. 
indicated that their instructional media/learning resource center pro-

grams should remain at a level of sophistication which would be con-

sidered undeveloped in accordance with the criteria developed by 

Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). Selection of level II 

indicated a preference for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs which would meet minimum standards. Selection of 

level III indicated a desire for program adequacy at the functional 

level. Those participants who selected leve~ indicated a desire 

for the optimal in instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. 

Procedures for Collecting the Data 

The 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 and the 11 Preference Checklist 11 along 

with a cover letter (Appendix E) were distributed to the superintendents 



of the thirty-three area vocational-technical schools in the state 

of Oklahoma (Appendix A). In addition, the "Evaluative Checklist," 

the "Preference Checklist," and a cover letter were distributed to 

each instructor in the area vocational-technical schools in the 

39 

state of Oklahoma which met the criteria established in the "Descrip

tion of Subjects" section of this chapter. 

The fall owing was the task objective for each survey participant: 

1. Condition: All the survey participants were given 

the following items: 

a. Criteria summary for instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

b. A self-evaluative checklist. 

c. A preference checklist. 

d. Instructions for the completion of the self-evaluative 

checklist and the preference checklist. 

2. Task: 

a. The survey participant evaluated his area vocational

technical school's instructional media/learning resource 

center programs in the following areas: 

1. Administrative commitment. 

2. Media services. 

3. Media service center. 

4. Physical facilities. 

5. Budget and finance. 

6. Professional media staff. 

b. The survey participant indicated his preference for the 

following services in his area vocational-technical 



school •s instructional media/learning resource center 

program: 

1. Administrative commitment. 

2. Media services. 

3. Media service center. 

4. Physical facilities. 

5. Budget and finance. 

6. Professional media staff. 
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3. Standards: This survey was completed individually and was \ 

based on the survey participant•s own perceptions and know

ledge. 

The 11 Evaluative Checklist .. was coded for control purposes. This 

code was destroyed once the response suspense date had passed to 

insure confidentially of the participant. 

Each participant was given an initial period of two weeks for 

completion. A follow-up letter was considered necessary. Provisions 

for the return of the questionnaires were made through return mail. 

Analysis of the Data 

The overall evaluation of the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs was shown by presenting frequency tables in each of 

the following categories: (1) evaluation for each element by super

intendent. and instructor populations and (2) preference for each 

element by superintendents and instructors. 

The data also was presented, using a profile of the twenty-two 

elements evaluated in each of the following dichotomies: (1) a 

profile of the evaluation of superintendents and instructors, (2) a 



profile of the preference of superintendents and instructors, (3) a 

profile displaying the difference between the evaluation and prefer

ence of superintendents, (4) a profile displaying the difference 

between the evaluation and preference of the instructors, and 
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(5) a profile showing the difference between evaluation and preference 

for the combined populations. The data used to construct a profile 

was based on the median for each item. The profile presented on this 

measure of central tendency was based on a twelve point scale. 



CHAPTER IV 

PILOT STUDY 

Introduction 

This chapter will describe the pilot study conducted in selected 

skills and inmate training centers under the coordination of Oklahoma 

State Department of Vocational _and Technical Education. The pilot 

study had two primary purposes: (1) to test the reliability of the 

instruments used in this study and (2) to test the procedures outlined 

in Chapter III. 

The data collected for the pilot study also were analyzed and 

displayed. This procedure was similar to those procedures outlined in 

Chapter III, with these exceptions: (1) only two frequency charts 

were shown, one for evaluation and one for preference, and (2} only 

one profile chart was displayed, comparing evaluation to preference. 

The reason for the reduction in the display data was the combination 

of administrative and instructor personnel into one population. 

Description of Procedures 

Data Collection 

The instruments, the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and the 

11 Preference Checklist 11 (Appendix D), and cover letter (Appendix F) were 

sent together for distribution to the individual members of the 
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population. This procedure was used to reduce the cost of individual 

mai 1 i ng. Each set of instruments.had a self-addressed, postage-p.aid 

envelope for the return of the completed instruments. 

The response rate, shown in Table III, was 74 percent. This 

response rate was obtained without follow-up letters being sent to 

the members of the population. It should be noted that the response 

rate only includes useable returns. There were six responses which 

could not be used because the data were either incomplete or the 

instrument was incorrectly completed. 

TABLE II I 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF THE PILOT STUDY 
POPULATION RESPONDING TO THE 

EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST AND 
PREFERENCE CHECKLIST 

Number in 
Population 

Number of 
Responses 

Percent 
Responding 

89 66 74 

Data Analysis 

The data were encoded and processed using The Statistical Package 

for the Social_ Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and 

Bent, 1975). Contained in Table II, Chapter III, is the reliability 



44 

for each section of the two instruments. This reliability estimates 

the internal consistency for each of the six sections. Cronbach's 

Alpha was used to provide this estimate (Cronbach, 1951). Since 

the instrument examined six different areas, an overall instrument 

reliability would have been inappropriate. The data gathering 

procedures outlined in Chapter III were followed in conducting the 

pil at study. 

Analysis of Data 

The evaluation of the instructional media/learning resource 

center program in Oklahoma Vocational-Technical Skills and Inmate 

Training Centers was divided into six major areas of educational 

media programs: (1) vocational-technical school educational media 

services, (2) media services - curriculum and instruction, (3) the 

media service center, (4) physical facilities, (5) budget and 

finance, and (6) professional staff. It should be noted that 

the instruments were designed for area vocational-technical schools; 

however, some officials of the State Department of Vocational and 

Technical Education feel that due to the similarity of the type 

of programs employed within the skills and inmate training centers 

the use of this instrument was considered appropriate. 

Evaluation of the Vocational

Technical Schools Educational 

Media Services 

The first section of the "Evaluative Checklist" contains five 

program elements relating to the commitment level of skills and 



inmate training centers administration and faculty for instructional 

media/learning resource center programs. The evaluation for each 

of the five elements in Section I of the "Evaluative Checklist" 

is presented in Table IV and represents the perceptions of the 

respondents at each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. 

The evaluation of educational media services was based on criteria 

developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). These 

criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element I A: Commitment to Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs 
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The Data. Element I A of the "Evaluative Checklist" obtains 

judgmental responses regarding the extent to which the vocational

technical school meets the criteria showing commitment of the admini

stration and instructional staffs to the instructional media/learning 

resource center program. These criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the "Eval1.uative 

Checklist" (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table IV 

illustrates the percentage of the respondents at the skills and 

inmate training centers who judged the "Evaluative Checklist" re

sponses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

ranges of program adequacy. 

Table IV indicates that 85 percent of the personnel at the 

skills and inmate training centers judged their programs as being 

in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eight percent of the 

respondents felt their instructional media/learning resource center 



TABLE IV 

PERCENTAG~S OF POPULATION WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL, 

AND OPTIMAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON P~OGRAM ELEMENTS 
INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL 

EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES* 

I Percentage of Population in Each Range of 
Media Program Adequacy 

Program Element 
Undeveloped(%) ~1 i n i rna 1 ( % ) Funct i ana 1 (5;) Optimal(%) 

~~ 
IA COfi1Tlitment to Instructional Media/Learning i-J_vf 

Resource Center Programs i!?l J 85 8 0 4 
--~-~--~~~.-~-l.Q_<,.?_ \:'~,. 

IB Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning 1 ·" --· ~ 

Resource Center Programs as an Integral I 
Part of Curriculum and Instruction I 39 0 32 29 

! 

IC Commitment to Providing Instructional Medi~/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities [ 36 14 27 23 

\ 

' 
ID Commitment to Financing the Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 47 12 12 29 

IE Commitment to Staffing the Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 55 30 9 6 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section I N=66 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single popluation for purposes of pilot study. 



program adequacy was at least minimal. Three percent of the per

sonnel felt that their program was functional, and four percent 

of the personnel believed their media program adequacy to be 

optimal. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 85 percent of 

the 66 respondents believed their programs in the skills and in

mate training centers to be weak in commitment to the provisions 

of the instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Eleven percent of the participants believed their programs were 

neither weak nor strong, while four percent of the respondents 

believed their programs were strong in terms of commitment to in

structional media/learning resource center program adequacy. 

Element I B: Commitment to lnstruc

tional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs as an Integral 

Part of Curriculum and 

Instruction 

47 

The Data. Element I B of U1e 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

in which the vocational-technical school meets these criterrta related 

with the commitment of the administrative and instructional staff 

to the provisions and use of instructional media/learning resource 

center programs as an integral part of curriculum and instruction. 

Criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion 

summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the 
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Criteria (Appendix B). These criteria establish the basic philosophy 

for commitment to instructional media/learning resource center pro

gnams as an integral part of curriculum and instruction. Table IV 

shows the percentage of the population at the skills and inmate 

training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses 

as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges· 

of program adequacy. 

Table IV indicates that 39 percent of the personnel at the 

skills and inmate training centers judged their programs as being 

in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. None of the partici

pants judged their programs as being in the minimal range, while 

32 percent of the individuals surveyed indicated that their program 

was in the functional range of program adequacy. The survey showed 

that 29 percent of the surveyed population believed their program 

was in the optimal range of ptl1·ogram adequac}l. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 39 percent of the 

66 respondents believe their programs at the skills and inmate train

ing centers are weak in personnel commitment to the provisions of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs as an integral 

part of curriculum and instruction. Of the 66 participants in the 

survey, 32 percent believed their programs were neither weak nor 

strong. Twenty-nine percent of the administrators and instructors 

believed they had a strong commitment to instructional media/learning 

resource center programs as an integral part of curriculum and 

instruction. 



Element I C: Commitment to Providing_ 

Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities 

The Data. Element I C of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 obtains 
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judgmental responses pertaining to the extent the vocational-technical 

schools meet criteria relating to_the commitment of the administra

tion and instructional staffs to providing instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities. Criteria used as a basis for this judg

ment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Check

list11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). These criteria 

address the need for short and long range system wide plans which 

provide· for the needs of instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities. Table IV shows the percentage of the population at 

the skills and inmate training centers who judged the 11 Eva1uative 

Checklist 11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, 

or optimal ranges of program adequacy. 

Table IV indicates that 36 percent of the participants at the 

skills and inmate traiming centers judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Fourteen percent of the 

respondents felt their programs were only minimal. Twe-~!.Y.:::?-'~~-~-_per

cent of the population surveyed rated their commitment to facilities 

in the functional range, while twent,t::thr.eJLP_~_rc:~~-t rated their com

mitment to instructional media/learning resource center facilities as 

optimal. 

Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 36 percent of the 66 

participants believe their program to be weak in personnel commitment 
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to the provisions of providing instructional media/learning resource 

center facilities. Of the 66 participants, 41 percent believed 

the commitment to providing instructional media/learning resource 

center facilities was neither weak nor strong, while 23 percent of 

the population felt that the commitment to providing media facilities 

was strong. 

Element I D: Commitment to Financing 

the Instructional Media/Learni..ml. 

Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I D of the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses in regard to the extent 

the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to the 

commitment of the administration and instructional staffs to the 

provisions of financing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. These criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the .. Evaluative Checklist .. 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table IV shows the 

percentage of the population at the skills and inmate training centers 

who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. responses as being in the unde

veloped, minimal, functional, and optimal ranges of program adequacy. 

Table IV indicates that 47 percent of the personnel at the 

skills and inmate training centers judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Twelve percent of the 

respond;rts felt the commitment to financing the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs was minimal, and 12 percent felt this 

commitment was functional. Of the 66 participants, 29 percent felt 
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the commitment to financing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs was optimal. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 47 percent of 

the 66 respondents believe their programs to be weak in the commitment 

of the administrative and instructional staff at the skills and inmate 

training centers to the provisions of financing the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs. Twenty-four percent of the 

respondents believed this commitment was neither weak nor strong. , 

Twenty-nine percent of the participants believed the commitment to 

financing the instructional media/learning resource center programs 

to be strong. 

Element I E: Commitment to Staffing 

the Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I E of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical school administrative and instructional staff 

is committed to the staffing of the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. Criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). These criteria outline 

the basic philosophy to the commitment to staffing the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in terms of professional and 

non-professional staff members. Table IV shows the percentage of 

the population at the skills and inmate training centers who judged 



the 11 Evaluat1ve Checklist 11 responses as being in the undeveloped, 

minimal, functional, or optimal ranges of program adequacy. 
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Table IV indicates that 55 percent of the population at the 

skills and inmate training centers judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy in terms of staffing their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs. Thirty 

percent of the individuals surveyed believed their programs were in 

the minimal range of program adequacy. Of the 66 personnel surveyed, 

n1ne.oercentbelieved their programs were functional while six percent 

rated their programs in the optimal range of program adequacy in 

terms of the commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 55 percent of the 66 

respondents believed their programs to be weak in the commitment of the 

administrative and instructional staff at the skills and inmate train

ing centers to the provisions of staffing the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. Thirty-nine percent of the parti

cipants believed this commitment was neither weak nor strong, and 

six percent rated this commitment strong in terms of the commitment 

to the staffing of the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. 



Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Media Services - Curriculum 

and Instruction 
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The second section of the "Evaluative Checklist" contains four 

program elements relating to utilization of school media services in 

curriculum and instruction. The evaluation of each of the four 

elements in Section II of the "Evaluative Checklist" is presented in 

Table V and represents the perceptions of the checklist respondents 

at each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation 

of the school media services - curriculum and instruction was based 

on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). 

These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element II A: Consultative Services in 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Utilization 

The Data. Element II A of the "Evaluative Checklist" has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical school meets criteria relating to consultative 

services in instructional media/learning resource center utilization. 

Criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion 

summary block on the "Evaluative Checklist" (Appendix C) and in the 

Criteria (Appendix B). Table V shows the percentage of the population 

at the selected skills and inmate training centers who judged the 

"Evaluative Checklist" responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, 

functional, or optimal ranges of program adequacy. 



I IA 

I IB 

IIC 

IID 

TABLE V 

PERCENTAGES OFPOPULATION WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS: IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL, 

AND OPTIMAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM 
ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-

TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICES - CURRICULUM 
AND INSTRUCTION* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) 

Consultative Services in Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Utilization 65 15 15 

Inservice Education in Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Utilization 37 33 27 

Faculty - Student Use of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Utilization 29 11 33 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Staff in 
Planning 72 8 14 

Sourc~: Evaluative Checklist, Section II N=66 

Optimal(%) 

5 

3 

27 

6 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 



Table V indicates that 65 percent of the respondents at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged the consultative 

services utilization as being in the undeveloped range of program 

adequacy. Fifteen percent of the respondents felt that their con

sultative services utilazation adequacy was at least minimal. 

Fifteen percent of the personnel felt their consultative services 

utilization was functional, and five percent of the personnel be

lieved their consultative_services utilization adequacy to be 

optimal. 

Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 65 percent of the 66 

respondents believed their programs to be weak in consultative· 

services in instructional media/learning resource center utilization 

at the selected skills and inmate training centers. Thirty percent 

of the participants believed the consultative services utilization 

was neither weak nor strong, while five percent of the respondents. 

believed their programs were strong in consultative services in 

instructional media/learning resource center utilization. 

· Element II B: Inservic~ Education in 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Utilization 

The Data. Element II B of the "Evaluative Checklist" obtains 

judgmental responses pertaining to the extent that the vocational

technical school meets the criteria relating to in-service education 

in instructional media/learning resource center utilization. These 

criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion 

55 
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summary block on the "Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in 

the Criteria (Appendix B). These criteria establish the basic 

philosophy for in-service education in instructional media/learning 

resource center utilization. Table V shows the percentage of the 

population at the selected skills and inmate training centers who 

judged the "Evaluative Checklist" responses as being in the un

developed, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table V indicates that 37 percent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their in-service 

education utilization as being in the undeveloped range of program 

adequacy. Thirty-three percent of the respondents judged in-service 

education utilization as being in the minimal range, while 27 percent 

of the individuals surveyed indicated that their in-service education 

utilization was in the functional range of program adequacy. The 

survey showed that three percent of the population believed their 

in-service education utilization was in the optimal rang~ of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 37 percent of the 

66 respondents at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

believed their programs to be weak in in-service education utiliza

tion. Of the 66 participants in the survey, 60 percent believed 

their programs were neither weak nor strong. Three percent of the 

administrators and instructors believed they have strong in-service 

education utilization. 



Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs 
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The Data. Element II C of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

that the vocational-technical school meets the cr.iteria relating to 

faculty-student use of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in 

the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist~~ (Appendix 

C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table V shows the percentage 

of the population at the selected skills and inmate training cente~s 

who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in the 

undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges of program 

adequacy. 

Table V indicates that 2~ percent of the participants at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged the faculty-student 

use of instructional media/learning resource center programs as being 

in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eleven percent of the 

respondents felt that use of thei:r programs was only minimal. Thirty

three percent of the population surveyed rated the faculty-student 

use of instructional media/learning resource center programs in 

the functional range, while twenty-seven percent rated the useage 

as optimal. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 29 percent of the 

66 participants believe their program to be weak in faculty-student 

use of instructional media/learning resource center programs at 
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the selected skills and inmate training centers. Of the 66 partici

pants, 44 percent believed that use of the instructionaLmedia/ 

learning resource center programs was neither weak nor strong, while 

27 percent of the population felt that the program useage was strong. 

Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Staff in Planning 

The Data. Element II D of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

that the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to 

the involvement of the instructional media/learning resource center 

staff in planning. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table V shows the 

percentage of the population at the selected skills and inmate 

training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses 

as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, and optimal ranges 

of program adequacy. 

Table V indicates that 72 percent of the personnel at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers judged the involvement of the instruc

tional media/learning resouce center staff in planning as being in the 

undeveloped ~ange of program adequacy. Eiqht percent of the respondents 

felt that the involvement of the staff in planninq was minimal, and 

fourteen percent felt that this involvement was functional. Of the 

66 ~articipants, six percent felt that the involvement of the instruc

tional media/learning resource center staff in planning was optimal. 



Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 72 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their instructional media/learning resource 

center staff involvement in planning is weak. Twenty-two percent 

of the respondents believed this involvement was neither weak nor 

strong. Six percent of the participants believed the involvement 

of the instructional learning resource center staff in planning to 

be strong. 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Media Service Center 
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The third section of the "Evaluative Checklist" contains six 

program elements relating to the vocational-technical school media 

service center. The evaluation of each of the six elements in 

Section III of the "Evaluative Checklist" is presented in Table VI 

and represents the perceptions of the checklist respondents as being 

at each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation 

of the vocational-technical school media service center was based 

on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). 

These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element III A: Location and Accessibility 

of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

·centers 

The Data. Element III A of the "Evaluative Checklist" has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the vocational

technical school administrative and instructional staffs perceptions 

regarding the location and accessibility of their instructional media/ 



IliA 

IIIB 

IIIC 

IIID 

IIIE 

IIIF 

TABLE VI 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE 
CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL, AND OPTIMAL RANGES 

OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA 
OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICE CENTER* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Program Element 
Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional{%) 

location and Accessibiltiy of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Centers 54 27 3 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Infer-
mat ion 46 8 29 

Availability of Instructional Media 42 20 21 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 38 27 32 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware 
and Software 32 39 21 

Producation of Instructional Media Software 41 48 11 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section III N=66 

Optimal(%) 

16 

17 

17 

3 

8 

0 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

0"1 
0 



learning resource centers. The ~riteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VI 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and 

inmate training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 re

sponses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

ranges of program adequacy. 

Table VI indicates that 54 percent of the population at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged the location and 

accessibility of the instructional media/learning resource center 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Twenty-seven 

percent of the individuals surveyed believed the location and acces

sibility of the instructional media/learning resource center was in 
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the minimal range of program adequacy. Of the 66 personnel surveyed, 

three percent believed the location and accessibility were functional, 

while sixteen percent rated their programs in the optimal range of 

program adequacy in terms of location and accessibility of instructional 

media/learning resource centers. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 54 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in the location and 

accessibility of instructional media/learning resource centers at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers. Thirty percent of the 

participants believed this to be neither weak nor strong and sixteen 

percent rated this area of the program as strong. 



Element III B: Dissemination of Instruc

tional Media Information 

The Data. Element III B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

that the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to 

62 

the dissemination of instructional media information. Criteria used 

as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion summary block on 

the 11 Evaluation Checklist" (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix 

B). Table VI shows the percentage of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers who judged the "Evaluative Checklist 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or opt.imal 

ranges of program adequacy. 

Table VI indicates that 46 percent of the personnel at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers judged the dissemination of instruc

tional media information as being in the undeveloped range of program 

adequacy. Eight percent of the respondents felt that their instruc

tional media/learning resource center program adequacy was at least 

minimal in this area. Twenty-nine percent of the personnal felt that 

their program was functional, and 17 percent of the personnel 

believed their media program adequacy to be optimal in terms of dissem

ination of instructional media information. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 46 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in dissemination of 

instructional media information. Thirty-seven percent of the parti

cipants believed their programs were neither weak nor strong while 

17 percent of the respondents believed their programs were 



strong in terms of dissemination of instructional media information. 

Element III C: Availability of 

Instructional Media 

The Data. Element III C of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to the 

availability of instructional media. Criteria used as a basis for 
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this judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria {Appendix B). Table VI 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and 

inmate training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses 

as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of 

program adequacy. 

Table VI indicates that 42 percent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy as it pertains 

to the availability of instructional media. Twenty percent of the 

participants judged their programs as being in the minimal range, 

while twenty-one percent of the individuals surveyed indicated that 

their program was in the functional range of program adequacy. The 

survey showed that 17 percent of the population surveyed be-

lieved their program was in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 42 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in the availability 

of instructional media at the selected skills and inmate training 



centers. Of the 66 participants in the survey, 41 percent of the 

participants believed their programs were neither weak nor strong. 

Seventeen percent of the administrators and instructors believed 

that the availability of instructional media is strong. 

Element III 0: Storage and Retrieval 

of Instructional Media 

The Data. Element III D of the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical schools meet the criteria relating to the 

storage and retrieval of instructional media. The criteria used as 
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a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion block on the 11 Evalu

ative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). 

Table VI shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills 

and inmate training centers who judged the •-•Eva 1 uati ve Checkl i st 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

ranges of program adequacy. 

Table VI indicates that 38 percent of the participants at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs, in 

terms of storage and retrieval of instructional media, as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Twenty-seven percent of 

the respondents felt that their programs were only minimal in this area. 

Thirty-two percent of the population surveyed rated this aspect of 

their program in the functional range, while three percent rated the 

storage and retrieval of instructional media as optimal. 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 38 percent of the 

66 participants believed their program at the selected skills and· 

inmate centers to be weak in storage and retrieval of instructional 

media. Of the 66 participants, 59 percent believed that this area of 

their program was neither weak nor strong, while three percent of the 

population felt the storage and retrieval of instructional media was 

strong. 

Element III E: M&1ntenance of Instruc

tional Media Hardware and Software 

The Data. Element III E of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to the 

maintenance of instructinal media hardware and software. The criteria 

used as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion surrmary block 

on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appen

dix B). Table VI shows the percentage of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Check

list11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, 

and optimal ranges of program adequacy. 

Table VI indicates that 32 percent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy in the area of 

maintenance of instructional media hardware and software. Thirty

nine percent of the respondents felt that this area of the program was 

functional. Of the 66 participants, eight percent felt that the main

tenance of instructional media hardware and software was optimal. 
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fvaluatio~.· The data collected indicate that 32 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in the maintenance 

of instructional media hardware and software. Sixty percent of the respon

dents believed this area was neither weak nor strong. Eight percent 

of the respondents believed the maintenance of instructional media 

hardware and software was strong. 

Element III F: Production of Instruc

tional Media Software 

The Data. Element III F of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the voca

tional-technical school administrative and instructional staff per

ceptions regarding the program adequacy of the production of ! 

instructional media software. The criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VI 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and 

inmate training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses 

as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges 

of program adequacy. 

Table VI indicates that 41 percent of the population at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy in terms of 

production of instructional media software. Forty-eight percent 

of the individuals surveyed believed their program was in the minimal 

range of program adequacy. Of the 66 personnel surveyed, 11 

percent believed their programs were functional, while none of the 



participants rated their programs in the optimal range of program 

adequacy in terms of production of instructional media software. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 41 percent of the 
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66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in production of 

instructional media software at the selected skills and inmate training 

centers. Fifty-nine percent of the participants believed this part of 

the program was neither weak rior strong, and none of the participants 

rated this area to be strong. 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Physical Facilities 

The fourth section of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 contains two 

program elements relating to vocational-technical school physical 

facilities as they pertain to instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. The evaluation for each of the two elements in 

Section. IV of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 is presented in Table VII 

a~d represents the perceptions of the checklist respondents as being 

at each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation 

of the vocational-technical school physical facilities is based on 

criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). 

These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities in Existing 

Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 



IVA 

IVB 

TABLE VII 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO EVALUTED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED~ MINIMAL~ FUNCTIONAL, 

AND OPTIMAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELE-
MENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL 

SCHOOL PHYSICAL FACILITIES* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities in Existing Class-
rooms 26 18 50 6 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities in Newly Constructed 
Classrooms 24 32 24 20 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section IV N=66 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

en 
00 
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that the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to 

the instructional media/learning resource center facilities in 

existing classrooms. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. 

{Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VII shows the 

percentage of the population at the selected skills and inmate train

ing centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. responses as being 

in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges of program 

adequacy. 

Table VII indicates that 26 percent of the respondents at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged the instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities in existing classrooms as 

being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eighteen percent 

of the respondents felt that their instructional media/learning re

source center facilities in existing classrooms were at least minimal. 

Fifty percent of the personnel felt that their program was functional 

in this area, and six percent of the personnel believed the adequacy 

of the instructional media/learning resource center facilities in 

existing classrooms to be optimal. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 26 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities in existing classrooms at 

the selected skills and inmate training centers. Sixty-eight percent 

of the participants believed their programs were neither weak nor 

strong i,n this area, while six percent of the respondents believed 

that their programs were strong. 



Element IV B: Instructional Media/Learnin[ 

Resource Center Facilities in Newly Con

structed Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

that the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to 
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the instructional media/learning resource center facilities in newly 

constructed classrooms. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VII shows 

the percentage of the population at the selected skflls and inmate 

training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as 

being in the undeveloped! minimal! functional! or optimal range of 

program adequacy. 

Table VII indicates that 24 percent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged the instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities in newly constructed class

rooms as being in the undeveloped range of program adeqwi'cy. Thirty

two percent of the participants judged these facilities as being in 

the minimal range 5 while 24 percent of the individuals surveyed indica

ted that their instructional media/learning resource center facilities 

in newly constructed classrooms were in the functional range of program 

adequacy. The survey showed that 20 percent of the population sur

veyedbe~ie.vedthese facilities were in the optima:l range of program 

adequacy. 
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Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 24 percent of the 66 

respondents believed the instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities in newly constructed classrooms at the selected skills 

and inmate training centers to be weak. Of the 66 participants in 

the survey, 56 percent believed their programs were neither weak 

nor strong in this area. Twenty percent of the administrators and 

instructors believed they have strong instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities in newly constructed classrooms. 

The Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Budget and Finance 

The fifth section of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 contains three 

program elements relating to the vocational-technical school budget 

and finance as they pertain to the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. The evaluation for each of the three 

elements in Section V of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 is presented in 

Table VIII and represents the perceptions of the checklist respondents 

as being at each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. 

The evaluation of the vocational-technical school budget and finance 

was based on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling 

(1980~). These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element V A: Development of Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 

Budget 

The Data. Element VA of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 



VA 

VB 

vc 

TABLE VIII 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL, AND 

OPTIMAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL 

SCHOOL BUDGET AND FINANCE* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs Budget 47 29 21 

Basis for Budget Allocations 35 20 36 

Reporting Financial Needs 38 41 15 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section V N=66 

Optimal(%) 

3 

9 

6 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 



the vocational-technical schodlmeets the criteria relating to 

the development of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs budget. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion surrrnary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VIII shows the 

percentage of the population at the selected skills and inmate 

training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. responses as 

being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges 

of program adequacy. 

Table VIII indicates that 47 percent of the participants at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged the development 
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of instructional media/learning resource center programs budget as 

being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Twenty-nine 

percent of the respondents felt that their programs in this area were 

only minimal. Twenty-one percent of the population surveyed rated 

the development of instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams budget in the functi ona 1 range, whi 1 e three percent rated this 

area of the program as optimal. 

Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 47 percent of the 66 

participants believed their programs to be weak in development of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs budget at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers. Of the 66 participants, 

50 percent believed this area of the program was neither weak nor 

strong, while three percent of the population felt it was strong. 



Element V B: Basis for Budget 

Allocations 

The Data. Element V B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

that the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to 
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the basis for budget allocations for instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. The criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist .. (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VIII 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and 

inmate training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. responses 

as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, and optimal ranges 

of program adequacy. 

Table VIII indicates that 35 percent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy for the element 

of basis for budget allocations. Twenty percent of the respondents 

felt that this area of the program was minimal and thirty-six percent 

felt that it was functional. Of the 66 participants, 9 percent felt 

that the element of basis for budget allocations was optimal. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 35 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in the basis for 

budget allocations. Fifty-six percent of the respondents believed 

this area was neither weak nor strong. Nine percent of the partici

pants believed the basis for budget allocations to be strong. 
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Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs 

The Data. Element V C of the "Evaluative Checklist" has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

that the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to 

reporting financial needs for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear 

in the criterion summary block on the "Evaluative Checklist" (Appendix 

C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table VIII shows the percentage 

of the population who judged the "Evaluative Checklist" responses 

as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges 

of program adequacy. 

Table VIII indicates that 38 percent of the population at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy in terms of 

reporting financial needs. Forty-one percent of the individuals 

surveyed believed that their program was in the minimal range of pro

gram adequacy. Of the 66 personnel surveyed, fifteen percent be

lieved their programs were functional, while six percent rated their 

programs in the optimal range of program adequacy in terms of reporting 

financial needs for instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. 

Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 38 percent of the 66 

respondents believed their programs to be weak in reporting financial 

needs for instructional media/learning resource center programs at 

the selected skills and inmate training centers. Fifty-six percent 

believed this element of the program was neither weak nor strong, 
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and six percent rated it strong in terms of reporting financial needs. 

Evaluation of Vocational-Technical School 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Professional Staff 

The sixth section of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 contains two 

program elements relating to vocational-technical school instructional 

media/learning resource center professional staff. The evaluation 

for each of the two elements in Section VI of the 11 Evaluative Check

list11 is presented in Table IX and represents the perceptions of 

the checklist respondents as being at each of the four ranges of 

media program adequacy. The evaluation of the vocational-technical 

school instructional media/learning resource center professional 

staff was based on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and 

Tipling (1980a). This criteria appears in Appendix B. 

Element VI A: Vocational-Technical Schools 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Staff 

The Data. Element VI A of the 11 Evall1ative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the voca

tional-technical schools instructional media/learning resource center 

staffs. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in 

the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) 

and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table IX shows the percentage of 

the population at the selected skills and inmate training centers who 

judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in the undeveloped, 



TABLE IX 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL, 

AND OPTIMAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM . 
ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL

TECHNICAL SCHOOL PROFESSIONAL STAFF* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 

VIA Area Vocational-Technical Schools 
Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 74 11 11 4 

VIB Bui 1 ding Media Staff** 72 8 17 3 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section VI N=66 

*Note: Superintendents arid instructorscanbined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

**Note: Answered only by personnel who were located in schools witn more than one site. (N=36) 



minimal, functional, or optimal ranges of program adequacy. 

Table IX indicates that 74 precent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy in terms of 

instructional media/learning resource center staff. Eleven percent 

of the respondents felt their program adequacy was minimal in this 

area. Eleven percent of the personnel felt their program was func

tional for this element, and four percent of the personnel believed 

their program adequacy to be optimal. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 74 percent of the 

66 respondents believed their programs to be weak in instructional 

media/learning resource center professional staff. Twenty-two per

cent of the.participants believed that their programs were neither 

weak nor strong, while four percent of the respondents believed 

their programs were strong in terms of vocational-technical schools 

instructional media/learning resource center staff. 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff 

The Data. Element VI B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to the 

building media staff. The criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table IX 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and 

innate training centers who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or 
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optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table IX indicates that 72 percent of the personnel at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers judged their programs 

as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy in terms 
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of building media staff. Eight percent of the participants judged 

their programs as being in the minimal range, while seventeen percent 

indicated that their program was in the functional range of program 

adequacy. The survey showed that three percent ofthe population sur

veyed believed their program was in the optimal range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 72 percent of the 

36 respondents believed their programs to be weak 'in building media 

staff at the selecrted·rskills and irmate training centers. Of the 

66 participants in the survey, 25 percent believed that their programs 

were neither weak nor strong. Three percent of the population 

believed that they have a strong building media staff. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Educational 

Media Services 

Section I of the "Preference Checklist" contains five program 

elements relating to the population•s preference for commitment of 

the administration and faculty staff of the selected skills and 

inmate training centers toward the provisions for instructional 

media/learning resource center programs. The preference statements 

in Section I are similar to the items in Section I on the "Evaluative 

Checklist ... However, the verbalization is changed to express 
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preference. Like the "Evaluative Checklist," the 11 Preference Check

list11 is based on the criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, 

and Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 

Element I A: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I A of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff as to what extent the vocational-technical school 

should be committed to instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. Table X shows the percentage of the population at the 

skills and inmate training centers who prefer their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be in the level I, level 

II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table X shows that 21 percent of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers prefer commitment to their programs 

to be in the level I range. Of the 66 participants, 15 percent desire 

commitment for instructional media/learning resource center programs 

to be at the level II range. Seventeen percent of the personnel 

surveyed preferred commitment for media programs to be at the level III 

range, while 47 percent of the 66 participants desired commitment for 

their programs to be at level IV. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 21 percent of the 

participants surveyed believe the vocational-technical schools 

should not have a strong commitment to instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. Thirty-two percent of the 66 participants 
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TABLE X 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III, 

AND LEVEL IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM 
ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-

TECHNICAL SCHOOL EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I Level II Level III Level 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 21 15 17 47 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs as an Integral Part 
of Curriculum and Instruction 21 2 30 47 

Commitment to Providing Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities 20 4 23 53 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 22 8 8 62 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 18 12 29 41 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section I N=66 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study.· 

IV 
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surveyed preferred a degree of commitment which was neither weak nor 

strong. Forty-seven percent of the population at the selected skills 

and inmate training centers desire a strong commitment from the admini

strative and faculty staff toward the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

Element I B: Commitment to Instructional 

t1edia/Learning Resource Center Programs 

as an Integral Part of Curriculum 

and Instruction 

The Data. Element I B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff as to what extent the vocational-technical school 

should be committed to instructional media/learning resource center 

programs as an integral part of curriculum and instruction. Table X 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and 

inmate training centers who prefer their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs to be in the level I, level II, level III, 

or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table X shows that 21 percent of the administrators and instruc

tors surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

prefer commitment to instructional media/learning resource center 

programs as an integral part of curriculum and instruction to be 

in the level I range of program adequacy. Two percent of the popula

tion surveyed desire commitment for this program area in the level 

II range, while 30 percent placed their preference in the level III 

range of program adequacy. Of the 66 participants in the survey, 
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47 percent stated that they desired commitment to instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs as an integral part of curriculum 

and instruction to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 21 

percent of the participants believe the vocational-technical school 

should not have a strong commitment to utilizing instructional 

media/learning resource center programs as an integral part of 

curriculum and instruction. Of the 66 participants, 32 percent 

believed this commitment should be neither weak nor strong. Forty

seven percent of the administrative and instructional staff expressed 

a desire for strong commitment for instructional media/learning 

resource center programs as an integral part of curriculum and 

instruction. 

Element I C: Commitment to Providing 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Facilities 

The Data. Element I C of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of ascertaining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff as to what extent the vocational-technical school 

should be committed to providing instructional media/learning resource 

center facilities. Table X shows the percentage of the population 

at the selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the 

level I, level II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table X shows that 20 percent of the administrators and faculty 

surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer 



commitment to providing instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities to be in the level I range of program adequacy. Four 

percent of the population surveyed indicated their preference for 

commitment for this program adequacy to be at level II. Twenty

three percent of the administrators and instructors surveyed 

preferred commitment to providing instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities at the level III range. Of the 66 parti

cipants surveyed, 53 percent stated that they desired their program 

adequacy in this element to be at the level IV range. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that 
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20 percent of the 66 participants believe the vocational-technical 

school should not have a strong commitment to providing instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities. Twenty-seven percent 

of the population believed this commitment should be neither weak 

nor strong, while 53 percent of the administrators and faculty surveyed 

thought there should be a strong commitment to providing instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities. 

Element I D: Commitment to Financing the 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs 

The Data. Element I D of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of resolving the preference of the administrative and faculty 

staff as to what extent the vocational-technical school should be 

committed to financing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. Table X shows the percentage of the population at 

the selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their 
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instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the 

level I, level II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table X shows that 22 percent of the participants in the survey 

of the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer commitment 

to financing the instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams in the level I range of program adequacy. Eight percent of 

the 66 participants in the survey preferred the level II range of 

program adequacy, and eight percent preferred the level III range of 

program adequacy. Sixty-two percent of the population surveyed at 

the selected skills and inmate training centers preferred commitment 

to financing the instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams to be at the level IV range. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 22 percent of the 

66 administrators and faculty staff believe the vocational-technical 

school should not have a strong commitment to financing the instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs. Sixteen percent of 

those surveyed believe the commitment to this program adequacy should 

be neither weak nor strong. Sixty-two percent of the administrative 

and instructional staff indicated a desire for strong commitment 

from the vocational-technical school in financing the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs. 

Element I E: Commitment to Staffing the Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I E of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining the preference of the administrative and faculty 

staff as to what extent the vocational-technical school should be 
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committed to staffing the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. Table X shows the percentage of the population at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs to be in the level 

I, level II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table X shows that 18 percent of the population surveyed in 

the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer commitment 

to staffing the instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams to be in the level I range of program adequacy. Twelve percent 

of the participants in the survey preferred the level II range of 

program adequacy, and 29 percent of this population preferred the 

level III range of program adequacy. Of the 66 participants 

surveyed, 41 percent preferred a commitment to staffing the instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs to be at the level 

IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 18 percent of the 

administrators and faculty staff surveyed believe the vocational-tech

nical school should not have a strong commitment to staffing the 

instructional media/learning resource center programs. ·Forty-one 

percent of the population believe the commitme:nt to staffing these 

programs should be neither weak nor strong. Forty-one percent of the 

66 administrators and instructors surveyed believe there should be 

a strong commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 



Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 

School Media Services - Curriculum 

and Instruction 

Section II of the 11 Preference Checklist .. contains four program 

elements relating to the population•s preference for media services 
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in curriculum and instruction proVided by the selected skills and 

inmate training centers in their instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. The preference statements in section II are similar 

to the items in section II on the 11 Evaluative Checklist; 11 however, 

the verbalization is changed to express preference. Like the 

11 Evaluative Checklist, .. the 11 Preference Checklist .. is based on the 

criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) 

(Appendix B). 

Element II A: Consultative Services in 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Utilization 

The Data. Element II A of the 11 Preference Checklist .. has the 

function of determining the preference for the utilization of consul

tative services in the instructional media/learning resource center by 

the administrative and instructional staff of the selected skills and 

inmate training centers. Table XI shows the percentage of the popula

tion at the selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the level 

I, level II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XI shows that 18 percent of the population at the selected 
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TABLE XI 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 
PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III, AND LEVEL IV RANGES OF 

MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICES -

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I Level II Leve 1 I I I 

Consultative Services in Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center 
Utilization 18 15 27 

Inservice Education in Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center 
Utilization 17 17 30 

Faculty - Student Use of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 8 8 11 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Staff in 
Planning 11 14 20 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section II N=66 

Level 

40 

36 

73 

-

55 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combinedintosingle population for purposes of pilot study. 
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skills and inmate training centers prefer consultative services in 

instructional media/learning resource center utilization to be in 
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the level I range of program adequacy. Of the 66 participants, 15 

percent desire the consultati~e services to be in the level II range. 

Twenty-seven percent of the population desire the consultative service 

utilization to be at the level III range, while 40 percent of those 

surveyed desired the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 18 percent of the 

participants surveyed believe the utilization of consultative services 

in the instructional media/learning resource centers should not be 

strong. Forty-one percent of the administrators and instructors 

surveyed believed this consultative service should be neither weak 

nor strong. Forty percent of the population surveyed believed there 

should be strong consultative services in instructional media/learning 

resource center utilization. 

Element II B: Inservice Education in Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Utilization 

The Data. Element II B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for the utilization of in-service education in 

instructional media/learning resource center pr0grams. Table XI 

shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills and in

mate training centers who prefer their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs to be in the level I, level II, level III, 

or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 
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Table XI shows that 17 percent of the administrators and instruc

tors surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

prefer the utilization of in-service education in instructional media/ 

learning resource centers to be in the level I range of program 

adequacy. Seventeen percent of the population surveyed desire in

service education programs for instructional media to be at the 

level II range, and 30 percent of the population desired this program 

adequacy to be at the level III range. Of the 66 participants in the 

survey, 36 percent stated that they desired in-service education in 

instructianal media/learning resource center utilization to be in the 

level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 17 

percent of the participants believe the vocational-technical school 

should not have a strong in-service education in instructional media/ 

learning resource center utilization. Forty-seven percent of the 

population felt this program adequacy should be neither weak nor 

strong. Of the 66 administrative and instructional staff surveyed, 

36 percent felt that in-service education in instructional media/ 

learning resource center utilization should be strong. 

Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element II C of the "Preference Checklist" ascertains 

the preference of the administrative and instructional staff for 

faculty and student use of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. Table XI shows the percentage of the population at the 
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selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their instruc

tional ,media/learrning resource center programs to be in the level I, 

level II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XI shows that 8 percent of the administrators and faculty 

surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer 

faculty and student use of instructional media/'iearning resource center 

programs to be at the level I range of program adequacy. Eight percent 

of the population surveyed indicated that this program adequacy should 

be at the level II range, and 11 percent of this population preferred 

faculty and student use of these programs to be at the level III range. 

Seventy-three percent of the administrators and instructors at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers prefer faculty and student 

use of instructional media/learning resource center programs to be 

in the level IV range. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that 

8 percent of the 66 respondents believe the vocational-technical 

school should not have a strong faculty and student use of instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs. Nineteen percent 

ofthepopulation believe this program use should be neither weak nor 

strong. Seventy-three percent of the administrative and instructional 

staff believed that there should be a strong program in the area of 

faculty and student use of instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 



Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Staff in Planning 
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The Data. Element II D of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of resolving the preference of the administrative and faculty 

staff for the involvement of the instructional media/learning resource 

center staff in planning within the vocational-technical school. 

Table XI shows the percentage of the population at selected skills 

and inmate training centers who prefer their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs to be in the level I, level II, 

level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XI shows that 11 percent of the participants in the survey 

of the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer involvement 

of the instructional media/learning resource center staff in planning 

to be at the level I range of program adequacy. Fourteen percent 

of the population believe the involvement of media center staff should 

be at the level II range of program adequacy, while 20 percent of the 

66 participants believe this program adequacy should be at the level 

III range. Fifty-five percent of the administrative and faculty 

staff indicated that the involvement of the instructional media/ 

learning resource center staff in planning should be at the level IV 

range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 11 percent of the 

66 administrators and faculty staff who responded believe the vocati ana 1-

technical school should not have a strong involvement of the instructional 

media/learning resource center staff in planning in terms of curriculum 



and instruction. Thirty-four percent of those responding believe 

this involvement should be neither weak nor strong. Fifty-five 
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percent of the administrative and instructional staff responding indicated 

a desire for a strong involvement of the instructional media/learning 

resource center staff in planning in terms of curriculum and instruc

tion. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 

School Media Service Center 

Section III of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 contains six program 

elements relating to the population•s preference for media service 

centers provided by the selected skills and inmate training centers 

in theirinstructional media/learning resource center programs. 

The preference statements in section III are similar to the items 

in section III of the 11 Evaluative Checklist; 11 however, the verbaliza

tion is changed to express preference. Like the 11 Evaluative Check

list,11 the 11 Preference Checklist 11 is based on the criteria developed 

by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) {Appendix B). 

Element III A: Location and Accessibility of 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Centers 

The Data. Element III A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for the location and accessibility of instructional 

media/learning resource centers. Table XII shows the percentage of 

the population at the selected skills and inmate training centers who 

prefer their instructional media/learning resource center programs to 



TABLE XII 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE 
CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III AND LEVEL IV RANGES OF 

MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA 
OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICE CENTER* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level II I{%) Level 

IliA Location and Accessibi 1 ity of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Centers 18 8 24 50 

II IB Dissemination of Instructional Media 
Information 17 4 21 58 

IIIC Availability of Instructional Media 15 11 26 48 

IIID Storage and Retrieval of Instructional 
Media 27 12 18 43 

IIIE Maintenance of Instructional Media 
Hardware and Software 8 18 18 56 

IIIF Production of Instructional Media Software 9 11 41 39 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section III N=66 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

IV(%) 
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be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range. of program 

adequacy. 

Table XII shows that 18 percent of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers prefer the location and accessi

bility of instructional media/learning resource centers to be in the 

level I range of program adequacy. Of the 66 participants, 8 percent 

stated a desire for this program adequacy to be in the level II range, 

while 24 percent stated a preference for the location and accessi

bility of these programs to be in the level III range of program 

adequacy. Fifty percent of the administrative and faculty staff 

responding preferred the location and accessibility of the instruction

al media/learning resource centers to be in the level IV range of 

prograrn adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 18 percent of the 

participants surveyed believe the vocational-technical school should 

not have a strong priority in the placement of the instructional 

media/learning resource center. Thirty-two percent of the popula

tion surveyed believed this commitment should be neither weak nor 

strong in terms of program adequacy. Fifty percent of the administra

tors and faculty surveyed believed that there should be a strong 

priority in the location and accessibility of instructional media 

learning resource center. 

Element III B: Dissemination of Instruc

tional Media Information 

The Data. Element III B of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 
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instructional staff for program adequacy in terms of dissemination of 

instructional media information. Table XII shows the percentage 

of the population at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

who prefer their instructional media/learning resource center programs 

to be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of pro

gram adequacy. 

Table XII shows that 17 percent of the administrators and instruc

tors surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

prefer the dissemination of instructional media information to be 

at the level I range of program adequacy. Four percent of the parti

cipants placed their preference for this program adequacy in the level 

II range. Twenty-one percent of the population felt that the dissemi

nation of media information should be at the level III range of program 

adequacy. Fifty-eight percent of the administrative and instructional 

staff stated a preference for the dissemination of instructional media 

information to be in the level IV range of instructional media/learning 

resource center program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 17 per

cent of the participants believe the vocational-technical school 

should not have a strong program adequacy in terms of the dissemination 

of instructional media information. Of the 66 participants in this 

study, 25 percent felt that the program adequacy for dissemination 

of media information should be neither weak nor strong. However, 

58 percent of the administrative and faculty staff felt that there 

should be a strong program for the dissemination of instructional 

media information in their instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 



Element III C: Availability of 

Instructional Media 

The Data. Element III C of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of ascertaining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for the availability of instructional media in 

the vocational-technical school. Table XII shows the percentage of 

the population at the selected skills and inmate training centers 
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who prefer their instructional media/learning resource center programs 

to be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of 

program adequacy. 

Table XII shows that 20 percent of the administrators and faculty 

surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer 

the availability of instructional media to be in the level I range 

of program adequacy. Eleven percent of those surveyed believed the 

availability of instructional media should be in the level II range, 

while 26 percent of the participants believed the program adequacy 

should be at the level III range. Forty-eight percent of the admini

strators and instructors surveyed preferred the availability of 

instructional media to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that 

15 percent of the 66 participants believe the vocational-technical 

school should not have a strong program toward the availability of 

instructional media. Thirty-seven percent of the participants 

believed this program adequacy should be neither weak nor strong. 

Forty-eight percent of the administrators and faculty surveyed in 

the selected skills and inmate training centers believed there should 



be a strong program toward making instructional media available in 

the school program. 

Element III D: Storage and Retrieval 

of Instructional Media 
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The Data. Element III D of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of resolving the preference of the administrative and faculty 

staff for the availability of storage and retrieval facilities and 

systems for instructional media in the vocational-technical schools. 

Table XII shows the percentage of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers who prefer their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in the level I, level II, 

level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XII shows that 27 percent of the participants in the survey 

of the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer a system 

of stroage and retrieval of instructional media ranking in the 

level I range of program adequacy. Twelve percent of the population 

believe this program adequacy should be in the level II range, while 

18 percent of the population feel this program adequacy for storage 

and retrieval should be at the level III range of program adequacy. 

Forty-three percent of the administrators and faculty at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers preferred the level IV range of 

program adequacy for storage and retrieval of instructional media. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 27 percent of the 

66 administrators and faculty staff believe the vocational-technical 

school should not have a strong program for the storage and retrieval 
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of instructional media. Thirty percent of those responding to the 

survey believe the program for storage and retrieval of instructional 

media should be neither weak nor strong. Forty-three percent of the 

administrative and instructional staff of the selected skills and 

inmate training centers believe there should be a strong program 

for the storage and retrieval of instructional media in the instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs. 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instructional' 

Media Hardware and Software 

The Data. Element III E of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining the preference of the administrative and faculty 

staff for a maintenance program for instructional media hardware and 

software within the instructional media/learning resource center pro

gnams. Table XII shows the percentage of the population at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs to be in the level I, 

level II, level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XII shows that 8 percent of the population surveyed in the 

selected skills and inmate training centers prefer a maintenance 

program in the level I range of program adequacy. Eighteen percent 

of the respondents stated their preference was in the level II range 

for this program, and 18 percent of the participants preferred the 

maintenance of instructional media hardware and software to be in 

the level III range of program adequacy. Fifty-six percent of the 

administrative and instructional staff preferred the level IV range 

of program adequacy for maintenance of instructional media hardware 
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and software within the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 8 percent of the 

administrators and faculty staff surveyed believe the vocational

technical school should not have a strong maintenance program for 

instructional media hardware and software. Thirty-six percent of 

the population believe this program adequacy should be neither weak 

nor strong. Fifty-six percent of the administrators and instructors 

surveyed believe there should be a strong maintenance program for 

instructional media hardware and software in the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. 

Element III F: Production of Instruc

tional Media Software 

The Data. Element III F of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of securing the preference of the administrative and faculty 

staff for a program of production of instructional media software 

in the instructional media/learning resource centers of vocational

technical schools. Table XII shows the percentage of the population 

at the selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their. 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the 

level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XII shows that 9 percent of the population surveyed in 

the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer a program of 

production of instructional media software to be in the level I range 

of program adequacy. Eleven percent of the respondents prefer this 

program adequacy to be in the level II range, and 41 percent of the 



lOf 

66. participants believe this program should be in the level III range 

of program adequacy. Thirty-nine percent of the administrators and 

instructors surveyed believe the program for the production of instruc

tional media software should be in the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 9 percent of the 

administrators and faculty staff surveyed believe the vocational

technical school should not have a strong program of production of 

instructional media software. Fifty-two percent of the respondents 

feel this program should be neither weak nor strong. Thirty-nine 

percent of the administrative and instructional staff feel there 

should be a strong program for the production of instructional media 

software in the instructional media/learning resource center program 

in the school. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Physical 

Facilities 

Section IV of the "Preference Checklist" contains two program 

elements relating to the population•s preference for instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities provided by the selected 

skills and inmate training centers in their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. The preference statements in 

section IV are similar to the items in section IV of the "Evaluative 

Checklist;" however, the verbalization is changed to express prefer

ence. Like the "Evaluative Checklist," the 11 Preference Checklist" 



is based on the criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and 

Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities in Existing 

Classrooms 
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The Data. Element IV A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administratlve and 

instructional staff for support for instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities in exittjjng classrooms. T;!fble XIII shows the 

percentage of the population at the selected skills and inmate 

training centers who prefer their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs in the level I, level II, level III, or 

1 eve 1 IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XIII shows that 4 percent of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers prefer the provisions for instruc

tional media/learning resource center facilities in existing class

rooms to be at the level I range of program adequacy. Eleven percent 

of the participants believe this program should be at the level II 

range, and 33 percent of the respondents believe that the program 

adequacy should be at level III. Fifty-two percent of the administra

tors and facuHy staff surveyed preferred the provisions for instruc

tional media/learning resource center facilities in existing class rooms 

to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 4 percent of the 

participants surveyed believe the vocational-technical school should 



TABLE XIII 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 
RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III AND 

LEVEL IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL 

SCHOOL PHYSICAL FACILITIES* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I (%) Level II(%) Level III(%) Level 

IVA Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities in Existing 
Classrooms 4 11 33 52 

IVB Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities in Newly Constructed 
Classrooms 9 9 33 49 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section IV N=66 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

IV(%) 
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not have a strong priority for the provisions of instructional media/ 

learning resource center facilities in existing classrooms. Forty-four 

percent of the respondents believe the provisions for providing the 

proper instructional media facilities should be neither weak nor 

strong. Fifty-two percent of the administrative and instructional 

staff surveyed believed that there should be a strong program for 

the instructional media/leanning resource center facilities in exist

ing classrooms. 

Element IV B: Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities in Newly 

Constructed Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for the provision of providing instructional media/ 

learning resource center facilities in newly constructed classrooms. 

Table XIII shows the percentages of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers who prefer their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in the level I, level II, 

level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XIII shows that 9 percent of the administrators and instruc

tors surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

prefer the provisions for instructional media/learning resource 

center facilities in newly constructed classrooms to be in the level I 

range of program adequacy. Nine percent of the respondents believe 

this program adequacy should be in the level II range, and 33 percent 

of the population prefer this program adequacy to be in the level III 



range. Forty-nine percent of the administrative and faculty staff 

surveyed preferred the provisions for instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities in newly constructed classrooms to be 

in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 9 

·percent of the participants believe the vocational-technical school 

should not have a strong program for the provision of instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities in newly constructed 

classrooms. Forty-two percent of the population feel that this 

program should be neither weak nor strong. Of the 66 participants 

surveyed, 49 percent believe that there should be a strong program 

for the provision of instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities in newly constructed classrooms. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Budget and Finance 
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Section V of the 11 Preference Checklist .. contains three program 

·elements relating to the population's preference for the provisions 

of budget and financing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs in the selected skills and inmate training centers. 

The preference statements in Section V are similar to the items 

in section V of the 11 Evaluative Checklist; 11 however, the verbalization 

is changed to express preference. Like the 11 Evaluative Checklist, 11 

the 11 Preference Checklist 11 is based on the criteria developed by 

Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 



Element V A: Development of Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs Budget 
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The Data. Element V A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for the development of instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs budget. Table XIV shows the per

centage of the population at the selected skills and inmate training 

centers who prefer their instructional media/learning resource center 

programs to be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XIV shows that 14 percent of the population at the 

selected skills and inmate training centers prefer the provisions 

for the development of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs budget to be in the level I range of program adequacy. 

Nine percent of those surveyed preferred that thi~s area of program 

adequacy should be in the level II range, while 27 percent of the 

respondents preferred this program to be at the level III range of 

program adequacy. Forty-eight percent of the administrative and 

faculty staff responding preferred that the provisions for the 

development of instructional media/learning resource center programs 

budget be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 14 percent of 

the participants surveyed believe the vocational-technical .school 

should not have a strong program in the development of instructional 

media/learning resource center programs budget. Thirty-eight percent 



TABLE XIV 

PERCENTAGES OF POPULATION WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE 
CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III AND LEVEL IV RANGES 

OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL BUDGET 

AND FINANCE* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program El anent Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Leve 1 II I(%) Level 

VA Development of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs Budget 14 12 26 48 

VB Basis for Budget Allocations 12 9 26 53 

vc Reporting Financial Needs 12 9 27 52 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section V N=66 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

IV(%) 



of the population surveyed believed the developnent of the instruc

tional media/learning resource center budget should be neither 

weak nor strong. Of the 66 administrative and instructional staff 

surveyed, 48 percent believed there should be a strong program in 

the development of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs budget. 

Element V B: Basis for Budget 

Allocations 
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The Data. Element VB of the 11 Preference Checklist" has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for program adequacy in the area of the basis 

for budget allocations for the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. Tabel XIV shows the percentage of the population 

at the selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the 

level I, level II, level III, or level IV ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XIV shows that 12 percent of the administrators and instruc

tors surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

prefer a basis for budget allocations in the level I range of program 

adequacy. Nine percent of the respondents prefer the basis for 

budget allocation to be in the level II range, and 26 percent of the 

population prefer this program adequacy to be in the level III range. 

Fifty-three percent of the administrative and faculty staff surveyed 

in ·:the skills and illllate training centers prefer the basis for budget 

allocations to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 12 percent of the 

participants surveyed believe the vocational-technical school should 

not have a strong program for the basis of budget a 11 ocat ion in its 

instructional media/learning resource center programs. Thirty-five 

percent of the population believe this program adequacy should 

not be weak or strong. Fifty-three percent of the administrators 

and instructors surveyed believe that the basis for budget allocation 

in the instructional media/learning resource center programs should 

be strong. 

Element V C: Reporting Financial 

Needs 

The Data. Element V C of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has .the 

function of ascertaining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for reporting financial needs in the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in the skills~.and ii1Tlate 

training centers. Table XIV shows the percentage of the population 

at the selected skills and inmate training centers who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs in the level I, 

1 eve 1 I I , 1 eve 1 II I, or 1 eve 1 IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XIV shows that 12 percent of the administrators and faculty 

surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers prefer 

the provisions for reporting financial needs to be at the level I 

range of program adequacy. Nine percent of those responding believe 

the provisions for reporting financial needs for instructional 

media/learning resource center programs should be in the level II 

range of program adequacy, while 27 percent of the population feel 
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this program adequacy should be at level III. Of the 66 administrative 

and instructional staff surveyed, 52 percent feel the provisions for 

reporting financial needs for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs should be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 12 

percent of the participants believe the vocational-technical school 

should not have strong provisions for the reporting of financial 

needs for the instructional media/learning resource center programs 

in their schools. Thirty-six percent feel this element of program 

adequacy should be neither weak nor strong. Fifty-two percent of 

the administrative and faculty staff responding to the 11 Preference 

Checklist 11 feel there should be a strong provision for the reporting 

of financial needs for the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Professional Staff 

Section VI of the "Preference Checklist 11 contains two program 

elements relating to the population's preference for the provisions 

for a professional staff in the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs of the selected skills and inmate training centers. 

The preference statements in section VI are similar to the items in 

section VI of the "Evaluative Checklist; 11 however, the verbalization 

is changed to express preference. Like the 11 Evaluative Checklist, 11 

the 11 Preference Checklist" is based on the criteria developed by 

Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 



Element VI A: Vocational-Technical 

Schools Instructional Media/ 

Learning Resource Center 

Staff 
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The Data. Element VI A of the 11 Preference Checklist" has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff for the provisions of providing professional staff 

members for the instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Table XV shows the percentage of the population at the se.lected skills 

and inmate training centers who prefer their instructional media/learn

ing resource center programs in the level I, level II, level III, or 

level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XV shows that 18 percent of the population at the selected 

skills and inmate training centers prefer the provisions for a pro

fessional media staff to be in the level I range of program adequacy. 

Twelve percent of the population stated that the provisions for a 

professional staff should be at the level II range, and 35 percent 

of those surveyed feel this program should be at the level III range 

of program adequacy. Thirty-five percent of the administrative and 

instructional staff responding preferred the provisions for a pro

fessional staff for the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs to be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 18 percent of the 

participants surveyed believe the vocational-technical school should 

not have a strong professional staff in their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. Forty-seven percent of the 
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TABLE XV 

PERCENTAGES Of POPULATION WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE 
CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III AND LEVEL IV RANGES 

OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL PROFESSIONAL STAFF* 

Percentage of Population in Each 
Program Element Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level III(%) Level 

VIA Area Vocational-Technical Schools 
Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 18 12 35 35 

VIB Building Media Staff 31 6 28 35 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section VI N=36** 

IV(%) 

*Note: Superintendents and instructors combined into single population for purposes of pilot study. 

**Note: Answered only by personnel who were located in schools with more than one site. 
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population feel this area of program adequacy should be neither 

weak nor strong. Of the 66 participants, 35 percent feel there should 

be a strong provision for a professional staff in the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs. 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff 

The Data. Element VI B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

faculty staff for the provisions of a building media staff in other 

buildings within the school system. This element was answered by 

those participants whose school had more than one school site. Table 

XV shows the percentage of the population at the selected skills 

and inmate training centers who prefer their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the level I, level II, level III, 

or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XV shows that 31 percent of the administrators and instruc

tors surveyed at the selected skills and inmate training centers 

.prefer provisions for building media staff members to be in the level I 

range of program adequacy. Six percent of the population feel 

that this program should be at level II, while 28 percent of the 

participants preferred this program to be at the level III range of 

program adequacy. Thirty-five percent of the administrative and 

instructional staff stated a preference for the provisions for 

building media staff members in their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs to be in the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 



Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 31 

percent of the respondents believe the vocational-technical school 

should not have a strong provision for providing building media 

staff members in their instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. Thirty-four percent of the participants in this study 

feel that this program should not be weak or.· strong. Thirty-five 

percent of the 36 participants in this survey feel there should be 

a strong provision for building media staff members in the instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs. 

The Comparison Between Population Evaluation 

and Preference for Instructional Media/ 

Learning Resource Center Programs 

One of the goals of this study was to compare the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs as perceived by the admini

strative and instructional staff to their preference for these 

programs. This was accomplished by obtaining the median score for 

each of the individual items on the two checklists. These scores 

were then plotted on a profile scale (Figure 1) which displays the 

evaluation and preference as rated by the population in terms of 

1the median score. Figure 1 is divided into four areas representing 

the undeveloped, minimal, functional, and optimal ranges of media 

program adequacy on the individual program elemnets on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist. 11 These divisions also represent the level I, level II, 

level II I, and 1 evel IV ranges of program adequacy on the 11 Preference 

Checklist. 11 

Figure 1 displays the evaluation of the instructional media/ 
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Figure 1. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile to 
the Preference Checklist Profile for the Popula
tion at the Skills and Inmate Training Centers 
in Oklahoma 
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learning resource center programs for each of the twenty-two elements. 

Note that the preponderance of the population's evaluation falls in 

the minimal to functional range of the profile, which indicates 

that the instructional media/learning resource center program in 

the selected skills and inmate training centers is neither weak 

nor strong. However, there are elements of the evaluation which 

are considered undeveloped or weak in terms of the established 

criteria for instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

The preference of the population (indicated by the dashed line) 

is also displayed on the profile sheet. The preponderance of pref

erence falls in the level III range of program adequacy which is 

neither weak nor strong, but does indicate more strength than weak

ness. There are elements in the level IV range of program adequacy 

which indicate a preference for strength in the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. 

Summary, Conclusion, and 

Recommendations 

The pilot study was an investigation of the level of sophistica

tion of instructional media/learning resource center programs of 

the selected skills and inmate training centers as perceived by the 

administrative and instructional staff, compared to their preference 

for these programs. The 11 Evaluative Checklist, 11 in revised form, was 

used to obtain the evaluation of instructional media/learning resource 

centers to assess the quality of their programs. The "Preference 

Checklist" was used to obtain the preference of administrative 

and instructional staff for the quality of instructional media/learning 



resource center programs at selected skills and inmate training 

centers. In addition, the pilot study served the purpose of ascer

taining the reliability of the two checklists. 
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Staff members of the State Department of Vocational and Technical 

Education in Oklahoma believed the state skills and training 

centers could serve as a representative population for the pilot 

study. Thus the population selected for the pilot study was twc large 

skills centers and two large inmate training centers, under the 

coordination of the Oklahoma State Department of Vocational and 

Technical Education. 

Evaluative assessments relating to six major areas of the instruc-

tional media/learning resource center programs were obtained from 

the analysis of the data. The six major areas of the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs were: (1) Area Vocational

Technical School Educational Media Services, (2) Media Services -

Curriculum and Instruction, (3) The Media Service Center, (4) Physical 

Facilities, (5) Budget and Finance, and (6) Professional Staff. 

The evaluation of thr instructional media/learning resource 

center programs was based on the criteria developed by Fulton, King, 

Teague, and Tipling (1980a) which appear in Appendix B. The responses 
' 

made on the "EvaluativeChecklist" were displayed in relation to the 

above mentioned criteria. The data provided a basis to make the 

assessment concerning each element in the six major areas listed 

previously. The "Evaluative Checklist .. appears in Appendix C. 

The "Preference Checkl ist 11 is a restatement of the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist" in preference terms. This instrument obtained population 

preference in the same six major areas of instructional media/learning 



resource center programs as the "Eva 1 uati ve Checklist." The same 

criteria were used to make an evaluative judgment pertaining to the 

"Preference Checklist." The "Preference Checklist" appears in 

Appendix D. 
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The administrative and instructional staff perceived their in

structional media/learning resource center programs as being weak on 

seven program elements and neither weak nor strong on 15 program 

elements. Preference for the quality instructional media/learning 

resource center program was neither weak nor strong on 12 program 

elements but strong on ten program elements. 

Major Findings 

The following findings concerning the quality of instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in selected skills and inmate 

training centers in Oklahoma was revealed by the data: 

1. Skills and inmate training centers were generally weak in 

the following program element areas: 

Commitment to instructional media/learning resource 
center programs. 

Commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning 
resource center programs. 

Consultative services in instructional media/learning 
resource center utilization. 

Involvement of the instructional media/learning resource 
center staff in planning. 

Location and accessibility of instructional media/learning 
resource centers. 

Area vocational-technical school instructional media/ 
learning resource center staff. 

Building medi~ staff. 
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2. Skills and inmate training centers were generally neither weak 

nor strong concerning the following program elements: 

Commitment to instructional media/learning resource 
center programs as an integral part of curriculum 
and instruction. 

Commitment to providing instructional media/learning 
resource center facilities. 

Commitment to financing the instructional media/learning 
resource center programs. 

In-service education in instructional media/learning 
resource center utilization. 

Faculty-student use of instructional media/learning 
resource center programs. 

Dissemination of instructional media information. 

Availability of instructional media. 

Storage and retrieval of instructional media. 

Maintenance of instructional media hardware and software. 

Production of instructional media software. 

Instructional media/learning resource center facilities 
in existing classrooms. 

Instructional media/learning resource center facilities 
in newly constructed classrooms. 

Development of instructional media/learning resource 
center programs budget. 

Basis for budget allocations. 
~ 

Reporting financial needs. 

3. Skills and inmate training centers preferred their instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs to be strong in the 

following program elements: 

Commitment to providing instructional media/learning 
resource center facilities. 



Commitment to financing the instructional media/learning 
resource center programs. 

Faculty-student use of instructional media/learning 
resource center programs. 

Involvement of the instructional media/learning resource 
center staff in planning. 

Location and accessibility of instructional media/learning 
resource centers. 

Dissemination of instructional media information. 

Maintenance of instructional media hardware and soft
ware. 

Instructional media/learning resource center facilities 
in existing classrooms. 

Basis for budget allocations. 

Reporting financial needs . 
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. 4. Skills and inmate training centers prefered their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be generally neither weak 

nor strong on the following program elements: 

Commitment to instructional media/learning resource 
center programs. 

Commitment to instructional media/learning resource 
center programs as an integral part of curriculum 
and instruction. 

Commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning 
resource center programs. 

Consultative services in instr~ctional media/learning 
resource center utilization. 

In-service education in instructional media/learning 
resource center utilization. 

Availability of instructional media. 

Storage and retrieval of instructional media. 

Production of instructional media software. 



Instructional media/learning resource center facilities 
in newly constructed classrooms. 

Development of instructional media/learning resource 
center programs budget. 

Area vocational-technical school instructional media/ 
learning resource center staff. 

Building media staff. 

c~~clusions 
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The following conclusions were made after an assessment of the 

evaluation and preference for instructional media/learning resource 

centers in selectee skills and inmate training centers: 

1. Administrative and instructional staff of the selected skills 

and inmate training centers desire improvement in all program elements 

of the instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

2. There was a strong preference for administrative commitment 

to instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

3. The administration and f?culty in the selected skills and 

inmate training centers believe there should be a strong commitment 

for making the instructional media/learning resource center programs 

an integral part of curriculum and instruction. 

4. There is a need for greater administrative commitment to 

provide instructional media/learning resource center facilities. 

5. There is a preference for greater faculty and student use of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs in selected 

skills and inmate training centers. 



6. Administrative and instructional staff prefer a greater 

dissemination of media information to the prospective users on a 

regularly scheduled basis. 

122 

7. There is a strong preference for instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities in existing classrooms in the skills and 

inmate training centers. 

8. Administrators and faculty prefer that all newly constructed 

classrooms be provided with instructional media/learning resource 

center facilities. ~ 

9. Administrative and faculty of skills and inmate training 

centers prefer a clear-cut policy in establishing a basis for budget 

allocation in instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made on the basis of this 

study: 

1. A periodic self-evaluation of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs should be provided for on a planned basis. 

2. A program should be developed to achieve greater commitment 

from the administrative and instructional staff for all vocational

technical school media services. 

3. Coordination should be established between the administration 

and instructiaonl media/learning resource center program and the 

instructional program. 

4. In-service education should be provided to all instructors 

in the skills and inmate training centers. 
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5. Improvements should be made in the location and accessibility 

of instructional media/learning resource centers. 

6. The services provided by the instructional media/learning 

resource centers should be increased. 

7. The feasibility of providing class-room-facilities, which will 

complement a wide range of educational media, should be studied. 

8. The development of a budget specifically for instructional 

media/learning resource center programs, with procedures for reporting 

financial needs, should be provided. 

9. Increases should be made in the number of qualified media 

personnel at all levels of the school program. 



CHAPTER V 

ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF DATA RELATED 

TO AREA VOCATJO~AL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL 

INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING 

RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS 

This chapter is an analysis and evaluation of the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs as perceived by area voca

tional-technical school superintendents and members of the instruc

tional staff. The analysis and evaluation of each media program 

included in the scope of this study is presented. A comparison 

between the perceptions of superintendents and instructors preferences 

for instructional media/learning resource center programs is also 

presented. 

The evaluation of instructional media/leanning resource center 

programs in area vocational-technical schools in the state of Oklahoma 

investigated six major areas of the programs. These areas are: 

(1) area vocational-technical schools educational media centers, which 

investigate administrative and faculty commitment to the provisions of 

the instructional media/learning resource center programs, (2) media 

services - curriculum and instruction, (3) the media service center, 

(4) physical facilities, (5) budget and finance, and (6) professional 

staff. 

The reliability again was established using Cronbach 1 s Alpha 
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(Cronbach, 1951). This reliability estimate indicates the deqree of 

internal consistency of the "Evaluative Checklist" and thP ''PrPfPrPnr.P 

Checklist" which were used in the evaluation of area vocational-tech-

nical schools in the state of Oklahoma. The~reliabil ity estimate is higher 

in all areas except SectionVIwhencomparedwiththeoilotst!JdY (Table_ II). 

Section 

I 
II 
III 
IV 
v 
VI 

TABLE XVI 

RELIABILITY OF THE "EVALUATIVE 
CHECKLIST" AND "PREFERENCE 

CHECKLIST" BY SECTION 

Evaluative Checklist Preference Checklist 

0. 94715 0.92742 
0.92970 0.88782 
0.94195 0.92916 
0.88220 0.83398 
0.93933 0.88144 
0.89091 0.84123 

Evaluation of Area Vocational-Technical 

School Instructional. Media/Learning 

Resource Center Programs 

The superintendents' and instructors' perceptions of the present 

status of instructional media/learning resource center programs are 

presented along with a comparison of the evaluation between the two 
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populations. The dichotomy of this presentation followed the same 

format used in Chapter Four in which the evaluations were presented for 

the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 of the pilot study. 

Evaluation of Vocational-Technical School 

Educational Media Services 

This sectionof the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 examined five instruc

tional media/learning resource center program elements in terms of 

the commitment of the administration and faculty of area vocational

technical schools in Oklahoma to the provisions for an educational 

media program. The evaluation of the five instructional media/learning 

resource center program elements in Section I of the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 is presented for both superintendents and instructors in 

Table XVII. 

This evaluation of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs was based on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and 

Tipling (1980a). These criteria were used as a basis for developing 

the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 used in this study. These criteria appear 

in Appendix B. 

Element I A: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 obtained 

judgmental responses regarding the extent to which area vocational

technical schools meet the criteria showing commitment of the 

superintendents and instructional staffs to instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. These criteria used as a basis for this 



TABLE XVII 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL AND OPTI

MAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 
s I s I s I s I* 

IA Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs . 44 ..lL 8 4 20 16 28 45 

~~-""'"' -·-
IB Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning J 

Resource Center Progams as an Integral Part VV~f"'• k .. 

of Curriculum and Instruction 20 24 0 5 40 30 40 41 ---··---···"~- ----~ 

IC CO!Mlitment to Providing Instructional Media/ . -:,• , .. .,. ".-•-'c-•_:,,. 

·16 
'"'~~ '-

.,~ Learning Resource Center Facilities 12 23 16 28 44 32 
.... ""'-..,,--.._"'-·· / 

. ---...--·- ... 
ID Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/ 

Learning Resource Center Programs 24 30 4 10 20 22 52 38 

IE Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Programs 28 27 20 11 32 27 20 35 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section I 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XVII 

illustrates the percentage of the superintendents and instructors at 

area vocational-technical schools who judge the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XVII indicates that 44 percent of the superintendents judged 

their programs as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. 

Eight percent of the respondents felt their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs adequacy was at least minimal. Twenty percent 

of the superintendents felt that their program was functional, and 

28 percent of this population believed their media program to be 

optimal. 

Of the instructors surveyed, 35 percent judged their programs as 

being undeveloped. Four percent of the 306 respondents rated their 

programs as being minimal, while 16 percent believed their instruc

tional media/learning resource center program was at least functional. 

Forty-five percent of the instructors judged'their instructional 

media/learning resource center ~rograms at the optimal level of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 44 percent of the -superintendents and 35 percent of the instructors believed area voca-

tional-technical schools to be weak in commitment to the provisions ----of the instructional media/learning resource center programs. Twenty-

eight percent of the superintendents and 20 percent of the instructors --believed that their programs were-neither weak nor strong, while 28 
------·~·-------· 
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percent of the superintendents and 20 percent of the instructors believed 

that their programs were neither weak nor strong, whi 1 e 28 percent of the 

superintendents and 45 percent of the instructors felt their programs were 

strong in tenns of commitment to instructional media/learning resource 

center programs adequacy. 

Element I B: Commitment to Instructional Media/ 

Learning Resource Center Programs As An Integral 

Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

The Data. Element I B of the "Evaluative Checklist" obtained 

judgmental responses which measure the extent to which area vocational

technical schoolsmeet criteria related to corrmitment of thestaffto pro

visions and use of instructional media/learning resource center programs 

in curriculum and instruction. Criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the "Evaluative 

Checklist" (Appendix C) and in the Criterion (Appendix B). These 

critera established the basic philosophy for conmitment to instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs as an integral part of 

curriculum and instruction. Table XVII shows the percentage of the 

superintendents and instructors at area vocational-technical schools 

who judged the "Evaluative Checklist" responses as being in the unde

veloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XVII indicates that 20 percent of the superintendents of 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. None of the superintendents 

judged their programs as being in the minimal range, while 40 percent 

of the individuals surveyed indicated that their programs were in the 
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functional range of program adequacy. The survey showed that 40 per

cent of the surveyed superintendents believed their program was in the 

optimal range of program adequacy. 

The instructor survey indicated that of the 306 participants, 24 

percent believed their programs to be in the undeveloped range of pro-

gram adequacy. Five percent of the instructors rated their instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs as being minimal, while 

30 percent of this population felt their programs were in the functional 

range of program adequacy. Forty-one percent of the instructors felt 

their instructional media/learning resource center programs were at the 

optimal level of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 20 percent of the 

superintende~ts and 24 percent of the instructors believed their pro-

grams at area vocational-technical schools were weak in personnel cornnit-
("_ ... ___ .._...__ 

ment to the provisions of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs as an integra 1 part of curri cul urn and instruction. Of the 331 

participants, 40percent of the superintendents and 35 percent of the in

structors believed their programs were neither weak nor strong. Forty 

percent of the superintendents and 41 percent of the instructors be 1 i eved 

they have a strong commitment to instructional media/learning resource 

center programs as an integral part of curriculum and instruction. 

Element I C: Commitment to Providing Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Facilities 

" The Data. Element I C of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 obtained 

-judgmental responses pertaining to the extent area vocational-technical 
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schools meet the criteria relating to the commitment of the administra

tive and instructional staffs to providing instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities. Criteria used as a basis for their judg

ment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). These criteria 

address the need for short and long range system wide plans which 

provide for the needs of instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities. Table XVII shows the percentage of the superintendents 

and instructors at area vocational-technical schools who judged the 

11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, 

functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XVII indicates that 12 percent of the superintendents 

of area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Sixteen percent of the 

superintendents felt their programs were only minimal. Twenty-eight 

percent of this population surveyed rated their commitment to 

. facilities in the functional range, while 44 percent rated their 

conmitment to instructional media/learning resource center facilities 

as optima·l. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 23 percent rated their instruc

tional media/learning resource center facilities as undeveloped. Six

teen percent of this population believed their program adequacy was 

minimal. Twenty-nine percent of the instructors felt the commitment 

to instructional media/learning resource center facilities was 

functional, while 32 percent evaluated their program at the optimal 

level of program adequacy. 
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Evaluation. Data collected indicate that 12 percent of the 

superintendents and 23 percent of the instructors felt the commitment 

to instructional media/learning resource center facilities to be 

weak. Forty-four percent of the superintendents and 45 percent of 

the instructors believed this commitment to program adequacy to be 

neither weak nor strong. The commitment to instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities was believed to be strong by 44 percent 

of the superintendents and 32 percent of the instructors at area 

vocational-technical schools. 

Element I D: Commitment to Financing the 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs 

The Data. Element I D of the 11 Evaluative Checklist" has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses in regard to the extent 

area vocational-technical schools meet the criteria relating to 

the commitment of the administrative and instructional staffs to 

the provisions of financing instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. These criteria used as a basis for their judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the "Evaluative Checklist" 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XVII shows the 

percentage of the superintendents and instructors at area vocational

technical schools who judged the "Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as 

being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of 

program adequacy. 

Table XVII indicates that 24 percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being in the 
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undeveloped range of program adequacy. Four percent of the superin

tendents felt commitment to financing instructional media/learning 

resource center programs was minimal, and 20 percent felt this 

commitment was functional. Of the 25 superintendents surveyed, 52 

percent felt the commitment to financing the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs was optimal. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 30 percent felt the commitment 

to financing instructional media/learning resource center programs 

was undeveloped. Ten percent of the instructors believed this commit

ment was optimal, and 22 percent felt this program was in the 

functional range of program adequacy. Thirty-eight percent of the 

instructors rated the commitment to financing instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the optimal range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 24 percent of the 

superintendents and 30 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs to be weak in commitment of the administrative and instruc

tional staff at area vocational-technical schools to the provisions 

of financing the instructional media/learning resource center pro

grams. Twenty-four percent of the superintendents and 32 percent of 

the instructors believed their programs were neither weak nor strong. 

Fifty-two percent of the superintendents and 38 percent of the 

instructors believed the commitment to financing instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs was strong. 



Element I E: Commitment to Staffing 

the Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I E of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 
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to which area vocational-technical schools administrative and instruc

tional staff are committed to the staffing of the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs. Criteria used as a basis 

for this judgment appear in the criterion summary block of the 

11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix 

B). These criteria outline the basic philosophy of the commitment 

to staffing the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs in terms of professional and non-professional staff members. 

Table XVII shows the percentage of the superintendents and instruc

tors at area vocational-technical schools who judged the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, 

or optimal ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XVII indicates that 28 percent ~f the superintendents of 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being 

in the undeveloped range of program adequacy in terms of staffing 

their instructional media/learning resource center programs. Twenty 

percent of the individuals surveyed in this population believed 

their programs were in the minimal range of program adequacy. Of 

the 25 superintendents surveyed, 32 percent believed their programs 

were functional, while 20 percent rated their programs in the optimal 

range of program adequacy in terms of the commitment to staffing the 

instructional ~ia/learning resource center programs. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 27 percent rated their programs 
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in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eleven percent of this 

population felt the commitment to staffing instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs was minimal, while 27 percent 

rated their program adequacy as functional. Thirty-five percent 

of the instructors assessed the commitment to staffing instructional 

media/learning resource center programs as being in the optimal 

range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 28 percent of the 

superintendents and 27 percent of the instructors at area vocational

technical schools believed the commitment to staffing instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be weak. Fifty percent 

of the superintendents and 38 percent of the instructors felt this 

commitment was neither weak nor strong. Twenty percent of the 

superintendents and 35 percent of the instructors at area vocational

technical schools believed the commitment to staffing instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be strong in their school 

systems. 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Media Services - Curriculum 

and Instruction 

The second section of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 contains four 

program elements relating to utilization of school media services 

in curriculum and instruction. The evaluation of each of the four 

elements in Section II of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 is presented in 

Table XVIII and represents the perceptions of the checklist respondents 



TABLE XVIII 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL AND OPTIMAL 

RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF 
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICES - CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(% Mimimal(%) FunctioRal(%} Optimal(%) 
s I S I S I S I* 

IIA Consultative Services in Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Utilization 36 31 16 13 12 20 36 36 

liB Inservice Education in Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Utilization 8 26 24 18 44 38 24 18 

IIC Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Programs 8 22 0 13 40 33 52 32 

liD Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff in Planning 40 34 8 6 20 27 32 33 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section II 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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at each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation 

of the school media services -- curriculum and instruction was based 

on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). 

These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element II A: Consultative Services in 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Utilization 

The Data. Element II A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

to which area vocational-technical schools meet criteria relating 

to consultative services in instructional media/learning resource 

center utilization. Criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear 

in the criterion summary block on the .. Evaluative Checklist" 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XVIII shows the 

percentage of the superintendents and instructors who judged the 

11 Evaluative Checklist" responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, 

functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XVIII indicates that 36 percent of the superintendents of 

area vocational-technical schools judged the consultative services 

utilization as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. 

Sixteen percent of these respondents felt that their consultative 

services utilization adequacy was at least minimal. Twelve percent 

of the superintendents felt their consultative services utilizatio.n 

was functional, and 36 percent of these participants believed their 

consultative services utilization adequacy to be optimal. 

Thirty-one percent of the instructors surveyed believed the 
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consultative services utilization to be in the undeveloped range of 

program adequacy, while 13 percent of this population rated this 

program in the minimal range of program adequacy. Of the 306 

instructors surveyed in area vocational-technical schools, 20 percent 

rated this program as being functional. Thirty-six percent of the 

instructional staff felt that the consultative service utilization 

was in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 36 percent of the 

superintendents and 31 percent of the instructors rated the consul

tative services utilization program weak in their area vocational

technical schools. Twenty-eight percent of the superintendents and 

33 percent of the instructors felt this program was neither weak nor 

strong, while 36 percent of both populations felt that the consulta

tive services utilization program was strong in their school systems. 

Element II B: Inservice Education in Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Utilization 

The Data. Element II B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 obtains 

judgmental responses pertaining to the extent to which area vocational

technical schools meet the criteria relating to in-service education 

in instructional media/learning resource center utilization. These 

criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion 

summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the 

Criteria (Appendix B). This criteria establish the basic philosophy 

for in-service education in instructional media/learning resource 

center utilization. Table XVIII shows the percentage of the 
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superintendents and instructors at area vocational-technical schools 

who judged the "Evaluative Checklist" responses as being in the 

undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XVIII indicates that eight percent of the superintendents 

at area vocational-technical schools judged their in-service education 

utilization as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. 

Twenty-four percent of these respondents judged in-service education 

utilization as being in the minimal range, while 44 percent of these 

individuals surveyed indicated that their in-service education utili

zation was in the functional range of program adequacy. The survey 

showed that 24 percent of the superintendents belieVed their in-service 

education utilization was in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 26 percent believed this program 

to be at the undeveloped level of program adequacy. Eighteen percent 

of the instructors surveyed rated their program adequacy at the minimal 

level, while 38 percent of this population believed the in-service 

education utilization in their instructional media programs to be 

functional. Eighteen percent of the instructors involved in the 

survey rated their programs in the optimal level of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that eight percent of 

the superintendents and 26 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs for in-service education in the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs to be weak. Sixty-eight percent of the 

superintendents ~nd 56 percent of the instructors believed this 

program was neither weak nor strong. while 24 percent of the superin

tendents and 18 percent of the instructors felt the in-service educa

tion in instructional media/learning resource center programs was strong. 



Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs 

The Data. Element II C of the "Evaluative Checklist" has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 
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to which area vocational-technical schools meet the criteria relating 

to faculty-student use of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in 

the criterion surrmary block on the "Evaluative Checklist" (Appendix C) 

and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XVIII shows the percentage 

of superintendents and instructors who judged the "Evaluative Check

list" responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or 

optimal range of pr.ogram adequacy. 

Table XVIII indicates that eight percent of the superintendents 

in area vocational-technical schools judged the faculty-student use 

of instructional media/learning resource center programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. None of the superintendents 

rated their programs in the minimal level, but 40 percent of this 

population believed the program to be at the functional level of 

program adequacy. Fifty-two percent of the superintendents surveyed 

rated this program at the optimal level of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 22 percent rated the faculty

student use of instructional media/learning resource center programs 

as being in the undevelop~d range. Thirteen percent of this population 

rated the program in the minimal level of media program adequacy. 

Thirty-three percent of the instructor population believed the faculty

student use of instructional media/learning resource center programs 



to be in the functional level, while 32 percent of this population 

rated this program in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that nine percent of 
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the superintendents and 22 percent o'f the instructors believed their 

program to be weak in faculty-student use of instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in area vocational-technical schools. 

Forty percent of the superintendents and 46 percent of the instructors 

felt that their programs were neither weak nor strong in this area. 

Fifty-two percent of the superintendents and 32 percent of the instruc

tors felt that faculty-student use of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs were strong in their school systems. 

Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Staff in Planning 

The Data. Element II D of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

to which area vocational-technical schools meet the criteria relating 

to the involvement of the instructional media/learning resource center 

staff in planning. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment 

appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

(Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XVIII shows the 

percentage of the superintendents and instructors at area vocational

technical schools who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as 

being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal ranges of 

program adequacy. 

Table XVIII indicates that 40 percent of the superintendents at 



area vocational-technical schools judged the involvement of the 

instructional media/learning resource center staff in planning as 

being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eight percent 
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of this population felt that the involvement of the staff in planning 

was minimal, and 20 percent of the superintendents felt that this 

involvement was functional. Of the 25 superintendents surveyed, 32 

percent felt that the involvement of the instructional media/learning 

resource center staff in planning was optimal. 

Thirty-four percent of the instructors surveyed believed the 

involvement of instructional media/learning resource center staff 

in planning was in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Six 

percent of the instructors believed this program to be in the minimal 

range, while 27 percent of the population rated this area of instruc

tional media/learning resource center program adequacy as functional. 

Thirty-three percent of the instructors surveyed rated the involvement 

of instructional media/learning resource center staff in planning at 

the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 40 percent of the 

superintendents and 34 percent of the instructors felt the invol.vement 

of instructional media/learning resource center staff in planning to 

be weak at their schools. Twenty-eight percent of the superintendents 

and 33 percent of the instructors felt that this program was neither 

weak nor strong. Of the personnel surveyed, 32 percent of the super

intendents and 33 percent of the instructors felt that the involvement 

of the instructional media/learning resource center staff in planning 

was strong. 



Evaluation of the Area Vocational-Technical 

School Media Service Center 
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The third section of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 contains six 

program elements relating to the vocational-technical school media 

service center. The evaluation of each of the six elements in Section 

III of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 is presented in Table XIX and repre

sents the perception of the checklist respondents as being at each 

of the four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation of the 

vocational-technical school media service center was based on criteria 

developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). These cri

teria appear in Appendix B. 

Element III A: Location and Accessibility of 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Centers 

The Data. Element III A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the vocational

technical school administrative and instructional staffs perceptions 

regarding the location and accessibility of their instructional media/ 

learning resource centers. The criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XIX 

shows the percentage of superintendents and instructors at area voca

tional-technical schools who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

ranges of program adequacy. 

Table XIX indicates that 20 percent of the superintendents 



TABLE XIX 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL AND OPTI

MAL RANGES OF'MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA 
OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICE CENTER 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped ( ;~) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 
s I s I s I s I 

IliA Location and Accessibility of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Centers 20 25 20 17 8 17 52 41 

IIIB Dissemination of Instructional Media Infonnation 4 26 4 9 32 39 60 26 

IIIC Availability of Instructional Media 8 24 16 19 48 35 28 22 

IIID Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 4 21 36 28 36 38 24 13 

IIIE Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware 
. 

and Software 4 21 48 35 28 19 20 25 

IIIF Production of Instructional Media Software 20 23 48 31 8 24 24 22 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section III 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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surveyed judged the location and accessibility of the instructional 

media/learning resource center as being in the undeveloped range of 

program adequacy. Twenty percent of the superintendents believed 

the location and accessibility of the instructional media/learning 

resource center was in the minimal range of program adequacy. Eight 

percent of this population rated this program as functional, while 

52 percent of the superintendents felt this program was in the optimal 

range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 25 percent bel ievecd' the location 

and accessibility of the instructional media/learning resource center 

was in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Seventeen percent 

of the instructors felt this program adequacy was minimal, and 17 

percent of this population rated this program in the functional range 

of media program adequacy. Forty-one percent of the instructional 

staff rated the location and accessibility of the instructional 

media/learning resource center as being in the optimal range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 20 percent of the 

superintendents and 25 percent of the instructors felt that the loca

tion and accessibility of instructional media/learning resource 

centers was weak in their schools. Twenty-eight percent of the 

superintendents and 34 percent of the instructors felt this program to 

be neither weak nor strong. Fifty-two percent of the superintendents 

and 41 percent of the instructors felt that the location and accessi

bility of their instructional media/learning resource centers were 

strong in their school systems. 



Element III B: Dissemination of 

Instructional Media Information 

The Data. Element III B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

to which the vocational school meets the criteria relating to the 

dissemination of instructional media information. Criteria used as 

a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion summary block on 

the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix 

B). Table XIX shows the percentage of superintendents and instructors 

at area vocational-technical schools who judged the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, 

or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XIX indicates that four percent of the superintendents at 

the area vocational-technical schools judged the dissemination of 

instructional media information as being in the undeveloped range of 

program adequacy. Four percent of the superintendents felt this 

program adequacy was minimal, while 32 percent rated the dissemination 

of instructional media information in the functional range of media 

program adequacy. Sixty percent of the superintendents surveyed rated 

the dissemination of instructional media information in the optimal 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XIX also indicate~ that 26 percent of the instructors 

judged the dissemination of instructional media information as 

being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Nine percent 

of this population rated this area of program adequacy as minimal, 

while 39 percent of the instructors believed this program to be in 



the functional range of program adequacy. Twenty-six percent of 

the instructors at area vocational-technical schools judged the 

dissemination of instructional media information as being in the 

optimal range of program adequacy. 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent of 

the superintendents and 26 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs to be weak in dissemination of instructional media informa

tion. Thirty-six percent of the superintendents and 48 percent of 

the instructors felt that the dissemination of instructional media 

information in their schools was neither weak nor strong. Of the 

entire population surveyed, 60 percent of the superintendents and 26 

percent of the instructors in area vocational-technical schools 

believed their programs to be strong in dissemination of instructional 

media information. 

Element III C: Availability of 

Instructional Media 

The Data. Element III C of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating to the 

availability of instructional media. Criteria used as a basis for 

this judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the •iEvaluative 

Checklist11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XIX 

shows the percentage of superintendents and instructors at area 

vocational-technical schools who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

range of program adequacy .. 
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Table XIX indicates that eight percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy as it pertained to the 

availability of instructional media. Sixteen percent of the super

intendents judged their programs as being in the minimal range, while 

48 percent of the individuals surveyed in this population indicated 

that their programs were in the functional range of program adequacy. 

The survey showed that 28 percent of the superintendents surveyed 

believed their programs were in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Twenty-four percent of the instructors rated the availability 

of instructional media in their schools as undeveloped. Of the 

306 instructors surveyed, 19 percent believed this program to be 

.miminal, while 35 percent rated the availability of instructional 

media to be functional. Twenty-two percent of the instructors 

surveyed believed the availability of instructional media to be in 

the optimal range of media program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected indicate that eight percent of the 

superintendents and 24 percent of the instructors believed their pro

grams to be weak in the availability of instructional media at area 

vocational-technical schools. Sixty-four percent of the superintendents 

and 54 percent of the instructors judged this program as being neither 

weak nor strong. Twenty-eiqht percent of the superintendents and 22 

percent of the instructors believed the availability of instructional 

media at area vocational-technical schools was strong. 



Element III D: Storage and Retriev&l 

of Instructional Media 

149 

The Data. Element III D of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent to 

which vocational-technical schools meet the criteria relating to the 

storage and retrieval of instructional media. The criteria used as a 

basis for this judgment appear in the criterion surrunary block in the 11 Evalua

tive Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table 

XIX shows the percentage of the population at area vocational-technical 

schools who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in 

the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program 

adequacy. 

Table XIX indicates that four percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs, in terms of 

storage and retrieval of instructional media, as being in the 

undeveloped range of program adequacy. Thirty-six percent of the 

superintendents rated this program adequacy as minimal, and 36 percent 

of this population rated the program as being in the functional range 

of program adequacy. Of the 25 superintendents participating in the 

study, 24 percent believed the storage and retrieval of instructional 

media to be in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 21 percent rated the storage 

and retrieval of instructional media in the undeveloped range of 

program adequacy. Twenty-eight percent believed this program 

adequacy to be in the minimal range, and 38 percent rated this program 

in the functional range of program adequacy. Thirteen percent of the 
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instructors surveyed believed the storage and retrieval of instructional 

media was in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent of 

the superintendents and 21 percent of the instructors surveyed felt 

the storage and retrieval of instructional media at area vocational

technical schools was weak. Seventy-two percent of the superintendents 

and 66 percent of the instructors believed that this program was 

neither weak nor strong in their schools, while 14 percent of the 

superintendents and 13 percent of the instructors felt that the 

storage and retrieval of instructional media was strong at their 

school. 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instrt~c

tional Media Hardware and Software 

The Data. Element III E of the "Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

to which the vocational-technical school meets the criteria relating 

to the maintenance of instructional media hardware and software. The 

criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the criterion 

suiTillary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the 

Criteria (Appendix B). Table XIX shows the percentage of the super

intendents and instructors at area vocational-technical schools who 

judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist" responses as being in the undeveloped, 

minimal, functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XIX indicates that four percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy in the area of maintenance 
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of instructional media hardware and software. Forty-eight percent of 

the superintendents rated this program in the minimal range of program 

adequacy, and 28 percent felt that this area of the program was 

functional. Of the 25 superintendents surveyed, 20 percent felt that 

the maintenance of instructional media hardware and software was in 

the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Twenty-one percent of the 306 instructors surveyed rated the 

maintenance of instructional media hardware and software in the un

developed range of program adequacy. Thirty-five percent of the 

instructors believed this program to be minimal, while 19 percent 

rated this program in the functional range of program adequacy. 

Twenty-five percent of the instructors participating in this study 

rated their maintenance programs for media hardware and software in 

the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent of 

the superintendents and 21 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs to be weak in the maintenance of instructional media hardware 

and software. Seventy-six percent of the superintendents and 54 

percent of the instructors believed this area was neither weak nor 

strong. Twenty percent of the superintendents and 25 percent of the 

instructors felt the maintenance of instructional media hardware and 

software in their vocational-technical schools was strong. 

Element III F: Production of Instruc

tional Media Software 

The Data. Element III IF of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the 
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vocational-technical school administrative and instructional staff's 

perceptions regardi:ng the program adequacy of the production of 

instructional media software. The criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the "Evaluative 

Checklist'' (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XIX 

shows the percentage of the superintendents and instructors at 

area vocational-technical schools who judged the ''Evaluative Checklist" 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XIX indicates that 20 percent of the 25 superintendents 

responding believed their programs to be in the undeveloped range 

of program adequacy in tenms of production of instructional media 

software. Forty-eight percent of the superintendents rated their 

production programs as minimal, and eight percent believed the produc

tion of instructional media software in area vocational-technical 

schools was in the functional range of program adequacy. Twenty~four · 

percent of the superintendents surveyed beleived their production 

programs were in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 23 percent believed the produc

tion of instructional media software was in the undeveloped range of 

program adequacy. Thirty-one percent of the instructors rated the 

production program as minimal, while 24 percent believed this area 

of program adequacy was functional. Of the instructor population 

surveyed, 22 percent rated the program for the production of instruc

tional media software in the optimal level of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 20 percent of the 

superintendents and 23 percent of the instructors felt the production 
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of instructional media software was weak in their area vocational

technical schools. Fifty-six percent of the superintendents surveyed 

and 55 percent of the instructors felt this program was neither weak 

nor strong. Twenty-four percent of the superintendents and 22 percent 

ofthe!instructors participating in this study believed the production 

of instructional media software was strong at their area vocational

technical schools. 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Physical Facilities 

The fourth section of the 11 Evaluative Checklist'' contains two 

program elements relating to vocational-technical school physical 

facilities as they pertain to instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. The evaluation for each of the two elements in 

Section IV of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 is presented in Table XX and 

represents the perceptions of the checklist respondents as being at 

each of the four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation 

of the vocational-technical school physical facilities is based on 

criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). 

These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element IV A: Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities in Existing 

Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 obtains 

judgmental responses regarding the extent to which the vocational

technical schools meet the criteria regarding instructional 



TABLE XX 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIAl 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL AND OPTI

MAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL PHYSICAL FACILITIES 

Percentage of Superintendetns and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 
s I s I s I s I* 

IVA Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Facilities in Existing Classrooms 4 21 12 16 60 43 24 20 

IVB Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Facilities in Newly Constructed Classrooms 12 20 20 19 36 29 32 37 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section IV 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 



media/learning resource center facilities in existing classrooms. 

These criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the cri

terion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) 
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and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XX illustrates the percentage 

of the superintendents and instructors at area vocational-technical 

schools who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in 

the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program 

adequacy. 

Table XX indicates that four percent of the superintendents 

judged their programs as being in the undeveloped range of program 

adequacy. Twelve percent of the respondents felt their instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities program adequacy was at 

least minimal. Sixty percent of the superintendents felt that their 

program was functional, and 24 percent of the population believed 

their media program to be optimal for this element. 

Of the instructors surveyed, 21 percent judged their programs 

as being undeveloped. Sixteen percent of the 306 respondents rated 

their programs as being minimal, while 43 percent believed their 

instructional media/learning resource center facilities were at least 

functional. Twenty percent of the instructors judged their instruc

tional media/learning resource center facilities in existing class

rooms at the optimal level of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent 

of the superintendents and 21 percent of the instructors believed 

area vocational-technical schools to be weak in instructional media/ 

learning resource center facilities in existing classrooms. 



Seventy-two percent of the superintendents and 59 percent of the 

instructors believed that their programs were neither weak nor 

strong, while 24 percent of the superintendents and 20 percent of 

the instructors felt their programs were strong. 

Element IV B: Instructional Media/ 

Learning Resource Center Facilities 

in Newly Constructed Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 
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to which area vocational-technical schools meet these criteria related 

to the instructional media/learning resource center facilities in 

newly constructed classrooms. Criteria used as a basis for this 

judgment appear in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist 11 (Appendix C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). These 

criteria establish the basic philosophy for instructional media/ 

learning resource center facilities in newly constructed classrooms. 

Table XX shows the percentage of the superintendents and instructors 

at area vocational-technical schools who judged the 11 Eva 1 uative Check

list11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or 

optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XX indicates that 12 percent of the superintendents of 

area vocational-technical schools judged their programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Twenty percent of the 

superintendents judged their programs as being in the minimal 

range, while 36 percent of the individuals surveyed indicated that 

their programs were in the functional range of program adequacy. 
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The survey showed that 32 percent of the surveyed superintendents 

believed their programs were in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

The instructor survey indicated that of the 306 participants, 

20 percent believed their programs to be in the undevelcped range of 

program adequacy. Nineteen percent of the instructors rated their 

instructional media/learning resource center facili~ies as being 

minimal, while 29 percent of this population felt their programs 

were in the functional range of program adequacy. Thirty-seven 

percent of the instructors felt their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs were at the optimal level of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 12 percent of the 

superintendents and 20 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs at area vocational-technical schools were weak in instruc

tional media/learning resource center facilities in newly constructed 

classrooms. Of the 331 participants, 56 percent of the superintendents 

and 48 percent of the instructors belieVed their programs were neither 

weak nor strong. Thirty-two percent of the superintendents and 37 

percent of the instructors believed they have strong instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities in newly constructed 

classrooms. 

Evaluation of the Vocational-Technical 

School Budget and Finance 

The fifth section of the .. Evaluative Checklist 11 contains three 

program elements relating to budget and finance. The evaluation of 
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each of the three elements in Section V of the 11 Evaluative Checklist~~ 

is presented in Table XXI and represents the perceptions of the 

checklist respondents at each of the four ranges of media program 

adequacy. The evaluation of the school budget and finance program 

was based on criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and 

Tipling (1980a). These criteria appear in Appendix B. 

Element V A: Development of Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Programs Budget 

The Data. Element V A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

to which area vocational-technical schools meet criteria relating to 

development of instructional media/learning resource center programs 

budget. Criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the 

criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) 

and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XXI shows the percentage of 

the superintendents and instructors who judged the 11 Evaluative Check

list11 responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or 

optimal range:of program adequacy. 

Table XXI indicates that 38 percent of the superintendents of 

area vocational-technical schools judged the programs budget as being 

in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eight percent of these 

respondents felt that their programs budgets were at least minimal. 

Forty-four percent of the superintendents felt their programs budgets 

were functional, and 20 percent of these participants believed their 

programs budget adequacy to be optimal. 



TABLE XXI 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL, AND OPTI

MAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL BUDGET AND FINANCE 

Percentages of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped{%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 
s I s I s I s I* 

VA Development of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs Budget 28 28 8 17 44 31 20 24 

VB Basis for Budget Allocations 16 22 8 15 44 34 32 29 

vc Reporting Financial Needs 12 22 20 21 40 37 28 20 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section V 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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Twenty-eight percent of the instructors surveyed believed the 

development of instructional media/learning resource center programs 

budget to be in the undeveloped range of program adequacy, while 17 

percent of this population rated this program in the minimal range of 

program adequacy. Of the 306 instructors surveyed in area vocational

technical schools, 31 percent rated this program as functional. 

Twenty-four percent of the instructional staff felt that the develop

ment of programs budget was in the optimal range of program adeqtlacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 28 percent of the 

superintendents and 28 percent of the instructors rated the develop

ment of instructional media/learning resource center jiY~ograms budget 

in their area vocational-technical schools as weak. Fifty-two percent 

of the superintendents and 48 percent of the instructors felt this 

program was neither weak nor strong, while 20 percent of the super

intendents and 24 percent of the instructors felt that this program 

was strong in their school systems. 

Element V B: Basis for Budget 

Allocations 

The Data. Element V B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 obtains 

judgmental responses pertaining to the extent to which area vocational

technical schools meet the criteria relating to the basis for budget 

allocations. These criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear 

in the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix 

C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). This criteria establish the basic 

philosophy for the basis for budget allocations in instructional 
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media/learning resource center programs. Table XXI shows the percen-

. tage of the superintendents and instructors at area vocational-technical 

schools who judge the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in the 

undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XXI indicates that 16 percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools judged the basis for budget alloca

tions as being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eight 

percent of these respondents judged the basis for budget allocations as 

being in the minimal range, while 44 percent of these individuals sur

veyed indicated that the basis for budget allocations was in the 

functional range of program adequacy. The survey showed that 32 

percent of the superintendents believed their basis for budget alloca

tions was in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 22 percent believed this program 

to be at the undeveloped level of program adequacy. Fifteen percent 

of the instructors surveyed rated their program adequacy at the 

minimal level, while 34 percent of this population believed the basis 

for budget allocations in their instructional media programs to be 

functional. Twenty-nine percent of the instructors involved in the 

survey rated their programs in the optimal level of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 16 percent of the 

superintendents and 22 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs for the basis for budget allocations in the instructional 

media/learning resource center programs was weak. Fifty-two percent 

of the superintendents and 49 percent of the instructors believed 

this program was neither weak nor strong, while 32 percent of the 
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superintendents and 29 percent of the instructors felt that the basis 

for budget allocations in instructional media/learning resource 

center programs was strong. 

Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs 

The Data. Element V C of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent to 

which area vocational-technical schools meet the criteria relating to 

reporting financial needs for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear 

in the criterion sunmary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix 

C) and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XXI shows the percentage 

of superintendents and instructors who judge the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 

responses as being in the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XXI indicates that 12 percent of the superintendents in 

area vocational-technical schools judged reporting financial needs 

for instructional media/learning resource center programs as being in 

the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Twenty percent of the 

superintendents rated their programs in the minimal level, but 40 

percent of this population believed the program to be at the funct1onal 

level of program adequacy. Twenty-eight percent of the superintendents 

surveyed rated this program at the optimal level of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 22 percent rated the reporting of 

financial needs as being in the undeveloped range. Twenty-one percent 

of this population rated the program in the minimal level of media 

program adequacy. Thirty-seven percent of the instructor population 



believed the reporting of financial needs for instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs was in the· functional level, while 

20 percent of this population rated this program in the optimal 

range of program adequacy. 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 12 percent of the 

superintendents and 22 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs to be weak in the reporting of financial needs for instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs in area vocational

technical schools. Sixty percent of the superintendents and 58 percent 

of the instructors felt that their programs were neither weak nor 

strong in this area. Twenty-eight percent of the superintendents 

and 20 percent of the instructors felt that this area of media programs 

was strong in their school system. 

Evaluation of the Area Vocational-Technical 

School Professional Staff 

The sixth section of the "Evaluative Checklist 11 contains two 

program elements relating to the vocational-technical school profes

sional staff. The evaluation of each of the two elements in Section VI 

of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 is presented in Table XXII and represents 

the perceptions of the checklist respondents as being at each of the 

four ranges of media program adequacy. The evaluation of the vocational

technical school professional staff was based on criteria developed by 

Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a). These criteria appear in 

Appendix B. 



TABLE XXII 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO EVALUATED THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE UNDEVELOPED, MINIMAL, FUNCTIONAL AND OPTI

MAL RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

PercentagesofSuperintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Undeveloped(%) Minimal(%) Functional(%) Optimal(%) 
s I s I s I s I 

VIA Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Staff 48 32 8 13 24 28 20 27 

VIB Building Media Staff** 54 33 8 18 15 26 23 23 

Source: Evaluative Checklist, Section VI 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 

**The N is reduced for this question because all schools do not have more than one school site. 
Superintendents N = 13, Instructors N = 176 



Element VI A: Area Vocational-Technical 

Schools Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Staff 
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The Data. Element VI A of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to area voca

tional-technical schools instructional media/learning resource center 

staff. The criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in the 

criterion sumnary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 (Appendix C) 

and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XXII shows the percentages 

of superintendents and instructors at area vocational-technical 

schools who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 responses as being in 

the undeveloped, minimal, functional, or optimal range.Of program 

adequacy. 

Table XXII indicates that 48 percent of the superintendents 

surveyed judged area vocational-technical schools instructional 

media/learning resource center staff as being in the undeveloped 

range of program adequacy. Eight percent of the superintendents 

believed the staff was in the minimal range of program adequacy. 

Twenty-four percent of this population rated this program as func

tional, while 20 percent of the superintendents felt this program was 

in the optimal range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, 32 percent believed area 

vocational-technical schools instructional media/learning resource 

center staff was in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. 

Thirteen percent of the instructors felt this program adequacy was 

minimal and 28 percent of this population rated this program in the 
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functional range of media program adequacy. Twenty-seven percent of 

the instructional staff rated the area vocational-technical school 

instructional media/learning resource center staff as being in the 

optimal range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 48 percent of the 

superintendents and 32 percent of the instructors felt that area 

vocational-technical schools instructional media/learning resource 

center staff was weak in their schools. Thirty-two percent of the 

superintendents and 41 percent of the instructors felt this program 

was neither weak nor strong. Twenty percent of the superintendents 

and 27 percent of the instructors felt that the area vocational~ 

technical schools instructional media/learning resource center staff 

was strong in their school systems. 

Element VI B: Building Media Staff 

The Data. Element VI B of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining judgmental responses pertaining to the extent 

to which the vocational school meets the criteria relating to building 

media staff. Criteria used as a basis for this judgment appear in 

the criterion summary block on the 11 Evaluative Checklist .. (Appendix C) 

and in the Criteria (Appendix B). Table XXII shows the percentage of 

superintendents and instructors at area vocational-technical schools 

who judged the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 reponses as being in the un~ 

developed, minimal, functional, or optimal range of program adequacy. 

Table XXII indicates that 54 percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools judged the building media staff as 



167 

being in the undeveloped range of program adequacy. Eight percent of 

the superintendents felt this program adequacy was minimal while 15 

percent rated the building media staff in the functional range of 

media program adequacy. Twenty-three percent of the superintendents 

surveyed rated the building media staff in the optimal range of program 

adequacy. 

Table XXII also indicates that 33 percent of the instructors 

judged the building media staff as being in the undeveloped range of 

program adequacy. Eighteen percent of this population rated this area 

of program adequacy as minimal, while 26 percent of the instructors 

believed this program to be in the functional range of program adequacy. 

Twenty-three percent of the instructors at area vocational-technical 

schools judged the building media staff as being in the optimal range 

of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 54 percent of the 

superintendents and 33 percent of the instructors believed their 

programs to be weak in building media staff. Twenty-three percent of 

the superintendents and 44 percent of the instructors felt that the 

building media staff in their schools was neither weak nor strong. 

Of the entire population surveyed, 23 percent of both the superinten

dents and the instructors in area vocational-technical schools 

believed their programs to be strong in building media staff. 



Preference for Area Vocational-Technical 

School Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Programs 
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Superintendents and instructors were surveyed as to their 

preference for instructional media/learning resource center prbgrams 

within their area vocational-technical schools. This preference 

is presented for both populations for the six major categories of 

area vocational-technical school instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational-Technical 

School Educational Media Services 

Section I of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 contains five program 

elements relating to the population's preference for commitment of 

the administration and faculty staff of area vocational-technical 

schools for the provisions for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. The preference statements in Section I are similar 

to the items in Section I in the 11 Evaluative Checklist. 11 However, 

the verbalization is changed to express perference. Like the 

11 Evaluative Checklist, 11 the 11 Preference Checklist 11 is based on the 

criteria develo~d by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) 

(Appendix B). 



Element I A: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
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The Data. Element I A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the administrative and 

instructional staff as to what extent area vocational-technical 

schools should be committed to instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. Table XXIII shows the percentage of the population 

at area vocational-technical schools who prefer their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be in the level I, level II, 

level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIII indicates that none of the superintendents at area 

vocational-technical schools preferred commitment to their programs 

to be in the level I range. Twelve percent of the respondents 

desired commitment for instructional media/learning resource center 

programs to be at the level II range. Twenty percent of the personnel 

surveyed preferred commitment for media programs to be at the level 

III range, while 68 percent of the participants desired commitment for 

their programs at level IV. 

Of the instructors surveyed, five percent preferred commitment 

to their programs to be in the level I range. Six percent of the 

306 respondents preferred commitment for instructional media/learning 

resource center programs to be in the level II range, while 15 percent 

preferred commitment for their progrmas to be at the level III range. 

Seventy-four percent of the instructors preferred their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be at the level IV range 

of media program adequacy. 



TABLE XXI II 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL II I, AND LEVEL .... 

IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level I II(%) Level IV(%) 
s I s I s I s I* 

IA Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 0 5 12 6 20 15 68 74 

IB Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs as an Integral Part 
of Curriculum and Instruction 0 5 0 3 16 19 84 73 

IC Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Facilities 8 6 0 1 20 20 72 73 

ID Commitment to Financing the Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 12 5 0 3 8 7 80 85 

IE Commitment to Staffing the Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 12 4 4 3 12 22 72 71 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section I 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the 

superintendents and five percent of the instructors desired that the 

commitment to instructional media/learning resource center programs 

be weak. Thirty-two percent of the superintendents and 21 percent 

of the instructors surveyed preferred a degree of commitment which 

was neither weak nor strong. Sixty-eight percent of the superinten

dents and 74 percent of the instructors at area vocational-technical 

schools desired a strong commitment toward the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. 

Element I B: Commitment to Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 

As An Integral Part of Curriculum 

and Instruction 

The Data. Element I B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining the preference of the administrative and instruc

tional staff as to what extent area vocational-technical schools 

should be comnitted to instructional media/learning resource center 

programs as an integral part of curriculum and instruction. Table 

XXIII shows the percentage of the superintendents and instructors at 

area vocational-technical schools who preferred their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be in the level I, level II, 

level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIII indicates that none of the superintendents surveyed 

at area vocational-technical schools preferred commitment to instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs as an integral part of 

curriculum and instruction to be in the level I range of program 
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adequacy. None of the superintendents surveyed desired commitment for 

this program to be in the level II range, while 16 percent placed 

their preference in the level III range of program adequacy. Of the 

25 participants surveyed, 84 percent stated that they desired 

commitment to instructional media/learning resource center programs as 

an integral part of curriculum and instruction to be in the level IV 

range of program adequacy. 

The instructor survey indicated that, of the 306 participants, 

five percent preferred their programs to be in the level I range 

of program adequacy. Three percent of the instructors preferred 

commitment for this program to be in the level II range, while 19 

percent preferred commitment to be in the level III range. Seventy

three percent of the instructors preferred commitment to instructional 

media/learning resource center programs as an integral part of curric

ulum and instruction to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the 

superintendents and five percent of the instructors believed their 

programs at area vocational-technical schools should not have a 

strong commitment to utilizing instructional media/learning resource 

center programs as an integral part of curriculum and instruction. Of 

the 331 participants, 16 percent of the superintendents and 22 percent 

of the instructors believed this commitment should be neither weak 

nor strong. Eight-four percent of the superintendents and 73 percent 

of the instructors expressed a desire for strong commitment for 

instructional media/learning resource center programs as an integral 

part of curriculum and instruction. 



Element I C: Commitment to Providing 

Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities 

The Data. Element I C of the 11 Preference Checklist 11• has the 
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function of ascertaining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors as to what extent area vocational-technical schools should 

be committed to providing instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities. Table XXIII shows the percentaqe of the population who 

prefer their instructional media/learning resource center program to 

be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Table XXIII indicates that eight percent of the superintendents 

of area vocational-technical schools preferred that canmitment to 

providing instructional media/learning resource center facilities 
·<t 

be in the level I range of program adequacy. None of the superinten-

dents surveyed indicated that their preference for commitment for 

this program adequacy was at level II. Twenty percent of the super-

intendents preferred commitment to providing instructional media/ 

learning resource center facilities to be at the level III range. Of 

the 25 superintendents surveyed, 72 percent stated that they desired 

their program adequacy for this element to be at the level IV range. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, six percent preferred instruc

tional media/learning resource center facilities to be at the level I 

range of program adequacy. One percent of this population preferred 

that program adequacy be in the level II range. Twenty percent of the 

instructors desired that the corrmitment to providing instructi'onal 

media/learning resource center facilities be in the level III range, 
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while 73 percent preferred their program to be in the level IV range 

of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that 

eight percent of the superintendents and six percent of the instructors 

believed area vocational-technical schools should not have a strong 

comnitment to providing instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities. Twenty percent of the superintendents and 21 percent of 

the instructors believed this commitment should be neither weak nor 

strong, while 72 percent of the superintendents and 73 percent of the 

instructors surveyed thought there should be a strong commitment to 

providing instructional media/learning resource center facilities. 

Element I 0: Commitment to Financing 

the Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Programs 

The Data. Element I D of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of resolving the preference of the superintendents and instruc

tors as to what extent area vocational-technical schools should be 

committed to financing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. Table XXI II shows the percentage of superintendents 

and instructors at area vocational-technical schools who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the 

level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIII indicates that 12 percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools preferred that their programs be 

in the level I range of program adequacy. None of the superintendents 
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desired that commitment to financing instructional media/learning 

resource center programs be in the level II range, while eight percent 

preferred for this commitment to be in the level III range of program 

adequacy. Of the 25 superintendents surveyed, 80 percent believed 

that the commitment to financing the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs should be in the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, five percent desired that the 

commitment to financing instructional media/learning resource center 

programs be in the level I range of program adequacy. Three percent 

of the instructors preferred this commitment to be at the level II 

range, and seven percent preferred the level III range of program 

adequacy. Eighty-five percent of the instructors preferred the 

commitment to financing instructional media/learning resource center 

programs in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicates that 

12 percent of the superintendents and five percent of the instructors 

preferred the area vocational-technical school to not have a strong 

commitment to financing instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. Eight percent of the superintendents and ten percent of 

the instructors believed this commitment should be neither weak nor 

strong, while 80 percent of the superintendents and 85 percent of the 

instructors surveyed thought that there should be a strong commitment 

to financing instructional media/learning resource center programs. 
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The Data. Element I E of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining the preference of superintendents and instructors 

as to what extent area vocational-technical schools should be committed 

to staffing the instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Table XXIII shows the percentage of superintendents and instructors 

who prefer their instructional media/learning resource center programs 

to be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of pro

gram adequacy. 

Table XXIII indicates that 12 percent of the superintendents of 

area vocational-technical schools prefer commitment to staffing the 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in the 

level I range of program adequacy. Four percent of the individuals 

surveyed in this population, preferred the level II range of program 

.adequacy and 12 percent preferred the level III range of program 

adequacy. Of the 25 superintendents surveyed, 72 percent preferred 

a commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, four percent preferred their 

programs to be in the level I range of program adequacy. Three percent 

of this population desired the commitment to staffing instructional 

media/learning resource center programs to be in the level II range, 

while 22 percent preferred the level III range of program adequacy. 

Seventy-one percent of the instructors preferred the commitment to 

this program element to be at the level IV range. 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 12 percent of the 

superintendents and four percent of the instructors surveyed believed 

area vocational-technical schools should not have a strong commitment 

to staffing the instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Sixteen percent of the superintendeAts and 25 percent of the instruc

tors believed the commitment to staffing these programs should be 

neither weak nor strong. Seventy-two percent of the superintendents 

and 71 percent of the instructorssurveyeci:lbelieved there should be a 

strong commitment to staffing the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Media Services -

Curriculum and Instruction 

Section II of the "Preference Checklist" contains four program 

elements relating to the superintendents and instructors preference 

for media services in curriculum and instruction provided by area 

vocational-technical schools in their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. The preference statements in Section II 

are similar to the items in Section II on the "Evaluative Checklist." 

However, the verbalization is changed to express preference. Like 

the ''Evaluative Checklist," the "Preference Checklist" is based on the 

criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) 

(Appendix B). 



Element II A: Consultative Services in 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Utilization 

The Data. Element II A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 
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function of detenmining the preference for the utilization of consul

tative services in the instructional media/learning resource center 

by the superintendents and instructors of area vocational-technical 

schools. Table XXIV shows the percentage of the superintendents 

and instructors who prefer their instructional media/learning resource 

center programs to be in the level I,, level II, level III, or level IV 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIV indicates that four percent of the superintendents 

at area vocational-technical schools preferred consultative services in 

instructional media/learning resource center utilization to be in the 

level I range of program adequacy. Of the 25 superintendents surveyed, 

eight percent desired the consultative services to be in the level II 

range. Twelve percent of the population desired the consultative 

service utilization to be at the level III range, while 76 percent of 

those surveyed desired the 1 eve 1 IV range of program adequacy. 

Four percent of the instructors surveyed preferred the consultative 

services utilization to be in the level I range of program adequacy, 

while four percent of the population desired for this program to be 

in the level II range of program adequacy. Of the 306 instructors 

surveyed in area vocational-technical schools, 21 percent thought 

this program should be in the level III range. Seventy-one percent 
i 

preferred that consultative service utilization be in the level IV 

range of program adequacy. 



TABLE XXIV 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL I I, LEVEL II I, AND LEVEL 

IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN 
THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDM SERVICES 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level III(%) Level IV(%) 
s I s I s I s I* 

IIA Consultative Services in Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Utilization 4 4 8 4 12 21 76 71 

IIB In-service Education in Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Utilization 12 5 0 5 28 29 60 61 

IIC Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Programs 0 2 0 2 0 9 100 87 

I ID Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff in Planning 0 3 0 3 12 18 88 76 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section II 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent of the 

superintendents and four percent of the instructors believed the 

utilization of consultative services in the instructional media/learning 

resource centers should not be strong. Twenty percent of the superin

tendents and 25 percent of the instructors surveyed believed this 

consultative service should be neither weak nor strong. Seventy-six 

percent of the superintendents and 71 percent of the instructors 

surveyed believed there should be strong consultative services in 

instructional media/learning resource center utilization. 

Element II B: Inservice Education 

in Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Utilization 

The Data. Element II B of the "Preference Checklist" ha~ the 

function of determining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for the utilization of in-service education in instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs. Table XXIV shows the 

percentage of the population who prefer their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs to be in the level I~ level II, 

level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIV shows that 12 percent of the superintendents surveyed 

at area vocational-technical schools preferred the utilization of 

in-service education in instructional media/learning resource centers 

to be in the level I range of program adequacy. None of the superin

tendents surveyed desired in-service education programs for instruc

tional media to be at the level II range, and 28 percent of the 

population desired this program adequacy to be at the level III range. 
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Of the 25 participants in the survey, 60 percent stated th~t they 

desired in-service education in instructional media/learning resource 

center utilization to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, five percent preferred this 

program to be at the level I range of program adequacy. Five percent 

of the instructors surveyed thought their program adequacy should be 

in the level II range, while 29 percent of this population desired 

the in-service education utilization in their instructional media 

programs to be in the level III range. Sixty-one percent of the 

instructors involved in the survey preferred their programs to be in 

the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. Data collected in this survey indicate that 12 per

cent of the superintendents and five percent of the instructors 

believed the vocational-technical school should not have strong 

in-service education in instructional media/learning resource center 

utilization. Twenty-eight percent of the superintendents and 34 

percent of the instructors felt that this program adequacy should 

be neither weak nor strong. Of the 331 individuals surveyed, 60 

percent of the superintendents and 61 percent of the instructors 

felt that in-service education in instructional media/learning 

resource center utilization should be strong. 

Element II C: Faculty-Student Use of 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs 

The Data. Element II C of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of ascertaining the preference of the superintendents and 
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instructors for faculty and student use of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. Table XXIV shows the percentage of the 

population at area vocational-technical schools who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be in ~he . 

1 eve 1 I, 1 evel II, 1 eve 1 I II , or 1 eve 1 IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIV shows that none of the superintendents of area 

vocational-technical schools desired that faculty-student use of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs be at the 

1 eve 1 I, 1 eve 1 I I , or 1 eve 1 I I I range of program adequacy. One 

hundred percent of the superintendents preferred that this program 

adequacy be at the level IV range. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, two percent indicated that this 

program adequacy should be in the level I range, and two percent 

preferred the level II range of program adequacy. Nine percent of 

the instructors surveyed preferred for faculty-student use of 

instructional media/learning resource center programs to be at the 

level III range, while 87 percent thought this program adequacy 

should be at the level IV range. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that 

none of the superintendents and two percent of the instructors be

lieved the faculty-student use of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs should not be strong. None of the super

intendents and nine percent of the instructors believed this program 

use should be neither weak nor strong. One hund~ed percent of the 

superintendents and 87 percent of the instructmrs believed there 

should be a strong program in the area of faculty and student use 

of instructional media/learning resource center programs. 



Element II D: Involvement of the Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Staff in Planning 

The Data. Element II D of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of resolving the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for the involvement of the instructional media/learning 

resource center staff in planning within area vocational-technical 

schools. Table XXIV shows the percentage of the superintendents 
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and instructors who prefer their instructional media/learning resource 

center programstobe in the level I~ level II, level III,or level 

IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXIV shows that none of the superintendents of area 

vocational-technical schools preferred involvement of the~instruc

tional media/learning resource center staff in planning to be at the 

level I range of program adequacy. None of the superintendents 

believed the involvement of media center staff should be at the level 

II range of program adequacy, whil~ 12 percent of the 25 participants 

believed this program adequacy should be at the level III range. 

Eighty-eight percent of the superintendents indicated that the 

involvement of the instructional media/learning resource center 

staff in planning should be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Three percent of the instructors surveyed believed that the 

involvement of instructional media/learning resource center staff in 

planning should be in the level I range of program adequacy. Three 

percent of the instructors believed this program should be in the 

level II range~ while 18 percent of the population felt that this 



program should be in the level III range. Seventy-six percent of 

the instructors surveyed preferred that the involvement of instruc

tional media/learning resource center staff in planning be in the 

level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the 

superintendents and three percent of the instructors believed that 

there should net be strong involvement in planning by the instruc

tional media/learning resource center staff. Twelve percent of 
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the superintendents and 21 percent of the instructors surveyed be

lieved this involvement should be neither weak nor strong. Eighty

eight percent of the superintendents and 76 percent of the instructors 

indicated a desire for a strong involvement of the instructional 

media/learning resource center staff in planning in terms of curric

ulum and instruction. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Media 

Service Center 

Section III of the "Preference Checklist 11 contains six program 

elements relating to the population's preference for media service 

centers provided by area vocational-tedhnical schools in their in

structional media learning resource center programs. The preference 

statements in Section III are similar to the items in Sectton III 

of the "Evaluative Checklist;" however, the verbalization is 

changed to express preference. Like the 11 Eva:luative Checklist," 

the "Preference Checklist" is based on the criteria developed by 



Fulton, King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 

Element III A: Location and 

Accessibility of Instruc

tional Media/Learning 

Resource Centers 

The Data. Element III A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of:the superintendents and 

instructors of area vocational-technical schools for the location 

and accessibility of instructional media/learning resource centers. 

Table XXV shows the percentage of the population who prefer their 

instructional media/learning resource center program in the level 

I, level II, level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 
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Table XXV indicates that four percent of the superintendents 

preferred the location and accessibility of instructional media/ 

learning resource centers to be in the level I range of program ade

quacy. Of the 25 participants, four percent stated a desire for 

this program adeqaucy to be in the level II range, while eight 

percent stated a preference for the location and accessibility of 

these programs to be in the level III range of program adequacy. 

Eighty-four percent of the superintendents responding preferred 

the location arul accessibility of the instructional media/learning 

resource centers to be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, five percent believed that 

the location and accessibility of the instructional media/learning 

resource centers should be in the level I range of program 

adequacy. Four percent of thednstructors felt that this program 



TABLE XXV 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III, AND LEVEL 

IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED WITHIN THE 
AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL MEDIA SERVICE CENTER 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy . 

Level I(_%) Level II(%) Level III(%)! Level IV(%) 
s I s I s I S I* 

IliA Location and Accessibility of Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Centers 4 5 4 4 8 19 84 72 

IIIB Dissemination of Instructional Media 
Information 0 4 0 1 8 19 92 76 

IIIC Availability of Instructional Media 0 4 0 3 32 24 68 69 

IIID Storage and Retri@val of Instructional Media 4 6 8 3 8 18 80 73 

IIIE Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware 
and Software 0 2 12 7 8 8 80 83 

IIIF Production of Instructional Media Software 0 3 4 4 28 22 68 71 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section III 

* S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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adequacy should be at the level II range, and 19 percent of the popu

lation desired that the program adequacy be in the level III range. 

Seventy-two percent of the instructors preferred that the location 

and accessibility of instructional media/learning resource centers 

be in the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent . 

of the superintendents and five percent of the instructors felt that 

the location and accessibility of tnstructional media/learning 

resource centers should not be strong. Twelve percent of the 

superintendents and 23 percent of the instructors felt that this 

program should be neither weak nor strong. Eighty-four percent of 

the superintendents and 72 perceAt of the instructors surveyed 

felt that the location and accessibility of the instructional media/ 

learning resource centers should be strong. 

Element III B: Dissemination of 

Instructional Media Information 

The Data. Element III B of the 11 Preference Checklist•• has the 

function of detenmining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for program adequacy in terms of dissemination of 'instruc

tional media information. Table XXV shows the percentage of the 

population at area vocational-technical schools who preferred their 

instructional media/learning resource center programs inthe level I, 

level II~ level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Tabl~ XXV indicates that none of the superintendents surveyed 

at area vocational-technical schools preferredthe dissemination 
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of instructional media information to be at the level I range of 

program adequacy. None of the superintendents placed their preference 

, for this program adequacy at the 1 evel II range. Eight percent of 

the superintendents felt that the dissemination of instructional 

media information should be at the level III range, while 92 per-

. cent desired that this program adequacy be at the 1 eve 1 IV range. 

'Table XXV also indicates that four percent of the instructors 

preferred the dissemination of instructional media information 

to be at the level I range of program adequacy. One percent of this 

population felt that this area of program adequacy should be in 

the 1 evel I I range, while 19 percent of the instructors preferred 

for this program adequacy to be in the level Ill range. Seventy-six 

percent of the instructors at area vocational-technical schools 

preferred for the dissemination of instructional media to be in 

the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the super

intendents and four percent of the instructors be}iev~ed that this 

program adequacy should not be strong. Eight percent of the super

intendents and 20 percent of the instructors desired that the program 

for dissemination of instructional media be neit~er weak nor strong. 

Ninety-two percent of the superintendents and 76 percent of the 

instructors felt that there should be a strong program in this area. 



Element III C: Availability of 

Instructional Media 
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The Data. Element III C of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of ascertaining the preference of superintendents and instruc

tors at area vocational-technical schools for the availability of 

instructional media. Table XXV shows the percentage of the population 

who. prefer their instructional mediila/learning resource center programs 

to be in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of 

program adequacy. 

Table XXV indicates that none of the superintendents surveyed at 

area vocational-technical schools preferred the availability of 

instructional media to be in the level I range of program adequacy. 

None of the superintendents surveyed believed the availability of 

instructional media should be in the level II range, while 32 percent 

of the participants believed the program adequacy should be at the 

level III range. Sixty-eight percent of the superintendents surveyed 

preferred that the availability of instructional media be in the 

level IV range of program adequacy. 

Four percent of the instructors desired that the availability 

of instructional media in their schools be at the level I range of 

program adequacy, while three percent felt that the program adequacy 

for this area should be at the level II range. Twenty-four percent 

of the instructors surveyed preferred for the availability of instruc

tional media to be at the level III range, and 69 percent thought 

that this program adequacy should be in the level IV range. 
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Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that none 

of the superintendents and four percent of the instructors felt that 

the availability of instructional media should not be strong. 

Thirty-two percent of the superintendents and 27 percent of the 

instructors felt that this program shou,ld be neither weak nor strong. 

Sixty-eight percent of the superintendents and 69 percent of the 

instructors preferred that the availability of instructional media 

should be strong. 

Element III 0: Storage and Retrieval 

bf Instructional Media 

The Data. Element III D of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of resolving the preference of the superintendents and in

structors for the availability of storage and retrieval facilities 

and systems for instructional media in area vocational-technical 

schools. Table XXV shows the percentage of the population at area 

vocational-technical schools who prefer their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the level I, level II, level III, 

or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXV indicates that four percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools preferred that the storage and 

retrieval of instructional media be in the level I range of program 

adequacy. Eight percent of the superintendents preferred that this 

program adequacy be at the level II range,and eight percent of the 

superintendents desired that the storage and retrieval of instructional 

media be at the level III range of program adequacy. Eighty percent 

of the superintendents participating in this study believed the program 
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adequacy for this area should be at the level IV range. 

Table XXV shows that six percent of the instructors at area 

vocational-technical schools preferred the level I range of program 

adequacy for storage and retrieval of instructional media. Three 

percent of the instructors felt that this program adequacy should be 

at the level II range, and 18 percent of the instructors surveyed 

desired that the storage and retrieval of instructional media be at 

the level III range of program adequacy. Seventy-three percent of 

the instructors believed that the program adequacy for this area 

should be at the level IV range. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent of the 

superintendents and six percent of the instructors surveyed felt that 

the storage and retrieval of instructional media at area vocational

technical schools should not be strong. Sixteen percent of the super

intendents and 21 percent of the instructors desired that this program 

be neither weak nor strong. Eighty percent of the superintendents 

and 73 percent of the instructors felt that there should be a strong 

program for storage and retrieval of instructional media in the 

instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Element III E: Maintenance of Instruc

ii tional Media Hardware and Software 

The Data. Element III E of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of obtaining the preference of the superintendents and instruc

tors for a maintenance program for instructional media hardware and 

software within the instructional media/learning resource center 
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programs. Table XXV shows the percentage of the population at area 

vocational-technical schools who prefer their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the level I, level II, level III, 

or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXV indicates that none of the superintendents at area 

vocational-technical schools preferred a maintenance program in the 

level I range of program adequacy. Twelve percent of the superinten

dents stated that their preference was in the level II range for this 

program, and eight percent of the participants preferred the ·mainte~ 

nanceof instructional media hardware and software to be within the 

level III range. Eighty percent of the superintendents surveyed 

preferred the level IV range of program adequacy for the maintenance 

of instructional media hardware and software. 

Two percent of the instructors surveyed believed that the main

tenance of instructional media hardware and software should be in the 

level I range of program adequacy. Seven percent of the instructors 

preferred the level II range of program adequacy, and eight percent 

of those instructors surveyed felt that this area should be in the 

level III range of program adequacy. Eighty-three percent of the 

instructors at area vocational-technical schools who responded to 

this survey preferred that the maintenance of instructional media 

hardware and software be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the 

superintendents and two percent of the instructors believed that the 

maintenance of instructional media hardware and software should not 

be strong. Twenty percent of the superintendents and 15 percent of 
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the instructors believed that this program should be neither weak nor 

-strong. Eight percent of the superintendents and 83 percent of the 

instructors surveyed believed that there should be a strong mainte

nance program for instructional media heardware and software in the 

instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Element III F: Production of 

Instructional Media Software 

The Data. Element II I F of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of securing the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for a program of production @f instructional media software 

in the instructional media/learning resource centers of area vocational

technical schools. Table XXV shows the percentage of the population 

at area vocational-technical schools who prefer their instructional 

media/learning resource center program in the level I, level II, 

level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXV indicates that none of the superintendents surveyed 

believed the production of instructional media software should be 

in the level I range of program adequacy. Four percent of the super

; ntendents preferred the 1 evel II range of program adequacy, and 28 

percent of those responding to the survey believed that the production 

of instructional media software should be at the level III range of 

program adequacy. Sixty-eight percent of the superintendents believed 

that the program for the production of instructional media software 

should be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, three percent believed that 

the production of instructional media software should be at the level I 
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range of program adequacy. Four percent of the instructors felt that 

the program adequacy for this area should be at the level II range, 

while 22 percent preferred the level III range of program adequacy. 

Seventy-one percent of those instructors surveyed believed that the 

production of instructional media software for instructional media/ 

learning resource centers should be at the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the super

intendents and three percent of the instruct~rs surveyed believed that 

this program element should not be strong. Thirty-two percent of the 

superintendents and 26 percent of the instructors felt that the 

production of i nstructi>ona 1 !meltl'ia software should be neither weak nor 

strong. Sixty-eight percent of the superintendents and 71 percent 

of the instructors preferred that this program be strong. 

Survey of Preference f~r Vocational

Technical School Physical Facilities 

Section IV of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 contains two program 

elements relating to the superintendents and instructors preference 

for instructional media/learning resource center facilities provided 

byarea vocational-technical schools in their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs. The preference statements in 

Section IV are similar to the items in Section IV of the 11 Evaluative 

Checklist. 11 However, the verbalization is changed to express prefer

ence. Like the ''Evaluative Checklist, 11 the 11 Preference Checklist 11 

is based on the criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, and 

Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 



Element IV A: Instructional Media/ 

Learning Resource Centers in 

Existing Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for support for instructional media/learning resource 
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center facilities in existing classrooms. Table XXVI shows the per

centage of the population at area vocational-technical schools who 

prefer their instructional media/learning resource center programs in 

the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXVI shows that none of the superintendents at area voca

tional-technical schools preferred the provisions for instructional 

media/learning resource center facilities in existing classrooms to 

be at the level I range of program adequacy. None of the superinten

dents surveyed believed that this program should be at the level II 

range and 28 percent of the respondents felt that the program adeqaucy 

should be at level III. Seventy-two percent of the superintendents 

preferred for the provisions for instructional media/learning resource 

center facilities in existing classrooms to be in the level IV range 

of program adequacy. 

Of the instructors surveyed, two percent desired that this pro

gram adequacy be at the level I range. Four percent of the instructors 

felt that this program should be in the level II range, while 23 per

cent believed the instructional media/learning resource center 

facilities in existing classrooms should be ,;n the level III range 

of program adequacy. Seventy-one percent of the instructors 



TABLE XXVI 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III, AND 

LEVEL III RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF V0CATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL 

PHYSICAL FACILITIES 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program E1 ement in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level I II(%) Level IV(%) 
s I s I s I s I* 

IVA Instrucitonal Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities in Existing 
Classrooms 0 2 0 4 28 23 72 71 

IVB Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities in Newly Con-
structed Classrooms ' 0 3 0 3 20 20 80 74 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section IV 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 
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responding to the survey preferred the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the super-

intendents and two percent of the instructors felt that the instruc-

tional media/learning resource center facilities in existing class-

rooms should not be a strong program. Twenty-eight percent of the 

superintendents and 27 percent of the instructors believed that this 

area should be neither weak nor strong. Seventy-two percent of the 

superintendents and 71 percent of the instructors surveyed preferred 

that there be strong provisions for instructi~nal media/learning 

resource center faciliteis in existing classrooms. 

Element IV B: Instructional Media/Learning 

Resource Center Facilities in Newly 

Constructed Classrooms 

The Data. Element IV B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

functio·n of determining the preference of the superintendents and in

structors for the provision of providing instructional media/learning 

resource center facilities in newly constructed classrooms. Table 

XXVI shows the percentage of the population at area vocational-techni

cal schools who prefer their instructional media/learning resource 

center programs in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV range 

of program adequacy. 

Table XXVI indicates that none of the superintendents of area 

vocational-technical schools preferred that the instructional media/ 

1 earning resource center facilities in newly constructed class rooms be 
\': .)- ··'·.: ~t.-

at the level I range of program adequacy. None of the superintendents 
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preferred the level II range, while 20 percent of the superintendents 

surveyed believed that this program adequacy should be the level III 

range. Eight percent of the 25 superintendents surveyed felt that 

provisions for instructional media/learning resource center facilities 

in newly constructed classrooms should be in the.level IV range of 

progr~am adequacy. 

The instructor survey indicated that, of the 306 participants, 

three percent belieV.ed this program should be in the level I range 

of program adeqaucy. Three percent of the instructors felt that 

provisions for instructional media/learning resource center facilities 

in newly constructed classrooms should be at the level II range, while 

20 percent felt that program adequacy should be at the level III 

range. Seventy-four percent of the instructors preferred the level IV 

range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected in this survey indicate that none 

of the superintendents and three percent of the instructors believed 

that area vocational-technical schools should not have a strong program 

for the provision of instructtonal media/learning resource center 

facilities in newly constructed classrooms. Twenty percent of the 

superintendents and 23 percent of the instructors felt that this 

program should be neither weak nor strong. Of the 331 individuals 

surveyed, 80 percent of the superintendents and 74 percent of the 

instructors preferred that there be a strong program for the provision 

of instructional media/learning resource center facilities in newly 

constructed classrooms. 



Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Budget and Finance 
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The fifth section of the "Preference Checklist" contains three 

program elements relating to the population•s preference for the pro

visions of budget and finance for the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs in area vocational-technical schools. The 

preference statements in Section V are similar to the items in 

Section V of the "Evaluative Checklist." However, the verbalization 

·is changed to express preference. Like the "Evaluative Checklist," 

the "Preference Checklist" is based on the criteria developed by 

Fulton King, Teague, and Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 

Element V A: Development of Instruc

tional Media/Learning Resource 

Center Programs Budget 

The Data. Element V A of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of determining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for the development of the instrucUo.nal media/learning 

resource center programs budget. Teble XXVII shows the percentage 

of the population at area vocational-technical school~ who prefer their 

instructonal media/learning resource center programs in the level I, 

level II, level III, or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXVII indicates that eight percent of tlie superintendents 

of area vocational-technical schools preferred that the programs budget 

be at the level I range of program adequacy. Four percent of the 

superintendents felt that this area of program adequacy should be at 



TABLE XXVI I . 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAMS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III, AND 

LEVEL IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL 

BUDGET AND FINANCE 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level III(%) Level IV(%) 
s I s I s I s I~ 

VA Development of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs Budget 8 3 4 2 12 18 76 77 

VB Basis for Budget Allocations 4 3 4 2 20 15 72 80 

vc Reporting Financial Needs 0 3 0 2 28 24 72 71 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section V 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 

N 
0 
0 
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the level II range, while 12 percent of the superintendents surveyed 

believed that provisions for the development of instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs budget should be at the level III 1 

rahge of program adequacy. Seventy-six percent of the respondents 

thought that the programs budget should be at the level IV range of 

program adequacy. 

Three percent of the instructors surveyed believed that the 

developnent of instructrilonal media/learning resource center programs 

budget should be at the level I range of program adequacy. Two 

percent of this population preferred the level II range, and 18 

percent felt that program adequacy should be at the level III range 

for this element. Of the 306 instructors surveyed in area vocational

technical schools, 77 percent felt that this program element should be 

at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that eight percent 

of the superintendents and three percent of the instructors surveyed 

believed that area vocational-technical schools should not have a 

strong program in the development of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs budget. Sixteen percent of the superinten

dents and 20 percent of the instructors felt that this program should 

be neither weak nor strong, while 76 percent of the superintendents 

an·d 77 percent of the instructors desired that this program be strong. 

Element V B: Basis for Budget Allocations 

The Data. Element V B of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of determining the preference of the superintendents and 
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instructors for program adequacy in the area of the basis nor budget 

allocations for the instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. Table XXVII shows the percentage of the population at area 

vocational-technical schools who prefer their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the level I,' level II, level III, 

or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXVII shows that four percent of the superintendents at 

area vocational-technical schools preferred a basis for budget alloca

tions in the level I range of program adequacy. Four percent of the 

superintendents surveyed thought that the basis for budget allocations 

should be at the level II range, and 20 percent of this population felt 

that the program adequacy should be at the level III range. Seventy

two percent of the respondents preferred the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, three percent believed that the 

basis for budget allocations should be at the level I range of program 

adequacy, while two percent preferred the level II range. Fifteen 

percent of the instructors surveyed felt that the basis for budget 

allocations should be in the level III range, and 80 percent preferred 

the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that four percent of the 

superintendents and three percent of the instructors believed that 

programs for the basis of budget allocations in instruchonal media/ 

learning resource centerpro~rams should not be strong. Twenty-four 

percent of the superintendents and 17 percent of the instructors 

felt that this program should be neither weak nor strong. Seventy-two 



percent of the superintendents arid 80 percent of the instructors 

believed that this program should be strong. 

Element V C: Reporting Financial Needs 
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The Data. Element V C of the "Preference Checklist" has the 

function of ascertain~ng the preference of the superintendents and 

instroctors for reporting financial needs in the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs at area vocational-technical 

schools. Table XXVII shows the percentage of the population at area 

vocational-technical schools who preferred their instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in the level 1, level II, level III, 

or level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXVII indicates that none of the superintendents in area 

vocational-technical schools preferred for the reporting of financial 

needs to be at the level I range of program adequacy. None of the 

superintendents desired for this program element to be as the level II 

range, while 28 percent felt that reporting financial needs for instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs should be at the level 

III range of program adequacy. Seventy-two percent of the superinten

dents surveyed felt that the provisions for reporting financial needs 

should be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Of the 306 instructors surveyed, three percent felt that the 

reporting of financial needs shoul~ be at the level I range, while two 

percent felt that this program should be in the level II range. 

Twenty-four percent of the respondents to the survey preferred that the 

reporting of financial needs for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs should be at the level III range of program adequacy, 



and 71 percent of the superintendents believed that the program 

adequacy should be at the level IV range. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that none of the 

superintendents and three percent of the instructors believed that 

area vocational-technical schools should not have strong provisions 
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for reporting financial needs for instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. Twenty-eight percent of the superintendents and 

26 percent of the instructors preferred that this program adequacy 

be neither weak nor strong. Seventy-two percent of the superintendents 

and 71 percent of the instructors felt that provisions for reporting 

financial needs should be strong. 

Survey of Preference for Vocational

Technical School Professional Staff 

Section VI of the "Preference Checklist" contains two program 

elements relating to the population•s preference for the provisions for 

a professional staff in the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs of area vocational-technical schools. The preference 

statements in Section VI are similar to the items in Section VI 'Of the· 

"Evaluative Checklist." However, the verbalization is changed to 

express preference. Like the "Eva 1 uati ve Checklist," the "Preference 

Checklist" is based on the criteria developed by Fulton, King, Teague, 

and Tipling (1980a) (Appendix B). 



Element VI A: Area Vocational

Technical Schools Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center 

Staff 
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The Data. Element VI A of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for the provisions of providing professional staff members 

for the instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

Table XXVIII shows the percentage of the population at area vocational

technical schools who prefer their instructional media/learning resource 

center programs in the level I, level II, level III, or level IV 

range of program adequacy. 

Table XXVIII indicates that eight percent of the superintendents 

surveyed preferred area vocational-technical schools instructi:onal 

media/learning resource center staff in the level I range of program 

adequacy. Eight percent of the superintendents believed that the staff 

should be in the level II range, while 20 percent thought that this 

program should be at the level III range of program adequacy. Sixty

four percent of the 25 superintendents surveyed felt that this element 

should be at the level IV range of program adequacy. 

Four percent of the instructors responding to the survey believed 

that the area vocational-technical schools instructional media/learn

ing resource center staff should,'be at the level I range of program 

adequacy. Three percent of the instructors preferred the level II 

range. iOf the 306 instructors surveyed, 22 percent felt that this 

program adequacy should be at the level III range, while 71 percent 

preferred the level IV range of program adequacy. 



TABLE XXVIII 

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS WHO PREFER THEIR INSTRUCITONAL MEDIA/ 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRMAS IN THE LEVEL I, LEVEL II, LEVEL III, AND 

LEVEL IV RANGES OF MEDIA PROGRAM ADEQUACY ON PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
INCLUDED WITHIN THE AREA OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL 

PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

Percentage of Superintendents and Instructors 
Program Element in Each Range of Media Program Adequacy 

Level I(%) Level II(%) Level III(%) Level 
s I s I s I s 

VIA Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional 
Media/Learning Resource Center Staff 8 4 8 3 20 22 64 

VIB Building Media Staff** 15 8 0 4 23 16 62 

Source: Preference Checklist, Section VI 

*S = Superintendents N = 25, I = Instructors N = 306 

**TheN is reduced for this question because all schools do not have more than one school site. 
·superintendents N = 13, Instructors N = 176 

IV(%) 
I* 

71 

72 



Evaluation. The data collected indicate that eight percent of 

the superintendents and four percent of the instructors surveyed 

believed that the area vocational-technical school should not have 
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a strong program in the area of instructonal media/learning resource 

center staff. TwentY-eight percent of the superintendents and 25 

percent of the instructors felt that this program should be neither 

weak nor strong, while 64 percent of the superintendent• and 71 
I! ,, 

percent of the instructors felt that there should be a strong program. 

Element VI B: Building ~1edia Staff 

The Data. Element VI B of the 11 Preference Checklist 11 has the 

function of determining the preference of the superintendents and 

instructors for the provisions of a building media staff in other 

buildings within the school system. This element was answered by 

those participants whose school had more than one school site. 

Table XXVIII shows the percentage of the population at area vocational

technical schools who prefer their instructional media/learning 

resource center programs in the level I, level II, level III, or 

level IV range of program adequacy. 

Table XXVIII indicates that 15 percent of the superintendents 

at area vocational-technical schools preferred that provisions for 

building media staff be in the level I range of program adequacy. None 

of the superintendents felt that this program should be at the level 

II range. Twenty-three of the respondents thought that provisions 

for the building media staff should be at the level III range of pro

gram adequacy, while 62 percent felt that this program should be in 

the level IV range. 



208 

Table XXVIII also indicates that eight percent of the instructors 

preferred for the provisions for building media staff to be at the 

level I range of program adequacy, while four percent stated a 

preference for the level II range. Sixteen percent of the instructors 

surveyed believed that this program element should be at.the level 

III range, and 72 percent preferred the level IV range of program 

adequacy. 

Evaluation. The data collected indicate that 15 percent of the 

superintendents and eight percent of the instructors felt that the 

provisions for building media staff should not be strong. Twenty

three percent of the superintendents and 20 percent of the instructors 

felt that this program adequacy should be neither weak nor strong. 

Of the population surveyed, 62 percent of the superintendents and 72 

percent of the instructors felt that there should be strong provisions 

for building media staff in the instructional media/learning resource 

center programs. 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of this study was to provide a qualitative 

assessment of the multi-faceted instructional media/learning resource 

center programs in area vocational-technical schools in Oklahoma. 

The study investigated the level of sophistication of instructional 

media/learning resource center programs, as perceived by both super

intendents and instructors, and compared this perception to their 

preference for these programs. 

In order to accomplish this task the 11 Criteria for Instructional 

Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 11 (Fulton, King, Teague, and 

Tipling, 1980a) and the 11 Evaluative Checklist: An Instrument for 

Self-Evaluating an Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 

Program in Area Vocational-Technical Schools 11 (Fulton, King, 

Teague, and Tipling, 1980b) were distributed to superintendents and 

instructors in area vocational-technical schools in Oklahoma. These 

instruments were revised formats from existing documents used to 

evaluate other school systems. The primary revision was to change the 

terminology to be compatible with vocational-technical schools. 

The 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 was used to obtain judgmental infor

mation relating to six major areas of instructional media/learning 
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resource center programs. These six areas are: (1) Area Vocational

Technical School Educational Media Services, which investigates the 

commitment of the administrators and instructors to providing an 

instructional media/learning resource center program, (2) Media 

Services- Curriculum and Instructi~n, (3) the Media Service Center, 

(4) Physical Facilities, (5) Budget and Finance, and (6) Professional 

Staff. 

The 11 Preference Checklist: An Instri.Jilent for Determining Prefer

ence for an Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Program in 

an Area Vocational-Technical School 11 was developed by King and Lowden 

{1980) for this study. The instrument was designed to obtain the 

preference for instructional media/learning resource center programs 

from superintendents and instructors. The 11 Preference Checklist 11 

investigates the same six major areas of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs as the 11 Evaluative Checklist. 11 The primary 

difference between the two instruments was the terminology. This 

instrument was directed toward determining preference. 

A summary of the responses made by the superintendents and 

instructors to each element of the 11 Evaluative Checklist 11 and the 

.. Preference Checklist .. is shown in Figures 2 through 6. The level 

for each element was obtained by using the median response. 



Major Findings 

The following findings pertaining to the quality of instruc

tional media/learning resource center programs as compared to the 

preference for these programs in area vocational-technical schools 

in Oklahoma were revealed by the data obtained from superintendents 

and instructors of area vocational~technical schools. 
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1. Based on the evaluation by the superintendents and instruc-

tors, the area vocational-technical schools were neither weak nor 

strong in the following program elements (Figure 2): 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

Inservice Education in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Staff in Planning 

Location and Accessibility of Instructionar Media/Learning 
. Resource Centers 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Availability of Instructional Media 



Evaluation 
Preference 

I A. CCJ!IllltJnf'nt to lnstructlonai ~dli/Lrunlng 
Resou~cr tenter Proqram~ 

B. C(lllllltmcnt to lw.tntctlon~l H•·~la/tcuninq 
llesou(e Centl'r l'rO<Jrilm~ a\ an lnteqral Pdrt 
of Currlcul~n dod In~tructiun 

C. C(lllllltml'nt to Provfdln•J Instructional Media/ 
learnllliJ l!!~·.ource tenter I dC. i lit les 

D. Col!lnltntt•nt to ffnancln~ thr. Instructi-onal 
Medll/learnln«J Resource tenter PrOitrarn 

[. CIJimltmcnt to ~t.ifflnq thr Instructional 
Medla/I.Nrntnq Hesource Center Proqrilllls 

II A. Con~ult.ltlvl' S•·rvlcrs In ln•,tructlon.ll 
Mcdld/lr.-arnln•J llt•\ourcr. Cr.ntrr Ut II jzt~tlon 

B. ln~ervlce [ducatfon In Instructional 
Hcdla/ll'arnlnq Re•.ource Center Ut tllzatton 

C. rawlty-Stwh·nt U•.c of lnHructlonal 
11cdla/Learnlnq Ro~source tl'nto•r l'ruqrdm\ 

D. l·nvolvnncnt ·of thr ln\tructlofldl H••tlla/ 
learning R"sourt:c C!'ntrr \to1ff In l'ldnnlrtCJ 

Ill A. location and 1\c:<rs\lhlllty nr Instructional 
Ml-dld/learnlnq llrsource l:cnt('r 

B. DIS\rnolnc~llon of Instructional Mt·dll 
lnfonna t ion 

C. Availability of Instructional Hrdla 

D. Stora9r 11nd Rrtrleval or ln\lructlonal Hrdla 

[. MalnteMnce of Instructional Hedh ll.rdwarr 
and Software 

F. Production of Instructional Media Software 

IY A. Instruction~! ~~dla/lrarnlnq R~source Center 
Facilities In [xtstinq Classro~n~ 

B. Instructional Medi'ol/le,rninQ R~source Center 
Facilities in llcwly Constructed ClassrO!Ins 

V A. Ocvelopment of Instructional ~edla/learnlng 
Resource Center Pro~rams Bud~r.t 

B. Basts for Budget Allocations 

C. Re.portlng Financial Needs 

VI A. Area Yocational-Tcchnicai Schools 
Instructional Mc~la/Learninq Resource 
Center Staff 

B. Building Media Staff 

Weak 
Level 

I 

1-

Neither 
Weak 

Nor. Strong 
Level Level 

II III 

v c 
~ 

/ 
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level 

IV 

r 
I. 
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I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
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! 

I 
I 

I 
' I 
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Figure 2. Comparison of the Total Evaluative Checklist Profile 
to the Total Preference Checklist Profile for 
Superintendents and Instructors at Area Vocational
Technical Schools in Oklahoma 
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Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and Software 

Production of Instructional Media Software 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Existing Classrooms 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Newly Constructed Classrooms 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs Budget 

Basis for Budget Allocations 

Reporting Financial Needs 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Staff 

Building Media Staff 

2. Superintendents and instructors desired the following pro
/ 

qram elements to be strong in area vocational-technical schools 
... -----·' 

(Figure 2): 

Corrnnitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

Conmitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 

Conmitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

Inservice Education in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 
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Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Staff in Planning 

Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Centers 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and Software 

Production of Instructional Media Software 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Existing Classrooms 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Newly Constructed Classrooms 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs Budget 

Basis for Budget Allocations 

Reporting Financial Needs 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 

Building Media Staff 

3. Based on the evaluation by the superintendents, area 

vocational-technical schools were neither weak nor strong in the 

following program elements (Figure 3): 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs, as an Integra 1 Part of C~rri cul urn and Instruction 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 
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Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 

Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 



Evaluation 
Preference 

I A. C~nmibnent to Instructional Hedil/l~arning 
llesdt.irct Centef Proqra~~rs 

B. C~rmibncnt to lw.truction,JI ~h,di.1/l.earninq 
Rt:~ouct: tenlt:r l'rO<I''"'"~ d~ un lntcgr•l Part 
of Curriculum and ln5lruction 

C. Cannitment to Providin'l Instructional Media/ 
LearnlnrJ Hc~our<.t: tt'"t"r fo~cilities 

0. Coomitmrnt to rlnanclntJ th" lnHructional 
Ml'dla/Ll'arninq ke~uurct Cent1'r l'rorJrclfll 

[. C001nltmcnt to ~tutfhliJ thr• lnHruction.tl 
Media/Le•rninq llr!source Center l'r(I<Jrams 

Jl A. Consult.ttivP ;.,rvic"s in ln'.tr·uction.Jl 
Mt•di d/l . .,arn i nq Rr.~ource !.rntcr Ut 11 hat ion 

B. ln~ervice ldu•:atirm In ln\tructional 
Medla/l.carnln'J kt•sourcc (enter Utilization 

C. raculty-Studrnt tl\r ot Instructional 
Mr•dia/Lcarntnq u.,sourcr C!!ntr•r l'roiJr.tm\ 

0. lnvolvrmrnt of tt11• lll'.t.ructional Hedl•/. 
Lcarninq Ut".ourcr. Center ~taft in l'lanninq 

Ill A. location and Acr.f'5\ihtllty or lnHructlonal 
Media/Lcarnin9 Hrsourcr• lentcr 

B. Oisscmin.ttion of Instructional Medii 
lnform.1tion 

C. Availability or ln!.tructional Media 

0. Stnre!Je and RPtritval of IMtrur.tional M~dia 

E. Maintenanr.e of Instructional HPdia Hardware 
and ~oitwarr. 

f. Production of Instructional Medii Software 

IV A. Instructional Mcdla/lrarninQ Resource Center 
Facilities tn Existinq Clas\rooms 

B. Instructional Mrdia/lr~rntnq Rr.sourcp Center 
Facilities in 14ewly Construtt£'d Classrooons 

V A. Development of Instructional Media/learning 
Resource C~nter Pr~r~m' Budq!!t 

B. Basts for Budget Allocations 

C. Reporting Financial Needs 

VI ~. Area Vocational-Technical ~chnols 
Instructional Mco:lia/leaminq Resource 
Center Staff 

8. Building Hedte Stiff 

Weak 

Level 
I 

Neither 
Weak 

l~or Strong 

Level 
II 

Level 
III 

Strong 

Level 
IV 

/; 
Figure 3. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile to the 

Preference Checklis~ Profile for Superintendents at 
Area Vocational-Technical Schools in Oklahoma 

215'i 



In-service Education in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

21€ 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Staff in Planning 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and Software 

Production of Instructional Media Software 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Existing Classrooms 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Newly Constructed Classrooms 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs Budget 

Basis for Budget Allocations 

Reporting Financial Needs 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 

Building Media Staff 

4. Based on the evaluation by superintendents, area vocational-

tecknical schools were strong in the following program elements (Figure 3): 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Centers 

Dissemination of Instructional Med,a Information 
5. Superintendents desired the following program elements to 

be strong in area vocational-technical schools (Figure 3): 
Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 



COIT111itment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learning Re
source Center Programs 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning Re
source Center Programs 

Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Cemter Utilization 

In-service Education in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs · 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Staff in Planning 

Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Centers 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and Software 

Production of Instruct~Jonal Media Software 

. Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Existing Classrooms 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Newly Constructed Classrooms 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs Budget 

Basis for Budget Allocations .. 
Reporting Financial Needs 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 

Building Media Staff 
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6. Based on the evaluation by the instructors, area vocational-

technical schools were neither weak nor strong in the following program 

elements (Figure 4): 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resounce Center 
Programs 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/L~arning 
Resource Center Programs 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning Re
source Center Utilization 

In-service Education in InstructiQnal Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utiliz~tion 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Staff in Planning 

Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Centers 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Storage1 and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and Software 

Production of Instructional Media Software 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Existing Classrooms 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Newly Constructed Classrooms 



Evaluation 
Preference 

I A. Carmllln~nl to lnstrllctional MPdla/learnlniJ 
Re~ourcc Center Proqra111~ 

B. Cwtaitmrnt to ln~trucllon~l ~lr•dl,l/ll'arniniJ 
Rc~oucc Cr.nter l'r01Jrilfn~ a~ an lntcljral !'art 
of Curriculum and ln~tructlon 

C. Coomf!m,nt to l'rovldln'J Jn~tructlonal ~dla/ 
lcarnfnl) R"~our·ce Ccntr,r facll ille~ 

D. Ct.lll1111tmf'nt to Fln.~ncfniJ the lnstrur.tloMI 
Mcdla/Lcarnlnl) Rr·•.ounc C1•nter PrOI}rolll 

[. C<t!rlli!Jnent to ~.taffin') thr. Jn~trutt tonal 
Hcd I a/ll•arn 1 nq Me~ourc" Center l'ror1r dillS 

II A. Conwltatlvc St'rvlcr~ In ln\tructlnn.\1 
Mcdla/learnlnq Resource Cl•ntl.'r Utilization 

8. ln~rrvkc lr1ucallon In ln\truttlnnJI 
llcdla/LNrnlnq Re•.ource Crntcr Ut lllzat I on 

C. r aculty-Studt•nt IJ~c of Instruct tonal 
Hcdfd/l.carnlng Rc~ource Crntt·r l'ro•Jrolln\ 

0. lnvolv,.•rnt of lhf' ln~t.ructlunal l·lr·•lla/ 
learn I niJ Rt•\ource Crn tr·r Std f f t J1 I' I .onn lll"f 

Ill A. location and 1\cc:f'\,lhtllty nf ln,tructlonal 
Hcd1.l/learn1nl) Ro•\ourcc Center 

B. Oh-.~<nlnatlon of lnHructfoMI Hl'dla 
lnfonndt I on 

C. Availability or Instructional Media 

D. Stora~e and Rctrll'val of fn\tructlonal M~dla 

r. Malntf'Mnce of Instruction~! Hcdl·a llardware 
and Software 

r. Production of ln~tructlonal Media Software 

IV A. Instructional ~1rtli~/L~.lrnlnr'l Rrsource Center 
facilitlrs in [xlstin~ Cla~~rooms 

8. Instructional Mr<!IJ/learnin~ Rcsourcr. C!'ntcr 
facilities In tlcwly Constructt>d Classrooms 

V A. Develor<ncnt of Instructional Media/learning 
Resource Center Pro~rams Budget 

B. Basts for Budget Allocations 

C. Reporting Financial Needs 

VI A. Area Vor.ationai-Tcchnical Schools 
Instructional Mcdla/leMninq Resource 
Center Staff · 

B. Building Media Staff 
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Figure 4. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile to the 
Preference Checklist Profile for the Instructors in 
Area Vocational-Technical Schools in Oklahoma 

219 



Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs Budget 

Basis for Budget Allocations 

Reporting Financial Needs 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 

Building Media Staff 

7. Instructors desired the following program elements to be 

strong in area vocational-technical schools (Figure 4): 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs 

Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs • 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 
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Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization 

In-service Education in Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Utilization · 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media Resource Center 
Programs 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Staff in Planning 

Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Centers 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and Software 
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Production of Instructional Media Software 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Existing Classrooms 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities in 
Newly Constructed Classrooms 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
Programs Budget 

Basis for Budget Allocations 

Reporting Financial Needs 

Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff 

Building Media Staff 

8. The superintendents and instructors disagreed in their 

evaluation on the following program elements (Figure 5). 

Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Program 

Faculty-Student Use of the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Instruction 

9. Superintendents and instructors were in total agreement as 

to the level of sophistication preferred for the instructional media/ 

learning resource center programs in area vocational-technical 

schools (Figure 6). 

Conclusions 

The analysis of the evaluation of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs and the preference for these programs as 

perceived by the superintendents and instructors of area vocational-



Superhteridents 
Instructors 

I A. C011111ltlllt'nt to Instructional Mcdla/lenntnq 
Res~urce Center Program\ 

B. Conrnitm~nt to lro~truction.ll M~diol/irarntnq 
Rc\our.e Cr.nt"r l'r<J<tril"'• ·•~ .111 lnteqrtJI Part 
of Cut·riculum and lnHrutt ion 

C. Cmrnltlnl'nt to Provldln•t ln~tructlonal Media/ 
learntn•J Rt·~ource Centt•r I act Itt tes 

D. Cmrn I tment to f I nanr. In') thf! I nqruct lona I 
Medla/l.earntnq ~ .. ·.~urtc Center Proqratn 

E. Ca•nl ll•u,nt to Staff lniJ the ln~tructtonal 
Media/Learning Kl'source Cc•ntr.r Prn<1rams 

II A. Consultatlvr S~rvtcr.~ In ln~tructloMI 
Mcdla/Lr.Mnlnq lll'•.ource (<·ntt·r Ottl Izatt on 

B. lnservlcc lducattlln In ln•.trur.ltfll111 
Mcdh/learninq l!~sourcl' trntl'r' Uttllzatton 

C. faculty-~tudent U•.c or ln~tructlonal 
Mcd I a/Learn In'} lll'~ource Ct•ntrr Pr'CIIJrdrn\ 

D. lnvolvr.nc:nt of the ln~tructlonal Ht>dla/ 
le~rnlruJ «<'wurce Ccntl'r ~tdlf In J>lanntnq 

111 A. location antllltcr.\\ihlltty 1rf lnHructton•l 
Med I A/lt:ar·n I nq ~1'\ource (rntl'r 

0. Otssr.rnlnat I on of Instructional Medii 
lnrom•at I on 

C. Avatlabtllty or lnHructlon.•l Mrdla 

D. Storage and Rr.trlr.val of ln\tructlonal Mrdla 

E. M•lntt'llolntl' of Instructional Me.dli Hardware 
and Software 

F. Production of Instructional Media Software 

IV A. Instructional Mo•dii/lcarnln~ Rl'sourc~ C~nter 
facilities in E~lsting Classrooms 

B. Instructional ~!rdla/learnlng R~source Center 
Facilities In tlcwly Constructt'd Classrooms 

V A. Oevelo~ncnt of Instructional Ml'dla/l~arntng 
Resource C~nter Programs Budgl:'t 

8. Basts for Budget Allocations 

c. Reporting Financial Nc.eds 

VI A. Area Vocattonal-TI!chnlcal Schools 
Instructional Mr.dla/learnin~ Resource 
Center Staff 

8. Building Med1• Staff 
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Figure 5. Comparison of the Evaluative Checklist Profile of 
Superintendents to the Evaluative Checklist Profile 
of the Instructors at Area Vocational-Technical 
Schools in Oklahoma 



Superintendents 
Instructors 

I A. Cmmltment to lnHructfonal Hcdfa/l~>arnfnq 
Re~ourcc Center ProgrMIS 

B. C«1111ftm"nt to lw.tructl<>n.ll M(•<Jia/l~unlo~ 
Rc•.oucf! tPntcr l'ro•Jr·""'• d~ an lntcqrJI Part 
of Currlwlum """ lnHruct I on· 

C. Cumtltmcnt to l'r·ovfdlnq ln~tructlon.tl Mcdh/ 
leo~rninq Rcsout'CI! (cntr·r I dtlll t lcs 

0. Cor••nitJncnt tor IIIMICfn~ thc lnHructlonal 
Mcdld/Lrarning Re~ourcc c~ntcr Pro1r~n 

E. Cwmltmf'nt to •.tafflnq tlw lnHrultluMI 
Hcd la/ll'drnlng ~~~ourc~ CPnt•~r l'roqr·ams 

11 A. Con~ultHivP ~>f·r·vlcr·~ In Ill' trutt.lon.11 
Mcdia/lr•arnfnrl Rl".ourcr C"ntrr IJlf Illation 

B. ln•,prvlcl' lrlucHion In fw.tructlllnDI 
M(••ll.t/l.rarnlnq P••\ourr.f.' Lt•ntr•r UtllitHion 

c. ror.ully-'ofUIIr•Jit ll',(' of lfl'.tructlcon.ll 
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Figure 6. Comparison of the Preference Checklist Profile of 
Superintendents to the Preference Checklist 
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Profile of Instructors in Area Vocational-Technical 
Schools in Oklahoma 



technical schools led to the following conclusions: 

1. Instructional media/learning resource center programs in 

area vocational-technical schools in Oklahoma were generally per

ceived as neither weak nor strong. 

2. Superintendents and instructors were in general agreement 

on the evaluation of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs in area vocation~l-technical schools with these exceptions: 

a. Commitment to providing instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

b. Dissemination of instructional media information. 
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c. Faculty-student use of the instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 

d. Location and accessibility of instructional media/ 

learning resource cneter. 

3. Superintendents and instructors were in total agreement per

taining to their preference for instructional media/learning resource 

cneter programs in area vocational-technical schools. 

4. Superintendents and in~tructors desired their instructional 

media/learning resource center programs in area vocational-technical 

schools to be strong. 

Implications 

The following implications seem indicated by this study: 

I. The goal fora strong instructional media/learning resource 

center program is appropriate, since both superintendents and instruc

tors desire a program at this level of sophistication. 

2. Periodic assessment could monitor the status of instructional 

\ 



media/learning resource center programs and establish priorities 

for the future of these programs. 

3. This study can also provide guidelines for the following 

activities: 
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a. Formulating program purposes, 

b. Establishing policies, 

c. Identifying program priorities, 

d. Generating criteria for decision~aking in·1the areas 

requiring judgments, such as selection, circulation of 

materials and equipment, and technical processing, 

e. Planning and evaluating media programs, 

f. Developing the budget for the total media program, 

g. Initiating and participating in curriculum development 

and implementation, 

h. Designing in-service education, 

i. Developing materials for self-instructional use by 

learners for specified objectives, and 

j. Determining the effectiveness and validity fo instruc

tional materials and sequences (American Library Associa

tion and Association for Educational Communications and 

Technology, 1975). 

4. The study can also provide a base upon which all area voca

tional-technical schools in Oklahoma can, if desired, establish mini

mum standards for instructional media/learning resource center programs 

and activities. 



Recommendations 

The fo 11 owing recommendations are made on the basis of this 

study: 

1. Aperiodic self-evaluation of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs should be provided for on a planned basis 

at all area vocational-technical schools. 

2. Frequent small group communication should be established 

with the following participants: superintendents, instructors, 

and media professionals at each area vocational-technical school to 

discuss the current programs and activities in educational media. 

3. Media professionals at area vocational-technical schools 

should meet periodically to discuss common problems and interests. 

4. Guidelines should be formulated or revised from existing 

guidelines to establish a standard instructional media/learning re

source center program for area vocational-technical schools in the 

state of Oklahoma. 

5. A review should be conducted of current applied certifica

tion requirements of instructional media/learning resource 

center professional staff to determine if these requirememts are 

appropriate for area vocational-technical school needs. 
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6. Stronger communication between superintendetns and instruc

tors could eliminate differences in the perception of the status 

of instructional media/learning resource center programs. 

7. A communication exchange between schools, regarding 

instructional media/learning resource center programs could 

strengthen these programs throughout the state. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

The following reconmendations for future research would provide 

a greater data base upon which to develop more efficient utilization 

and administration of instructional media/learning resource center 

programs. 

1. A comparison of qualitative instructional media/learning 

resource center programs and preference for these programs should 

be made in schools of different student enrol~ments. 

2. An investigation of instructional media/learning resource 

center programs preference should be made to determine what degree 

of preference schools without media programs would have in comparison 

to schools with media programs. 

3. The level of sophistication of instructional media/learning 

resource center programs should be compared with media utilization. 

4. A quantitative investigation should be made to determine 

the types, statues, and utilization of media hardware and software 

in area vocational-technical schools instructional media/learning 

resource center programs. 
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AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOLS 

IN THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

AfTON 
NORTHFAST OKLAHOMA AVTS 

ALVA 
OKLAHOMA NORTHWEST AVTS 

ARDMORE 
SOUTHERN OKLAHOMA AVTS 

BARTLESVILLE 
TRI-COUNTY AVTS 

BURNS FLAT 
WESTERN OKLAHOMA AVTS 

Mr. Bob Reed. Superintendent 
Northeast Oklahoma Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 11 
Drawer "P" 
Afton, Oklahoma 74331 
PHONE: 918-257-4251 

Mr. Austin Barragree, Superintendent 
Oklahoma Northwest Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 10 
Box 784 
Alva, Oklahoma 73717 
PHONE: 405-327-0344 

Mr. Jack Stone, Superintendent 
Southern Oklahoma Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 20 
Route 1 
Ardmore. Oklahoma 73401 
PHONE: 405-223-2070 

Mr. Kenneth Phelps, Superintendent 
Tri-County Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 1 
Box 3325 
Bartlesville, Oklahoma 74003 
PHONE: 918-333-2422 

Mr. Jerry Kirk, Superintendent 
Western Oklahoma Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 12 
P. 0. Box 149 
Burns Flat, Oklahoma 73624 
PHONE: 405-562-4812 



CHICKASHA 
CANADIAN VALLEY AVTS 

DRUMRIGHT 
CENTRAL OKLAHOMA AVTS 

D~CAN 

RED RIVER AVTS 

EL RENO 
CANADIAN VALLEY AVTS 

ENID 
0. T. AUTRY AVTS 

FAIRVIEW 
OKLAHOMA NORTHWEST AVTS 
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Mr. Ernest Andrews, Assistant Superintendent 
Canadian Valley Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 6 
140~ Michigan Avenue 
Chickasha, Oklahoma 73018 
PHONE: 405-224-7220 

Mr. John Hopper, Superintendent 
Central Oklahoma Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 3 
3 CT Circle 
Drumright, Oklahoma 74030 
PHONE: 918-352-2551 

Mr. Delbert Morrison, Superintendent 
Red River Area Vocational-Technical 

School 
3300 West Bois d' Arc 
Box 1088 
Duncan, Oklahoma 73533 
PHONE: 405-255-2903 

Mr. Roy Peters, Superintendent 
Canadian Valley Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 6 
Box 579 
El Reno, Oklahoma 73036 
PHONE: 405-262-2629 

Mr. J. W. Ridge, Superintendent 
0. T. Autry Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 15 
1201 West Willow 
Enid, Oklahoma 73701 
PHONE: 405-233-4295 or 405-234-0193 

Mr. Merlin Freed, Assistant Superintendent 
Oklahoma Northwest Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 10 
Box 250 
Fairview, Oklahoma 73737 
PHONE: 405-227-3708 



FORT COBB 
CADDQ-KIOWA AVTS 

HUGO 
KIAMICHI AVTS 

IDABEL 
KIAMICHI AVTS 

LAWTON 
GREAT PLAINS AVTS 

McALESTER 
KIAMICHI AVTS 

MIDWEST CITY 
MID-DEL AVTS 
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Dr. Orbra Hulsey, Superintendent 
Caddo-Kiowa Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 2 
P. 0. Box 190 
Fort Cobb, Oklahoma 73038 
PHONE: 405-643-2387 

Mr. Charles Wibben, Director 
Kiamichi Area Vocational-Technical School 

District No. 7 
Box 699 
Hugo, Oklahoma 74743 
PHONE: 405-326-6491 

Mr. Troy Nichols, Director 
Kiamichi Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 7 
P. 0. Box 572 
Idabel, Oklahoma 74745 
PHONE: 405-286-7555 

Mr. Bruce Gray, Superintendent 
Great Plains Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 9 
4500 West Lee Boulevard 
Lawton, Oklahoma 73501 
PHONE: 405-355-6371 

Mr. Charles Boyd, Director 
Kiamichi Area Vocational-Technical School 

District No. 7 
Box 308 
McAlester, Oklahoma 73501 
PHONE: 918-426-0940 

Mr. Jack Kale, Director 
Mid-Del Area Vo-Tech Center 
1621 Maple Drive 
Midwest City, Oklahoma 73110 
PHONE: 405-732-6804 



MUSKOGEE 
INDIAN CAPITAL AVTS 

NORMAN 
MOORE-NORMAN AVTS 

OKLAHOMA CITY 
FOSTER ESTES AVTS 

BELLE ISLE SCHOOL 

PONCA CITY 
PIONEER AVTS 

POTEAU 
KIAMICHI AVTS 
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Mr. Chester Hendrix, Superintendent 
Indian Capital Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 4 
Route 6, Box 206 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 74401 
PHONE: 918-687-6383 

Mr. Clovis Weatherford, Superintendent 
Moore-Norman Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 17 
4701 N. W. 12th 
Norman, Oklahoma 73069 
PHONE: 405-364-5763 

Dr. Wayne Earnest, Director 
Foster Estes Area Vocational-Technical 

Center 
4901 South Bryant 
Route 8, Box 19SA 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73109 
PHONE: 405-672-2371 

Belle Isle School 
5904 North Villa 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73112 

Dr. James Carpenter, Superintendent 
Pioneer Area Vocational-Technical School 

District No. 13 
2101 North Ash 
P. 0. Box 1418 
Ponca City, Oklahoma 74601 
PHONE: 405-762-8336 or 405-762-8337 

Mr. Dick Wilkerson, Director 
Kiamichi Area Vocational-Technical Schools 

District No. 7 
Box 825 
Poteau, Oklahoma 74953 
PHONE: 918-647-4525 



PRYOR 
NORTHEAST OKLAHOMA AVTS 

SALLISAW 
INDIAN CAPITAL AVTS 

SAPULPA 
CENTRAL OKLAHOMA AVTS 

SHAWNEE 
GORDON COOPER AVTS 

STILLWATER 
INDIAN MERIDIAN AVTS 

STILWELL 
INDIAN CAPITAL AVTS 
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Mr. Harold Anglin, Director 
Northeast Oklahoma Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 11 
Box 825 
Pryor, Oklahoma 74361 
PHONE: 918-825-5555 

Mr. Neil Pack, Principal 
Indian Capital Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 4 
Box 23A 
Sallisaw, Oklahoma 74955 
PHONE: 918-775-9119 

Mr. David Main, Coordinator 
Central Oklahoma Area Vocational-

Technical School District No. 3 
1720 South Main 
Sapulpa, Oklahoma 74066 
PHONE: 918-224-9302 

Dr. John Bruton, Superintendent 
Gordon Cooper Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 5 
P. 0. Box 848 
Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801 
PHONE: 405-273-7493 

Dr. Fred Shultz, Superintendent 
Indian Meridian Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 16 
1312 South Sangre 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 
PHONE: 405-377-3333 

Mr. Jerry Panter, Principal 
Indian Capital Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 4 
Route 4, Box 366 
Stilwell, Oklahoma 74960 
PHONE: 918-774-3111 



TULSA 

WAYNE 

TULSA COUNTY AVTS 
MEMORIAL DRIVE SITE 

PEORIA AVENUE SITE 

MID-AMERICA AVTS 

WILBURTON 
KIAMICHI AVTS 

Dr, Joe Lemley, Superintendent 
Mr. Al Gibbs, Principal 
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Tulsa County Area Vocational-Technical 
School 

3420 South Memorial Dr. 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74145 
PHONE: 918-627-7200 

Dr. T. J. Allen, Principal 
Tulsa County Area Vocational-Technical 

School 
3802 North Peoria 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74106 
PHONE: 918-428-2261 

Mr. Kenneth Carleton, Superintendent 
Mid-America Area Vocational-Technical 

School District No. 8 
Box H 
Wayne, Oklahoma 73095 
PHONE: 405-449-3391 

Administrative Office 
Mr. Bill Powers, Superintendent 
Kiamichi Area Vocational-Technical School 

District No. 7 
P. 0. Box 490 
Wilburton, Oklahoma 74578 
PHONE: 918-465-2323 
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SKILLS CENTERS 

HODGENS 
OUACHITA INMATE TRAINING 
CENTER 

LEXINGTON 
LEXINGTON INMATE TRAINING 
CENTER 

OKLAHOMA CITY 
OKLAHOMA CITY SKILLS 
CENTER 

THALEQUAH 
W. P. "BILL" WILLIS SKILLS 

Mr. Eldred Chronister, Director, Ouachita 
Inmate Training Center, Star ~oute, Box 68, 
Hodgens, Oklahoma 74939 
PHONE: 918-653-4826 

Mr. Floyd Jacobs, Director, Lexington 
Inmate Training Center, P. 0. Box 578, 
Lexington, Oklahoma 73051 
PHONE: 405-527-2191 

Mr. John Provence, Director, Oklahoma City 
Skills Center, 201 N. E. 48th, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma 73105 
PHONE: 405-524-2319 

Mr. Gus Keeter, Director, W. P. "Bill" 
Willis Skills Center, 1400 Hensley Drive, 
Thalequah, Oklahoma 74464 
PHONE: 918-456-2594 
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The criteria li'sted below were empirically derived from two pr~
mary sources. First, many of them were derived from the literature 
dealing with various aspects of educational media programs. This 
source consisted of more than 150 articles, books, and monograms. 
Second, others were derived from papers written by outstanding educa
tional media specialists representing various parts of the country. 
Each was given a special assignment to write a description of what 
was considered to be a model educational media program .. 

. Although the list is fairly comprehensive, it is not intended to 
be a~l inclusive. No claim is made for the validity of these criteria. 
Nevertheless, they should serve as useful guidelines for evaluating 
an educational media program by assisting in making subjective judg
ments about specific aspects of an on-going program. 

I. AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 

A. Commitment to the Instructional Media/Learning Resouce Center 
Programs 

~ A school should have a program of media services administered 
through a school educational media center, and building centers .if 
such are needed, which provide teachers with an adequate supply of 
appropriate instructional materials. 

- The instructional media/learning resource center should be an inde
pendent service unit that operates at the same level as other major 
school services. 

- A school's instructional media/learning resource center program 
should provide media and services compatible with modern-day 
instructional technology. 

- A schoo 1 • s i nstructi ona 1 medi a/1 earning resource center program 
should be directed toward the improvement of instruction in a 
modern educational program. 

-The instructional media/learning resource center program should 
occupy an important position in a school's organizational plan. 

- A school's educational media functions and services should be 
co-ordinated under a single supervisory unit, referred to in this 
document as an "Instructional Media/Learriiriq Resource Center." 

- A school should have clearly defined policies, procedures, and 
plans for its instructional media/learning resource center program, 

• including immediate short-range, and long-range goals. 
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-A school's administrative line and staff relationships should 
be such that teachers and media personnel have a sense of admini
strative support. 

-School lines of communications and responsibilities should be 
clearly established to define the relationship of the director 
of the instructional media/learning resource center program to 
other staff members and to establish channels through which the 
director should communicate in order to realize the objectives 
of the media program. 

- School administrators should utilize the consultative assistance 
of national, state, county or l'ocal media specialists in evalu
ating the media program and in planning future action. 

- Liaison should be maintained with state and national public insti
tutions or agencies to make it possible for a school to partici
pate in cooperative projects that enrich or stimulate the local 
media program. 

B. Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs 
as an Integral Part of Curriculum and Instruction 

- The philosophy of an instructional media/learning resource center 
program should be congruent with the philosophy and objectives 
of the school in which it exists. 

- A school should engage in a continuous evalution of its instruc
tional media/learning resource center program as it relates to 
the instructional program. 

- A school should provide sufficient leadership and technical 
assistance to insure that all faculty members have easy access 
to appropriate educational media for all learning situations. 

- Adequate channels for disseminating information about educational 
media and their potentialities should be maintained throughout a 
school. 

- Teachers should be encouraged to experiment with educational media 
as a means of increasing instructional effectiveness. 

The instructional media/learning resource center program in a 
comprehensive school should provide media and services for a 
wide variety of curricula in the various specialized departments, 
technical courses, and special education curriculums of the 
school. 

Long-range school goals should include the development and im
plementation of instructional systems involving automation 
approaches to the flow of information and ideas. 



C. Commitment to Providing Instructional Media;/Learning Resource 
Center Facilities 
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- New buildings constructed by a school should provide for the full 
use of all presently owned educational media and for the installa
tion and use of new media as such are developed and made available. 

- There should be a long-fange system-wide plan which provides for 
the adaptation of old classrooms for effective use of educational 
media. 

- An instructional media/learning resource center should be provided 
with adequate physical facilities for optimum service to a school. 

Housing should be provided for the educational media services in 
which offices and work areas meet the normal standards of the 
school for activities of a similar nature. 

D. Commitment to Financing The Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

-A school•s instructional media/learning resource center program 
should be adequately fin~nced through an independent budget. 

- The budget of an instructional media/learning resource center pro
gram should reflect the educational media requirements of the 
entire school. 

- The manner in which ~n educational media budget is administered 
should be determined by clear cut school policies concerning 
allocations, income, and expenditures~ 

- The budget of an instructional media/learning resource center pro
gram should be based on both the school •s long-range goals and its 
immediate educational needs. 

-The budget of a school•s instructional media/learning resource 
center program should be sufficient to support an adequate media 
program for optimum instructional improvement. 

E. Commitment to Staffing The Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

- There should be a sufficient number of professional media staff 
members to administer the instructional media/learning resource 
center program and to provide consultative services to a school •s 
entire faculty. 

- A school should have a sufficient number of non-professional media 
staff members to relieve teachers and professional media staff of 
all routine clerical and technical tasks. 
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-The director of a school's instructional media/learning resource 
center program should be directly responsible to the administra
tive officer in charge of instruction. 

- A school's instructional media/learning resource center program 
should be directed by a person with an extensive professional 
education background who has special preparation as an educational 
media specialist. 

II. MEDIA SERVICES - CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

- The services and materials provided through an instructional media/ 
~earning resource center should be integral parts of curriculum 
and instruction. 

- The use of educational media should be encouraged when such use 
contributes to the improvement of instruction. . 

-Teachers should be kept informed on new developments in 'materials, 
equipment, and the technology of instruction. 

- Educational media personnel should participate in curriculum plan
ning and development, and in the implementation of curriculum 
improvement, particularly as it relates to the integration of 
educational media into the total instructional process. 

- The professional media staff should cooperate with teachers, super
visors, and other curriculum workers in planning and developing 
the parts of the instructional program that make provisions for 
the use of educational media. 

- The director of an instructional media/learning resource center 
program should participate in policy making decisions relating 
to the use of educational media and with the help of well trained 
professional and technical assistants, provide consultative ser
vices to all instructional programs that make use of media. 

-An instructional media/learning resource center program should in
clude a consultation function with professional media staff 
members competent to render advice to teachers, administrators, 
supervisors, and other curriculum workers in the selection, 
acquisition, preparation, production, utilization, and evaluation 
of educational media. 

- Continuous inservice education in the use of educational media 
should be carried on as a means of improving instruction. 

- Continuous inservice education should be carried on in such areas 
as the selection and use of materials, experimentation with the use 
of new instructional devices, materials and techniques, and the 
importance and value of educational media in instruction. 
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- If the inservice education activities for teachers, librarians and 
media personnel includes educational media workshops, institutes 
and conferences, the assistance of local, regional, and state 
educational media specialists should be utilized in planning and 
conducting these activities. 

- Professional educational media personnel should be readily avail
able for consultation on research projects in which educational 
media are used. 

- The administrator in charge of an educational media program should 
work in close cooperation with a faculty committee and/or an educa
tional media evaluation team, in periodic evaluations of the media 
program. 

III. THE MEDIA SERVICE CENTER 

- An instructional media/learning resource center should be organized 
around the concept of offering a wide variety of services and 
media to all instructional and administrative units of the school 
with leadership, consultative help, and other services· provided 
by professional media specialists and other media center personnel. 

- An instructional program should be supported by an adequate supply 
of educational media and a system of making them accessible to 
teachers and students. 

- The quantity and variety of educational media provided for the 
instructional program should be based on demonstrated need, availa
bility, and utilization patterns. 

- An instructional media/learning resource center should provide such 
medi~ as projected materials, recorded materials, graphic materials, 
self-tristruction materials, and television kinescopes or video 
tapes. 

- An instructional media/learning resource center should provide such 
media services as procurement, maintenance, and production of 
appropriate educational media to support the instructional pro-

. gram. 

-Services provided by the school's instructional media/learning 
re$ource center for bui 1 di!ng instructional units should include 
consultative services, acqui$ition of materials, storage of materi
als, circulation (pick-up and delivery) of materials, maintenance 
and· inspection of materials and equipment, and dissemination of 
information about educational media. 

~ In order to achieve a high level of utilization, all educational 
media should be made highly.~accessible to all users by delivery 
from the school instructional media/learning resource center to 
the point of use and by the establishment of building centers. 



-All frequently used educational media should be automati~ally 
placed in building media centers. 
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- Frequently used low cost media such as filmstrips, slides, and cer
tain recorded materials should be permanently located in buildings, 
departments, and in some cases in classrooms where they are used. 

- Educational media available only from the school media center 
should be delivered to the school buildings where used at regular
ly scheduled intervals. 

- The central classification and cataloging system should permit 
rapid location of media needed for specific teaching-learning 
situations. 

- An instructional media/learning resource center should have facil
ities for producing such original materials as photographs, 
slides, filmstrips, overhead projection materials, drawings, illus
trations, cartoons, charts, maps, graphs, display and exhibits, 
set and costume design, lettering, animation, models, and motion 
pictures. 

- A production unit should have a minimum staff consisting of a 
director, secretary, photographer, and illustrator. 

- There should be a central photographic production service available 
to all building instructional units which produces all kinds of 
still photographic materials. 

- Unique materials needed for specific teaching and learning situa
tions should be produced in the school instructional media/learning 
resource center. Such media include magnetic tapes, graphics of 
all kinds, mountings and display boards, photo copies, overhead 
transparencies, films, filmstrips, slides, study prints, lamina
tions, specialized photographic materials such as time-lapse 
sequences and microphotography, and special visual materials 
for use by administrative officials. 

-Graphic materials production facilities and services should be 
available in buildings where needed for the production of graphs, 
charts, animations, art work, transparency originals, silk-screen 
plates, teaching models, and scientific exhibits. 

- If a school has a need for complete recording and professional 
type high-speed duplication, such facilities and equipment should 
be made availabe and provisions made for duplicating tapes for 
radio broadcasts and for learning centers and language laboratories. 

- If a school has a need for complete motion picture production ser
vices, there should be facilitie~ for the production of black and 
white or color 16mm motion picture films with optical sound, and/or 
8mm black and white or color films with magnetic sound, and a mo
tion picture laboratory should be provided for processing and 
printing black and white and color films. 



-There should be centralized services for maintaining all educa
tional media owned by the school. 
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- Educational media should be cleaned and inspected after each use 
and in no case should media go for more than a year without clean
ing and inspection for evidence of damage or need for replacement. 

- There should be a definite plan for replacement of worn out or 
obsolete equipment. 

- Equipment selection and procurement should be based on recommenda
tions of teachers, consultants, and maintenance personnel. 

-All educational media should be examined and/or previewed before 
being purchased by the school. 

- The quantity and type of educational media necessary for effective 
support of an instructt0nal program should be determined by the level 
of utilization of the school's faculty. 

- There should be a definite plan for evaluating and selecting new 
materials and equipment and for evaluating the effectiveness of 
presently owned items. 

- There should be definite plans for involving teachers in continuous 
evaluations of the effectiveness of presently owned media. 

- A school instructional media/learning resource center should main
tain an up-to-date collection of catalogs, indexes, and other 
references for use in the selection and procurement of materials 

· and equipment. 

- Each building instructional media/learning resource center should 
maintain an up-to-date file of community resources available to 
prospective users, and the school media center should maintain a 
master file of all community resources available to all teachers 
in the school system. 

IV. PHYSICAL FACILITIES 

-Housing facilities for the school's instructional media/learning 
resource center should be sufficient in size and arrangement to 
facilitate the efficiency and effectiveness of media services to 
all instructional functions. The facilities should provide for 
such specialized activities as storage, handling, maintenance, 
and circulation control of media, and for office space need~d for .. 
media center personnel. 

- Housing facilities for building instructional media/learning re
source centers should be adequate in size and arrangement to make 
it possible for services needed from the building centers to be 
effectively provided. The facilities should provide for the storage 
of all media on long-term loan to the buildings, and for special-
ized activities such as handling, circulation, and production of media. 
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- Professional educational media personnel should be provided office 
space with sufficient privacy for consultations and conferences. 

-The materials production services should be provided with space for 
the following work activities: (1) office, (2) conference room, 
(3) photographic studio, (4) darkroom, and (5) a graphics studio. 

- Adequate housing should be provided for such production activities 
as graphic production, sound recordings, still photography, motion 
picture photography, television, and radio. 

-A school should have facilities for the production of graphic 
materials which include a studio, drawing tables, graphic and art 
equipment and supplies, a silk-screen production area, mechanical 
printing devices, and office space as required. 

- A school that has a need for still photographic production and 
processing facilities should !have darkrooms, printing and finish
ing room, storage space, copy room, and microfilm copy room. 

-A school that has a need for its own film production facilities 
should have production stages with ceilings at least 16 feet high 
with lights, a shop for the production and storage of sets, sound 
recording rooms, an animation room, preview and conference rooms, 
and office space a required. 

- A school that has a need for its own motion picture film processing 
facilities should have a processing laboratory, a printing room, a 
processing control room, a negative storage room with humidity con
trol, and office space as required. 

- An instructional media/learning resource center should have pre
view rooms where educational media can be examined and evaluated. 

-An educational media specialist should be consulted about specifi
cations relating to media when plans are made for the construction 
of new buildings and the remodeling of old ones. 

- In order to avoid having to move classes to special rooms to make 
use of educational media, each classroom in all school buildings 
should be equipped with essential facilities for effective use 
of appropriate educational media, including telecasts, projected 
materials, recordings, and self-instruction devices. 

-Every classroom should be equipped with full light control, electri
cal outlets, forced ventilation, and educational media storage space. 

- Every classroom should have capabilities to receive audio, video 
and such other electronic message forms as may be available. 

- Classrooms should be equipped with permanantly installed bulletin 
boards, chalk boards, projection screens, map rails, and storage facil
ities needed for the particular type of instruction conducted in each 
room. 
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V. BUDGET AND FINANCE 

- An educational media program should operate from a central budget 
which is prepared and defended by representatives of the educa
tional media services. 

- An educational media program should be financed entirely from regu
larly appropriated school funds. 

A school should have clear-cut policies concerning allocation, 
income, and charges against the educational media budget. 

- The budget of an educational media program should be based on both 
the school's long-range goals and immediate educational media 
needs. 

- Long-range budget planning should provide for improvements to be 
made gradually until the full media program goals are realized. 

- Long-range financial plans should include provisions for the expan
sion of media services as required by the improvement of quality 
and scope of the instructional program. 

- The budget of an educational media program should provide for 
increased scope of services, expansion of services to meet in
creased enrollments, and the needs created by the addition of 
new structures. 

- There should be a definite plan for gaining student, faculty, ad
ministrative, board, and public support for the media program. 
The plan should include evaluation of the program, determination 
of media needs, long and short range planning, and presenting 
facts about media needs to administrators and governing boards. 

- All costs relating to procurement or production of materials, pur
chase of equipment, and employment of staff for use in the school's 
educational program should be covered by a centralized budget. 

- Teachers should be able to use educational media from the media 
center with no more restrictions than those imposed on the use of 
similar school services. 

- The selection of all materials and equipment for purchase by the 
instructional media/learning resource center shbuld be based on 
pre-determined specifications formulated by the media staff. 

-Provision should be made in the educational media budget for the 
systematic replacement of obsolete or worn-out media. 
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VI PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

- Educational media personnel should work within the framework of 
job descriptions and policies relating to school media activities 
and these should be clear to the media administrator and the entire 
media staff. 

-The school's instructional media/learning resource center and 
building media centers should be staffed with professional, cleri
cal, and technical personnel appropriately trained for the level 
of performance they are expected to render. 

- Professional educational media personnel shoul~ possess a high 
degree of sensitivity to the potential of educational media for 
improving instruction and an awareness of new developments, new 
techniques, new equipment and new materials. 

- The director of the educational media program should be well 
grounded in general education, and should have had practical 
experience in teaching. The director should possess a doctors 
degree or its equivalent, and should have had special training 
in such areas as the theory of educat~on communication, curriculum 
and instructional methods, production of such materials as graph
ics and photography, programmed learning, research methods, 
administration, and supervision. 

- The functions of the director of the educational media program 
should include: reporting the needs of the media program to the 
school administration, determining budget and financial needs, 
and providing consultative services to teachers, administrators, 
supervisors, and other staff members. 

- The functions of the director of the educational media program 
should include the administration of the instructional media/ 
learning resource center. In large schools the coordination 
of the various functions of the instr~ctional media/learning re
source center should be delegated to an assistant director who e 

approaches the broad educational requirements listed above for 
educational media directors. 

- Specialists in the various media areas should be delegated super
visory responsibilities for the specialized functions of the 
instructional media/learning resource center. Such supervisors 
should report to the director or the assistant director, and 
should include specialists in television production, radio produc
tion, programmed learning, media evaluation, selection and procure
ment, film librarians, and consultants skilled in assisting 
teachers in the instructional application of educational media. 

- Professional educational media staff members should have advanced 
degrees with specialization in the media anea in which they work. 
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- Professional educational media staff members should be active in 
professional organizations, particularly those representing the 
area of their specialization. 

- The educational media program in each building should be super
vised by an educational media specialist specifically prepared 
for this activity. 

- Buildings which have more than one professional media specialist 
should develop a staff who are diverse in expertise and training 
within the educational media field. 

- The supervisor of the building instructional media/learning resource 
center should be well grounded in general education, and should 
have had successful experience as a classroom teacher. The coordi
nator should possess a masters degree, or its equivalent, and should 
have had training in such areas as theory of educational communica
tions, curriculum and instructional methods, production of such 
media as graphics, photographic materials, and recorded materials, 
programmed learning, administration, and supervision. 

- Education Media Specialists assigned to buildings where educational 
television is used extensively should have an understanding of 
educational television production, and should be well gnounded 
in techniques of television utilization in classroom instruction. 

- The functions of building educational media specialists should 
include: reporting the media needs of the building to the school 
media director; assisting teachers in the selection and procure
ment of materials; supervising all functions of the building 
media center; and providing consultative services to teachers, 
principals, supervisor, and other staff members assigned to the 
bui 1 ding. 

- The educational media staff should include adequate numbers of 
clerical personnel, maintenance technicians, television technicians, 
distribution clerks, and production technicians. 

- An educational media specialist should be able to delineate subject 
matter into teachable concepts, lead the faculty in cooperatively 
planning the curriculum and organize a media center so that 
equipment and materials can be coordinated into the teaching pro
gram with dispatch. Th~ specialist should possess administrative 
ability to a high order, know and be skilled in the use of evalua
tion techniques, and be able to operate as a research specialist. 

- An educational media specialist should have skill in the care and 
operation of all media devices in order to ably train and super
vise operators and maintenance personnel. 
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- An educational media specialist should be able to evaluate emer
ging innovations for possible introduction into instructional 
programs and should be able to interpret and promote those inno
vations that can make significant contributions to teaching and 
learning. 

In order to wisely select and supervise appropriate personnel, an 
educational media specialist should have a thorough understanding 
of such technical fields as television and radio production, pho
tography, curriculum materials produttion. 

-An educational media specialist should demonstrate a desire to 
improve professional competence by attending local, state, and 
national educational media conferences, conventions, and workshops. 



APPENDIX C 

EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST: AN INSTRUMENT FOR 

SELF-EVALUATING AN INSTRUCTIONAL 

MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 

PROGRAM IN AREA VOCATIONAL

TECHNICAL SCHOOLS 

255 



EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST 

AN INSTRUMENT FOR SELF-EVALUATING 

AN 

INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA/LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER PROGRAM 

IN 

AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOLS 

W. R. Fulton 
University of Oklahoma 

Norman, Oklahoma 

Kenneth L. King 
Oklahoma State University 

Stillwater, Oklahoma 

Fred A. Teague 
Kansas State University 

Manhattan, Kansas 

Roger N. Tipling 
Southwest Missouri State University 

Springfield, Missouri 

THIRD REVISION: January, 1980 © 

256 



257 

INTRODUCTION 

This Evaluative Checklist is especially designed for evaluation 
of Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Programs by concerned 
program administrat6rs. The checklist is designed so that it can be 
self-administered without extensive inventory of all resource items 
within the program. However, before completion of this checklist, 
the evaluator should be familiar with all aspects of the program such 
as the extent of materials and equipment, the number and qualifica
tions of staff members and the manner and extent of media program 
funding. A thorough knowledge of the "Criteria Relati·ng to Educational 
Media Programs in the School", found at the end of the Checklist, should 
preceed the completion of this instrument. 

The Evaluative Checklist which follows has be!n periodically re
vised from an instrument developed by W.R. Fulton. The checklist was 
validated and field tested through an extensive research project. 
Research has shown that when properly applied to a school system, it 
will discriminate among the varying levels of quality in educational 
media programs. 

This Evaluative Checklist is based on research that indicates that 
there are fundamental elements of an Instructional Media/Learning Re
source Center program which, if present in sufficient quality and 
quantity, will facilitate the improvement of instruction. The elements 
contained in this Checklist are assumed to be common to most education
al media programs. These include: (1) administrators and teachers 
are committed to the proper use of educational media for instructional 
purposes; (2) educational media are an integral part of curriculum 
and instruction; (3) an Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center 
is accessible to the faculty, staff, and students; (4) the physical 
facilities are conducive to proper use of educational media; (5) the 
media program is adequately financed and properly budgeted; and. 
(6) the staff is adequate and qualift~dto provide for the educational 
media needs of the faculty, staff, and students. 

An effective Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center p~ogram 
must be evaluated on a regular basis. The use of this Checklist 
should greatly facilitate such an evaluation by providing-useful 
guidelines for making judgments on program elements. 

The term 11 educational media 11 as used in this instrument means all 
materials and equipment used for communication in instruction. This 
would include areas such as: motion picture film, television, printed 
materials, computer-based instruction, graphic and photographic materi
als, sound recordings, and three~dimensional objects. 

1The original instrument was a part of a study performed pursuant 
to a contract with the United States Office of Education, Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, under the provisions of Title VII, Public 
Law 85-864 by W.R. Fulton, Professor of Education, University of 
Oklahoma. 
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"Instructional media/learning resource center proqrams" as used 
in this instrument are those educational media services provided to 
the teachers and students of Area Vocational-Technical Schools. These 
services include the availability and use of audiovisual hardware and 
software, production services, inservice training, design services, 
administrative services, information, consultation, the use of 
resource facilities, and the availability of a professional staff to 
augment and manage these services. 

EVALUATIVE CHECKLIST 

This checklist uses a situation identification format which pro
vides a means for you to compare your program to descriptive program 
situation statements. Four descriptions are stated for each checklist 
item. Provisions are made for you to identify your program as being 
identical to the statement, slightly stronger than the statement or 
slightly weaker than the statement. Research and experience with the 
instrument indicates that this procedure makes it possible for you to 
evaluate your program and arrive fairly quickly at an accurate indica
tion of program effectiveness. 

Directions: 

Mark one of the spaces at the left of the one statement which 
most nearly represents the situation-Tn your school system. If a 
statement accurately describes your school, mark one of the middle 
s~aces of 2, 5, 8, or 11 to the left of that statement. If you feel 
t at the situation at your school is below what is described, mark one 
of the lower numbered spaces of 1, 4, 7, or 10, if above, mark one of 
the higher numbered spaces of 3, 6, 9, or 12. ~ ~ S2..S~ ~ orD_y 
one of the twelve spaces. 

Remember, each one of the subdivisions preceded by a capital 
letter requires only one mark in one of the boxes numbered 1 to 12. 
Mark only one box in each subdivision. 

EXAMPLE: 

l.f-Vl 
0 Q) 

X 
QJO 
C::.!:l 
0 

Q) 

> 

00 ~ Q0 There is no director of the media program. 

8Q liD nJ There is a part-time director of the media 
program. 

IIJ [[] W There is a full-time director in charge of 
the media program. 

rurn [] ~ There is a full-time director and a sufficient 
number of clerical and technical personnel. 
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I. AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 

CRITERION SUMMARY 

Vl 
aJ 
X 

..8 
aJ 
> 
r-
aJ 
3: 
-1-' 

aJ 
.s::: 
-1-' 

4-
0 

aJ 
!:: 
0 

An Area Vocational-Technical School should have a program of 
educational media services administered through a school Instruc
tional Media/Learnin9 Resource Center with an adequate supply of 
appropriate instructional materials. The center should be a ser
vice unit that operates at the same level as other major school 
services with clearly defined policies, procedures, and plans, 
including short-range, and long-range goals. 

A. Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs 

[I] II] []] The school• s i nstructi anal media/1 earni n(l resource 
center program does not offer the services of a media 
center and no clerical or technical staff members 
are available to administer the instructional media/ 
learning resource center program. 

@] [[] []] The school•s instructional media/learninq resource 
center program consists of services from a media 
center managed by clerical arid technical staff mem
bers. The services are not well coordinated and no 

. on~ pe~son has been given administrative responsi
bility for system-wide media activities. 

CB au UD The school 1 S instructional media/learning resource 
·center program consists of a media center with cleri
cal and technical staff. The program is directed by 
a staff person who has some educational media traininq 
but not enough to qualify as an educational media 
specialist. The director reports to the administra
tive officer in charge of instruction. 

~ [] ~ The school has an instructional media/learning re
source center program including an educational media 
center and necessary building media centers directed 
by an educational media specialist who reports 
directly to the administrative officer in charge of 
instruction. The director is provided with facili
ties, finances, and staff essential in meeting the 
media needs of the instructional pro~ram. 
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B. CQmmitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum 
and Instruction 

DO ~ CD The school provides some educational media for 
faculty, staff, and students, but no trained person
nel are available to assist in the utilization of 
the educational media that are provided. 

GO QD QD The school provides some educational media and ser
vices for faculty, staff, and students who request 
them, but no attempt is made to encourage the use of 
the services. 

c. 

D. 

[][1]1IJ 

A variety of educational media and services are gener
ally available and some attempts are made to acquaint 
faculty, staff, and students with the services, and 
to encourage utilization of the media. 

The school provides the quantity and variety of educa
tional media and services needed by faculty~ staff, 
and students and encourages them to use media as 
integral parts of instruction. 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Facilities 

Teaching and learning spaces in use at this time have 
no special provisions for the use of educational media. 

Although some new and remodeled facilities provide 
for the use of some types of educational media, the 
school gives little attention to media utilization at 
the time buildings are planned. 

The school provides most new and remodeled buildings 
with light control and other facilities necessary for 
the use of some types of educational media. 

All new buildings are equipped for the greater possi
ble use of educational media and are designed to permit 
adaptation for new developments in media. Old build
ings are being modified as fast as possible to provide 
for effective use of media. 

Conmitment to Financing The Instructional Media/Learn
ing Resource Center Programs 

The instructional media learning/resource center pro
gram does not have its own sp~cific budget. 
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[!] []] [§] Finances for the instructional media/learning resource 
center program are inadequate to provide the services 
that faculty, staff, and students need and are pre
pared to use. There are no written policies relative 
to allocations, income sources and charges against 

E. 

[][g)f]J 

the budget. 

Finances for the educational media program are suffi
cient to maintain the status quo, but the current 
media services are not sufficient to meet the instruc
tional needs. Long-range curriculum plans do not 
include provisions for financing needed educational 
media services. 

The educational media program is financed entirely 
from regularly appropriated schbol funds. The budget 
reflects to some degree long-range educational media 
plans and includes provisions for special media for 
unusual curriculum problems. The budget is prepared, 
presented, and defended by the director of the media 
services in the same manner as that of any other 
budget unit. 

Commitment to Staffing The Instructional Media/Learn
ing Resource Center Programs 

Educational media personnel are not available to pro
vide services to faculty, staff, and students. 

The responsibility for educational media services is 
assigned to a person(s)w.b.ose primary commitment(s) 
is in other school jobs. 

The responsibility for educational media services is 
delegated to a person who has had some training in 
educational media who is provided with limited cleri
cal and technical assistance. 

Leadership and consultative services are prov'ided by 
an educational media specialist and a qualified pro
fessional staff. An adequate clerical and technical 
staff is also provided. 
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Professional educational media staff are involved in 
planning and conducting continuous inservice education 
activities concerned with the selection, development, 
production, and use of all types of educational media. 

Faculty - Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Faculty, staff, and students seldom use instructional 
media/learning resource center programs. 

Only a few faculty, staff, and students utilize in
structional media/learning resource center programs 
in class presentations. 

Several faculty, staff, and students utilize appropri
ate instructional media/learning resource center 
programs in class presentations. 

Most faculty, staff, and students use appropriate in
structional media/learning resource center programs 
in their presentations, learning activities, and inde
pendent study. 

Involvement of The Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff in Planning 

There are no professional instructional media/learning 
resource center staff involved in planning for the 
use of educational media. 

The professional instructional media/learning resource 
center staff is seldom involved with faculty, staff, 
and students in planning for the use of educational 
media. 

[U liD ~ The professional instructional media/learning resource 
center staff is occasionally involved with faculty, 
staff, and students in planning and producing materials 
for use in the instructional program. 

[Q] [jJ [g) The profess ion a 1 instructional media/1 earnin<1 resource 
center staff is usually involved with faculty, staff, 
and students in planning for the use of and in experi
ment~~g with educational media in the instructional 
program. Faculty and staff are also regularly in
volved in decision making activities relating to the 
integration of educational media with the curriculum 
and instruction. 



263 

II. MEDIA SERVICES - CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

CRITERION SUMMARY 

An area vocational-technical school should engage in a contin
uous evaluation of its educational media program as it relates to 
instruction. Continuous inservice education in the use of educa
tional media should be conducted as a means of impr0ving instruc
tion. The faculty and the professional media staff should cooperate 
in planning and developing the parts of the instructional program 
that make provision for the use of educational media. Professional 
educational media personnel should be readily available for consul
tation on all instructional problems where media are concerned. 
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Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Utilization 

There are no educational media personnel available to 
provide for cons~ltative services. 

Educational media personnel render consultative assis
tance in the instructional application of educational 
media when they are asked to do so and are free from 
other duties. 

Educational media personnel are usually available and 
utilized for consultative assistance in the use of 
educational media. 

Educational media professional personnel work, as a 
part of their regular assignments, with faculty, 
staff, and students in analyzing instructional needs 
in the design, selection, and use of educational 
media. 

Inservice Education in Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Utilization 

No inservice education activities relating to the 
utilization of educational media are provided. 

Inservice education is left entirely to building in
structional units and is limited to their own capa~ 
bilities. 

cu UD au Professional educational media staff are available on 
request to assit faculty and staff in inservice educa
tion activities relative to the use of educational 
media. 
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III. THE MEDIA SERVICE CENTER 

CRITERION SUMMARY 

Educational media centers should be organized around the con
cept of offering a wide variety of services and media to all in .... 
structional and administrative units of an area vocational technical 
school, with leadership, consultative help, and other services 
provided by professional media specialists and other media center 
personnel. The instructional program should be supported by an 
adequate supply of educational media and a system of making them 
accessible to the faculty and students. The educational media 
center should provide such media services as procurement, main
tenance, and production of appropriate educational media to support 
the instructional program. An educational media center should be 
provided at each area vocational-technical school. 

A. Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Centers 

The school does not have an instructional media/learn
ing resource center and does not have access to such 
services. 

~ [I] [§] [ill The location of the school instructional media/learn
ing resource center is such that media are not accessi
ble to most faculty, staff, and students. The 
instructional media/learning resource center is not 
supplemented by building centers. 
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The location of the school instructional media/learn
ing resource center is such that media are not readily 
accessible to faculty, staff, and students. The 
instructional media/learning resource center is supple
mented by a few building centers that provide some 
media and services in addition to those provided by the 
school instructional media/learning resource center. 

The location of the school instructional media/learn
ing resource center and the presence of necessary 
building centers makes media highly accessible to all 
faculty, staff, and students. 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Information concerning educational media is only ob
tained by special request. 
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Information concerning educational media is seldom 
disseminated to prospective users, and there are no 
definite plans or channels for such dissemination. 

Information concerning educational media is dissemi
nated to prospective users on an occasional basis or . 
when requested. 

Information concerning all educational media and pro
grams is frequently disseminated to prospective users 
on a regularyly scheduled basis. 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Educational media are practically nonexistent and re
sponsibilityforobtaining media rests entirely with 
the user . 

The quantity of educational media is so limited that 
significant delays occur between requests for media 
and their availability. Reservations must be made 
on a "first come, first served" basis, and the media 
must be picked up by the user. 

The quantity of educational media and the distribution 
system make it possible for media to be delivered to 
users on relatively short notice. 

There is a sufficient quantity of educational media 
and an adequate distribution system to insure the 
delivery of all media to users when needed. 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

There are practically no media storage facilities 
available. 

Media storage facilities are available but are in
adequate for some types of educational media, and 
personnel have difficulty in locating and retrieving 
specific items. 

The school instructional media/learning resource 
center and all building centers have adequate storage 
for currently owned media. The retrieval system is 
adequate most of the time. · 

Adequate storage space, including space for future ex
pansion, is provided in the school instructional media/ 
learning resource center and in all building centers. 
The school instructional media/learning resource 
center has a master retrieval system for immediate 
location of all media. 
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Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and 
Software 

There is no provision for cleaning and repairing 
educational media. 
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Educational media are cleaned and repaired when com
plaints regarding their operable condition are made 
by users. 

Educational media are cleaned and repaired whenever 
the staff has time . 

All educational media are inspected after each use 
and are cleaned and repaired on a regular basis or 
when inspection indicates the need. 

Production of Instructional Media Software 

Practically no facilities for production are available. 

Limited production facilities are available for 
faculty, staff, and students to produce their own 
materials. 

Production facilities· are available for faculty, staff, 
and students to produce their own educational materi
als, and some assistance is available from media 
personnel. 

Production facilities are available for faculty, staff, 
and students to produce their own materials and media 
center personne 1 produce a wide variety of materia 1 s 
upon request. 

IV. PHYSICAL FACILITIES 

CRITERION SUMMARY 

Each classroom should be designed for and equipped with essen
tial facilities including proper sound control, light control, 
electrical outlets, forced ventilation, and educational media 
storage space which will provide for effective use of appropriate 
educational media of all kinds. · 
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A. Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facili
ties in Existing Classrooms 

DO GO CD Classrooms do not accomodate effective use of educa
tional media. 

~ OD OD A few classrooms have been modified for use of educa
tional media but no plans have been made to adapt all 
classrooms for the use of educational media. 

Most classrooms have been at least partially equipped 
for the use of educational media, and there are plans 
for equipping all classrooms. 

Q) 

~fillfil)~ All classrooms have been equipped for optimum use of 
all types of educational media. Q) 

.c ...., 
'+- B. Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facili~ 

ties in Newly Constructed Classrooms 0 

Q) 
1:: 

0 OJ [II [I] The use of educational media is not considered when 
new classrooms are planned and constructed. 

[I][[][]] 

Some new classrooms are provided with physical facili
ties such as light control and electrical outlets, 
but only in special cases are provisions made for the 
use of a wide variety of media. 

Most new classrooms are provided with physical facili
ties that make possible optimum use of educational 
media. 

All new classrooms are designed for and equipped with 
physical facilities that make possible optimum use of 
all types of educational media. 

V. BUDGET AND FINANCE 

CRITERION SUMMARY 

A specific budget for financing the educational media program 
should be based on both the school •s long-range goals and immediate 
educational needs. The budget should reflect a recognition of 
long-range goals, and be sufficient to support an adequate media 
program for optimum instructional improvement. 



VI 
(l) 
X 
0 
.0 

Q) 

> ,..... 

! 
Q) 

..r:: 
.!-) 

1+-
0 

Q) 
$::; 
0 

A. 

268 

Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs Budget 

There is no provision for the development of a sepa
rate instructional media/learning resource center 
budget. 

Funds used for educational media operations are taken 
from other parts of the school budget. 

The budget of the instructional media/learning re-. 
source center program reflects most of the media needs 
of the school. 

~ [] ~ The budget of the instructional media/learning re
souce center program reflects the media needs of the 
entire school and is developed by the professional 
media staff in consultation with financial officers, 
principals and other school administrators. 

B. Basis for Budget Allocations 

IT] [g) []] The budget does not usually contain an allotment for 
educational media. 

Q0 aD GO The educational media budget is based on an arbitrary 
allotment of funds irrespective of need. 

cu au UD The educational media budget is based almost entirely 
on irrrnediate needs, though some consideration is 
given to long-range goals. 

~ [] ~ The educational media budget is based on both the 
immediate needs and the long-range goals of the school 
and reflects clear-cut policies concerning alloca
tions, income sources, and budget practices. 

C. Reporting Financial Needs 

t1J [[] (1] The finanacial needs of the instructional media/learn
ing resource center program are almost never re
flected in the budget and are never reported to the 
administrative officer. 

GO OD liD The financial needs of the instructional media/learn
ing resource center program are reported to the admin
istrative officer in charge of instruction only when 
immediate expenditures are urgently needed. 

CU ~ UQ The financial needs of the instructional media/learn
ing resource center program are regularly reported to 
the administrative officer in charge of instruction. 
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Regular reports reflecting the status and needs of 
the instructional media/learning resource center pro
gram, including facts about inventory, facilities, 
level of utilization, and effectiveness of the media 
program, are made to the administrative officer in 
charge of instruction. 

VI. PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

CRITERION SUMMARY 

The educational media program should be directed by a quali
fied full-time media specialist who is provided with sufficient 
professional, clerical, and technical staff to provide adequate 
media services to the entire school. 

A. Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Staff 

IT] [l] (]] No person has been assigned to direct the instruc
tional media/learning resource center program. 

[4] [§] []] A staff person has been assigned to direct the in
structional media/learning resouce center program but 
functions more as a clerk and a technician than as a 
professional. 

[Z] []] [[] A professional media person with some special media 
training directs the instructional media/learning 
resource center program and has some professional, 
clerical and technical assistants who are primarily 
oriented toward the mechanical and technical aspects 
of the program. 

[Q; IU] [g) The instructional media/learning resource center pro
gram is directed by a qualified media specialist who 
is provided with sufficient professional, clerical, 
and technical staff to provide adequate media services. 
Professional media staff members are oriented toward 
curriculum and instruction. 

B. Buildin Media Staff Answer onl 
more than one school site 

CD QU ED No building has a designated staff member assigned to 
coordinate media activities. 
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[!] []] ffiJ Some buildings have a staff member assigned to help 
obtain materials and care for equipment, but they are 
given no release time from other job responsibilities 
to coordinate media activities. 

[U UU nD Most buildings have a professional staff member 
assigned to coordinate media activiti~s, with some 
released time from other school tasks, but not 
enough clerical and technical assistance to provide 
needed media services. 

I!Q1 [i! [2] A full-time professional educational media specialist 
serves each building. Sufficient professional cleri
cal and technical assistance are provided to supply 
all medi~ ser~ices needed in the building. The 
building specialist reports to the school educational 
media director and works closely with the media staff, 
supervisors, and other curriculum workers. 

/ 
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PREFERENCE CHECKLIST 

The preference checklist is designed similar to the evaluative 
checklist. The function of this checklist is to obtain 'from the indi
vidual evaluator his preference for the instructional media/learninq 
resource center program in his Area Vocational-Technical School. 
Four descriptions are stated for each preference item. Provisions 
are made for you to identify the program you desire as being identical 
to the statement, slightly stronger than the statement, on slightly 
weaker than the statement. 

DIRECTIONS:. 

Mark one of the spaces at the left of the one statement which 
most near,y-represents the situation you desire in your school system. 
If a statement accurately describes your desire, mark one of the 
middle spaces of 2, 5, 8, or 11 to the left of that statement. If 
you feel that the statement is too strong and should be below what is 
described, mark one of the lower numbered spaces of 1, 4, 7, or 10, 
if too weak, mark one of the higher numbered spaces of 3, 6, 9, or 12. 
IN ANY CASE MARK ONLY ONE OF THE TWELVE SPACES. 

Remember,.eachone of the subdivisions preceded by a capital letter 
requires only one mark in one of the boxes numbered 1 to 12. Mark only 
one box in each subdivision. 

EXAMPLE: 

ffi [2J [l] A director of the media program is not needed. 

[!] [[] [§] There should be a part-time director of the media 
program. 

There should be a full-time director in charge of 
the media program. 

There should be a full-time director and suffi
cient number of clerical and technical personnel. 
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I. AREA VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 

A. Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Progams 

The school's instructional media/learning resource 
center program should not offer the services of a 
media center and no clerical or technical staff 
members should be available to administer the educa
tional media program. 

[!] [[] [[] The school's instructional medi all earning resource 
center program should consist of services from a 
media center managed by clerical and techncial staff 
members. The services need not be well coordinated 
and no one person need be given administrative re
sponsibility for system-wide media activities. 

cu UD au The school 1 S instructional media/learning resource 
center program should consist of a media center with 
clerical and technical staff. The program should be 
directed by a staff person who has some educational 
media training but not enough to qualify as an educa
tional media specialist. The director should report 
to the administrative officer in charge of instruction. 

[ill [] ~ The school should have an instructional media/learning 
resource center program including an educational media 
center and necessary building media centers directed 
by an educational media specialist who reports direct
ly to the administrative officer in charge of instruc
tion. The director shoul~ be provided with facilities, 
finances, and staff essen ial in meeting the media 
needs of the instructiona program. · 

B. Commitment to Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs as an Integral Part of Curriculum and 

· Instruction 

OJ ~ ~ The school should provide some educational media for 
faculty, staff, and students, but no trained personnel 
need be available to assist in the utilization of the 
educational media that are provided. 

~ QD UU The school should provide some educational media and 
services for faculty, staff, and students who request 
them, but no attempt need be made to encourage the 
use of the services. 

CU OD QD A variety of educational media and services should be 
generally available and some attempts should be made 
to acquaint faculty, staff, and students with the ser
vices, and to encourage utilization of the media. 
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The school should provide the quantity and variety of 
educational media and services needed by faculty, 
staff, and students and encourage them to use media 
as integral parts of instruction. 

Commitment to Providing Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Facilities 

Teaching and learning spaces in use at this time need 
no special provisions for the use of educational 
media. 

Although some new and remodeled facilities provide 
for the use of some types of educational media, the 
school should give little attention to media utili
zation at the time buildings are planned. 

The school should provide most new and remodeled 
buildings wtth light control and other faciliti~s 
necessary for the use of some type of educational 
media. 

All new buildings should be equipped for the greatest 
possible use of educational media and should be de
signed to permit adaptation for new developments in 
media. Old buildings should be modified as fast as 
possible to provide for effective use of media. 

D. Commitment to Financing the Instructional Media/Learn
ing Resource Center Programs 

mmw The educational media program should not have its own 
specific budget. 

Finances for the educational media program need not 
totally provide the services that faculty, staff and 
students need and are prepared to use. There is no 
need for written policies relative to allocations, 
income sources and charges against the budget. 

Finances for the educational media program should be 
sufficient to maintain the status quo, but the current 
media services need not be sufficient to meet the in
structional needs. Long-range curriculum plans need 
not include provisions for financing needed education
al media services. 

The educational media program should be financed en
tirely from regularly appropriated school funds. The 
budget should reflect to some degree long-range educa
tional media plans and include provisions for special 
media for unusual curriculum problems. The budget 
should be prepared, presented, and defended by the 
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director of the media services in the same manner as 
that of any other budget unit. 

Commitment to Staffing the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Educational media personnel need not be available to 
provide services to faculty, staff, and students. 

The responsibility for educational media services 
should be assigned to a person(s) whose primary 
commitment(s) is in other school jobs. 

The responsibility for educational media services 
should be delegated to a person who has had some 
training in educational media who is provided with 
limited clerical and technical assistance. 

Q) 

> 
~I!Q1[l][g] Leadership and consultative services should be pro

vided by an educational medi.a specialist and a quali
fied professional staff. An adequate clerical and 
technical staff should also be provided . 
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II. MEDIA SERVICES -CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

A. Consultative Services in Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Utilization 

B. 

There is no need to have educational media personnel 
available to provide for consultative services. 

Educational media personnel should render consultative 
assistance in the instructional application of educa
tional media when they are asked to do so and are free 
from other duties. 

Educational media personnel should be available and 
utilized for consultative assistance in the use of 
educational media. 

Educational media professional personnel should work, 
as a part of their regular assignments, with faculty, 
staff, and students in analyzing instructional needs in 
the design, selection, and use of educational media. 

Inservice Education in Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Utilization 

Inservice education activities relating to the utili
zation of educational media is needed .. 
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Inservice education should be left entirely to build
ing instructional units and should be limited to 
their own capabilities. 

Professional educational media staff should be availa
ble on request to assist faculty and staff in inser
vice education activiti~s relative to the use of 
educational media. 

Professional educational media staff should be in
volved in planning and conducitng continuous inservice 
education activittes concerned with the selection, 
development, production, and use of all types of 
educational media. 

Faculty-Student Use of Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Programs 

Faculty, staff, and students should seldom use educa
tional media. 

Only a few faculty, staff, and students should utilize 
educational media in class p~esentations. 

Several faculty, staff, and students should utilize 
appropriate educational media in presentations and 
independent study. 

Most faculty, staff, and students should use appropri
ate educational media in their presentations and 
independent study. 

Involvement of the Instructional Media/Learning 
Resource Center Staff in Planning 

Professional instructional media/learning resource 
center staff should not be involved in planning for 
the use of educational media. 

The professional instructional media/learning resource 
center staff should have limited involvement with 
faculty, staff, and students in planning for the use 
of educat~onal media. 

The professional instructional media/learning resource 
center staff should occasionally be involved with 
faculty, staff, and students in planning and pro
ducing materials for use in the instructional program. 
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The professional instructional media/learning resource 
center staff should be involved with faculty, staff, 
and students in planning for the use of and in experi
menting with educational media in the instructional 
program. Faculty and staff should also be involved in 
decision making activities relating to the integration 
of educational media with the curriculum and instruc
tion. 

III. THE MEDIA SERVICE CENTER 

A. Location and Accessibility of Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center 

B. 

[I]liJliJ 

The school does not need an instructional media/learn
ing resource center and does not need access to such 
services. 

The location of the school instructional media/learn
ing resource center need not be accessible to most 
faculty, staff, and students. The instructional media/ 
learning resource center need not be supplemented by 
building centers. 

The location of the school instructional media/learn
ing resource center should be readily accessible to 
faculty, staff, and students. The instructional 
media/learning resource center should be supple
mented by a few building centers that provide some 
media and services in addition to those provided 
by the school media center. 

The location of the school instructional media/learn
ing resource center and the presence of necessary 
building centers should make media highly accessible 
to all faculty, staff, and students. 

Dissemination of Instructional Media Information 

Information concerning educational media should only 
be obtained by special request. 

Information concerning education a 1 media should se 1 dom 
be disseminated to prospective users, and there is no 
need for definite plans or channels for such dissemi
nation. 

Information concerning educational media should be 
disseminated to prospective users on an occasional 
basis or when requested. 
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Information concerning all educational media and 
programs should be disseminated to prospective users 
on a regularly scheduled basis. 

Availability of Instructional Media 

Educational media should not be available. The re
sponsiblity for obtaining media should rest entirely 
with the user. 

The quantity of educational media should be limited. 
Reservations should be made on a "first come, first 
served" basis, and the media should be picked up by 
the user. 

The quantity of educational media and the distribu
tion system should make it possible for media to be 
delivered to users on relatively short notice . 

There should be a sufficient quantity of educational 
media and an adequate distribution system to insure 
the delivery of all media to users when needed. 

Storage and Retrieval of Instructional Media 

Media storage facilities are not needed. 

Media storage facilities should be available but 
need not be adequate for all types of educational 
media, and personnel should not have difficulty in 
locating and retrieving specific items. 

The school educational media center and all building 
centers should have adequate storage for currently 
owned media. The retrieval system should be adequate 
most of the time. 

~ [] ~ Adequate storage space, including space for future 
expansion, should be provided in the school educa
tional media center and in all building centers. The 
school educational media center should have a master 
retrieval system for immediate location of all media. 

E. Maintenance of Instructional Media Hardware and 
Software 

[!] [[) [[) Provision for cleaning and repairing educational media 
is not necessary. 

[!] []] li] Educational media shoul!d be cleaned and repaired when 
complaints regarding their operable condition are 
made by users. 
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Educational media should be cleaned and repaired 
whenever the staff has time. 
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All educational media should be inspected after each 
use and should be cleaned and repaired on a regular 
basis or when inspection indicates the need. 

Production of Instructional Media Software 

Facilities for production are not needed. 

Limited production facilities should be available 
for faculty, staff, and students to produce their 
own materials. 

Production facilities should be available for faculty, 
staff, and students to produce their own educational 
materials, and some assistance should be available 
from media personnel. 

Production facilities should be available for faculty, 
staff, and students to produce their own materials 
and media center personnel should produce a wide 
variety of materials upon request. · 

0 IV. PHYSICAL FACILITIES 

B. 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Existing Classrooms 

Classrooms need not accomodate effective use of educa
tional media. 

A few classrooms have been modified for use of educa
tional media but no plans need to be made to adapt 
all classrooms for the use of educational media. 

Most classrooms have been at least partially equipped 
for the use of educational media, and there should be 
plans for equipping all classrooms. 

All classrooms should be equipped for optimum use of 
all types of educational media. 

Instructional Media/Learning Resource Center Facilities 
in Newly Constructed Classrooms 

The use of educational media need not be considered 
when new classrooms are planned and constructed. 
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Some new classrooms are provided with physical facili
ties such as light control and electrical outlets, but 
only in special cases should provisions be made for 
the use of a wide variety of media. 

Most new classrooms should be provided with physical 
facilities that make possible optimum use of educa~ 
tional media. 

All new classrooms should be designed for and equipped 
with physical facilities that ma~e possible optimum 
use of all types of educationa 1 media. 

V. BUDGET AND FINANCE 

A. Development of Instructional Media/Learning Resource 
Center Programs Budget 

Provision for the development of a separate educa~ 
tional media budget is not needed. 

Funds used for educational media operations should be 
taken from other parts of the school budget. 

The budget of the educational media program should 
reflect most of the media needs of the school. 

The budget of the educational media program should 
reflect the media needs of the entire school and 
should .be develped by the professional media staff 
in consultation with financial officers, principals 
and other school administrators. 

B. Basis for Budget Allocations 

00 au CD The budget should not contain an allotment for educa
tional media. 

[!] [[] [[] The educational media budget should be based on an 
arbitrary allotment of funds irrespective of need. 

CU aD OD The educational media budget should be based almost 
entirely on immediate needs, though some considera
tion should be given to long-range goals. 

[g [] ~ The educational media budget should be based on both 
the immediate needs and the long-range goals of the 
school and should reflect clear-cut policies concern
ing allocation, income sources, and budget practices. 
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C. ~orting Financial Needs 
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The financial needs of the instructional media pro
gram need not be reflected in the budget and should 
not be reported to the administrative officer. 

The financial needs of the educational media program 
should be reported to the .administrative officer in 
charge of instruction only when immediate expendi
tures are urgently needed. 

The financial needs of the educational media program 
should be regularly reported to the administrative 
officer in charge of instruction. 

Regular reports reflecting the status and needs of 
the educational media pnogram, including facts about 
inventory, facilities, level of utilization, and 
effectiveness of the media program, should be made to 
the administrative officer in charge of instruction. 

:5 VI. PROFESSIONAL STAFF 
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A. Area Vocational-Technical Schools Instructional Media/ 
Learning Resource Center Staff 
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B. 

OJ!Il!II 

No person need be assigned to direct the media pro
gram. 

A staff person should be assigned to direct the media 
program but should function more as a clerk and a 
technician than as a professional. 

A professional media person with some special media 
training should direct the educational media program 
and should have some professional, clerical and 
technical assistants who are primarily oriented toward 
the mechanical and technical aspects of the program. 

The educational media program should be directed by a 
qualified media specialist who should be provided with 
sufficient professional, clerical, and technical staff 
to provide adequate media services. Professional media 
staff members should be oriented toward curriculum and 
instruction. 

Building Media Staff (Answer only if your school has 
more than one school site) 

No building should have a designated staff member 
assigned to coordinate media activities. 
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Some buildings should have a staff member assigned to 
help obtain materials and care for equipment, but 
released time fr0m other jobs responsibilities to 
coordinate media activities should not be given. 

Most buildings should have a professional staff member 
assigned to coordinate media activities, with some 
released time from other school tasks, but not enouqh 
clerical and technical assistance to provide needed 
media services. 

A full-time professional educational media special
ist should serve each building. Sufficient profes
sional clerical and technical assistance should be 
provided to supply all media services needed in the 
building. The build~ng specialist should report to 
the school educational media director and work 
closely with the media staff, supervisors, and other 
curriculum workers. 
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rn rn rn OKLAHOMA STAlt DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL ANO TECHNICAl EDUCATION 
FIIANCIS TUTTLE, DIR!CTOII • 111111 WI!ST SIXTH AVE., • STILLWATI!R, OKLAHOMA 7C074 • A.C. l-4051 377·2000 

Dear Participant: 

We, at the State Department of Vocational and Technical Education, are 
involved in a state-wide assessment of the instructional media/learning 
resource center programs in area vocational-technical schools in Oklahoma. 
We are asking that the skills center and inmate training center staff 
assist in a pilot study for this project. 

We ask you to help us by completing the enclosed Evaluation Checklist 
(Part A) and a Preference Checklist (Part B). These checklists have 
been revised from an instrument developed by Dr. William R. Fulton, 
Oklahoma University, and Dr. Kenneth L. King, Oklahoma State University. 
Each instrument requires 22 responses and should take about 30 minutes 
of your time to complete. The Evaluative Checklist (Part A) must be 
completed before you attempt to answer the Preference Checklist (Part B). 
The collected data will be used as a pilot study for the final assessment. 
The final study will be shared with you if you so desire. All checklists 
are numbered for control purposes only. Individual responses will be 
confidential and destroyed upon completion of the pilot study. 

We hope to have 100 percent participation from all personnel surveyed 
and wish to thank you for your prompt response. 

Please return these checklists in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope 
by Monday, February 4, 1980. 

snrely, LJ 
~~-d~ 

Jess Banks, State Coordinator 
Employment and Training Division 

JB:pc 

Enclosures 

The Oklahoma State Department of Vocational and Technical Education does not discriminate on 
the basis of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, age. veteran status. qualified handicap or 
disability. 
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rn rn rn OKLAHOMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL ANO TECHNICAL EDUCATION 
PIIANCIS TUTTLE, DIRECTOR e 111111 WEST SIXTH AVE., • STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74074 • A.C. 1405) 377·2000 

February 7, 1980 

Dear Participant: 

We, at the State Department of Vocational and Technical Education, are 
involved in a state-wide assessment of the instructional media/learning 
resource programs in area vocational-technical schools in Oklahoma. 

We are asking you to help us by completin~ the enclosed Evaluative Check
list (Part A) and a Preference Checklist (Part B). These checklists have 
been revised from an instrument developed by Dr. William R. Fulton, 
Oklahoma University, and Dr. Kenneth L. King, Oklahoma State University. 
Each instrument requires 22 responses and should take about 30 minutes · 
of your time to complete. The Evaluative Checklist (Part A) must be 
completed before you attempt to answer the Preference Checklist (Part 
B). The collected data will be used to establish priorities for these 
programs and will be shared with you if you so desire. All checklists 
are numbered for control purposes only. Individual responses will be 
confidential and destroyed upon completion of this study. 

We hope to have 100 percent participation from all area vo-tech schools 
in the state and wish to thank you for your prompt response. We would 
be very grateful to you if you would complete and return these check
lists in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope by Friday, February 22, 
1980. 

Sincerely, 

ei.f6 m~ 
Clyde Ma tthevJs, State Supervisor 
Special Programs 

CM:ph 

Enclosures 

EQUAL OI'I'OIUllNITY/Affllt\IATIVE ACTION BII'LOYI:R 
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rn rn rn OKlAHOMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 
I'IIANCII TUTT~I, OIIIICTOII • 11111 WI!ST SIXTH A VI., • STII.I.WATEII, OKLAHOMA 74074 • A.C. (4051 317·2000 

MaJ:ch 3, 1980 

Dear Participant: 

Two instruments that were being used in a state-wide assessment of 
instructional media/learning resource center programs were mailed to 
you recently. 

In order to establish the needs of the state accurately, it is essen
tial that there is as high a return as possible from area vo-tech 
schools. We are asking your help by encouraging your instructional 
staff to complete and return the Evaluative Checklist (Part A) and the 
Preference Checklist (Part B) by Friday, March 10, 1980. 

We thank you for your interest and assistance in the media resource 
program in Oklahoma. 

Sincerely, 

(!_~~>n~ 
Clyde Matthews, State Supervisor 
Special Programa 

CM:kg 

The Oklahoma S~te Department of Vocational and Technical Education does not discriminate on the basis of race, creed, 
cotot, national ongin, sex, age, veteran status, quaHfled handicap or disability. . . 
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