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BRIEFING SUMMARY

New Design for Training

Prime contractor for operational phase: University of California,
Los Angeles

Project Director for operational phase: Dr. . James Fophan,
Professor, Graduate School of Education, University of Califoruia,
Los Angeles

Principal participants in operational phase:

Institutions Individuals
American Tape 6up1icators Donaid E, Anderson, Richard L. Zwelg
BFA Educational Media Grant R, Cary, Rex Malcolmn
Center for the Study of PBvaluation Marvin C, Alkin
Consolidated Film Industries Sidney P, Solow
CTB/McGraw=-Hill Joseph Dionne
Educational Developnent Corporation Patricia Harrison, Gecorge Rosato,
Adrian B. Sanford
Graduate School of Educaticn, UCLA Eva L, Baker, Bvan R. Keislar,

John D. McHNeil, #4. James Pophan
Institute for Educational) Development Robzrt T, Filep /

KCET Television S:ation Mayuard Orne
Los Angeles County Superintendent

of Schools Office . Robert Gerletti
Theater Arts Department, UCLA walter R. Kingson

Major manpower needs being addressed. This Drogram is designed to

prepare educational developers and evaluators of already developed
educationul products, The focus of the program is primarily on
development training, with its secondary emphasis being upon the
training of evaluators who can appraise the quality of already prepared

instructional materials

Unique features of rationale, content, and process of the propused

design: ‘The training program design features a xvesults-orientation for

both kinds of speclalists belng prepared, namely, procduct developers
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and product evaluators, Professionals will ve prepared who are
particularly cognizant of the effects of instructional materials
with which they are working, They will be less enamored of
instructional processes for their own sake than with the results
those processes yield. Jituated in the South.sn California area
where a nunber of professional educational materials developers

are located, particularly in the film and television industries,
the training program will be operated by a collaborative consortium
of eleven egenéies. Each of these agencies is capable of making a
unique conttibution {0 the train.ng enterprise,

A special Txaining Laboratory will be located off campus near

UCLA, thereby capitalizing cn the resources of that institution and
permitting collaborative degree-granting programs. The Laboratory
will be sufiicient)y far removed, both physically and instructionaily,
to permit the program to be truly innovative but, above all, focused
on getting results, BExtensive praticum assignments will also be
arranged on site within the various agencies conducting tihe training
progranm,

The quality of various phases of the training preogram will be
assessed by customary evaluation technijues and by uniquely devised
performance tests which will provide an opportunity for the product
developers and the product evaluators to display their conpetencies
in sinulﬁted situations which approximate the tasks they will be

called upon to perform at the conclusion of their training,
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DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED FURSUANT TO
RESEARCH CONTRACT CEG-0-70-4765(520)

A Treining Prcgram Fer Developers and Evaluators
Of Educational Products

This report will. describe the operations essociated with conducu
of a contract research project for the U.S. Office of Education. The
chief product of the contrect was an extensive design for a training
program to prepsre educetional developere and product evaluators. That
design, submitted separately to the Office of Education, is presented
in a document entitled A Training Program for Developers ard Evaluators
of Educational Products*, The report contained in the following pages,
however, will deal only with the procedural, not the substantive,
aspects of that project.

A Regquest for Proposals Arrives

Upon receipt of RFP Number 70-12 which was circulated by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare in Spring, 1970 to solicit
proposals to deeign new patterns for training particular kinds of edu-
cational researchers, five professors affiliated with the Graduste
School of Education, Universily of California, Los Angeles discussed
the wisdom of responding to the RFP, both in terms of their own interests
as well as the potential local resources which might be drawn upon to
carry out & major training program, should one be funded. # positive
decision was reached and & lengthy series of discussions t¢ .. place re-
garding what kind of proposal to submit, whet kinds of training strat-
egies to emphasize and, most curcially, what kinds of educeationel re-
searchers to train. The reasons for the positive decision, as well as
a choice to emphesize the training of educational developers and educa-
tional product evalustors, is perhaps best summarized in the introduc-
tion 10 the proposal which was prepared in response to RFP 70-12 and may
be useful to the reader, for it accurately depicts why these five indi-
viduels were drawn to the particular kind of training program which they
recoumended. Accordingly, that section of the propcsal is presented
below:

Almost five years ago a group of individuals essociated with
the University of California, Los Angeles became convinced that to
produce really dramatic inprovements in the quality of American
education, the effectiveness of the materiels used for instruction
would have to be drasticelly increesed., Such & ccrmitment emerged
quite naturally from thie group's experience during the early
eixtvies with the Progremmed instruction approachee. A formidadble
collection of researchers concerncd with programmed instruction
variebles hed assembled at UCLA, including Arthur A. tumsdaine,
Susan Meyer Markle, Even R. Keislar, John D. McNeil, and W, Jemes
Popham. Their research efforts yielded useful irsights regerding

Q *Graduate School of Education, University of California, Los Angeles,
[E l(:‘ December, 1970,
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what in the mid-1960's was considered programmed instruction, i.e.,
small step programs ir the Skinnerian traditicn. Yet it became
clear that the trial-revision strategy which was used with proframmed
instruction, rot to mention a host of related tactics, e.g., use of
measurable cbjectives, was equally applicable to any_ reproducible

set of instructional materials. Trus when Lumsdainel and Markle®
urged that a broadened conception of a "program" be employed s0 that
it included any set of replicable instructional events, their UCLA
colleagues readily concurred.

But the programmed instruction movement, as a vehicle ror pro-
moting widespread improvements in American education, began to lose
its luster. It had become evident that commercial publishers could
not, or would not, expend the considerable funds necessary %o nurse
large scale programmed instruction sequences through the costly
trial-revision cycles they needed for demonstrable effectiveness.
Few of the early programsed instruction entreprerneurs were still in
business. The table stakes to play the materials development game
were too high for most. An infant technology was growing, but
massive financial resources were required. Yet when the prospects
seemed most bleak, the situaition brightened unexpectedly. The
federal government was going to support develomment activities
through the U.S. Office of Education's support of such agencies as
the newly established research and development centers and regional
laboratories.

Yet, as many of these new institutions emerged they did not,
to the chagrin of our group at UCLA, emphasize the develomment of
educational products. Instead, there was & plethora of classic
educational research proje~ts or, perhaps, efforts to pramote certain
innovations, e.g., microteaching, interaction analysis. Few centfers
or laboratories focused thieir major programs on develomment. For we
had been uvirealistically optimistic. How could there be many full
product development enterprises? There weren't enough campetent
development specialists to go around. This deficiency hed to be
rectified.

We had to pramote a new form of specialization in which large
nunbers of educators would acquire the ccmpetencies needed for the
development of validated instructional products. Popham's 1966
article3 advocating such a specialty stimulated several UCLA col-
leagues, chiefly Eva L. Baker, to develop a new doctoral level

l'L\nnsdaine, A. A. '"Educationsl Technology, Programmed Learning, and
Instructional Science." Theories of Learning and Instruction. Sixty-
third Yearbook, National Society for the Study of Education, Part I.
Chicago: Distributed by the University of Chicago Press, 1964, p. 385.

2Markle, Susan M. "Empirical Testing of Programs.” Programmed In-
struction. Sixty-sixth Yearbook, National Society for the Study of
Education, Part II. Chuicago: Distributed by the University of Chicago
Press, 1967, p. 10k,

3Pophazn, W. James. '"Product Research: A New Curriculwum Specialty.”
Educational lLeadership, March, 1966. p. 507-513.
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training program which received one of the initial Title IV ESEA
research training program grants. For several years the UCLA
Product Research Training Program was the only graduate level
training program of its kind in the United States,™ that is, it
was the only graduste training program with the primary mission
of training educational developers.,

Several5 of the UCLA group, in addition to their respoiisibili-
ties in the Product Research Training Program, developed full or
part-time working relationships with the Southwest Regioral Labora-
tory for Educational Research and Development (SWRL), one of the
few regional laboratories w'.th & heavy commitment to the develop-
ment of educational products. During the early phases ol SWRL's
growth there was considerable activity invelving the identification
of criticel skille required for the develovment of educational
products. In particulsar, Dra. Beker and Popham participated sac-
tively in these enterprises, leading in 1967 to the preparatisn of
& number of self-instructioncl products designed for training pro-
spactive educational developers. For example, Rules for the Devel-
opment of lnstructional Productsb represented an n effort to & systema-
tize and transmit the primary skills needed at key points in the
develorment enterprise. But as SWRL's project commitmenis expanded
on severel fronts, the emphasls on staff treining was diminished.
Little in the way of analyzing the skills required in development
or in prepar’ng materials to pramote therm has occurred at SWRL for
the past few years. There Is a ieed, accurately reflected ir. the
RFP for which this proposel is & respcnse, to devise s(we new ap-
proaches to the identification and cndificat on of development skills
and to design training patterns to prepare lerge numbers of profes-
sionals who possess suzh skills.

During the pest several years the UCLA Center for the Study of
Evelustion {CSZ), particularly through the efforts of its current
Director, Marvin C. Alkin, has been inoreasingly interested in ques-
tions associated with the evaluation of educational products and of
progranus in which such products are used. It was perhaps predictable
that the proximity of iwo groups concerned with {1) the development
of educational products and (2) the evaluation of educational piro-
grams would find numerous arenas of mutual Interest. Such has been
the case, particularly as a function of Frofessor Alkin's CSE leadei--
ship.

1+According to &8 nationwide survey condrhicted by officials of the McGraw
Hill Inc. Publiching Campany.

5Professors Beker, Kelslar, McNeil and Popham.
6Popham, W. Jem:s end Baker, E. L. Rulgs for the Development of Instruc-
tional Producvs. Southwest Regional uaboratory for Educational Resea:ch
and Development: see also Baker, E. L. '"Design Specifications: Objec-
tives and Prototype Items." Developing Instructional Products: A Col-
lection of Working Papers and Training Documents, Southwest Regional
Ivvoratory, October, 1968




We have, for example, recently established & doctoral program
focused on educational evaluation in the UCIA Graduste School of
Educetion. This program, one uf only & few such across the nation,
is staffed by & number of Professors who jointly function as mem-
bers of program groups involved in the product research doctoral
program 88 well as the educational evaluation doctoral progrem.

Once more because of Professor Alkin's influence, CSE has
during the last year become far more heavily involved in the devel-
opment of educational products to prorxte the acquisiiion of skills
needed by evaluators. Indzed, & current project of CSE capitalizes
on the efforts of seven of the product research trainees as they
develop and field test inktructional »roducts to be used in one of
the Center's research &nd disseminstion enterprises. The Center is
nct only prepering a variety of replicable instructional products
to be used by evaluators,7 it is particularly Interested in ques-
tions of how to =valuate such Products both swmatively and forma-
tively, thet is, both after they are compleied and during tieir
development .

Inu retrospect, then, it is apparent how individuels such 8&s
Dre. Alkin, Baker, Keislar, McNeil and Popham would be vitally in-
terested in designing new ways to train developers and evaluators
of educational products. They are convinced of the potentially
beneficiel impact of such products. They have been aciively in-
volved in inquiry end training efforts associated with development
end evalua-ion. In concert with colleagues from other agencies
possessing personnel and sicuational resources of value in the comn-
templated training activities, they are anxious to get under way.

The Proposal is Approved, Work Conmences

In mid-June & contract was awarded to support the design activities
of our group. Immediately the five previously mentioned individuals met
40 explore 8trategies for consummating the project since it had to lead
to & finsl rep:rt thal was, in essence, a proposal to support & major
training program for product evaluators and educational developers.

These early summer discussiocs were msrked priuarily by questions regard-
ing which was the best method to follow in putting together a training
design. Since the RFF had stipulated that the training progrem was to
consortium-based, should potential members of the training consortium be
invited in at the outset to paxticipate in the discussions? Should the
f!ve UCIA professors devise training scheme alternatives and then take
these to pussible conaortium members? If consortium agencies were to be
involved integrally in the development of the proposal, we believed that
a decision regarding their participstion should be made immediately.

7Alkin, Marvin C. et al. Simulated Evaluation Exercise: Instructur's
Manual, Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA, Report No. 49, May,
1969,
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After exheustive consideration, it wes decided that at least for the
early period of analysis it would be preferable for us to work alone,
involving other individusls as informal consultants and advisors, rather
then establish & formal consortium organization esrly in the game. As
it turned out, this decision hed some advantages and disadvantages.

On the positive side, this insuler strategy enabled our group to
engage in an unconstrained analysis of what wes needed nationally to
improve the quality of training for educetional developers and product
evaluators., We did not have to worry about the local availebility of
resources, we could look at the entire country as ouwr training arena.
Abandoning parochial constreints secemed to perwit more imaginative pro-
posals during our discussions. We devised & scheme which was truly
nationwide in orientation, consisting in essence of a consortium thet
was 8 confederation of all those¢ individuals and egencias who possessed
resources to supply training in our two chosen specialties. We envisaged
our scheme as an attempt to upgrade the entire quality of developer and
evaluator training throughout the United States. While sg~nciles within
the Southern California region would be involved in such & consortium,
a8 would any other egency in the United States having sufficiant training
resources, there wes no particular need to involve local groupa inten-
sively to work out the cruciael elements of the consortium procedure.
Thus, we would be able to save potential consortium members & consider-
able amount of early planning time hed our plan been approved.

On the deficit side, however, it turned out that when we took our
notion of & netionwide consortium to officiels of the Office of Education
for a required early September orel progress report, our scheme was not
encouraged. We were advised that while there weze meritorious elements
in the plan, it was lokely that such a consortium notion could not be
funded in the immediste future. We were advised that it would be better
for us to devise & locally based training r~onsortium. Thus, we had es-
sentially lost samewhet over two months devising e scheme which, while
possibly suitable for future yeers, was not eppropriate for the project
at hand. (Incidentally, the most recent version of the working paper
describing our conception of & nationwide consortium is provided in Ap-
pendix A of the ~ompanion document, A Training Program for Developers
end Eveluators of Educetionel Products.

Recruiting Consortium Mermbers

In view of these events, we had to intensify immediately our work-
ing relationships with potential consortium agencies, soame of whem had
been contacted informally during the early sumer, but none with & speci-
fie request to perticipate in & locally opereted training consortium.

Wa devised the following brief document to outline possible roles of &
consortium member in our training program.

RIC
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Brief Description: A Possible Design Foxr A Consortium-
Based Training Program In Educational Prod.oct
Development And Product Evaluation

Purposa of the Training Program. To trein individuals who will
(1) develop educational Products and (2) evaluste educetional
products.

Members of the Training Consoriium. Agencies snd individusls
in the Southern Celifornie are. possessing expirtice in one or
more esperis of product developmeni: or rroduct eveluation.

Trainees. The individuals c¢o be trained hy the consortium
would be of two kinds, degree and non-degree candidetes. Pro-
grams lending to asdvanced degrees (Masters and Doctorate) could
be arrenged in association with the Graduate School of Educa-
tion, UCLA. The training program would provide training eitlier
for people who, as individuals, wished to acjuire specific
skills or for agencies {e.g., & regional educationdl laboratory)
which wished to promote treining for s stsff sub-group.

Neture of Irsining Program. A Tralping Laboratory located near
the UCLA campus would be the principal site for iraining activ-
ities, elthough specialized training would be conducted in
other localet (e.g., if equipment requirements dictate the de-
sirability of on site training). A basic yesr round training
program with two prime purposes, i.e., product develomment znd
product evaluation would be offered for & limited number of
trainees (appraximately 20-30). Specielized institutes &rd
short courses rvanging fram a faw days to tevsarel weeks would be
offered for approximately 100-150 individuals during the year.

Hature of Congortium Member's Perticipation. Four different
forms of participation are envisaged. Consortium members would
be encouraged to engege in as many of these a8 their interests
and resources permitted:

1. Membership on general advisory cammilie&¢ which would
meet every two nonths or so to offer overall advice
regarding directions of the training ente:rprises.

2. Visiting Faculty Assignoent at the Trefning Labors-
tory wherein pe:'sons possessing psrticular competencies
could, on & reguler or & periodic basis, participate in
the instructional effort of the Laboratory.

3. Supervising Internship Activities at the consortiuv
member's own agency wherely one or more trainees wculd
participate 1n an extended practicum ssignment re-
lated to product develomment or product evaluation.
(Fationwide practicum arrangements would also be
sought, but not necessarily to e sponsored by consor-
tiun members.)




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L. Conduct On-Site Training Components by offering rela-

tively auvtonomous trainlng activities at the consortium

member's agency.

These training ectivitics would be

systematicelly related to the Training Laboratory's
work, but could be conducted by consortium members'

personnel.

We then discussed this document through a series of individual

meetings with representetives of the agencies listed below.

Generally,

these were face to face meetings, although in two cases extensive tele-
phone conversations were used as a substitute.

Agency

BFA Educi.tionel Media
CTB/McGraw-ilill

Center for the Study of
Evsluation

Consolideted IMilm
Industries

Educational Development
Corporation

Graduate School of Educe-
cation, University ot
California

Institute for Educetional
Development

KCET
The Los Angeles County
Superintendent of Schools

Systew Development
Corporation

Department of Theater Arts,
University of Celifornie

Addr-ss

11559 Santa Mon’.ca Boulevard
Los Angeles, Californis

Del Monte Research Park
Monterey, Californie

LO5 Hilgarc Avenue
Los Angeles, Californie

959 Seward Street
Hollywood, Californie

220 University Avenue
Palo Alto, Californie

405 Hilgerd Avenue
Los Angeles, californjia

999 North Sepulvede Boulevard
El Segundo, California

1313 North Vine Street
Hollywood, California

115 West Washington Boulevard
Los Angeles, Californie

2500 Colorado Avenue
Santa Monica, Cslifornie

LOS Hilgard Avenue
Los Angeles, California

All of the azencies contected agreed to participate in the trein-
ing consortium. All were impreased with the importance of the mission
and expreased considerable enthusiasm ebout the possibility of devising
e training program which would prepare educational developers and prod-

uct evaluators.

more than others, as might have beer. expected.

Sume egencies offered tou assist in the deaign activity

Frankly, the core

10
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plaining group at UCLA was reluctant to impose upon the terribly busy
sciedules of the people we had invited since thes. representatives are
the very top individvels in their field. We had & choice of either
going for mediocre people who might spend a great deal of time with us
in designirg the training program, ov opting to sazcure the very best
people who would be eble to bz with us less fraquently during {he design
phase. We chos: the latter altarnative. It is important to note, how-
ever, that these individuals all agreed to devote grcat attention to the
treining project should i* be approved. It is a tricky situation one
faces when trying to recruit & number of highly competent people to par-
ticipate in designing a program which, during its creation period, is
only probabilistically destined to exist. We were extremely gratified
with the cooperation of individuals from the agencies identified above.

The Totael Group Convenes

On October 14 the potential consortiuw memhers met &s a gZroup at
the Sunset Canyon Recreation Center at UCIA. Although & number of the
individuals attending this session already knew each other, there vas
the necessity for introductions plus brief descriptions of the back-
grounds and the primury mission of each agency. The probable role of
eacl group in the treining program was explored and information provided
regerding the current status of a draft statement regarding a proposed
treining design. Zach group present was urged to describe in as much
detail &8s possible the particular campetencies which they could best
provide for the training program. Each group reprresented was also asked
to identify those steff members who would be participating in the project.
A considerable amount of interchange occurred during tnis extended meet-
ing, with verious views being offered regerding how the treining program
should be devisel. Materiels were identified which were to be subse-
quently contributed by eech agency for inclusion in the design report.

After the October 14 meeting & series of individuel conferences be-
tween members of the project steff and the potentiasl consortium members
occurred, sume by phone, most in person. 1In general, these meetings
were designed to describe in more detail the probeble role of the con-
sortium agency, or certsin financiel aspects of its arrengement with the
consortium.

When all the materials hed been received from the consortium mem-
bers & preliminary version of the final report of the project was sub-
mitted to each agency on November 16 with the suggestion that modifica-
tions be mads and the document returned to the project director by
November 23. Individuals in the consortium agencles were encouraged to
contact the director by phone ¢r set up a meeting for a more extensive
discussion.

The Final Draft

While most agencies end inlividuals involved had few suggestione
for changes, there wes a fair amovat of re-writing that occurred prior
to transmitting the report to the UCIA Printing Office in late November.
As indicated earlier, the resulting document of approaximately 100 single

8
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spaced pages describes the consortium-based training program devised as
e result of this contract.

Brief Needs Survey

Earlier, in mid-September it was evident that information should
be secwred regarding the possible locetiums where trainees who had been
prepared by the program could be placed, or where organizations e:lsted
who would wish to train members of their steffs. We decided to contact
representative groups of potentiel employers, a8 well as those agencies
possessing stuffs who might be in need of in-service education, in
order to see whether there wes indeed & strong interest in the program.
Individual letters were sent to SO Title III ESEA coordinators in state
departments of education, 50 chiefs of curriculum and instructica divi-
sions in state departments of education, 50 rroducers of educational
films, 50 publishers of textbooks end educational materials, 50 producers
of programmed instruction materials, and 50 miscellaneous producers of
educational materials, e.g., regional laboratories, large city school
systems, etc. A copy of the letter transmitted to these jndividusls is
included in the Appendix of this report, as are copies of 25 representa-
tive responses. Responszesg to the 300 letters of inquiry ‘hrough mid-
November were arrayed ss presented in Teble 1.

TABLE 1. Responses 1o Needs Survey Letter

Number Number Interasted Not
Type of Agency Sent Returned in program Interested

ESEA Title IIX
State Coordinators: 50 6 6 0

State Educiation Department
Curricwlum and

Instruction Chiefs: 50 29 26 3

Producers of Educational

Films: 50 2 9 2

Publishers of Textbooks

and Educational Materisls: 50 1? 10 3

Producers of Prograrmed

Instruction Materinls: 50 7 7 0

Miscellaneous Producers of

Educational Materials: 50 25 21 N
Totals 300 91 79 12

We believe the 87 percent positive responses to our inquiry, while
only ebout one-third of those we transmitted, does provide an indication
of the ugeful role which could be played by an effective training progranu
for educational developers and product evalustors. A JuCgment regarding
whether our grouy has been able to design a potentially effective program
will have to be reached after exemining that design: A Training Progm am

Q for Developers and Evaluators of Educational Products.

ERS 9 12
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UNTVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BERKELEY * DAVIS * IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDX * SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

CENTER FOR THE $1UDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024

September 17, 1970

A group of us here at UCLA, including Marvin Alkin, Eva Baker, Even
Keisler snd John McNeil, have been awarded & contract by the U.S§, Office
of Edu..ation to design & training program for preparing (1) education
product developers and (2) educationsl product evaluators. Near the ead
of the year we will be submitting our program design to U,S5.0.E. and, if
approved, the training enternrise will be supported for at least s taree
year training period st & very substantial level.

Since these individuals have & weelth of experience in treining
educational product developers and eveluators, we enticipate putting to-~
gether an outstanding program. UCLA has for the past several years of-
fered the country's only doctoral level graduate program in instructional
product development. In addition, the UCLA Center for the Study of Eval-
uation is currently the major U.S. resesrch end develomment agency devoted
to inquiry regerding eveluation,

There will probably be only three of these new training programs
esctablished, so0 they must definitely serve e national trainee clientele.
I am writing you to determine whether your egency would wish to use the
resources of the new training progrem eithei (1) to provide training in
product develomment and/or vroduct evaluation for members of your staff
or (2) to employ newly trained individuals in either of these specialties.

Let m8 be & little more specific about the tralning program we are
plenning. It will be uperated by & consortiwum of agencies and individuels,
most of whom will be located in southern Ceiifornia. A staff drawn from
this consortiwm will operate an off-campus treining institute affiliated
loosely with UCLA., The institute will probabiy offer both a year-round
basic treining pregram as well as chorter, specislized courazes (from a
Cew days to several weeks).

ERIC
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Throughout the trainirg activities there will be a dusl focus on
providing training (bcth beginning and advanced) for the following two
speciaities:

Educational Devalorment. The process oi prepsring essentially
repliceble instructional materials or sequences which take
responsibility for producing a given behavior change in speci-
fied lesrners. Examples of educational products developed by
this trial-revision sequence would include: printed sgelf-
instruction programs, highly systematized instructional pro-
cedures, educational videotapes, filmstrips, etc.

Educational Product Evaluation. The process of assessing the
worth of already prepared educational products such as textbooks
or films; that is, all of the materials which could be produced
as a conseguence of the work of the educational developer.

Although of necessity I have been brief, is there any likelihood
that if our training program is set up and functioning as of summer, 1971
that your agency would wish to use the gervices of the program? If so,

I hope you wnuld be willing to write me indiceting the nature of your
training needs.

fven though we are in the mids! of working out ueteils of the new
program, I will try to supply additional information if you wish. What
I am attempting to do at the moment is simply to explore the current
level of treining requirements in our two fields of emphases.

Sincerely,

W. James Pophana
Professor of Education

WJP/rs
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Fiate of New Jersey

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

2285 WEST STATE STREKY
». O. BOX 2019
TRENTON. NEW JERAKY O¥623

DIVISION Or" CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

October 7, 1970

Dr, W, James Popham, Professor of Educat.on
Center for the Study of Evaluation

University of California

Graduate School of Education

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

Thank you for your letter of September 25 with the description of
the U, S, Office of Edication supported training program being developed
by you at UCLA. There is a genuine need for the work you and your group
propose to undertake.

There is definite interest in our using the services of such a train-
ing program, We are concerned with product evaluation and educational
developinent. From the brief descriptions of those two specialties, I feel
that not only my central staff but my field staff would profit. This means
about 175 people,

Please keep me informed.
“incerely,

Robert H, Seitzer ‘
Assistant Commission«¢r of Education

RHS/lcs
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TOM Mc™ - WL
GOVERNLK

BOARD OF EDUCATION

Cr. ELEANOR BEARD, Chairman
$580 5. Skyland Drive
Lake Osweco 97034

RICHARD F. DEICH, Vice Chairman
1010 Corbett Building
Pertland 97204

EUGENE H. FISHER
Vellogg Routs, Box 9)
Oakland 9748%

FRANCIS +. SMITH
600 Morgan Park Building
Portland 92205

W. WARRCN MAXWE!!
Routs %, Box l4a
Lakeview 92430

FRANK J. VAN DYKE

110 E. Sixth
Medford 97501
FRANK M, WARREN
62t 5.W. Aldes
Port: And 97205

DALE PARNELL
Superintender: snd Executive
Officer of the Board

JESSE FASOLD
Deputy Superintendent and
Secretary of the Bou:d

OREGON
BOARD OF EDUCAT(ION

October 8, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Canter for the Study of Evaluation

U.C. L, A, Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Doctor Popham:

Thank you for your letter telling of plans for a training project
in the areas of educational develogment and educational product
evaluation, Sounds great!

We are interested in this kind of training, both areas, for a
number of our staff members. If we are unable to provide **on
the job" or in-service within our own staff, we will be looking

for other sources.

Cardially,

P
Maurice D, Burchfield

Director, General Education

MDB:js
cc: William Loomis
Ray Osburn
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DA Y G LANGDON
C7= CTOR OF INSTRUC TIONAL DESIGN Rovember 10, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education
University of California

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr., Popham:

Thank you fcr your letter of October 1 concerning your U,S.0.E.
contract to prepare educational prcduct developers and evaluators.
Our Executive Director, Dr. Harold Rahmlow, in an October 15, 1970
reply to you indicated that I would be contacting ycu relative to my
own specific areas of interest and respcnsibilities within the Adult
Learning Laboratory. Knowing of your cutstanding work in the area of
instructional technology, it is indeed a pleasure to think of the pro-
specte of our working directly with you.

As Director of Instructional Design, my primary responsibility
will be for the rroduction-development end of our research and develop-
ment activities. Our organization is essentially broken down into
three brcad areas under the Executive Director. These areas are:
Research and Evaluation, Instructional Design, and Technical Systems.
The first two may be self-explanstory. Technical Systems has as its
thrust the specification, acquisition, installation, maintenance and,
most importantly, riodification of hardware systems relative to the
purposes of my own area, Instructional Design.

In terms of the Imstructional Design aspect uf our triped organiza-
tion, possibly the enclosed systems design I have developed will best
explain how we, in general, will approach the developmental process
through analysis, design,validation, implementation and maintenance. I
have prepared a guide following the U. S, Office of Education prcposal
format for the submission of our own proposals as the initial stage in
this total systems design. kaving developed this systems design, we
then proceeded to develop an organizational framework in order to carry

through our activities, both on a research and development basis. I have
already indicated the three broad areas of thst organizatiocnal framework,
Within my own area of Instructional Design, I will basically have a staff

of writers and programmers working with subject matter experts on the
one hand and also the productiou petple in terms of all forms of media

under my control such that we can take a software -oriented approach. With

the systems design and organizaticnal framework in mind, T think you can

18
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easily see our cormitment to Instructional Technology aud thus the need |
for the finest in product developers and evaluators. Qur evaluators and
developers will have a strong relationship, however, in our research func-
tions as they may well be serving both functions.

As Dr. Rahmlow indicated, at the present time we have a very small
staff. We are planning programs and future activities of the lab. Since
our physical facility will not be finished until the early part of 1972,
we will probably not have until that time requirements for a substantial
rumber of developers and evaluators. I definitely see us in a position
of assisting in the training of both developers and evaluators, as well
as some other techuical types of people. I had in mind some time ago
the possiblity of using scme students from such places as Florida State
under Dr. Robert Morgan, or students, let's say, from the University of
I1linois or possibly Michigan. It sounds to me as if the intent of your
program would fit more closely into our needs, however.

I think it would be advantageous at some point in the near future
for you or your repvesentative and our organization to exchange ideas
on a diract basis. We usually manage tuv get to most of the major conven-
tion meetings and, if aware of your plans for NSPI, AP\, DAVI, etc., pos-
sibly we could arrange to get together. We at the Adult Learning Lzbora-
tory are anxious to furt!er explore the implications of your program and
the sharing of mutual research and development results. Please let me
know what the uext step is to ve. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

- o

< T

Danny G. Langdon
DGL/1mb
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAT'OI\J STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Llansing, Michigan 48902 PETER OPPEWALL
President

. THOMAS J. BRENNAN
October 19, 1972 Vice President

PORTER S 'CHAZL J. DEERB

AR Superintendent Secretary
of Public Instruction TAMES F. O'NELL
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Treasurer

GORTON RIETHMILLER
MARILYN JEAN KELLY
CHARLES E. MORTON
EDWIN L. NOVAK, 0.D.

Dr. W. James Popiiam GOV. WILLIAM G. MILLIKEN
Center for the Study of Evaluation ExOffici

UCLA Graduate Sciool of Education

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

Thank you very mucn for your letter describing the proposed
training rrogram in educational development and educational
procuct evaluatior. The entire projJect scunds qulte Interesting.

I am the director of a division within the Michlgan Depart-
ment of Education whicn employs forty professionzl consultants
in various categorically funded federal programs and some general
subject area consultants. We do feel a need for tralning experiences
in the areas you suggest. However, I would be unable to indicate
a level of participation until I receiyve more specific information
about the Institute, the specific types of programs offered, costs,
and of particular importance, the length of time tne various types
of activities would require.

Due to budgetary limitations within owr Department ( a problem
I am sure is snared by many state departments) we have to be some-
what careful about the types of experiences our professional staff
can participate in on an out-of-ctate basis. For this reason e are
naturally Interested in activities as close to Lansing as possible.

Any further information you can provide at sore futwre date
will be gppreciated.

I hope this information 1s sufiicient for your pwypose: at the

present time.
erely,
od 2l
/2

Richard E. Bamhat

Director

Curriculwa Division
REBa3
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DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DIVISION FOR ADMINISTRATION OF SCHOO'.S

CONTINUING EDUCATION, EVENING AND
SUMMER SCHOOLS

5057 WOODWARD DETROIT. MICHIGAN 48202 PHONF. 313,033-7900

October 22, 1970

Professor James W. Popham

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los sangeles, California 90024

Dear Professor Popham:

I am writing you on obehalf of our division head, Dr, Charles E. Stewart,
and the Office of Continuing Education of which the Department of Teacher
Education is an integral part. We are very much interested in your train-
ing programs to prepare educational product developrers and educational
product evaluators. We, in the Office of Continuing Education, would like
to send some of our teacher education specialists and possibly some of our
school-based curricular leaders to training sessions of this kind. Ihis,
of course, depends upon the availability of funds and when these training
sessions are to be held.

Would you please keep us informed of the progress of your program design.
We are especially interested in the shorter, specialized courses of two
weeks duration.

If you find that you would like to test your program design somewhere
away from California's sunny clima, we would like to explore that possi-
tility with you. We have had some experience with consortiums. Between
40 and 50 Detroit teachers and administrators are about to tuke part in a
seven-day training session sponsored by the National Media Institute, it
seers to augur well, and we are looking forward to it with great expecta-
tions.

We ure pleused that you have informed us of your much-needed and inncvative
enterpricse, Please keep us iaformed of your progress.

Sincerely,

“7749)7,&%\‘72% /{uk\

Norman McRae
Assistant Director
Teacher Education

NMejj

enclosures

cct Dr, C,E., Stewart
Dr. H.A. Hart

CHARLES B STEWART. EXICUTI/E AOMIMIBTARTIVE AR® BTANY

O . JULIA M, MCCARTHY: OEPUTY BUPERINTENDENT
E lC) 1 CHARLES 2, WOLPZ, SRECUTIVE DIPUTY SUPTRINTENDENY NORMAN DRACHLER. SUPERINTENDENE OF SCHOOLE
’ - BOARD OF EDUCATION: PEYER 7, QRYLLS JAMES A, MATHMAWAY PATHICK A. McDONALD ANDAEW W PIRDUE
REMUS G. ROBINSON, M.D. REV. DARNEAU BTEWART A L. ZWEROUING
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APPALACGCHIA

Educational Laborstory, Ine.

P. 0. BOX 1348
CHARLESTO!., WEST VIRGINIA 25325

October 7, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

University of California

Los Angeles

Center for the Study of Evaluation
U.C.L.A. Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

This is to respond to your letter of September 28 ingui:ring of our
interest in assisting with training educational product developers and
educational product evaluators. From sharing your request with the
Laboratory Deputy Director, Dr. Robert Childers, he suggests that we
respond with two important points:

1, We have difficulty in finding trained personnel and
therefore would be very eager to discuss enployment
with newly trained individuals in both specialities.

2. There is a need among our present staff for short,
intensive training sessions for developing a number
of specialized skills. This might be acconplished
through special workshops or self-instructional packages
which your staff may produce.

To provide you further information relative to the Laboratory, I am
enclosing a section of our 1971 Contractor's Request for Continued Funding
on "Research and Development Stages." The significance of this is to pro-
vide you an abstract of the Model employed by the Laboratory in educational
development. Additiorally, I am enclesing an ocganization chart of the
Laboratory.

22



o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Dr. W. Tares Popham
Page Two
Octobexr 7, 1970

We will appreciate hearing further from you.

Sincerely yours.

' Z;D(f;h..:.¢4<g.1\
Benjamif E. Carmichael

Director

BEC/b3j

Enclosures
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EMC CORPORATION
7000 SANTA MONICA
BLVD ¢ HOLLYWOOD
CALIFORNIA ¢ 90034
HOllywood 323282 & &

October 7, 1970

W, James Pophan

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES
Graduate School of Edu:zation

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dr. Popham:

We are interested in your training program, specifically the shorter,
specialized courses in educational development. There might also be
a need for some of our people to further familiarize themselves with
the processes of evaluating educational products.

Our firm has been a producer of educational materials in a variety of
audio-visual media for many years, and enjoys a reputation for quality
to the standards of the most stringent educational evaluators.

But we would always be interested in seeking further means of building
the strength of our own developers and evaluators for a greater in-
house capability in developing new programs.

We are still considering educational programming as presented to us by
independent producers. These outside sources of original program
content are usually experienced educators.

Toward these needs, we would continue to be pleased to accept proposals
from those associated with you, as we have often effected a mutually
beneficial relationship with educators from colleges throughout the
country.

Meanwhil;é I extend our very best wishes for the successful realization
of all yoMr goals in the establishment of a new training institute.

4
1

Sincerely, /,

" )
' !,/ /
‘/‘// - } - ‘
Art Cole -7 // -
Project Director,
FILM DESIGNERS DIVISION

\

)
E TC EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS DIVISION 5 180 FAST 6rn STREET = ST PAUL MINNESOTA 55101
AC/nn FILAY JESIGNERS DIVISION 4 7000 SANTA MONICA BLVD. # HOLDVWOOD 93038 4 4 5 24

RADIO RECORDERS DIVISION & 7000 SANTA MONICA BLVD . & HOTTYWOOD oo 5 3+
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IIII'J milwaukee public schools

DIVISION OF CURRICULUM
AND INSTRUCTION

administration building

5225 west vllat st p.o. drawer 10k
milwaukee, wisconsin 53201

area 414.476-3670

October 7, 1970

Dr. James Pop.iwm

Cente— for the Stuidy of Evalue“ion
U.C.L.A, Graduate School of F.ccation
los Angeles, California SO024

Near Dr., Popham:

Thank you for your letter of September 28 inquiring about our interest

1o your training program for educational product developers and evaluators,
Without knowing more specific details as to objesctives, schedules, costs,
ete. I would be hesitant to indicate more than interest, We do have
geveral staff members interested in these areas who might be candidates
for a training program such as you are planning.

I'm sure that we would want to consider participation in the orograms
after details are available, especially in the shorter specialized courses.

Please feel free to send more information as your plans develop.

Sincerely,

— }/&/W._}K /g_M

Norman M. Rose
In-Service Education & Volunteer Coordinator
Division of Curriculum & Instruction

NR/esg



COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HATO REY, PUERTO RICO

OFFICE OF PLANNING

AND EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
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October 2, 1970

Mr. W. James Popham
Professor Education
University of California
Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Popham:

Your letter addressed to Mr. Plaul regarding the
training program being designed at UCLA, was referred to us.
Mr. Plaud is in the States for a week or so.

Although an official answer to your inquiry regarding
training requirements in the two indicated fields will eventually
be forwarded to you by Mr. Plaud, I wish to anticipate that we are
very much interested and much in need for the type of training your
letter describes. If the training program is set up for the

summer 1971, it seems we shall be in a position to arrange for parti-
cipation.

We would need further information regardinjcost, dates,
number of participants allowed, etc. ~

Although we are in a position to inform you some of
our training needs I would prefer to include ours iwth the complete
listing that Mr. Plaud and other key persons in the Department can
provide. I shall do my best to assure this information reach you
in the nearest future.

Sincerely,

Fitnng C

Fanny d;cho de Fraytes
Director
Evaluation Office
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October 22, 1970

Prof. W. James Popham
University of California
Los Angeles, California 90524

Dear Professor Popham:

I am replying to your recent letter to Norm Stanton
as he is away on vacacion.

Sevaral of us here who are deeply involved in the
creative aspect of preparing training programs for
our large industrial clients were both surprised and
tremendously pleased to hear of the work your group
is doing in educational product development and
evaluation. Certainly there has been a great void
in this area, and we have hoped for many years that
effective work would be undertaken at the University
level.

Based on the information you have made available,

we feel that the training institute you envision
will be a very worthwhile activity, and one that will
certainly warrant our support. Okviously, it is dif -
ficult to estimate the use we might make of this new
resource until it is possible to see further details
as to the nature of the training to be offered. If
your work does correspond to our needs in business
communication and training (particularly in marketing
and management areas), we will certainlyv be interested
in employing institute graduates from time to time,
and will almost assuredly want to send a few of our
people for training in -valuation.

I might suggest that the critical element in deter-
mining our interest would be the degree to which your
work will lend itself to the design of highly parti=-
cipative education tending to follow the conference,
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workshop, case history methods. While we do produce
and utilize numerous educational media items in the

visual area, we do very little work with text books

or typical classroom lecture situations.

We certainly applaud your efforts, and will be looxing
forward to hearing more from you as the program moves
ahead.

Sincerely yours,

JAM HANDY PRODUCTIONS

™

HH: jm

cc: Mr. Norman B. Stanton

ERIC
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS

EDUCATION CENTER
PARX AND EL CAJON BOULEVARDS

Octnber 8, 1970

4100 NOAMAL STREET
SAall DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 22103

CURRICULUM SERVICES DIVISION

Dr. N, James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of Evaluation
University of California

Los Angeles, Californfia 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

This {s to indicate a definite interest on the part of the San Diego
City Schools in the proposed trainirz program for product developers
and evaluators.

The San Diego City Schools has a substantial summer program in
curriculum development and year around program of in-service education.
We feel that product development and evaluation will be a significant
additjon to our prograu.

The Sar Diego C({ity Schonls also volunteers, on the basis of its
experience, any assistance needed in the developrent of the proposal
or the carrying out of the project. Please let us know if we can be
of any assistance.

Sincerely,

/sh\_/(/(_\
‘ ’ [ 2700
G111 a0/i, St%’ger\?)(l/ (i~

Asgssistant Superintendent

WHS :dg
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SOUTHEASTERN EDUCATION LABORATORY

3450 INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD, SUITE 221
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30354

KENNETRE W, TIDWILL TBLEPHONE: (404) 766.0951
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR October 7, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the study o) Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
University of California

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

Thank you for your informative letter dated September 28, 1970,
briefly outlining the plans for a training program to prepare educa-
ticnal product developers and educational product evaluators.

The Southeastern Education Laboratory would be interested in
having approximately six of our staff members participate in such
a course in educational development during 1971, and approximately
three of our staff members participate in such a course in educa-
tional product evaluation during 1971. The Lab would also be inter-
ested in employing one or two new staff members each year who have
been trained by your proposed year-long basic training program in
educational product developmer.t and educatcional product evaluation,

Please keep us informed of your activities as you continue to
design and operate your new program.,

Sincerely yours,
. AR
) - ‘."I . “.’ v ./‘ ‘ ,
e ¥ ([ 6 A cac(/
/
Kenneth W. Tidwell ‘
Executive Director

KWT :BLH

O

LRIC
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ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOQOLS

INSTRUCTIONAL 9EAVICES CENTER 2030 FORREST HILL DRIVE. 8.W, ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30318
OFFiCE OF
ABSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT
FOR INSTRUCTION October 6 , 1970

Mr. W. James Popham
Professor of Education
University of California
Los Angeles, Califoraia

Dear Mr. Popham:

Thank you for your informative letter regarding the program
you are designing.

The Atlanta School System would definitely be interested in
utilizing the services which you have described, particularly
those relating to the training in educational product development
and evaluation for members of our staff.

Please keep us apprisead of your progress as the program

develops.
Sincerely,
o ST
7z
// /JL»LI//:,[‘Il--A(
R. Ruel Morrison, Dircctor
Teacher Education
RRM:wvm

O
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

Bepartment of Tduedion

FRANKFCORT 40601

October 5, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California

Dear Dr. Popham:

I have discussed your letter of recent date with the
Director of our Division of Research and Comprehensive
Planning and he feels that your proposed program has
great possibilities in the training of personnel in
the specialities of (1) educational development and
(2} educational product evaluation. I might indicate
that we have no current training requirements in these
two fields of emphases.

We are very interested in your planned program and
would like to have additional information as it becomes
available.
Yours very truly,
2] . . .

i»uha <k ch’,uuLmt 71 i
Richard L. Winebarger

Coordinator
Title III, ESEA

RLW:rdw
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STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTIGN

DR. GORHON A. DIEDTRICH AC 805 224-3011
STATE SUPERINTENDENT

Pierre 37501

October 5, 1970
ELDON E. GRAN, Ed.D.
Assistant Superintendent
{nstructional Services

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

University of California, Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California 30024

Dear Dr. Popham:

In answer to your letter of September 25, our state
agency would very likely wish to send staff members for
training, expecially in the area of educational development.
Our work lies chiefly in identifying curriculum needs and
helping schools to devise materials and procedures to meet
them. I would suspect our staff would be more interested
in short-term courses based on highly specific objectives,
unless the long-term leads toward the doctorate. We have
two staff members who are eligible for sabbaticals; both
wish to pursue a higher degree.

Sincgrely,
\Jgézz;h~réézzzg£“'1;//

-

Eldon E. Gran, Ed4.D.
Assistant Superintendent
Instructional Services

EEG:Dbj

“Direction Téringh Leaderstip! \ /
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY INFANTRY SCHOOL
FORT BENNING., GEORGIA 1180S

IN MEPLY REFER TO

ATSIN-H 5 October 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

University of California

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
<05 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

Thank you for your recent letter concerning your efforts in dc¢’ -

2 new training program fo: educational product developers w«:.’
tional product evaluators. From the description of your pr«;
would appear that the United States Army Infantry School wo.
to utilize the services of such training activities. Of a necer:i.
availability of the program in relation to the availability of fu .
appropriate personnel here at the Infantry School, at the tim::
course, would have a direct bearing on our actual participatiov

For over two years the Infantry School has been, and curren 4
deeply involved in the systems engineering of its courses of
The course design centers around developing systematically o p
of instruction based on duties, tasks, and performance obje .i
proper sequencing of material; the development of standard . c«
of performance and learning; appropriate cri .ria for evaluat
selection of the appropriate media and presentation techniqu.
throughout the process, the proper and effective quality cout
instructional system.

The Infantry School uses, in addition to the rather conventit
of instruction {such as the lecture, conference, and emonst:.
specialized techniques and systems. Three of the 200-man !
in Infantry Hall {our main academic building) are equipped v 11
response systems (EDEX). One of the Infantry Hall's 200-:
rooms has 50 cathode ray tubes for the presentation of CAI
almost all of the classrooms in the main school complex ar¢

34
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ATSIN-H 5 October 1970
Dr. W. James Popham

television receivers which are serviced by a TV facility (two studios
and a mobile facility), providing for live productions, development of
in-house TV tapes and the use of video tape playback {including film
chain) capability. Attached brochures (Inclosure 1} give some over-
views of some of these systems.

Three of the Infantry School's main courses; namely, the Infantry
Officer Advanced Course, the Infantry Officer Basic Course, and the
Infantry Officer Candidate Course, are structured so that the student

has the opportunity to take eleciives--some of which are presented via
the Georgia State University System, others by independent study, and
still others via in-house seminars. Other courses are primarily skill
type courses. Efforts are being made to move more into individualized
instruction throughout all courses. Plans are under way for the develop-
ment of a learning center and the expansion of some of the programmed
instruction material.

To give you a picture of the frarmework of the Infantry School, the fol-
lowing are some basic facts; The Infantry School has an ennual input

of approximately 50,000 students per year. The average daily enroll-
ment in 1970 was approximately 10, 000; in 1971, it will be about 7,000,
There are 25 distinct courses varying in length from 1 week to 36 weeks;
225 classes attend these courses. The level of students ig from privates
through general officers. Some of the courses are skill courses; some
are broad educational courses, The staff and faculty is approximately
3,300. Over 99% of the instructional staff are military. Instructor
personnel, noncominissioned officers, as well as officers, all undergo
an intensive three-week Instructor Trainins Course.

Itrust that the 2bove discussion gives you some ideas of the Lifantry
School!s instructional program and its involvement in educational
product development and educational product evaluation. Since .nost
of the inatructional personnel, being military, have had little formal
instruction in the field of education, we must train these individuals in
our Instructor Training Course and in ¢'ir Programmed Instruction
Workslop. There is a need for the personnel involved in this training
to have a sound basis in the areas you discussed in your letter. Some
of the civilian education specialists concerned with instructor training
and program development do have a sound background; others need
some additional training. Accordingly, there would appear to be a
need for some of the military instructional staff and civilian education
specialists to participat: in training such as [ envision you are attempting
to develop.

I would appreciate your keeping me informed of your progress and plans.
Please keep in contact with me., You may wish to contact me via phone.

2
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I may be veached via the following:

Richard S. Kneisel

Special Agsistant to the Commandant -
Education Advisor

US Army Infantry School

Tort Benning, Georgia 31905

Phone: Area Code (404), Extension: 545-1332 or 545-2021.

Sincerely yours,

1 Incl RICHARD S, KNEISEL
as stated Special Assistant -
Educational Advisor

3b
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STATE DEPARTMENT CF EDUCATION
RICHMOND. 23L16

October 6, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Aageles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

Your recent letter outlining tentative plans for a training program to be offered
by a consortium sounds interesting.

When your plans have firmed up we would be happy to have more ini-rmation. We
are cognizant of the need to provide training in product evaluation for State staff
members as well as staff of LEAs. It is our intention to avail ourselves, of com—
petent training in evaluation techniques. It may be that your organization will be
able to meet nur needs. Please keep us informed.

Sincerely,

/(év,/:( (‘ ‘y/’({(/d’ A S
el
(Miss) Anne E. Tucker
Supervisor, ESEA Title 1III

AET/eaw
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Area Coge 314
Phons 635-8125

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS

JEFFERSON BUILDING
P.O.BOX 480
JEFFERSON CITY, M{SSOURI 65101

October 2, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education
University of California

Los Angeles, California 50024

Dear Jim:

Reference your letter concerning the product development/
evaluation training sessions which are now in the process of
formulating, I discussed our interest in this with the . people

in our division. They indicate that we definitely have an
interest in this area but before we can make a firm cormitment
we will have to know rtore about cost, released time fhat would
be necessary, etc. I realize that at this time you are probably
not ready to provide that information bui 1if at some future

date you could provide it to us, I might be able to give you a
more definite answer.

At this stage of the game, I think I could say, with reasonable
certainty, that we are much interested but not able vet to
commit.

Sincerely yours,

'{(,‘DLA -“{7/ ) C»/C'u, 3
Don L. Gann’ e
Director

Title III, ESEA

DLG:sp
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September 29, 1970

W. Jares Pophan

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Jim:

I wanted to take this opportunity to inform you that Jim linkle has
resigned as Title III-ESEA Coordinator to assume the position of Administrative
Assistant to Aaron Fink, Superintendent of Newton Public Schouls. I hawve
assuned Jim's position within the Department of Education effective as of
Septemher 22, 1970.

In addition to answering your letter, I also received IOX material last
Friday. I am impressed at the quantity of the material as well &s the quality
from quick perusal. However, I have not had an opportunity to make a thorough
evaluation of all this information.

As for the training program you envision in the summer, it sounds very
exciting, At this time we are in the mist of aocquiring new staff and I am
not at all sure of how the training program could he utilized. However, I
am excited at the oo.oept of such a training program and am suwre that I angd
mv staff oould utilize such training in the future.

A quick question in reference to the second seqment of the program, Educational
Product Evaltuation. Do you envision the establishment of a Curriculum Analysis
Materials Svstem similar o the one devised by Rill Stevens and Erving Morrissett
at the Social Science Consortium in Colorado?

Please keep in contact in the future. If T can he of any assistance to
you, please let me know.

Sincerely,

0’{91' A

3.

Don Torres
FSIA Title 1II Coordinator
Tureau of Curriculum Innovat .on

[T/an
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P. O BOX 327

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

University of California, Los Angeles
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Educatinn

Los Ang2' =, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

Thank you for your recent letter describing a training program which you
are presently designing under a contract from the Office of Fducation.

We are extremely interested in both the product development and product
evaluation components of this program. W2 are also interested in partici-
pating actively in them.

It is difficult to project the degree to which we could be involved as
this would depend en certain administrative decisions occurring at another
level of this agency.

Be assured, however, that we are vitally concerned with your plans and
hope that you will keep us informed as you move forward.

Best regards,

DIVISION OF CURRICUTUM
AND_INSTRUCTION

/"ﬂ"”C /
Rich Boyd
Administrator of
Title III, ESEA
RB:ie

cc: Dr. Donald Hair
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

ALLEN P, BURKHAROT, PRESIOEX:T
F.O. 80X (74
NORFOLK 66701

ROBERT G. SIMMONS. JR., VICE-PREBIDLNT pg}]artmem nf ‘.ﬁhuratimt

State of | Nebraska

2121 FIFTH AVENUVE
SCOTTSBLUFF 692381

FRANK E. LANOIS
2319 ¥YAN DORN
LINCOLN &ss02

CECIL E. STANLEY
COMMISSIONER OF EOUCATION
JOHN A. WAGONER . Cos PR

1710 HARRIBON ROAD
GRAND ISLAND 683801

. BTATE CAPITOL ;@‘Muncom 88509

September 28, 1970

Or. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Jim:

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

NORMAN OTTO
920 EAST ANNE
MILLARD 68043

LLOYO V. WRIGHT
80X 76
REYNOLDS 68429

JOHN K. LONOAY
4326 HARRISON
OMAHA 68117

OEBORAH R. SHEPHERO
ROUTE 1, BOX 22
LEXINGTON 82830

In response to your letter advising us of the
training program you are preparing, the Nebraska ESEA
Title III Office would be interested in both the Edu-
cational Development and Educational Product Evaluation

training programs which you are proposing.

I feel that we could use these resources not only
to provide training for members of our staff, but pos-
sibly in the future, to employ individual: both at
the State level and at the project level wno have re-

ceived these trainings.

Would you please keep me informed of the status
of these programs so that if you do receive approval,
we might be able to actively participate in the ac-

tivities.
erely,
4 /1 &\.\(Z\Q
( Jagk Baillie
ministrative Director
ESEA Title 117
JB:jb
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m BANKOF AM ER'CA SAN FRANCISCO HEADQUARTERS

&£'£§:£EF September 28, 1970

Mr. W, James Popham

Professor of Education

Cent:r for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, Califorania 90024

Dear Mr. Popham:

Your letter addressed to W. U, Robertson regarding training
analyses and development has been eferred to me for reply.

I am inde>d interested in your nroject of developing train-
ing courses on training analysis, program development, and training
evaluation. This is much needed. There are too few trainers who
understand this process, which, in my estimation, is essential if
one is to make a contribution to his organization,

If you have any additional information I would appreciate
your sending it to me, Meanwhile, 1 will anxiously await the

development of your program and your reply.

Very truly yours,

42
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DIMENSION FILMS

733 NORTH LA BREA TEL WEBBTER 7350q
LOB ANGELES 38 CALIFORNIA

September 25, 1970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of &€valuation
UCLA Graduate 5School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

I was most interested to learn about the Center for
the Study of Evaluation in your letter of September 17,

OQur company sopecializes in the development and
production of educational films and supporting printed
materials. We have been following with keen interest
the trend toward accountebility. Several years ago one
of our school advisers stated that even films such as
ours, which are primarily aimed at the affective domain,
would sooner or later be subject to accountability. In
fact he believed that the company which would develop
its own measuring device and publish the results along
with its new products would gain a considerable
advantage over its competitors.

We have, up to now, not made any such effort. Partly,
we share the general dislike and apprehension of most
practitioners and craftsmen who are asked to account
mathematically for a process they have generally
pursued intuitively. Also, we have been very skeptical
of the possibility of measuring with ary accuracy the
complex sub’'le attitudinal results of viewing good
motion pic*ures. We, for example, read with a combina-
tion of amazement, good humor and horror the reports of
research in Audiovisual Comniunications Review.

However, we recently received from the ASCD a booklet
entitled "Improving Educational Assessment and &~
Inventory of Affective Behavior." 1 also recently
learned of the studies being conducted at the Stanford
Research Institute, the University of Michigan, and the
Russell Sage Foundation to develop master social
indicators, including measures of social psychological
attitudes. 50 apparently, whether we like it or not,
the scientists are catching up with us.

ERIC A3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




2 Dr. W. James Popham

On the general principle that it's better to join
than fight, we would be interested in cooperating in
any experimental efforts to develop evaluation
methods for such educational goals as heightened
sensory awareness, improved decision making in
situations of value conflict, more effective
response to personal stress, and greater openness to
communicate personal feelings. These are all goals
of some of our recent and current films; and if you
can help us to determine how effective these films
are, we would be most grateful.

You ask about our possible use of graduates in the
future. We expect to continue doing about the same
kind of thing for the next few years so that even if
you can't help us now, we would certainly consider
working with one of your graduates at a later time.
Since we are a small company, this would not be a
staff position but more likely an agreement for cne
job at a time.

rs sinc ly

Gary Goldsmith
GG/

ERIC
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
WasHINGTON, D.C. 20505

29 Qctober 2970

Dr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

University of California, Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Dr. Popham:

The training program you are developing to prepare educationsl
product developers and educational product evaluators would be of
interest to ug if it lends itself to skills training. We are
involved in determining instructicnal obJectives and evaluating
training, with the emphasis on the student's ability to perform
a particular skill at the conclusion of the training.

I can't say at this time that we would be able to send any
students to the program, but we would like'to be kept informed
of its development. I would eppreciate it i you will let me
know the dates and tuition costs of the ccurses when they bvecome
available.

We wish you success in your new projecl and look forward to
hearing more about it.

sincerely,
4//’// . ’/.' f
AL s -
Hugh Clayton 7

Chief

Inst mict lonal Support Staff
Ui1fice of Training



STATE OF OHIO GUlDANDCl;‘ l‘:{:} DYFESYING
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CoLUMBUS 751 NORTHPESY BLVD.

COLUMBUS, OHIC 43212
PHONE 469.4530

M. W, ESSEN

SUPERINTENDENT OF JOHN G. ODGERS
FUBLIC INSTRUCTION November 2, 1970 CURECTOR

Dr. W. James Popham

Center For The Study Of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 20024

Dear Dr, Popham:

From the information in your recent letter, it appears that your project
designed to train educational product developers and educational product eva-
luators may be of interest to several of the Divisions of the Chio Department
of Education. Some of the ideas seem to {it in with the objectives of a number
of projects that we have underway. The short specialized courses sound es-
pecially interesting.

The Ohio Department of Education, like many other state educational
agencies, has almost no funds available for sending personnel to the types of
programs that you are planning. If it is possible, I recommend that your
program proposal to the U.5.0.E. include a provisicn for funding the partici-
pation of state educational agency employees in your programs.

Please keep me informed of the progress of your project.

Sincerely,
~ 4O el
‘\g_fz...'i ( /".é

Frank O'Dell
Induction Training Project Coordinator

FLO:bc

cc: John G. Odgers

ERIC
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STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HONOLULU

HAWAII ENGLISH PROJECT
1625 WIST PLACE
HONOLULU, HAWAII pasz2 October 14, 1970

Mr. W. James Popham

Professor of Education

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Mr. Pophamn:

Your letter to Dr. Arthur Mann relative to your training programs in
education product development and evaluztion of educational products
was referred to me.

My Branch is charged with the responsibility of undertaking major
curriculum revision, evaluation, and materials development projects.
We currently have a staff which is undertaking the production of
materials for a completely revised curriculum in the language arts--
grades K-6. My staff and I learn the skills of education product
development largely through experience. None of us has received
formal training in these skills. What you describe in your letter
is, therefore, of considersble interest to us as a staff development
activity.

At this time what would be practical in the way of commitment to a
training program would be an intensive training of a limited number
of people (12 to i5) of key members of the development staff. The
training period would be no more than 5 days. If such a training
program could be organized for the summer months and.conducted within
a budget that we could manage, I believe that we would be interested.

I would appreciate hearing further from you on this matter.

Sincerely,

/ ‘4

%7 .
(T e e feeyo
Bhinkichi Shimabukuro, Director
Curriculun Development & Technology

cc Dbr. Mann

17



A TRAINING PROGRAM FOR

DEVELOPERS AND EVALUATORS OF EDUCATIONAL PRODUCTS

University of California

f.os Angeles

Cecember, 1970

The produces produced hetein were performed pursuant co a contrace with
the Deparement of Health, Education, and Welfare, .S, Office of Fducation
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Public Law 8§9-10,
Title IV, ’
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This document was prepared and reviewed by
many individuals. During the early discussions
that ultimately led to the training program design
described herein, Professors Marvin C. Alkin, Eva
I.. Baker, Evan R. Xeislar, John D. McNeil, and W.
James Popham all shared in contributing to the
conceptual framework. later, individuals repre-
senting the several consortium agencies involved
in the training program contributed both canceprual-
Iy and by preparing sections of the document deal-
ing specifically with their organization’s training
role and staff. A significant scction of the docu-
ment dealing with instructional objectives and mea-
surement procedures was initially drafted by Dr.
Keislar,  Dr. Baker contributed the bulk of the
product development objectives/measurement pro-
cedures as well as several other key sections. The
remainder of the document, including its final co-

ordination, was the responsibility of Dr. Popham,

19
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INTRODUCTION

The proposed training program to be described in the following pages emerges from
a common conviction of the numerous individuals who designed the program, namely,
that the availability of high quality instructional materials can significantly enhance the
effectiveness of our educational system. For the fairminded educator recognizes that
our educational System is far less effective than it should be. The difficulty lies not in
identifying the problem, but in devising schemes for wholesale amelioration, While
increasing the availability of high quality instructional materials is not the only way to
bring about improvements in education, it seems to offer certain advantages less readily

identified in many alternative approaches.

Only recently have educational leaders in this country urged the federal government
to provide large scale financial support for the systematic development of instructional
materials. With rhe establishment of (1) university-based research and development
centers and (2) regional educational laboratories, the U.S. Office of Education made a
ma jor commiitinent to support the preparation of carefullydeveloped educational products.
The potential influence of educational products has been identified by Cronbach and

Suppes (1969):

A new Droduct can have great impact. An intellectual conclusion on
education has no effect on the classroom until teachers have accepted the
idea, have decided to use it, and have made thousands of detailed deci-
sions about its day-to-day application. A new product can put the con-
clusion into practice with muchless demandonteachers for comprehen-
sion and detailed planning, as it lays out a plan that less imaginative
and less self-reliant teachers can follow. If the teachers accept the
scheme, a certain ininimum level of excellence in the program is thus
almost assured, provided, that is, that the product itself has been
thoroughly engineered.

Similarly, Glaser (1966) holds great hopes for the benefits to be derived from major
efforts to develop educational products and to evaluate them rigorously:

At the present time, the greatest potential for change seems to be in
the redesign of educational procedures and 'tools.' The materials and
equipment with which teachers are provided are potent means for in-
fluencing both teachers and pupils behavior. Less direct and non-
specific attempts such as changing teaching behavior per se without
providing appropriate materials will be less successful.

The tremendous advantage of educational development as a vehicle for promoting
improvements in education is that inherent in such developinent is the possibility of
multiplving proven instructional advances. The products yielded by educational develop-
ment must be reproducible, that is, capable of being implemented in essentially the
same fashion in other educational situations. This means that these products can be
disseminated widely, hence used with literally millions of children. As indicated, this
type of dramatic across-the-board improvement is desperately required by our educa-

tional svstem at this moment.

From an economic vantage point alone, such development activities would obviously
benefit the nation's schools. Almost a decade ago, Lumsdaine (1961) observed that the
cost of developing instructional materials was well worth the amount of research and
development devoted to perfecting them since:

A given instructional instrument may be used for only a few minutes
of anv student's time, but the cost of perfecting it can be pro-rated in
terms of a denominator representing thousands of students for whom
the perfected instrurient can be used.

O
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Although the federal government has begun to spend funds in support of development,
those involved in the enterprise recognize a grave barrier toc the proper utilization of
these funds. We do not yet have sufficient numbers of competent personnel to engage in
development. Historically, there have been no long-standing training programs designed
to produce elther educational developers or those who can evaluate already-developed
instructional materials. Although there are afew isolated training efforts in recent years,
no large-scale programs are currently operating at a level needed to prepare the many
competent product developers who arc now needed and will be needed in years to come.
In surveying the history of educationinour country, there are numerous instances where-
in major projects met with failure simply because those carrying them out did not
possess the required expertise. It is proposed, therefore, that a major new training
enterprise be immediately assembled to prepare the individuals who must be instru-
mental in a major development-based attempt to promote striking improvements in
American education.

The focus of the training program design to be discussed in the remainder of this
document will be exclusivelyuponthe training of (!* educational developers and (2) iadi-
viduals who are skilled in the evaluation of : ready developed products. By focusing
upon the training of outstandingly competent product developers and product evaluators,
the agencies collaborating to design this training program believe they can best con-
tribute to the improvement of our schools.

Product Developers ond Product Evaluators

Although to individuals who have been working actively in the development field the
phrases Product Developer and P’roduct Evaluator satisfactorily describe two specific

types of educational practitioners, it is undoubtedly desirable to define these two spe-
cialties with more precision.

By product developers we refer to those persons who design, construct, revise and
refine the numerous sorts of instructionar materials employed by educators. Instruc-
tional materials include filmstrips, films, audiotapes, videotapes, programmed texts,
non-programmed texts, etc. In addition, instructional materials would include any sets
of highly prescriptive directions or guidelines designed for teachers with a view to
producing more homogeneous teacher behavior, for example, a detailed lesson plan calling
for particular teacher actions at particular points during an instructional sequence.
The essential ingredient in these instructional materials is that they permit an essentially
reproducible instructional sequence to occur. Such essentially similar instructional
sequences can be contrasted with the highly variable instructional activities which
emerge in the classrooms of different teachers, each designing and carrying out an
almost unique instructional enterprise. Product developers prepare reproducible mater-
ials.

The type of developer we are talking about Is not the person who has historically
generated instructional materials. It is not the individual who, with more or less in-
genuity, has written a textbook or produced an educational film. We are concerned with
developers who are educational researchers, that is, who approach the task of product
development with the anticipation that their efforts will be guided not by intuitive judg-
ments regarding the product's quality, but by the performance of learners who have used
the product. Cronbach and Suppes (1969) emphasize this difference nicely:

There is an important distinction between mere developmental acti-
vities and development (product) research. Design and production can
be carried out with no systematic, disciplined inquiry. Indeed, in the
course of educational history, most curricula, teaching materials,
building designs, etc., have been brought to final form through no more
than casual tryout. Until relatively recently this lack of rigor was true
of invention and design in all fields of human endeavor. But one field
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after another - navigation, agriculture, manufacturing, nutrition - has
taken the forward step from folklore to casual empiricism to tech-
nology. Controlled measurement and observation have refined products
and procedures, with correspondingly better results. Education is only
beginning to emerge into a technological phase.

The power that facts on performance have to guide improvement is
perhaps most concretely illustrated by the methods used in preparing
"programmed" textbooks. These are designed so that the pupil writes
one answer after another to questions on successive elements in an
explanation. According to the theory by which most programmers
operate, if he makes an error the explanation was unclear in some
way, or moved too fast. Classroom trials of drafts are essential to
make the text effective. Any spot where errors pile up is a spot to be
revised in the next draft; often the nature of the errors show just what
is the source of confusion. Similar but less formal micro-evaluation
can be made of any instructional material in dreft form.

As we shall see later in this training program description, there are inany points
during the development of instructional rnaterials where the product developer may
operate as a specialist rather than as the compleat developer. For instance, certain
product developers may specialize in the revision of instructional materials based on
field trial data, others may emphasize the design of early product prototypes. Whether
specialists or zeneralists, the educational product developers to be prepared by the
proposed training program will be resnonsible for the production of those instructional
materials whlch permit the conduct of essentially reproducible instructional sequences.

Some (Gideonse, 1970) would define the role of the developer more troadly, iden-
tifying as prcducts to be preparel not only what we have reiarred to as a reproducible
instructional sequence but also almost any type of tangible artifact having to do with the
schools, e.g., architectural plans for school buildings, tests, schemes for disseminating
new ideas, etc. We are not quarreling with such conceptions of development; we are only
using a restricted definition where the focus is admittedly on the preparation of the
kinds of instructional artifacts previously identified.

Turning to product evaluators, we are referring to those people who undertake the
appraisal of already completed educational products, The "already completed" phrase is
critical in defining the product evaluator's role, for it is apparent that during the course
of preparing instructional materials the productdeveloper engagesin frequent evaluations
of his not-yet-finlshed-product. As pointer, out above, in-process evaluation based on
learner performance is the key to the kind of product development we have in mind. But
there are many situations in whici judgments must be reached about extant products,
irrespective of tte procedures which were used to develop them.

For example, schools are often forced to select among competing instructional
materials, perhaps none of which were developed accordingto the schemes recommended
by performance-based developers. The decision still has to be made. Which materials
should be chosen? The product evaluator we wish to train will be able to assist those
who must decide whether to adopt, retain, or discard already completed instructional
materials. Once more, the kinds of instructional materials under consideration are ajl
those mentioned previously, the only criterion being, as before, that they yield an essen-
tially reproducible instructional sequence.

Having defined the two types of educational specialiststo be prepared by the proposed
training program, we can See how these two compatible specialitics can be coordinated
in 2 highly efficlent program. There are many polnts where the competencies to be
prorioted for the product developer will be identica or at least comparable to those
sought for the product evaluator. We will capitalize on these similarltles, both instruc-
tionally and economically. Since we 1re preparing developers and one type of evaluators
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{not the whole gamut of evaluatinn specialists), there will obviously be pasic differences
in the training programs. But by focusing on this single kind of evaluation speciality,
we can coordinate our two main training enterprises with both curricular and financial
dividends.

The Current Demonds for Product Developers ond Evaluators

A recent investigation by the AERA Task Force on the Training of Educational
Researchers (Sanders and Worthen, 1970) analyzed employers' perceptions of research-
related competencies and shortages of personnel possessing such competencies. Inter-
views were held with 58 persons who either employed or supervised research or research-
related personnel in numerous institutional settings. Forty-two interviewees listed the
function of development as absolutely necessary in their programs. When respondents
were asked to rank various research and research-related functions in order of their
importance for achieving the institution's program goals, development was ranked first
by representatives of regional laboratories, researchand developmentcenters, and federal
agencies. Although it is difficult to snrt out the need for product evaluators from the
data of this AERA study, the closest descriptive function ranked was "output evaluation"
which includes judging the worth of educational products. Outcome evaluation functions
were ranked as very important by school districts, state education departments, inde-
pendent research organizations, and federal agencies.

Two further studies by the AERA Task Force make use of the 1968 and 1969
AERA employment service dara to compare competencies reported by applicants and
competencies required for positions listed. Among the conclusions drawn from the 1968
data (Worthen and Sanders, 1970) was the following regarding the need for training
evaluators (including product evaluators):

There were more than three vacancies in evaluation for every appli-
cant prepared in this area. It appears that the evaluation mandates of
Titles 1 and III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
and an increasing trend toward accountability may have had an effect
in 1968 and necessitated more attention to training in this area.

A similar analysis based on 1969 AERA (Oldefendt and Worthen, 1970) employment
service data reflected enough discrepancies between applicants and vacancy descriptions
to suggest possible trends. Specifically, "the number of vacancies in development in-
creased in 1969 . .. ." Regarding evaluation, the needs were increasing. "In 1968 there
were three openings for every applicant with skill in evaluation. In 1969 this discrepancy
rose to almost four to one."”

Additiona® evidence of the manpower shortage is provided by Francis Chase's (1968)
report regarding the difficulties that educational laboratories encountered in securing
trained personnel to carry out the functions for which they were responsible, He observed
that the laboratorijes and centers became aware that the knowledge base on which they
were to work was weak and that performance skills and technologies were poorly de-
veloped. He contended that a majority of the labs and centers increased staff appreciably
within the past two years but that few could yet be said to have capabilities adequate to
the tasks involved in the accomplishment of their missions. One of the urgent needs
which Chase identified was to establish systematic programs to increase the capabili-
ties of those employed.

In the oft-cited Clark and Hopkins (1969) manpower analysis, it was observed that
the demand for research, development and diffusion personnel in 1974 will likely be five
times the 1964 demand, but that the 1969 annual training output is approximately the came
as it was in 1964. Though the nature of manpower demanded has also uncergone exten-
sive fluctuation, the field's response to meeting the reed for these cempetencies has
been to ''replicate in current training programs the rclative proportions of personnel



found in the 1964 R, D, and D community." The authors conclude by predicting that the
vacuum in personnel will be filled by whatever talent is available, regardless of their
qualifications. New products and programs will suffer, as will measurable progress in
R, D, and D.

From a recent major USOE publication (Educational Research and Development in
the United States, 1970) we find a similar pessimism about the numbers of individuals
who will be able to staff the nation's R and D efforts:

One inescapable conclusion is that a heavy press currently exists
on the trained personnel available. Some of this slack has been taken
up by the entry of personnel into educational research from other
academic disciplines and from industry. Some has been taken up by the
addition of a growing number of recent doctoral recipients. A great
portion has been taken up by on-the-job trairing of individuals, par-
ticularly in the field of development, dissemination, and diffusion, who
have assumed newly identified roles ineducational research and develop-
ment. Finally, the increase in the manpower utilized is also partially
explainable in terms of the increased scale of R & D work which has
contributed to greater cost and alarger number of lower technical roles
without necessarily creating additional demand for highly trained
researchers. The manpower supply situation does not appear likely to
improve very substantially as one looks at the projected outputs of the
present level of educational research training supported by USOE.
While the doctoral programs will be supplying 250 to 300 new people
a year and larger numbers are receiving short-term training, these
numbers will be insufficient to sustain any large-scale expansion of
R & D effort.

Glaser (1966} emphasizes the desperate need for the creation of new roles in the
field of development:

In education, the dilemma is that educational researchers are in
short supply, and the individual trained to do research and the indi-
vidual capable of doing developmental work is one and the same per-
son . ... At the present time, | see little other course than individuals
doing double duty so that theory, research and practice are mutually
influenced.

Evans (1969} notes the inadequacy of current training efforts for the developer whom
he views as the "aspiring educational technologist" who hasn't enough money to spend
to receive an M.A. or Ph.D. nor enough time to waste on workshops that are inadequate
for his ideas. Most of the courses available to him are irrelevant and the possibility
that a degree-granting institution will offer a diploma in Instructional technology is
slim.

But while there is a considerable amount of data indicating a major need for training
programs to prepare product developers and evaluators, the designers of the current
program were anxious to see whether there would actually be takers, that is, whether
there would really be those agencies or ind’viduals who would take advantage of our
consortium-based truining program if we were to get it under way. Accordirr'y, in
mnid-September we sent out exploratory letters to over 300 agencies and .ndiv:duals
bricfly describing our proposed training program and asking them whether they could
foresee any likelihood that such a training program would be of use to them. The re-
sponse was gratifying. Of the 91 responses, 79 agencies or 87 percent indicated a
definite need for such training programs and a high probability that they would use the
service. In Appendix B, all names of positively responding individuals or agencies are
cited.
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Training Program Rationale

Briefly, the training program is designed to produce educational product developers
and product evaluators who are results-oriented. A results-orientation will be seen not
only in the types of skills we provide for trainees, but in the way the training program
itself is designed and evaluated. Uur concern for process will be guided by outcomes.
Innovative training vehicles may be interesting, but they will have to yield demonstrably
superior results with trainees bhefore they will be judged satisfactory.

The product developers and product evaluators we prepare will possess a similar
results-orientation. The developers will not be satisfied with instructional materials,
no matter how attractively packaged or how highly esteemed by scholars, unless those
materials produce measurable behavior changes in learners. The evaluators will view
the potency of materials to produce measurable changes in learners as the primary,
albeit not exclusive, criterion by which to evaluate the quality of those materials.

The "results'" which will be sought by the trainees are, as has been implied above,
measurable modifications in the behavlors of the intended learners. But lest this con-
ception of results be considered a restrictive one, it should be noted that the types of
measurable modifications under scrutiny would be wide ranging and diverse. We are
interested in far more than whether a learner can make correct marks on an IBM test
response sheet. The results-orientation we will promote will find our product developers
and evaluators teasing out subtle changes in learners through a host of both customary
and esoteric measurement tactics. Some of these subtle learner modifications, for
example, those dealing with affective outcomes, may be far more critical than more
classical achievement test dimensions. If we are to prepare tomorrow's educational
developers, for example, we must equip these people to consider the affective educa-
tional goals not yet popular, indeed, perhaps not yet even considered.

This results-orientation, which we shall be guiacd by as trainers and which we
shall promote in our trainees, requires that both trainers and trainees become inor-
dinately skilled in detecting the wide range of results which can reflect suitable learner
progress. A significant segment of our training program will be devoted to providing
trainees with such competencies. For the most part, this training can be identical for
both product developers and product evaluators. But even more importantly, perhaps,
the consortium training staff must constantly and systematically be searching for new
techniques of measuring the kinds of competencies, attitudes, interests, etc. which will
enable our trainees to function more effectively. We must scrutinize our own trainiang
efforts in light of the most defensible set of results.

The current national emphasis on educational accountability is quite consonant with
our asrirations for the trainees as well as for ourselves as trainers. We wish to be
rigorously judged on the basis of the results the trainees subsequently produce. We
want our trainees to apply the same standards. Educational accountability is a pirase
which correctly conveys tte orientation of the proposed training program.

Central to our undertaking as a consortium-operated training program is a com-
mirment to study the efficacy of this type of training structurz. All agencies within the
consortium possess unique capacities to train either educational developers or product
evaluators. We belleve that pooling the training resources of these many groups will
produce a markedly more powerful and efficient training program. We believe that the
basic structure of this training consortium can be applied elsewhere in the U.S. to com-
parable traiming problems, But we are results-oriented. We wi'l have to see whether
our optimistic predictions are realized. In other words, while our chief interest will be
in carrying out the best possible cunsortium-operated training program, we shall also
be carefully studying the worth and potential exportability of the type of training con-
sortium we have assembled,

RIC ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(9
o)



CONSORTIUM AGENCIES

In this section the various agencies constituting the training consortium will be
identified and briefly described. In addition, the ckief role of each consortium agency in
the tralning program will be described. 1t should be noted that many of these agencies
are by far the most competent such groups in their respective fields. In the jacket inside
the rear cover we have included selected brochures, reports, and comparable docu-
mentation to illustrate more completely the excellence of the consortium agencies. In
alphabetical order, then, these are the consortium units:

American Tape Duplicotors

Description. American Tape Duplicators (ATD) is one of the nation's largest firms
engaged in producing audio tapes of high fidelity for music and voice reproduction. It
produces matnrials for monaural and stereo recl-to-reel and cassette tapes of various
sizes and lengths.

ATD produces, packages and ships all of the audio-tape programmed learning
materials distributed by Rheem-Califone throughout the United States. It maintains
sound studios and 1s one of the pioneer firms in the prodiction of programmed educational
software.

Role. The specific roles of the ATD are as follows:

a. To train programmers of individual and group materials of programmed in-
struction for audio tapes, film strips and combined AV hardware to perform the
functions of:

conceptualizing

scripting

editing

recording (including the use of studio equipment)

da GO NI »—

b. editing of tapei masters

¢. mastering of tapes for duplication

d. packaging and production of packages
e. shipping and record keeping

f. field testing and experimental design

BFA Educational Medio

Description. BFA (Bailey Film Associates), a division of the Columbia Broadcasting
System, produ.es and distributes educational films, filmstrips, super 8mm loops and
cartridges, study prints, and multi-media kits. BFA's present distribution i3 almost
entirely with public and private schools in the United States and Canada; however, they
have worldwide representation through both their own sales program and that of CBS
Enterprises. Bailey Films and Film Associates of California, both well -established in
the school media business, were acquired by CBS in 1966. Soon after, the two companies
merged to become BFA Educational Media. BFA now has over 150 employees, including
25 sales representatives in the field throughout the U.S, and Canada.

Of most 1elevance to the cornsortium's trainlng program is the character of the
Product Development Department and the modus operandi of BFA with respect to pro-
duction. Editors, all speclalistsin curricular areas who possess considerable film ¢valua-
tion eaperience, generate or react to specific film ideas with prospective producers.
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Editors then recommend fuiding for productions baced on their past experience, feedback
from school consultants, and information from field sources. Product Development
personnel are responsible for approval of the initial script and for evaluation and super-
vision &t several intermediate steps. Working in conjunction with BFA's production
staff, they therefore supervise the overall production. The actual production of media,
however, is usuaily done by independent proiucers. Once a production is completed,
BFA handles all details of advertising and distribution. BFA has had extensive experience
in assessing carricular aeeds of school districts throughout the natior, and in responding
to thuse needs with media carefully designed for the strengths and limitations on class-
room use. Members of their Product Development staff have majos competencies in
the produ<tion and evaluation of educational media with respect to content, ot jectives,
relevancy to the curriculum, intended usage, effectivenessinreaching the intended objec-
tives, and comprehension of the aesthetic elements of visuai communication.

Role. RBriefly, BFA's major training contributions within the consortium will in-
vclve training in prognosis and in media design.

Crucia! for the product developer is the ability to critique an existing production
with respect to its probable success in changing viewer behavior. BFA would supply
training which would enable the trainee to dependably predict the following about a
production: visual (filmic) impact, clarity of content for the viewer, whether or not it
will probably affect behavior in the way the objectives state it will, suitability for the
intended age level, and whether or not it meets a standard of communication for the
most demanding of teachers.

Media design, decisions about which format, length, what concepts, etc., follows
function and need. Much that BFA has to communicate to the trainee about design for
media will follow mastery of the skills associated with accurate prognosis. In addition,
BFA's production staff and the indepandent producers with whom the firm works, will
help the trainees with specific design problems.

Trainees will also become familiar with problems and methods of marketing,
packaging, and distribution which have indirect bearing on final product design.

CTYB/McGraw-Hill

Description. CTB (formerly, California Test Bureau) is now the testing and
evaluation givisi(,n of the McGraw-Hill Book Compary. It offers a comprehensive range
of materials and services to schools to meet their evaluation needs for instruction,
counseling, curriculum managemcnt, research resource allocation, and placement,

CTB publishes standardized, norm referenced tests of achievement, aptitude,
adjustment attitude, interests and study skills. It also publishes programmed materials
for sclf-instruction in basic skills, It is planning the publication of a series of criterion-
referenced prescriptive inventeries in the basic skills and the development of computer-
based instructional systems.

CTR provides machine-scoring services for its tests, produ:ing sophistirated re-
ports for the individual student, the classroom teacher, the counselcr, the school ad-
ministrator, and the student's parent.

CTR's Evaluation Services include the designing of evaluation programs and the
providing of evaluation assistance to school districts.

CTRB's Research Services include consualtatlon relative to sampling design, staticticai
analysis of data, and brief descriptions of the results of studies.

CTR hal more than 20 evaluation consultarts, all with higher degrees, vorking with
school personnel In assigned areas throughout the country. In the home office there are

199
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25 professional employees, also with higher degrees, working on product development and
evaluation.

Role. CTB will provide one-semester internships in its home office in Monterey,
giving the intern an opportunity to participate inall aspects of development of both norm-
referenced and criterion-referenced tests and related instructional materials, including
the writing, editing, and analysis of test items, the writing of manuals, the designing of
norming procedures, the planning of diagnostic and analytic report forms, the design of
answer sheets, the scoring of tests, the production of test booklets, and the completicn

of a market planning guide.

The intern would gain experience in the development of instructional materials
related to the criterion-referenced prescriptive inventories. He would also review
existing evaluation models, apply the practice of an evaluation model to designing an
evaluation for a school district, gain some experience with the concept of monitoring
educational evaluation, item sampling of tests and other specific tools used in evaluation,
gain soine experience in describing evaluation data and anh opportunity to become involved
in current research studies.

CTB would also provide staff membersfor instruction in test deveiopment, computer -
based systems of prescriptive inventories with related instructicnal material, test
research, evaluation services, processing of used tests, and production of test booklets.
Such instruction could be given in a one-week or two-week seminar at the L.aboratory or
ai CTB's home office.

Center for the Study of Evaluation

Description. The Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) is a research and develop-
ment center funded by the U.S. Office of Education and has keen in operation since 1966
at UCLA. The Cauter, the only one of its kind focused on the specific analysis of the
educational evaluation process, has been instrumental in recent years in advancing
theoretical and practical knowledge regarding the evaluation process. The mission of
the Center for the Study of FKvaluation is to produce new materials, practices, and
knowledge leading to the development of systems for evaluating education which can be
adopted and implemented by educational agencies. The scope of activities at the Ceater
includes the following: (1) the development of procedures and methodologics needed in
the practical conduct of evaluation studies of various types; and (2) the development of
generalizable concepts of evaluation relevant to different lev:ls of education. A more
¢laborate description of the Centecr's operation ¢an be located in 2n inclusion (inside
back cover) which gives the most recent annual report of the Center for the Study of
ivaluation,

Role. The primary mission of the Center for the Study <~ Evaluation in the training
program will focus on the preparation of procuct evaluators, althcugh CSE will also be
involved in the formative evaluation training for product developers. The Center for the
Study of Evailuation. 1s frequently called upon to offer assistance to those involved in
educational evaluation, and while it is not the role of CSE to serve as a consulting
agency, there have been frequent occasions wherein staff have become conmiersant in
the practical problems associated with product evaluation. As a consequence of these
interactinns, as well as their more general inquiry into evaluation in its broader aspects,
CSFE personnel will play a prominent role in the training of product evaluators,

Consolidated Film bidustries

Description. Consolidated Filin Industries is a major motion pictsre film proces-
sing laboratory and a winner of numerous Technical Awards from the Academy of
Motien Picture Arts and Sciences sevving both the entertainment {theatrical) and non-
theatricai fielus. While Consolidated Film [ndustries (CF!) does not produce the films
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it processes, it does offer consultants who will assist a producer who has questions of a
technicil nature. CF1 also hus an in-house title and optical department which, using the
most sophisticated techniques, is capable of innumerable photographic effects and titie
designs. CFI has been a leader in its field for many years as can best ke illustrated by
the "CFI Is First" list which appears in the jacket ins.de the rear cover. This leader-
ship and inventiveness has attained for CFI an international reputation for excellence
and the higoest possible caliber of workmanship. The producer has a choice of shooting
his material in either 35mm or 16mm from which, if necessary, §mm or 3uper Brnm
release prints can be made to satisfy distribution requirements. The technical expertise
that reinforces the feature motion picture producer is made available to the filmstrip
producer and rhe non-theatrical film producer.

Rol2, The role of Consolidated Film Industries can best be described as consisting
¢f two main categories: (1) To a.sist the production company in pre-production, actual
shooting and the various processing ~tages of his original film elements; (2) To assist
1 post-production with regavd to vitles, opticals and art work. CFI's essential objec-
tive with regard tc the training consortium, would be to acquaint producers in the
technigues of, and enhance their technizal knowledge of, motion picture and filmstrip
production.

Educctional Development Corporation

Description. Educational Development Corporatior (EDC) of Palo Alto, California,
develops instructional materials fo." ali ages of learners. EDC produces programs for
the school market from kindergarten through college. In addition, KDC develops materials
for teachers, industry, and the home market.

Working In close cooperation with consulting experts, the EDC editorial ard graphic
design staffs convert ideas Into products through writing, recording, designing, on-site
testing, revising, managing manufacture, and shipping - all according to the needs of
clients. EDC's success in developing innovative educational ideas that work, as seen in
the many products bearing their name, stems from their ability to assess the value of
an educational idea, attract and manage talented contributors, and organize the resources
necessary to convert the iJea inio effective materials of instruction.

Role. In general, Educational Development Corporation will supply the required
expertise of a publisher conversant with the prevaration of printed products. EDC would
engage directly In the training consortlum at least the following three ways:

A. Assist in devising the training program curriculum by:

1. Listing criteria useful for trainccs in assessing competencies anu needs
of learnets with respect to materials.

2. Suggesting criteria useful for trainc?s in judging appropriateness of audio-
graphic materials to meet the needs of learners.

3. Developing a taxcnomv of characteristics for different kinds of learning
materials.

B. [Peveicp sequences of instruction, including on-site experience for traipees,
in the fields of ¥DC expertise.

C. Yvalvate and suggest modificaticrs for improvement of the t:aining program.

10
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Graduate Schoo! of Educotion, University of California, Los Angeles

Description. The Graduate School of Education of the University of California, l.os
Angeles is a major professional school ai UCL A and includes primarily faculty members
in the UCLA Department of Fducation as well as a limited number of faculty members in
other departments of the University. The Department of Education within the Graduate
School of Education is authorized to orfer the following degrees: M.A., M.Ed., E/.D., and
Ph.D. A faculty of more than eighty professors and a number of ancillary perscnnel,
headed by Dean John 1. Gocdlad, and Associate Dean C. Wayne Gordon, places the Schuol
of Fducation in a position to offer not only a number of individuri faculty memters who
are anxious to participate in the proposed consortium, but also the official degree-
granting capacity of the institution.

iole. The Graduate School of Educaticn brings two unique training programs to the
consortium, both of which have already been established in previous years. The Product
Research Training Program, established in 1966, offers the masters and doctors degree
in the field of instructional product development. This program, initially stimulated by
support from the Educational Research Training Program of ESEA Title IV, Research
Training Branch, U.S. Office of Fducation, has already produced a number of doctoral
degree holders in the field of product development. At the time of its establishment it
was the only doc*oral program in the country specializing in product development and for
several years thereafrer remained alone in this role.

The graduate program in FEducational Evaluation was established in 1968 and offers
a doctors degree in the field of educational evaluation. This program, closely associated
with the faculty who work within the Center for the Study of Evaluation, prepares doctoral
degree holders who have special competencies in the field of educaticnal evaluation.

It is anticipated that bhoth of these programs, becausc oi their degree-granting
potential, can be coordinated very effectively with the consortiurm-based training pro-
gram. We anticipate that many of the courses now offered in the degree tzaining pro-
grams can be readily adapted to the proposed training prograni.

Institute for Educotional Development

Description. The Institute for Lducational Deveirpment (IED)received its charter
as a non-profit educational corporation from the Bnard of Regents of the state of New
York in 1965. Its founders represented national lezdership in education, industry and
sovernment. Early assistance in the formulation of [ED as an operating institution came
from Educational Testing Service and private foundations. In its short history, IED has
grown largely independent of philanthropic support through performance of contracted
research and development services on a uational basis, to educ2tional institutions,
government (local, state, and federal), foundations and industry. The principal cifice is
in New York City; the west coast office is in El Segundo, California, near l.os Angeles.

IED is committed to a search for rational, cooperative and creative changes in
cducation, especially in cities and situations affect.ng minorities and the poor. The
Institute was created at a time in history when a critical re-examination of our educa-
tional institutions was nc.urring, @ process accompanied by a general spirit of dissatis-
faction in our society atlarge and in the profession of education itself. Just at that time
a greatly increased federal engagement in elementary and secordary education was
taking place. Simultancously, a new and enlarged interest on the hart of industry began
to be expressed, for reascns of social responsibility as well 1s self-irterest.

In that context 1F" was cor.ceived as anew instrument for "closing the circle between
education, industry and government." Their work in the past few years nas focused in-
creasingly upon research and developiwent in four general categoriest

1. Assessing and improving inner-city education.
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2. Advancing educational technology.

3. Facilitating relationships between the business community and rhe schools.
4. Increasing the effectiveness of schosl orgaruzation and administrators.

Role. Training st IED would include involvementin at least one evaluation effort and
one product development activity. The Institute is currently involved in developing and
field-testing materials and orocedures to supplement Sesame Street viewing in inner

city homes.

Through involveinent in this eifore, trainees would gain competencies in:
Developing self-instructional home study guides for parents and preschoolers.

Field-testing and revising these materials.

Construction and administering criterion instruments designed to assess the effec-
tiveness of the products and the process.

Examining the relationship between a mass medium (television) anr. the individualized
home study materials.

Another area of involvement for trainees would include training in project and product
evaluation as reflected in Special Education and Bi-Lingual education activities. The

trainees would gain competencies in:

Design, application, and revision of project and program-wide survey instruments
designed to assess the prciucts of these training programs.

Fvaluating disparate product efforts with different goals ond ohjectives.

Analysis of large data bases containing product outcome dara for many projacts.

KCET

Description. KCET, Channel 28, is a public television station operating in the com-
munity of lLos Angeles with an effective radiated power of 1,200,000 watts, the most
powerful signal in Los Angeles. The TV signal covers Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Bar-
bara, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, San Diego, and Kern Counties. KCET is 2
non-profit organization corporately entitled Community Television of Southern California.
KCET broadcasts pre-school, school and ccllege level prog.ems during the day, child-
ren's programs in the late afternoon and cultural, public affajrs and entertainment
programs of network and local origination during the evening hours. KCET s one of
approximately 200 such stations in the United States.

Dole. Competzncies to be obtained by trainees via KCET's involvement arc dual.
lhe KCET staff envisions two basic areas for program development, one in the areca of
developing pricrities in instruction and proposal ideas for potential funding, and the other
in the area of TV or film script'development and production. Participation in production
would probably be as a segment producer of a larger program format. Anticipated com-
petencies in program proposal ideas and funding follow. Trainees will be able to:

1. Identify relevant instructional priorities for potential program funding.
2. Write prograin proposals appropriate for the instructional prioritics developed.

3. By reviewing grant propesals that were .accepted or rejected for funding,
identify segments of the proposals that helped to promote their acceptance or
rejection.
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4. Identify effective interest promoting devices that can be utilized in television or
film production to get and hcld viewer or learner attention. {Because of the
vast numbers of people that view TV, most turn on a set to ke entertained be-
cauge of their own preconceived ideas about TV, They are usually uncommitied
to what they are viewing and if bored, can flip to another chanel instantly. The
product developer has no captive class situation nere, This usually implies
that he has to build attention and transform that attentjon to involvement which
can develop commitment.)

5. DBe able to develop appropriate supplemenial learning material, if necessary,
in book, audio, slide, etc. format to promots material review for learners.

The Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schoo!s

Description. The Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools Cffice is the inter-
mediate educational unit serving 95 local school districts; the State Department of Edu-
cation; and numerous county, state, and federal agencieswith activities in the educational
fieid. The current annual budget is approximately $22,000,000 and the full-time per-
sonnel number about 1,100. The primary responsibility of the office is to serve in &
leadership and roordination role with the districts of the County and te act as a liaison
between local aistricts and the state. The Office is also engaged in direct operational
programs in the fields of special education, and special schools for juvenile delinquents.
Classes are held in 76 locations and served by a staff of 450 tearhers.

In addition to the coordination and leadership responsibilities, the County Office
monitors state and federal programs, provides tagk forces to assist districts with spa-
cial prcoblems, initiates and designs research and evaluative programs, and furnishes
expert consultant help to school district cperational procedures. The County Office
serves under the jurisdiction of a seven member appointed Board of Fducation, znd
County Superintendent, i3r. Richard M. Cloweas.

Role. The l.os Angeles County Superintendent of 3chools Office czn provide for the
necessary liaison with school districts in l.os Angeles County and, probably, in sur-
rou.ding counties. This would provide settings in the real world with which trainees can
work, In addition, the County Office has many skilled rzople who could work with the
trainee and help develop whatever specific skills thetrainee is to learn. The Los Angeles
County Office could also provide meating rooms, occasionally, where discussions could
be held. The [os Angeles County Superintendent of Schools his sevcral operating pro-
grams such as the film library, television, radio, special education and sperial schools.
The Ccunty Office also has subjert matter specialists. This consortium unit could pro-
vide information and training in arcas of previewing, selection, purchasing, producing,
evaluating, handling, booking, and the like.

<
System Development Cerporation

Description.  System Development Corporation (SDC) with headquarters in Santa
Monica, California is one of the world's leading developers of information and training
systems. During its 13-year bistory, SDC has performed over 1400 contracts toraling
more than one-half billlon dollars. SDC clients include more than 50 departments and
civilian agencies of the Federal government; military agencies and NASA; several dnzen
state and local government agencles; and numerous aniversities, hospitals and libraries.
For this wide range of customers SDC has designed and develop2d computer-based
management systems; designed, implemented and conducted education and training pro-
grams: and, has applied specific skills in such arezs as system aralysis, training,
consulting, enginzering, simulation end computer programming. SDC's staffof 200 includes
information processing, human factors and operations research scientists, comjuter
programmers and engineerg, Lolding nearly 100doctora?, 300 masters and {100 bachelors

degrees.
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Work in educational research and development is conducted within the Public Systems
Division by the Education Systems Department (55D}, The ESD staff of 30 professionals
is currently engaged in projects for tiie U.S. Office of Education, the Forg Foundation,
the National Science Foundation, the Job Corps and several state and district educational
organizations. The ESD staff has accomplished or is presently engaged in work on in-
structional materials design, computer-assisted instruction, educational data processing
system design and development, educational program design, develepment and evalua-
tion, in-service teacher training, development and operation of edncational sem:nars,
residency programs sad short courses.

Role. System Development Corporation will teach prospective education developers
and educators in the use of data processing technology to develop and evaltuate educa-
tional products. At SDC, students will acquire ccmpetenct in the design, production and
evaluativn of instructional products that either use a computer as a medium--as in
computer-assisted instruction {CAl}--or depend heavily on a computer to aid in the
development or evaluation processes. Trainees in educational producct development will
gain skills in:

1. production of lesson materials in sciences, mathematics, computer sciences,
etc. in which the computer is a tool for students to simulate or model a process.

2. preparation and administration of CAl lessons on computer using zuthor
languages suchasSDC's own T ANIT. Students will gain experience in analyzing
content materials, in formulating lessons, putting iessons into a machine and
testing the materials an actual students,

3. use of a computer as an aid in penerating lesson materials, Programs exist
O are currently bheing developed at SDC 1o generate a large number of specific
items from a data base of ftein types and pattern specifications. For example,
many items of the form: "You get doltars a day for___ _days. How many
gollars do you get in all? a__ "B ,c ,d_"Jore_ _ ."canbe
generated by a machine. A major contribution to be madé By product developers
of the future may be the discovery and specification of item types for machine
production.

Trainees in educational product evaluation will gain expertise in:

L. rlanning for the use of data processing as an aid in evaluating cducational
materials, Performance data at the specific objective level for many students
can easily result in a data base with thousands of entrres, Data processing is
a nezessity in such cases.

2. defining categories of information to be abstracted from a data base is an
Important evaluation skill, SDC will make computer time and many of its data
management systems available so that a student cangain experience in "massag -
ing" performance data.

3. using an existing instructional management systzm that was developed for the
Southwest Regional Research and Developmeat T.aboratory, This system provides
a language for describing courses; scores and analyses mastery tests using an
optical scanner and computer; prescribes remedial instruction; and provides
several types of manazgement repor!s that can serve in evaluating instructional
materials,

Deportment of Theoter Arts, University of California, Los Angeles
Description. The Department of Theater Arts embraces theater, film, televisicn,

and radio and has full facilities for instruction in all of tnese areas, The Theater Divi-
sion has two theaters and a puppet workshop, all capable of being used for film ani
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television. The Film and Television Division includes three large sound stages, 35
editing rooms, mixing room, two projection rooms and a projection theater, three
television studios, two mobile units, and an animation workshop. Because ot its strategic
location near Hollywood, the Departraent attracts many students with professional ambi-
tions, and this is reflected in the high calibre of their work. The Department has won
several international awards for its student films and is widely recognized for the high
level of its work in theater and television productior. Devoted entirely to instruction in
the theater arts, the Department has a faculty of 53 full-cime teachers, 30 teaching
assistants, and lists over 150 separate courses.

Ronle. Generally, the idea is that intensive skills classes and workshops would be
conducted at the film and television studios of the University. The internship program
would be provided by the cooperating professional agencies which are not set up for
training but which offer splendid cpportunities for the trainee to observe the workings of
an ongoing professional operation. All trainees engaged in product development would
take thz workshtops in writing, filra, and television production. In addition, they would
be given courses in evaluation and utilization as well as observation experiences under
the inteinship program.

It is important that early in the year all students in product development have the
experience of visiling several classrooms to sce film, television, and other teachir.g aids
being utilized in the classroom. As a consequence, they should be able to conczive of
their products not as studio productions, but as presentations before a classroom, and
imagine hypothetical pupil reactions to various elements of their material, When their
working product is compleied, hypotheses can be actually tested and the validity of their
hunches can be confirmec or rejected.

Reginnal Educational Loboratories

The consortiura will wish to use developmentally oricnted regional laboratories pri-
marily as internship settings. Three regional laboratories in relatively close proximity
to the consortium nave indicated a willingness to establish such internships for our
trainees. These are the Southwest Regional Laboratory for Iiducational Researcin and
Development in Inglewood, California; the Northwes: Regional Labora‘ory, in Pertland,
Oregon; and the Southwestern Cooperative Educational [aboratory in Alburquerque,
New Mexico.

It should be noted that a nuniber of key staff riembers in the proposed consortium
have an excellent working relationship with the nearby Southwest Regional I.aboratory,
principally, Drs. Eva Baker, Evan Keisiar, John McNeil, and James Popham, all of whom
have served either as consultants or as members of that 1aboratory's professional staff.

TRAINING SEQUENCES

Because of the two distinct emphases of the proposed training progran, i.e., product
developmient and product evaluation, it wilt be more clear if the training sequences
associated with ecach are detailed separately. We sh2l} first examine the sequences
deslgned for product developers, then those for product evaluators. In a subsequent
section the specific objectives will be presented along with a description of the measure-
ment procedures to be used with each objective.

Ttaining Sequence for Product Developers
There will be two basic sequences designed to train product developers. Although

*Mere are other differences bcwween these two s:=quences, we can draw a distinction on
teinporal grounds alone, namely, long term and short term,
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The long term sequences will occupy one full-time calendar year for the trainee.
The bulk of the training will take place either on site at the location of the consortium
agency's plant/office or at the Consortium Training Laboratcry. Short term sequences
will be ad hoc in nature and will range from a few days to a few weeks in length. Whereas
the long term training sequence will intensively cover ell phases of develcpment, the
short term effects may focus on only a single phase, e.g., product tryout.

Or Site Training. Certain training for developers .nust of necessity be undertaken
where physical facilities permit the provision of realistic experierce with various sorts
cf ecuipment. For instance, the developer 'who wishes to become facile in the use of
educational television must really learn to work with the most current television equip-
ment. Promotion of desired competencies cannot be accomplished exclusively through
the use of textbooks. Thus, consortium units such as Censolidated rilms Industries, will
design and conduct one phase of the training program at the CFI plant in Hollywood.
Economic considerations will be combined with availability of competent training per-
sonnel to govern the number and duration of on site trainirg compenents. We must be
judicinus so as not to interfere with the normal operations of consortium members. Yet,
there ave some sorts of training which definitely must be conducted on site and could not
be carricd out at the Consortium Training l.ahoratory. Each of these will be subsequently
described in detail.

Most training will occur in the Consortium Training Laboratory. Since its operation
will be integral to the proposed training program's success, a Jdescription of how it will
function and, indeed, why it is necessary will noi be provided.

A number of key staff members in the consortium have considerable experience in
training educational developers, both within the more common confines ¢f a university
setring as well as within mission oriented agencies such as regional educa.iona' labora-
tories. There are significant disadvantages in training developers in either of these set-
tings. To avoid these disadvantages we wish to establish a separate training laboratory
with its own special goals, namely, the preparation of educational developers and product
evaluators,

Training in the University. What are the problems of training individuals within a
University setting? The principal problem is that the university has had to devise mechan-
isms, administrative and otherwise, which are suitable for dealing with the diverse array
of educational programs carried on within the University., There are constraints, for
example, dealing with the modification of course content. Chanyes must be approved by
the properly designated faculty and administrative monitoring groups. In general, these
mechanisms are good, for they prevent curriculum abuses. Yet, they are most pertinent
for established disciplines where content stru.cture has becn rather well established.
For fields where content clarification is emerging, suchas s the case with respect to the
fields of product development and evaluation, these mechanisms prove cumbersome.
To illustrate, what if we wish our trainees to secure the skills provided in unly about one
fourth of a standard statistics course? Can we enroll them for 23 percent of the course?
Obviously not. There is a tendency under such circumstances for the faculty adviser to
Lign a student up for the whole course, rationalizing that the rest of the course (the
irrelevant 753 percent) will be "good for him.'" This correctly tllustrates the uifficulty
of tailormaking a tralning program for a new specialty within the university setting.
The real or somctimes imaginad barriers to particularization prevent one from design-
ing a truly relevant training sequence for new specialties.

This should not suggest that there areno particularly useful instructional experiences
avallable from the university which are just rightfor our program. Certain course offer-
ings, for example, UCLA'c Education 433A, Instructional Product Development, are
obvicusly on target. Yet, to conduct the major training on campus would not permit the
requisite flexibility for the training effort. We need a separate training site such as the
Consortiun. Training 1.aboratory.
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Training at 2 Regional Labcratory? What about conducting the training primarily at
the location where product development is taking place, for example, at a regiona? edu-
cational laboratory? Surely, since the chief mission of several regional lahoratories is
to produce producrs, then it would make sense to conduct rraining for developers ac
the place where development is occurring. But it is unwise to cavry out training at a
mission oriented regional laboratory. What appears to be an advantage is precisely the
deficiency which precludes the conduct of atrulyeffective training program. The primary
mission of the regional laboratory, namely, development, gets in the way of the training
of developers. Understandably, an institution set up to develop products will focus its
eneigy, its best staff, and its major funds, on developing products. Training of developers
is viewed as a luxury that may divert key resources from the primary mission.

This {ndictment is not based on idle speculation. An actual account of a staff training
effort at a USOE supported regional educational laboratory will be illustrative, During
1966 and 1967, shortly after its establishment, one regicnal {aboratory undertook an
ambitious program to train its development staff. Most of the peaple hired for the aew
laboratory were bright, but possessed classical educationa! research backgrounds and
precious little conversance with the development process. Detailed sets of product
developrient objectives were devised which reflected skills to be possessed by the com -
petent developer, test measures to assess each objective were prepared, sets of new
self-instructional materials to cover most objectives were written, 2 glossary of tech-
nical terms was produced, and series of related readings dealing with product developmeit
were idontified. These materials were coordinated so that a newly hired laboratory
employ=e would have to take a pretest covering the objectives, then be given a diagnostic
profile shaet indicating which self-instruction programs should be read in depth and which
could be completed in abstract form if his pretest performance had been sufficiently
high. At the conclusion of his study the new employee completed a post-test covering the
same objectives and once more was given a profile sheet showinz needed areas of
remediation.

The lab's staff training for its developers was working well. People wer 2 beginning
to use the same language in describing developmental tasks. Many of the recommended
cevelopment tactics were being employed. But the training took one whole week! Second
level laboratory administrators resented the fact that their tewly employed staff mem-
bers were spending a week on concerns other than development. Thus, in 1968 a gradual
erosion of the staff training program took place whereby staff training responsibility
wag given to the directors of administration sub-units. For a time some of rthese people
tried to carry on systematic training of their people, using the tests and self-instruction
materfals which had been prepared. As the months wore on, however, the intensity of
staff training degeneratzd to the point where it was sporadic at best and nonexistent for
the most part.

This actual account of an aborative attempt to train developers at a regional educa-
tional laboratory was not presented with a view to criticize any laboratory's leadership.
They succumbed to legitimate pressures for mission accomplishment. In such situations
training becomes a badly treated stepchild. And this abortive training effort occurred in
a particularly strong regional laboratory with extremely enlightened leadership, It
wasn't the laboratory's fault; it was in the nature of the mission orientation.

It is imperative, therefore, thattrainingoccurs wherethere is plenty of real devely.-
ment actively underway, but where the primary mission is to train developers and pro-
duct evaluators. This will be the situation at the Consortium Trajning I aboratory.

The Consoriium Training [.aboratory. I.ocated off campus but near enough to UCL.A
to draw upon the staff resources of that institution, the Consortium Training [.aboratory
will be the place where the bulk of training takes_place. A number of multiple office
facilities are available near UCLA at quite reasonable renral prices (circa 35 cents per
squate foot) for one year or longer lease arrangements (e of the “e locations with easy
access parking for visiting faculty from consortium ember staffs will be selected for
the 1.aboratory.
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There will be several interes:ing features cf the Laboratory. For cne thing, ! .ere
will be prcduct development activities underway at all times. But the princij -1 mi.ision
of the l.aboratory will be to instruct trainees, not prepare products. The Laboratocy will
prepare instructional materials in several media to bath provide realistic exporicnce
for trainees and, after two or three years, to produce ~2vente< through sales sr that the
training program can be partially self supporting. We. will produce materials, dealing
with the general field of evaluation at the outset, and sell these through a cciamercial
publisher on the basis of whatever USCE royalty policy is currently in ¢ffcct. 41 the
present, for example, half of the royaitizs earned from the sale of such n:at>:i«ls ci-uld
be returned tc the training program todetraycosts. Yet, in a choice between doing scnie-
thing that is good for the producte under development or good for the iraines under
preparation, we will always opt for the latter.

A second f‘ratcre of the laboratory will be its modutar nature. While jrc¢dict de-
velopment is nect, as some have prcpounded, a linear process, there are ci=ringuixhable
elements within that process. As far as possible these distinguishable elern eris will be
isolated not only with respect to their operation in the development of products, Lit also
as phases of the training sequence. By having each training and develepme .t €l nent
essentially separat2, we can introduce long-term and short-term trainees t the com-
petency they need at that time, not await the beginning of 2 complete new training 1 le.

Another feature of the [.aboratory is implied by its name, the Consortiur: iratning
Laboratory. We have not named it the Consortium Training Center or some comparabls
title which convevs the notion that it is here training wili take place. No, we wanted a
name that accurately suggests training will take place and be studied. We will be con-
stantly analyzing the efficacy of the training tactics we emplcy. As indicated earlier,
our results-orientation will permit the evaluation of cur training efforts. We wish to
evaluate the merits of many approaches to the “raining of developers and product
evaluators. Such comparative experimentarion will take place almost constantly within
the Laboratory.

A final noteworthy feature of the LLaboratory is that it will be staffed by an outstand-
ing group of instructors. The full-time and nart-time staff of th.e Laboratory will consist
of a uniquely qualified group of educationa1 developers. Not only will there be university
theorists and researchers, public school personnel with practical educational 2xperience,
but representatives of the agencies where educational development actually takes place,
e.g., American Tape Duplicators and Bailey Filn: Associates. The mix of these diverse
specialities, all with the common goal of producingtop quality developers and evaluators,
will make the l.aboratory by all odds a most stimulating center of intellectuai activity
regarding development and product evaluation. Results cf staff seminar deliberations,
training methods exgeriments, and related technological dvances wiit be distributed as
occasional papers of the trsining program.

In addition to the stz2ff members representing the various consortium unics, most of
whom will be participating in the operation of the Training Laboratory on a part-time
basis, we have assembled an outstanding collection of spccialists throughout the nation
who have, in response to a formal invitation, indicated their potential willingness to wcrk
with us in operating the training program. Most of their input will focus on the operation
of the Consortium [vaining I.aboratory where, quite likely, some will serve as visiting
instructors. A complete list of these individuals will be supplied later in this document.

Practicum. Beyond the numerous practicuin experiences which will te provided in
the Consortium Training I.aboratory, trainces will be provided with on-the-job super-
vised internships, particularly those trainees in the long-term sequences. Reasonably
long short-term trainees will also be given such opportunities. \We already have a fine
internship arrangement developed with SWRLl. Dr. Laurence Fish, Director of the
Northwest Regional I.aboratory has also indicated that he will welcome internship
assignments [n tbat institution. Dr. Harry Shoemaker of the American Telephone and
Telegraph Company, Inc. has also prormised the availability of internship assignmante.
The<e are only illustrative of the kinds of practicum assignments which will be required
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of all long-term trainees. Some will extend for only a month or so. Some will last a
half-year or longer depending on the trainec's measured competencies at the time and
upon the potential productivity of the practicum assignment. Individual judgment will
have to be made regardirg each of these assignments, of course. Hopefully, short-term
training sequences of a month or so will include at least brief practicum assignments
either within the consortium agencies themselves or in other urits, e.g., regional
laboratories, identified for that purpose.

The specific ingredients of the training sequences, both short-term and long-term,
will be given below under product development objectives.

Training Sequences for Product Evaluators

To a considerable extent there will be similarities between the sequences we will
provide to train product evaluators and product cdevelopers. While the similarities will
be briefly noted, tha major differences will be identified in this sectior. There will he
long- and short-term training sequences. The training will occur both on site at certain
consortium agencies, particularly within the Los Angeles County Schools, and at the
Consortium Training Laboratory. Training components will be modularized as much as
possible. We will call vpon an outstanding staff of visiting instructors to supplement
our regular training staff. Now, what about the differences?

Since the role of a product evaluator {s clearly different from that of a product de-
veloper, there wiil obviously be substantive differences in the competencies which we
shall promote for our trainees. In general, whereas the evaluative skills of the product
developer are related to formative evaluation, those of the product evaluator aie related
to summative evaluation. The product evaluator we have in mind will be an inrdividual
who can assist educators in reaching decisions regarding already developed educational
products, irrespective of whether they were developed by a rigorous resuits-oriented
technology or by a more intuitive author's-choice procedure. Thus, his skills will be
based on his abilities to appraise the other fellow's product, not improve his own. He
will have to be able to infer objectives for materials which do not possess them. He will
have to be ahle to secure learner poust-instruction performance data as well as other
pertinent information, e.g., costs, teacher reaciions to material, longevity of froducts,
etc., so that decision-makers can reach more prudent judgments regarding the miaterials
under consideration.

An instructional materials evaluation service. Inthe Consortium Training Laboratory
one somewhat unique activity would be the provision of a limited scope service for those
who wish assistance in the evaluation of instructional products. We will publicize the
existence of this service by the trafning program, and will charge reasonable fees for
the service to partially defray training costs. *’et, we will be extremely selective in
choosing such projects. This is not intended to be a major consulting service, tat rather,
to be analogous to the produ:t development artivity we shall engage in primarily to train
developers. Hence, we shall be conducting evaluations primarily to train product evalua-
tors in a real life setting.

As we shall see, certain components of both training programs will be taken by
trainees in each group. For example, training sequences dealing w.ih the development of
mreasures will be applicable for both groups whether the objectives were formulated by
the developer trainees ur inferred by the evaiuation trainzes.

The One Yeor Program
The year-long program in product development will be composed of changing in-
structional formats to suit various emphases during training. Of central {mportance is

the access traine2s will have to consortium staff. Provision will be made for weekly
sessions to allow tralnees and staff to express perceived needs for modifications. While
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substantively different, the general structure of the year-long program for evaluators
would be comparable.

During the opening weeks of training, each participant will undergo orientation i»
the procedures and attitudes deemed appropriate to development. The result of a pretest
cn informaticn-based objectives may permit the trainee to investigate more thcroughly
various rationales for trainiig, based upon guided selections from an exiensive bibli-
ography. The second phase of training wiil emphasize preliminary application of product
cevelopment procedures. Small teams of trainees, led by a staff nember, will engage in
practic2 in various developnient activities, e.g., specification, using simulated conditions.
Semi-weekly seminars will permit the reasoned interpretatin of difficulties which
trainees experience. A third phase of training would allow trainees to opt for various
specializati~ns on an internship basis, e.g., film raaking, television production, computer
managed in. .ruction. The outcomes of such specialized internships are intended to provide
the novice with only minimal competence. If ertended training were desired, arrange-
mants may be made on an individual basis. During Phase Tnree, trainees would continue
their relationship with the Consortium Training Laboratory staff by means of independent
development projects and seminars.

The fourth phase of training entails a heavy internship commitment by the trainee.
Internships will be arranged in participating agencies where adequate supervision is
available. In some cases, the Training l.aboratory starf would have to contribute tu the
supervisory capability of the institution in which the internship is located. Internships
would involve contractually agreed upon tasks for which the trainec would be accountable.

A fifth phase of the program would focus on develop nent of a criterion product by
which the traineces skills would be appraised. Trainces would select from alternative
topics and formulate, develop, test, revise, etc., a discrete instructional product. The
short-term effects of the training will be evaluated through examination of the completed
product and accompanying technical report.

Presented schematically, the year-long training program can be depicted as follows:

One Year Program in Product Development

EMPHASIS DOMINANT FORMAT DURATION

Phase 1 COrientation l.ecture-discussion; 1 month
information independent study

Phase I Controlled Team-based and individual 3 months
practice simulation; seminars

Phasc 1 Specialized At least 75% activity in produc~ 1 - 3 months
Training tion in areas of interest, e.g.,

television, computers, individual
development, seminars

Phase IV Internship integration into development 4 - 6 months
agency; responsinility for
specific tasks

I"hase V Fvaluation Independent development 4 - 6 wecks
of a criterion project

Short-Term Training Programs

A variety of short-term programs, from one week to one month in length are en-
visioned as appropriate for the training program. P’rograms may be specific to particular
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activities azesociated with deveiopment or evaluation programs, e.g., fie. testing, may
relaie t~ ianedia, or may be a telescoped version of the orien.ation inforu.ation pottinn of
trairing. They may also be directed to homogenerous trainee groups, e.g., state Title III
evaluators or editors in a publishing house. Particular agencies, for instance, American
Telephone and Telegraph, have displayed interest in such fraining for & raajor portion of
their develspment staffs,

Short-term programs, whether specialized in terms of development procedures or
media, or comprehensive and compressed, will be formulated as needs arise. The base
for such prograimns will generally be artfvl cumbinations of extant competences.

Graduate Degree-Related Pragrams

Doctorai Training. A doctoral degree may be secured 1s part of th¢ program pro-
vided certain criteria 2* e met:

1. The trainee is admiited to the UCL A Graduate School of Education. Admission
for graduate work requires a master's degree, 3 Graduate Recor¢ Examin-tion
score of approximately 1,200, a grade point average of 3.0 from a Class A
institution.

2. lhe trainee completes additional require:aents as stipulated in the programs ot
Instructional Product Research or Educational Evalvation, including coursa.-
work, qualifying examinations, and dissertation.

It is anticipated that such requirements would require app: oximately eighteen months
to complete. Sample, not exhaustive, competencies required for the complerion of the

doctorate in Instructional Product Research in addition to thosc specifically required for
the consortium training program are as follows:

Research
1. Ability to design experiments and evaluations, including:

a. adequate conceptualization of manipulated and demographic variables and/or
adequate description of program to be evaluated.

b. ad. aate production and validation of criterion instruments
c. appropriate selection and apglication of statistical procedure.
d. qualified interpretation ¢f results.

e. literate reporting of results.

Prerequisites would involve ability to analyze extant research in terms of dimen-
sjons a - e.

2. Ability to identify and ‘oimulate aiternative research apnroaches to problems
in development and instruction.

Development

1. Ability to identify aiternate procedures for each major development activity.

2. Ability to analyze the role of development in ed:.catfon with respect to basic
research in the disciplines, basic educational research, applied research,

dissemination and practice.
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3. 2bility to relate educational development ~rcblems to those faced in other
product devalopment fields, e.g., engineering, pnarmeaceuticals.

Such competencies are evaluated on written gualifying examinations. Course pat-
tern expected in product development is as follows:

Core Courses
210A Analysis of Educatioral Research

2108 Experimental Design in Educational Research
258A Problems in Instructior il Research

260 Seininar: Principles of Curriculum and Instrucciorn
267 Seminar: Educational Technology
418A Fundan:entals of Programmed instruction (or)

1419A Experimentition on Media of Cominunicaticn a: 1 Instruction
420A Principles of Curriculum and Instruction

420B Instructional Anatysis

4207 Evalvation of Curriculum and Iustruction

433A Instructiona! Product Development

kecommended electives (three courses required)

2i0C Experimental Design: Advanced Topics

211A The Measurement of Educaticrial Achizvement and .iptiwude

2118 Measurement in Education: Underlying Theory

212A Learning and %ducaion

21213 The Teaching of Concepis

212C The Teachirg of Problem-talving Abilities
(Within the Ed.D. a stude : might choose to emphasize product research
and evaluation techriques or produciion of materials. The necessity for a
minor would depend upen the candidate's background.)

Masters of Ar's Degree

Trainees may pursuc masters degrees provided they are admitted to the UCLA
Graduate School of Educaiion as above. They must compiete nine courses and a thesis,
but do not receive degrees strictly in product development or evaluation. Since the M.A.
program {s very flexible it would be possible to complete work for the masters degree
with approximately one quarter of additional work, Masters *heses may be results of
develepment ¢ffore,

Sanerol Conpeter-ies ior the Educctional Evaluation Doztora) Program ate as follows:

1. The stugent understands the use of evaluation und the nature and raticnale of

different evaluation strategles. This includes Identifying situations wrich require evalua~
ticn and the characteristics, attributes, similarities, imitatiuns, edvantages, and impli-
cations of alternative evaluation models (or theories) for different kinds of evaluation

problems.

2. The student understands the pature and ro'e of objectives. This includes identi-
fying objectives (or goals), explicating the consequences of them, transiating them into
behavioral terms when necessary, curapar.ng actual and intended outcomes, identifying
dic ~repancies between goals and outcomes, and recognizing the impact of unanticipated
outcomes.

3.  The student can identify and explain the major strengths, weaknesses, and im-
plications of various kinds of evaluation measures and other_information collection tech-
niques. This includes understaniing of and/or knowledge about issues such as validity,
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rel*ahbility, test construction philosophies and strategies (e.g., norm vs. criterion refer-
ence ), survey research lechniques, score reporting and interpretation procedures, kinds
of measures and data needed for different kinds of evaluation problems, and sources of
information about measures, data, and techniques.

4.  'The student can identify and explain the strengths, weaknesses, and implications
of different kinds of evaluation dasigns and analyticaltechniques. This includes determin-
ing the appropriateness of designs and methods for obtaining needed summary data for
different kinds of evaluation problems, such as evaluatinns of educational svstems, instruc-
tional programs, students, and non-pupil progra.s (e.g., TT ). This also ircludes
understanding statistical aad other inference technigue.. (¢ 7., computer simulation).

3. The student understands how to communic~te withdecision-makers and others in
order to implement evaluation designs and translate results obtained so that appropriate
actions can be taken. This ccmmunication requires understanding the interrelationships
among evaluator, decision-makers, and others involved in and affected by the evaluation.

6. The student can apply all the foregoing knowledge to actual and bypotlietical
evaluatisn problems. This involves describirg and carrying out 2ll the step-by-step pro-
cedures and techniques we would use, ircluding data collection, an2lysis, and communica-
tive procedures. Competencies are evaluated on written qualirying examination and in the
dissertation. Anticipated course requirement wili be selected from the following:

210 A Analyses of Educational Research

210 B I xperimental Design in Educational Resear:h

210 C  Experimental Design, Advanced Types

211 A Measurement of Educational Achieveiment and Aptitude
211 B Mensurement in Education: Underlying Thecry

420 ¢ Curriculum Evaluation

255 A Seminar in Zvaluation Theory

255 B Seminar in Evaluation and Decision-Making

259 Evaluation in Higher Education

Recommended Courses

433 A Instructional Product Development

420 A Curriculum

200 A Survey Researcn Methods

203 Philosophical Interpretations of the Hehavio: -1 Scicices

INSTRUCTIORAL OBJECTIVES AND MEASUXEMENT PROCEDURES

We iurn now to the specific goals of the training program. Since this program, if it
is funded, will be producing crucial educational practioners, for their influence on the
future may indeed be profound, we want to be inordinately careful about the kinds of
trainees we are producing. We will esctew prepzration practices which will psoduce ‘n-
dividuals irained only for today and not tomorrow. Instead, we will endeavor t3 produce
product developers and product evalua‘ors who can function wit great skill today, but
who will be ready to play a role in future develnpment and evaluation configurations not
yet anticipatable. In this vegard, we will be preparing trainees who possess (1) an
empirical orientatior. {(2) adaprability skills, and (3) specifiable competencies. The first
two of these three diniensions willbe nurtured in a general fashion throughout the training
program. We will attempt to become skiiled in assessing the attainment of these two
general goals, but will clearly be in a better position to assess specific competencies.
All three general goals, however, will guide our training efforts.

An Empirical Orienta*ion

Gagne’ (1969} writes of the "irreducible” characteristics desired oi an educational
fechnologist. These characteristics fall in three categories: values, knowledge, and
methodologies. Gagnc emphasizes that a central value for educational developers to hold
is the belief "in empirical evidence asasource of truth and a preferred basis for action.”
Glaser (1566) has noted that such empirically-oriented development parsonnel likely have
been trained as educational researchers and often act in both research and development
capacities.
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Adaptibilivs as o Desired Attribute

Kubn (1966) describes manpower lessons inferred from the stucy of management
problems in tte emerging nuclear power industry. His observations have great relevance
for instructural product development and product evaluation in their current pre-tech-
nology state. Kuhn proposes a framework within which one can assess manpover in
developing technologies. His assumption is thar requirements in the early stages of a
technology change in dramatic and in largely unpredictible ways. The flexibility oi the
Jeveloper along ary one of three dimensions is critical to his ultimate vsefulness in a
rapidly acceleradng field. Individuals with {lexibility along Kuhn's hypothesized first
axis demonstrate their ability to draw from diverse theories or experience to design
solutions to given problems. Such persons would correspona in role to those responsible
for prototype preparation in the product development cycle described. Individuals with
flexibility alonz a second axis might instead ke able to fulfill a given function in a wide
variety of problem areas. For instance, he would be able to prepare specifications in the
humanities as well as in the sciences, for pre-school lezrners or for college students.
Those who exhibic flexibiiity along a third dimension are most prized by Kuhn: "This
axis is parallel to the flow of technological developmeni; a man flexible in rhis direction
iz able to shift the - nter of his job conce:n as the emphasis of a technology progresses
from concept to may«2table product." These individuals are rare and are essential when
the functional distinctions among development stages are not discrete. Another factor is
that manpower requirements withininstitutions change. Inthe early stages of a technology,
most manpover will be concentrated on developing alternative designs. Later, as the
technology develops, individuals will be neeaed for prototyping, field testing, and imple -
mentation. Rather than idle or dismiss staff as the development focus shifts, agencies
can use the aeveloper with "paraliel flexibility" since he can alter his role as necessary.

If one accepts Kuhn's analysis, the next puzzle is how one identifies or trains indi-
viduals with such flexible predilections. One might veature tha! the training of ccncept
synthesizers, Kuhn's first type, may be most difficult. Training might, however, Le
reasonably provided to promote flexibility in the second and third dimension. Trainees
could be given experiences at either one or two stages and thus develop a functional
role, £ucih as test wiiter or revision maker. In training people to dernonstrate "'parallej
flexibility,"” opportunities would be given to supervise a varicty of projects from iritial
phases to completion.

The type of training needed is, of course, relevant to the organization of the devzlop-
ment institution. Qrgrajzatjions structured by functions would have greater need for
developers with practice in the second axis. Project centered organizations might better
use developers prepared to exhibit parallel flexibility,

Specific Competenciiz and Measurement Procedures

For ease of presentation we have coordinated the presen.ation of the instructional
objectives with the measuring devices used to assess the attainment of these objectives,
Further, these objectives and measurement procedures will be presented separately
for the two major training program emphases, itat is, product development and product
evaluation.

It is particularly important to note that the objectives to be presented in the re-
mainder of this section rrpresent terminal objectives rather than en route objectives
and it should not be inferred that en route objectives (and measures of their attainment)
will not be important in the training program. For instance, many of the objectives to
be presented belew describe the trainece's abilily to generate rertain kinds of material,
specifications, etc, For instance, the trainee may be called upon to produce a set of
instructional specifications which satisfy clearly explicated criteria. Now it is highly
likely that the trainee would first be calied upon to identify deficiencies in sample in-
structional specifications. That is, he would be presented .'ith real or fictitious sets of
instructional specifications and asked to identify the strengths and weaknesses within
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such documents. This kind of discrimination practice will, in general, precede most of
the objectives to be found in the following section. The point we wish to emiphasize is
that for parsimony we have not included a description of all of these en route objectives.
But they wouid certainly be included in the ‘raining program, for measuring trainees by
attainment of such objectives we could determine where modifications in our training
sejuences should be undertaken. It should a. ,obenoted that the higkest priority cbjectives
have been identified with an asterisk. The reader may wish to attend more carefully to
such objectives.

Product Development Objectives
At the close of identifiable segnients of the training program, the product develop-

ment trainee will be able to accomplish the following objectives:

Formulation

*1. Objective. To design and/or carry out a step-hy-step procedure to oe followed in
conducting an educaticnal needs assescment whereby instructional goals are selected
on the basis of systemalic consultation with reference groups representing the

community, the learner, and the subject discipline.

Measuremant Procedure,

A. Objectives will be 2ssessed by

i. Requiring trainees to write out a procedural description of hcw an
educational ne~ds assessment shoula be conducted, given real or fic-
titious data rcgarding the situation in wh.ch the needs assessment is
to be conducted,

2. Having trainees engage in actual conduct of an educational needs assess-
ment.

B. Criterion

1. Congruence of written description or actual operation with one or mure
recommended systems for implementing A goals-determination analysis,
e.g., after Popham (1969) or recommendations nf market survay con-
sultants to be employed by the consortium.

*2. Objective. To deslgn and/or carry out a market analysis in which competitive in-
structional products are jdentified and their external characteristics (e.g., cust,
time, requirements, needed entry behaviors) contrasted with those of an intended
product to be developed.

Measurement Proceduse.

A. Nbjective will be assessed by

1. Trainee's ability to describe procedures to be followed in conducting
such mirket analyses.

2. Trainee's identification of potentially competitlve products and their
characteristics given directions to locate all members of a class of
competitors, for exaniple, all self-instruction products purporting to
provide basic skills in geography for elementary school children

RIC 2s
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B. Criteria

1. Procedures must include consultation of all standard gources through
which extar.t products canbe identified, e.g., Herderschott’s Programmed

Instruction bibliographies.

2. Acrtual identification of nearly all, i.e., circa 90 rercent, major coni-
petiters. The competitive product 3 will have been prcviously identified
by exhaustive research on the part of consortium st2ff.,

3. Objective. Given several desired instructional objectives and comprencnsive infor-
mation regarding extant instructional products, the trairee will be able to generate
a defensible rationale for selecting a certain objective (or objectives) for which a
new instructional product(s) should be developed.

Measurement Procedure,

A. Objective will be assessed by supplying trainee with real or fictitious in-
formation and requiring the proparation of a written rationale starement
describing the selection of certain cbjectives.

B. Criterion

{. A jury technique will Le 2mployed to determine the cogency of the
reasons offered in the rationale statement.

Specification

4. Objective. To write operational statements of goals for instructional products.
These prodwts may range from brief, highly structured sequences to year-long,
highly complex instructional programs.

Measurement Procedure,

A. Objective will be assessed by

1. Providing general objectives for trainees tc convert to operational
statemen.s,

2. Inspecting objectives produced in criterion development project.
B. Criteria
1. Overt behavior or observable product of behavior must be described.
2. Statement of content to which behavior applied must be included.
*5. Objective. To specify criteria for Jjudging the adequacy of the learner's responses
to the product's objectives either by describing nccessary autributes which a con-
structed response must display or by estimating in a well-justified statement the

required quantitative criterion level, e.g., percent of problems correct.

Measurement Procedure,

A. Objective will be »ssessed by

! Providing operational goals with a variety of topics for which the
trainee must add criteria.
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Inspecting objectives produced by trainees in their criterion develop-
ment project.

B. Criteria

1.
2.

6. Objective,

Criteiia must be stated for cognitive or psychomotor objective,

Qualitative criteria must provide either rules or examples by which to
evaluate the adequacy of performance.

Qualitative criteria must project numerical levels which the trainee
justifies in terms of evidence that suppcrts the levels posted. Examples
of such evidence might be entrylevelsrequired for subsequent learning,
experts' esiimates of performance levels.

Either correct answers or rules for evaluating a range of responses
should be provided.

To write cperational statements of goals for instructional products

calling for higher cognitive processes (after Bloom, 1956} or generalization, {after
Mechner, 1966).

Measurement Procedure.

A, The objective will be assessed by

1.

2,

Requiring in test-like situations, trainees to produce objeciives calling
for higher cognitive or generalization behaviors.

Inspecting objectives produced for a criterion development task for
higher cognitive or generalization behaviors.

B. Criteria

1.

7. Objective.

Objectives must describe responzes which can be reliably categorized
by instructional experts as either comprehension, application, analysis,
synthesis or evaluation or as Instances of generalization.

Objectives must . .lude some qualificaticn regarding the nature of
the planned instructional sequence to assure that seemingly taxing
responses will not be inemorized during instruction.

Objectives must describe overt responsec or observable products
produc=d by students.

To prepare operational statements of goals for instructional products

invelving affective responses, either subject-matter approaching tendencies, e.g.,
preference for subject matter; socialization, e.g., refraining from interrupting peers;

or personal

devices.

development, e.g., self concept increase measured by appropriate

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievenient of the objective will be assessed by

ERIC
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Providinrg general topics, e.g., attitude toward school, whichthe trainee
must convert into affective geal staten:ents.

By inspecting objectives generated by trainees in a criterion develop-
ment project.
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B. Criteria
1. Obiectives must be operational.

2. Goals describe. must be in terms of volitional rather than assigred
actions of learners.

3.  On self-report devices, anonymity will be required.

4. Objectives may <cescribe feelings, opinions, value preferences of
learners.

5. It is anticipated that the majority of objectives will be classifiable at
level two (responding; or level three {valuing) of the taxonomy of edu-
cationsl objectives, Handbook 11 (Krathwhohl, e al., 1964).

6. Feasibility of achievement of objective will be used as an additional
cciterion. that is, the likelihood that given objectives may be achieved,
e.g., major personality modificauons are unlikzly, etc.

*8. Objective. Tou prepare operational statements of goals for instructional products
which adequately describe stimulus limits of objectives, so that a domain of content
is described from whichparticular instances for teaching and testing ".av be sampled.
{See Kriewall, 1969: Nitko, 1970; Hively, et al., '968; Sension, 1970).

Measurement Procedure,

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1. Providing test-like situations 'vhere trainees must preduce domain-
referenced objectives in their subject field of competence.

2. Inspecting objectives produced for their criterion deveiopment project.

B. Criterion

{. Objectives will be satisfactory which stipulate stimulus limits fer
responses. Such limits rmay be provided by (a) a rule which describes
content domain, e.g., all two digit addition rpoblems, any lyric poem
written by Keats oi Shelley; (b) by listing every element of the set of
content, e.g., to write analyses of To the T.ighthouse, Portrait of a
lady, Sister Carrie, My Antonia,

9. Objective, To make preliminary estimates regarding grovp performance levels for
a proposed product, €.g., 90 percent of the subjects, based upon 2 study of the achieve-
ment levels of current practice, if any.

Measurement Procedure.

A. The achievement of the objuctive will he assessed by

1. Requiring traineces to am=nd statements of operatic.al goals by adding
group performance levels and a justificaticn for their estimates.

2. Examining objectives produced for a criterion development project.

B. Criteria

1. Performance levels must either exceed documented achievement pro-
duced by current practice, substantially reduce cost, or achieve
addiiional objectives concomfitantly,

O
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2. Performance levels must clearly describe the proportior of the group
for which success is anticipated.

3. If success in proayduct goals is plarnel for less than 100% of the
students, a justification deccribing thc t:pes of students who are not
expected to succeed is required.

Behavior Anolysis

*10. Obi~rtive, Given operational statements of product goals, to generate sub-tasks
vpothiesized to be essential to the achievement of the termin:” task,

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement assessed by

1. Providing in a test-like ccutext sample wperctional objectives and
requiring trainees to write statement: of josited subordinated tasks.

2. Inspecting the analysis of objectives used in crirerion development
projects.

B. Criteria
i.  Subtasks must be stated in observable behaviors or products.

2, Tasks must bear logical relationship (as perc.uved by expert judycs)
to the terminal task.

3. Tasks for which no subordinate structure is procuced must be ac-
companied by an explanation and a statement of what coordinate tasks
<re posited.

11, Objective. To demonstrare ability tn classify sub-tasks according to procedures
developed by Gagné, including tasks which call for Stimulus-respunse lzarning

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

I. When given in a rest-like situation a set of tasks, the traince will mark
each of the tasks as one of Gagne's classification of learning (1970),
e.g., verbal chaining.

2. When asked to generate an objective in a test-like situation, the trainer
can properly test subordinate skills and label them according to Gagné's
scheme.

B. Criteri~n

1. At least two judges will agree on the classification produced by the
learner.

12. Objective. To demonstrate abjlity to classify sub-tasks according to procedures
described by Mechner, ircluding tasks which call for association, discrimination,
generalization.
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Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1. When given in a test-like situation a set of tasks, the trainee will mark
ecach of the tasks as one of Mechner's classification of learning, e.g.,
verbal chaining.

2.  When asked to generate an objective in a test-like situation, the trainer
can properly test subordinate skills and label them according to
Mechner's scheme.

B. Criterion

1. At least two judges will agree on the classification produced by the
learner.

13. Objective. To classify sub-tasks as either entry behaviors, skills possessed prior
to instruction, or en route objectives, objectives for which the product assumes in-
structional responsibi'ity, (see Baker, Gerlach, and Sullivan, 1968).

Measurement Procedure,
A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by:

] Requiring trainees to label each of identified subordinate tasks as
entry behaviors or en route objectives.

B. Criterion

1. A jury technique will be used to gauge the likelihood that the trainee's
discriminations represent reasonable assignments as entry or en route
behaviors.

*14. Objective. To present a statement of probable best sequence for sub-tasks, justifying
the task order on the basis of behavioral analysis according to Gagné, Bloom,
Mechner, etc., content structure, or some other reliable basis of analysis.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievemeni of the objective will be assessed by

1. Presenting trainees with a set of subtasks which they are directed to
sequence. They raust provide a written justification for any sequence
they propose.

2. Inspecting sequence projected for subtasks in a criterjon development
project.

B. Criterion

1. Justification must depend upon at least on2 of the following: use of
behavioral analyses structure suggest.d by Gagné, M| chner, or Bloom,
statements by subject matter, experts on contehit s.ructure, experi-
mental data relating to possibl? sequence alternatives.

5. Objectiv:. Yo produce a pre-instruction test which assesses behavior stipulated in
terminal oujectives, en route objectives and entry behaviors.

O
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Measurement Procedure.

A.  Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1. In a test-like situation, asking trainee to produce a test which mea-
sures tentative terminal, entry and en route tasks.

2. Inspecting the criterion project for evidence of a pre-instruction list.

B. Criteria

1. Test items must be judged by independent analysts to measure stated
tasks.

2. Explicit criteria for judging responses should be included.
3. Test directions should be provided.
4. 1l anguage should be appropriate to learner.

5. Test length must be reasonable for age level of learner. Procedures
for item/person matrix sampling should be used wheie test fatigue
is a factor.

6. If matrix samfling is used, alternate test forms must assess related
tasks, i.e., tasks hypothesized to form a learning structure.

*16. Objective. Given sets of hypothetical or actual data from pre-instruction testing,
to identify objectives which should be discarded, objectives which need revision,
and objectives to be included in the product.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

i. Identifying, when given hypothetical data in a test-like situation, whi-h
objective should be revised, included, or discarded.

2. Making revisions of his objectives in his own criterion project based
upon pretest data.

. Criteria

1. Derision to discard objective will be based on high achievement levels
of uninstructed groups.

Decision to reduce criterion levels, either qualitative or quantitive
will be justified by a written discussion of serious and unanticipated
deficiencies in learner performarce on entry sk'lls.

o

3. Decision to modify objectives must be explicated on the basis of (a)
achievement of en route objectives (b) new information or concep-
tualization of the tasks based upon pretersting.

17. Objective. Given sets of hypothetical or actual data from pre-instruction testing,
to determine if the pattern of response to posited terininal, en route and entry
skills confirms ussumptions of dependence, that is, learning structure, (see Gagné
and Paradise, 1961).

O
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Measurement Procedure.
A. Achievenient of the objective will be assessed by

1.  Trainees will be presented with data arrayed by success and failures
for each of a set of tasks. Trainees will be asked to identify which
tasks, if any, appear to be dependent upon other tasks. Trainees will
formulate their conclusions into statements of learning structures.

2. Given the task to verify hypothesized structure, i.e., dependeice
among objectives, student will prepare from data he has gathered for
his criterion project, a chart in which learners successes and failure
by task are displayed. He will proceed as in the previous point.

B. Criteria

1. Judged likelihood that the trainee's selection of a learning stricture
is irjeed task analytically defensible according to a priori judgments.

2. Empirical tryout of trainee's structures.

Prototype Development

*18. Objective. Given a description of constraints (Geis, 1970, Shoemaker, 1970), such
as probable context of use, costs of competing products, computer availability,

intended life span of product under development, and performance specification to
produce at least two alternate plans for prototype of products which adhere to the
given limits.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed by

1. Requiring the trainee to producz alternative plans for product proto-
types in a siinulated exercise,

2. Inspecting the alternate protctypes considered in the trainee's terminal
development task, e.g., computer assisted instruction or computer
managed instruction,

B. Criterion

1. Judged consonance of alternative prototypes with given constraints, ete.

*19, Objective. Given a set of performance specifications, to develop a detajled instruc-
tional plan which includes reliance on some of the following instructionsl princir‘es:
direct practice, prompting, knowledge of results, use of advance organizers, m: -

magenic procedures, etc.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement will be assessed by

1. Acking the trainee to illustrate the use of specificallv given inst
tional principles given at least three different sets of specificat ...
in a test-like situation.

2. Asking the trainee, when given at least two alternate sets of specifica-
tions, to select one and develop an instructional sequence er-pleying
those instructional principles he deems suitable.
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3. Inapecting the instructional plans the rrainee provides in his criterion
development situation.

B. Criteria

1. Principles shou'd be illustrated in the instruction, not named.

2. Description of activity should be in sufficient detail to permit kauwl-
edgeable readers to identify principles.

3. If principles are used which may be freely interpreted by the developer,
e.g., reinforcement, contiguity, social motivation, the developer must
present a justification of the particular stimulis selected, e.g., to
explain the evidence or basis which guided the form of reinforcement

employed in instruction.

20. Objective. Given segments of products to state which of a given set of instructional
principles are included.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Objectives will be assessed by

1. Priving the trainee with descriptions or sample segments of instruc-
tional programs, and a list of principles and asking them to indicate
which, if any, are being employed.

2. Providing the trainee with sample segments of instructional programs,
and asking them to name principles employed.

B. Criteria

1. Al instructional principles included in the segments must be named.

2. For assessment of A 1 above, principles licted but not actually included
in the program segments should not be selected.

*21. Objective. Tou be able to write a justification for the selcciion for certain media on
the basis of i{nstructional principles, e.g., npportunity .o practice, and logical rela-
tionship of task to media capacity, e.g., necessity for color or motior, (see L.umsdaine,
1963).

Measurenent Procedure.

A. Objective will pe assessed by

1. Asking tre trainee when given a statement of intended product goals
and alternate selections of media or combinations of media, to iden-
tify the media characteristics logically related to the stated geals.

2. Inspecting decisicns made in the prospectus or the ~riterion develop-
ment project.

B. Criteria

1. Stringent justifications ate required for media selection, cstimating
relationship of cost to anticipated benefit, e.g., ccnsumnability, life-
span of product, particular capacities of media which has instructional

applicabiiity.
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2. The highly selective use of experimental data comparing media effects
may be included in the justificaticn, if qualifications regarding lack of
genrralizability of results are stated and particular attributes of the
topics. programs and subjects used in the cited evidence are identified.

*9, Objective. To prepare complete instructionsl produrts, as well as segments of such
products, which include selected instructional principles.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of tiie objective will be assessed by

1. Inspecting segments of and completed products trainees produce under
simulation conditiuns.

2. Inspecting product for criterion development situation.

B. Criterion

1. All instructional principles included in the segments must be present
to the satisfaction of staff judges.

23. QObjective. To describe procedures for the majarity of the pleoned instruction which
are reproducible; if teacher-mediated products are propesed, to provide a written
plan for determining the reproduribility of the instructional events and the variability

tolerances bewween classrooms anticipated.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by
1. Inspecting segments of products designed in simulated situations.

2. Iuspecting actual product generated in criterion development project.

B. Criterion

1. Reproducibility is defined as anticipated 1epllcable insfructional events
(see LLumsdaine, 1964).

*24. QObjective. Tr design short-term experiments to provide usable data to aid in
selecting among instructional alternatives, e.g., response mode.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Otjectives will be assessed by

1. Providing the learner with given instructional problems and a choice
among variables to manipulate, and requiring her to design an experi-
ment for the purpose of gaining information.

2. Providing the trajnee wirt instructional problems where he has to
identify the variables mc .. useful to consider and tco design an experi-
ment to aid instructional decision-making.

B. Criteria

1  Variable selected or identified in cither A 1-2 above will be mani-
pulable.
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Prototype Tryout

25. Objective,

and descriptions of subjects, conditions of tryout, justification for segment selected
to be tryout, categories of data to be obtained and plan for reporting the results nf

the iryout.

Levels of the variable will be ¢xplicitly defined.

If media are selected for cxperimental comparison, repor. must
limit the generalizability of the findings; cost differentials must also
be computed as part of the criterion measures.

Criterion measures must be criterion-referenced.

Time intended for experiment must ke modest, but of a duration which
the experimenter can justify as permitting sufficient opportunity for

treatment effects to be shown,

Sample size necessary to show desired efiects must be experimentally
determined (See Hays, 1953, p. 204).

Experiments should be conducted only in those sitvations where pro-
gram performance is sufficiently deficient to permit the experimental
effects to be shown; that is, products which result in performance of
80% or more should probably not be vehicles for experimentation
unless particular sub-populations of learners consistently experiencing
difficulty are selected as the subjects of the experiment.

To prepare a hypotheticzl plan for prototype tryout including numbers

Measurement Procedure.

2.,

B.

Objective will be assessed by

1.

Providing trainees with a tharough description of a product prototype,
and asking them to plan a tryout.

Inspecting the prototype test plan used in the criterion development
task.

Criteria

1.

Selection of sample for tryout must be related to population for which
the product is intended; it cannot be based on an "available subjects"

mentality.

Segments sclected for tryout must be justified in terms of the par-
ticular classes of information the developer whishes. They should
represent major instructional strategies and should provide sufficient
time for an adequate sample of various activities to be obtained.

Plan should include forms for recording the categories of data of
interest to the developer anmiong the following: (a) response data to
program stimuli; (b) latencies for response data (unobtrusively ob-
tained); (c) craterion performance; (d) tiine to criterion; {c) inter-
active responses with learners; (f) observation of learners responses
for signs of confusion, boredom, etc.: (g) observation of program
rrocedures, i.e., the extent to which the program operates as intended,
tncluding particular attributes which the developer will attend; (h} affec-

tive reports,
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*26.

Objective. To be able to conduct prototype testing sessions under conditions which

rall for the reliable accumulation of some of the following calsses of data: (a)
response data to stimuli within .he product; (b) latencies for response data; (¢) cri-
terion performance; (d) timie to criterion; (e} interactive responses with learners;
(f} observation of learners responses for signs of boredom, confusion, etc.: (g)
observation of program procedures. i.e., the extant to which the prograin operates
as intended.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed by

1. Presenting a videctaped sequence of arn instrustional tryout to the
trainee and asking him to collect the data specified.

2. Observing that the data he intended to collect and the type of data
actually collected in the prototype trials are in agreement.

B. Criteria

1. Trainees will be able to prepare and if necessary, pre-try forms
which can be used for the reliable recording of data.

2. In measurement A 1 above, all instances of the data required will be
recorded by the trainee.

3. Anecdotal and subjective as well as quantitative and objective data
will be collected.

27. Objective. To be able to display prototype tryout data in arrays of special use to

28.

development personnel, e.g., responses arrayed by stimulus, e.g., frame criterion
test item and/or objective: lists of incorrect answers produced or selected, or-
ganization of responses by instructional medium, e.g., errors attributed to instruc-
tion by tapes, by teacher, by booklets.

Measuremen. Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed by

1. Providing the learner with hypothetical or real data obtained in proto-
type or product tryout, and asking him to suinmarize the data according
to specified dimensions.

2. Insp:zcting the report of tryouts conducted in association with the
trainee's criterion development project.

B. Criteria

1. All discrete dimensions for organizing data, if pertinent ts revision,
will be included.

2. Mata which may be attributed to combinations of pro3r 112 compcnents
will be so indicaced.

Objective. Given sets of hypothetical or actual data from prototype test, and
sample instructional segments, to suggest explanations tor obtained data, e.g., sub-
ordinate task is miscing, irrelevant information is included (sce Gagn€ and Paradise,
1961: Silberman, et al., 1964).
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Mezsurement Procedure.

A.

Objective will be measured by

1. Providing simulated data displays, objectives and instructional seg-
ments and asking students to justify why a particular hypothesis, e.g.,
irrelevant infermation is interfering, is or is not plausible.

2. Providing simulated data displays, objectives and instructional seg-
ments and, asking trainees to suggest and justify plausible alternative
hypotheses to explain the data.

3. Inspecting hypotheses ventured and justified in the trainee's criterion
development task.

Criteria

1. Explanations should center upon instructional dimensions, i.e., learning
principles and teacher-mediation problems. Hypotieses related to
media changes will have to be firmly supported.

2. Different alternatives will be used to explain situations where en route
objective achievement is high but criterion performance is low from
cases where both en route and criterion performance are low.

3. Trainee. will attend and relate in their discussion the relationship
between cognitive and affective indicators.

4. In cases where criterion performance is satisfactory, alternatives to

*29. Objective.
inputs:

(a)
(b
(c)
(d)
(e)
)

shorten, or otherwise reduce tie cost of instruction should be con-
sidered.

To revise prototype of products taking explicit account of the following

response and criterion data on cognitive goals

attitude indicators, both by observation and self-report

subject matter critics’ coinments

real world teachi.s' criticisms

learners' comments to test supervisor

literary or aesthetic judgments of style, e.g., rhetoric, camera angle

Measurement Procedire.

A.

Cbjective will be assessed by

1.

Presenting trainees with instructional segments, data, and objectives
and asxing them to revise consistent with the above dimens’ons,

2. Inspecting the revisions made in thefr criterion development project.
Criteria

I. .fudges must agree that revisions are consonant with da*a provided.
2. Where the trainee wishes tc ignore criticisms in revision provided by

us rs, subject matter critics, or media specialists, he must do so
explicitly, explaining why ke did not take account of selected criticisms.
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(€]

30. Objective.
empirical

To rl.2 extent that he can, the trainee will be guided by the principle of
cconomy ;n his revisions; he will never increase the overall instruc-
tiunal time by more than 20% as a function of a single tiial-revision

combination.

To indicate either in writing or in an intexrview the revisions implied by

tryout, in terms of product goals, expected criterion leveis, instructional

sequencing, tea~her variability, if pertinent, principles of instruction used, cost,
product format, content population for which product was intended.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Objective will be measured by

1.

2.

Presenting the learner with a simulated product to revise, and acking
him to prepare a revision plan.

Inspecting the criterion development product produced by the trainee.

B. Cruceria

1.

31. Objective.

Papers must include explicit reference to each of the points in the
above objective.

Revision plan must be articulated; that is, how wili revisions be planred
to take place, what principles will be emphasized, etc.

To produce a coordinazing planfor diverse elements of a complex instruc-

tional program, e.g., films, lesson workbooks, computer manageinent procedures,
including a schedule which integrates these into the user period permitted.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed hy

L.

Presenting trainee with multiple-component programs to sequence and
a given instructional time and organizational format, e.g., large group
fnstruction, and requiring the student to produce a schedule which
integrates all con:ponents.

3. In a prospectus for a complex program asking trainees to provide
such scledvles.
B. Criteria
1. A schedule must include all components provided.
2. When more than one component is to be used during a single instruc-
tional period, e.g., class, the order of use must be given.
3. In al) -ases, anticipated time necessary to use any segment should be

32. Objective.

estimated.

To produce a statement of staff allocation estimates, including required

Tac%s, wman-hours necessary, and job qualifications of persocarel for a complex
development project.
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Measurement Procedure.

A.  Oljective will be assessed by

1. In a prospectus asking students to provide such management estimates.
B. Criteria

1. Job qualifications will be explicitly stated in terms of farticular skills.

Man-hours vill be analyzed by job classilication involved, e.g., 40
hours for research assistant.

(]

3. Tasks will be stated both in terms of outcomes desired, e.g., an
improved instructional program, but in terms of requisite interim
activities, e.g., conduct prototype test session.

33. Objective. To be able to plan sesslons to provide in-service training for ci-workers
in selected development skills.

Measureinent Procedure,

A. Objective will be assessed by

1. Asking the trainee to prepare a plan for a short training workshop on
genera. devalopment skills.

2. Asking the trainee to choose among the development activities, e.g.,

specification, revision, and to plan a short two-day training program
on the topic.

B. Criteria

1. instructional plans must include specific objectives, plan for criterion
measures, opportunity for trainees 1o practice desired skills.

2. Scope of training must be commensurate with alloted time,

*34. Objective. To be able to prepare a detailed prospectus for a major instructional
proeduct.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed by

1. Requiring trainee during the latter phases of his program tn submit a
prospectus for a major instructional product in his area of com-

petence.
B. Criteria
1. The following major developinent activities should be included:

{a) fo-mulation

(b) specification

(c) objectives analysis

() test development and tryout
(e) prototype developiment

(f) tryout and revisjon

‘g) develoyment management
(h) field test

ERIC ¥ 89
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2.

11.

35. Objective.

Activities such as formulation and specification should be fully ex-
panded. Justification for product must be provided. Procedures for the
solicitation of review of formulation and specification mustbe provided.
Objectives must include a consideration affective outcomes.

Sample analysis of a complex objective is required.

Basis for initial media selection, including print, must be provided.

Description should be provided of subjects, numbers, conditions, under
which prototypes are to be tested.

Types of data relevant for revision should be included.
Basis for evaluation should be described.
Sample test items should be included.

Estimation need for teacher training, user orientation, etc., should
be included.

To include a planned schedule of events for activities inclu'c.i in the
prospectus.

To prepare detailed forms for use in soliciting e fernal review, e.g.,

users, subject matter experts, to obiain critiques following spucifications, proto-
type development, etc.

Measuremert Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed by

1.

2.

Presenting classes of information desired at various points, e.g., in-
formation for external review by users to trainees and requiring that
they prepare forms which solicit such information.

Inspecting forms produced for the criterion development produc:.

B. Criteria

1.
2.

4.

5.

Product Assessment

Both selected and constructed responses may be solicited.

I.anguage of form should be easily comprehensible to respondents,
i.e., technocratese is not permissible,

If preferences are solicited the form must provide anchor referents,
i.e., preferred to what?

Scaling decision must be justificd.

Form must be brief.

In addition to the foregoing competencies, trainees would be expected to achieve
certain objectives associated with how one evaluates a completed product, or at least an
early version of such product. Accordingly, the follcwing objactives from the set pre-
pared for product evaluators would also be sought fur the product developers: Numbers

3,4,7, 8, and 9.

10
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Competencies for the Practicum Experience for Product Developers

The following competencies apply parcicularly to the practicum phase of our trajuing
efforts for produ-t developers:

I. Yocobulary Comprehension

The necessity for skillful comimunication, both in terms of being 2ble to express
oneself effectively anc to understand accurately communications from others, is
critical for the future product developer. The trainee should be able to eipress
himself to others using non-technical words in a fairly precise fashion and yet the
trainee should urderstand both oral znd written communication of a tectnical and
slang nature in each of scveral fields.

A.  Competency

The trainze will identify the meaning of key technical terms in fields related
to educational product development by selecting the correct synonym of the
term, one of the referents of the term, or an appropriate inference of the
terrn as used in a sentence or paragraph.

B. Test Generating Procedure

For cach of the agencies, prepare a list of 50 tn 200 vords which constitute
the key terms for procduct development to understand. Have the list reviewed
with deletions and =dditions by persons in the agencies who are recogrized as
~apable judges. Make up a glossary of this list for each agency, containing
between 200 and 500 words (this glossary migit be used by the irainee for study
purposes). Using a sampling procadure stratified by agencies, prepare a list
of words to be used on the criterion test, the number being ten percent of the
total 1ist.

1. For half of the terms selected, ptrepare a vocabulary of multiple-choice
items in which the word by itself appears in the stem. The five alternatives
will constitute either synonyms for the word or characteristics (physical
attributes, tunctions, or relationships).

2. For the other half of the list of words selected, incorporate them nto a
sentence or a paragrapi. Then pose multiple-choice questions which require
the trainee to identify an appropriate restatement of the sentence or a
logical inference from the sentence.

C. See Sample Test Items

Sample Test ltems for Vocobulury Comprehension
A, Words
Part of this test could consist of single word stems.

A gaffer is concerned with:

l. sound
*2. lighting
3. script
4. art work
5. film processing

8. CSentences and Paragraphs

Instead of simply presenting a single word in the test-item stein, the term could
be incorporated into a sentence:
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SAMPLE 1
"Emeryville High School has introduced the pontoon system in tenth grade History
and English." From this statement you could infer that in the tenth grade at Emery-

vilie High:

. English is & prerequisitc to history.

Classes in these subjects have been reduced in size.

Several tracks, for different ability levels, have been established.

All teachers of these subjects meet regulariy as a small group to plan

their units.

Rl ads A

*5.  For many students, classes in English and History are scheduled one right

after the other each day.

SAMPLE 2
During the shooting of a scene for an educational film, you hear someone say,

"We need a gobo.'" You may infer that:

1. The camera needs a zoom lens.

2. ie sound equipment isn't v orking.
*3, The lighting is too intense.

4. A change in background is desirable.

5, Someone is needed to move the props.

Technical Information About Produztion

A good product developer must have a certain level of information about an educa-
tional product in terms of techuical procedures within an agency. Although this in-
formation is only at an introductory level, it should enable the trainee to relate
effectively to many persons with whom he will cooperate in product developraent in
the field. This technical background will require vocabulary treated in the previous

section.

A.

Competency

When presented with a major technical task of physically producing the printed
material, ihe artwork, the film, or the sound recording, the trainee will identify
pricedures most likely to be effective. A major technical task refers to a part
of the production process so central that product developers must be able to
describe the procedures invelved: without such information, the trainees will
be demonstrabiy less efiective in ihe design and collaborative roles in material
production.

Test Generating Procedures

Select two judges to prepare a list of major techuical tasks as defined above,
one judge being a technician with considerable experience in the field, the other
a product developer. Randomly select five of these tasks for the criterion test.
For each task pose a problem within the realistic operations of the company
(e.g., a sales repcrt, a memo from the company president, a complaint from a
user, a staff review). Present the problem in a paragraph followed hy one or
more multiple-choijce items which require the selection of (i) the best state-
ment of what the problem is or (2, the best procedure to adopt. Both judges
must agree that the item in final form meets the criterion posed above.

Sample Test Itew

See ltem No. 2 under Sample Test for Competency 3.
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Information About Use of Products

As a result of his internship experiences, the trainee should have an intimate
knowledge of the eetting and the probiems in which instructional products might be
used, He will have an adequate opportunity to learn about the decisions which must
be made before instructional products are ever put to use. He must understand the
corditions under which products are used in an educational setting be it a classroor
or on the job training situation. Such information should esuip him to plan and re-
vise more realistically in his product development work.

A.

Conipetency

1. When shown a training problem in a particular user setting (home, school,
industry, or government) calling for the use of an iustructional prodguct,
the trainee will describe the nature of the dicisions to be made by an
agency in seeking and selecting a product, the criteria used in making such
decisions, and the fa:ilitating and constraining conditions under which the
product is likely to be used.

2. When presented with a completed instructional product, or a plan for the
creation of a product, the trainee will identify needed revisions, if any,
necessary for ultimate adoption and optimum use of the product; in order
to show why the revision is necessary, he will describe the characteristics
of the setting to indicate why the product is likely to be rejected for adop-
tion or why the product will fail to bring about expected outcomes.

Test Generating Procedures

For each kind of agency in which products might be used, formulate a list of
the decisions to be made by the agency in adopting or continuing the use of the
product. For each decision list the criteria (the kind of considerations used in
making the decision) which will probably be used by the decision agent. For
each agency list the conditions under which the product will be used which must
result in constraints upon the product and which offer promising alternatives
for imoroved product use.

o)

dvarmnla far CSohant €
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Decisions to approve or continue products are made by the School Board,
superintendent, principal, curriculum supervisor, or teacher depending on the
scope and cost involved in the change.

Criteria for administrative decisions inclule questions of public relations
(the public's reaction toward the decision), ccst of the product, administrative
cost, schedules and space constraints, amount of teacher training required,
and teacher reactions. Teachers criteria emphasize appropriate and significant
teacher's rcle (neither a purely mechanical, clerical one, nor a threatening
overly-difficult role), value of the outcomes, provision for {ndividual differences,
70 increase in teacher load, reasonable amount of change in schedule and class-
room procedures, and expectations about accountability.

Conditions of use include group settings, restricted space, competing
demands for other curriculum activities, possible group facilitation (through
use of tutors), logistic constraints of material and equipment storage (when
not in use), and possible use of parents or community personnel for home or
school assistance.

1. To develop measures of Compctency (1) above, develop a number of essay
questions as follows:

13
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Formulate a s:t of criteria by which situations in home, school, in-
dustry, or government may be identified where the most critical needs
for products exist.

Using these criteria, formulate a variety of situations where a demand
for a product is explicitly or implicitly indicated.

In the first part of each essay question, describe in sufficient detajl
one of these situations to make it an example typical of a large number
of situations which might be encountered.

In the second part of the question, pose one or more of the following
kinds of questions:

(1) What individuals are likely to make decisions about this need for
products?

(2) What are the important criteria which will be used in making these
decisions if a product is involved?

(3) If a product is developed to meetthis need, what will be the features
of the instructional situation which will force constraints upon the
way the product is designed or presented? What are the options
which the product developer might have in designing the product for
this situation?

The scoring system for the answers should pay particular attention to
the way in which the trainee identifies the practical factors of adoprion
and usge of the product in relation to the list of decisions, criteria, and
conditions previously prepared a.: indicated above.

In creating measures of Competency (2) above, develop a number of essay
questions as follows:

a.

Create a list of the features of products which are likeiy to constitute
a deficiency cither because the product would never be adopted for use
or because it is unlikely that it can be put to use under typical educa-
tional or training conditions.

Formulate a description of a product (preferably an existing one) in
which one or more of the above deficiencies is present.

Include this description, as the first part of the essay question, along
with an actual sample of the product {including the manual or cther
orfentation materials).

In the latter part of the question, ask the student to identify the changes
needed in the product, if any. Ask him also to show the basis for his
decision in terms of the field conditions in which the product might
be used.

Score answers as in Competency 1 stressing, of course, the relation-
ship between the product features and the list previously prepared.

For the section dealing with a plan for the creation of a product, adapt the
above procedure as follows:

a.

Formulate a description of a plan for the development of a product in
which inadequate provision has been made toguardagainst the deficien-
cles in the previous list,

Ask the trainee to identify the missing or inappropriate steps in this
plan and to indicate why his proposed revisions are necessary.
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Sampie Te t "tem

You are employed as a product developer by a publishing company. You have just
received the following memo from the assistant editor. The note is accompanied by a
draft in manuscript for.n about two paragraphs .ong as indicated.

Memo To: Product Developer Smith
From: Assistant Editor Jones

‘"Please review the enclosed draft of a section of the teacher's manual
for our Kindergarten Learning to Think Program. Send your comments
for possible revision to me. It isn't necessary to rewrite the stuff. Just
let me know what you think about it,"

Teacher’'s Manual Poge §
Learning ta Think DRAFT

The Learning to Think Program provides a highly replicable
method of attaining the behavioral goals of the unit. In repeaied
tests, where all sources of variability were brought under a
high degree of control, the performance of children in the
specified population has consistently met the 90-90 criterion
on the post-test.

One excellent feature of the program, therefore, is the way
in which the administration of the unit has been brought under
a rigorous level of contrel. All communicationsof the teacher
are carefully standardized in terms of bothwording and timing.
Children's responses to each verbal stimulus are recorded in
the workbook and giver immec.ate reinforcement. It is this
high degren of control over the classroom setting which pro-
vides a major advantage in efficient production of the specified
performance. The teacher is neverleft indoubt as to what to do.

Send your reply to the memo by writing alout 30 word..

Scoring key:
1. T:chnical level of presentation too high for teachers........... 2 points
2. Flavor of control too repulsive forteazhers. .« v v v v v v v .. 2 points
3. Implied role for teacher i{s a mechanical one ... .. v +ev..e. 2points
4.  Workbooks seen as the major instructional activity ............ 2 points
5. General style and presentationof thereply .. ............... 2points

Total 10 points
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IV. Proceduro! Informotion Invelving Personael

A good product developer or evaluator should know a lot about how and where de-
cisions are made in various industries concerned with instructional products. He
needs to know a lot of factual information about how such an industry operates.
An information type test could be developed to see how well the trainee had learned
to find his way around.

A. Campetency

When presented with the problem of product development involving other per-
sonnel for decisions or services, the trainee will indicate who should be con-
tacted and the nature of the contact.

B. Test Generating Procedure

Make a list of the points in the development of products where other persons
will need to b2 contacted, (1) within a particular organjzation concerred with
precdact development or (2) with individuals outside the organization. For each
test iters, present the trainec with a description of a project involving the de-
velopment of a product. At a given point describe a problem which involves a
necessary contact with other persons (although this latter point is not indicated).
The trainees response is scored in terms of the adequacy with which he iden-
tifies perso..- whose judgments, services, or dccisions are necessary and the
adequacy with which he makes it clear why these are important.

You are ready to have materials tried out with a group of typical third graders for
an instructional program. Unfortunately, it is in the middle of July and no private or
public schools a2re in session. How will you proce 'd to get subjects? The try-out will
take about two wevks with six children.

1. Contact the school principal in the neighborhood to see if enovgh school
children might be recruited.

2. FEnlist the cooperation of your fellow employees ir "rounding up" their
own children if they are in the third grade.

3. The Episcopal Church has a two-week church schoc) going so contact the
rector.

*4.  Make an appointment tp see the director of the day care centers, under the
supervision of the scheals,

5. Talk to a tkird grade teacher to see if she can get sorie of the chiidren in
her last vear's class togetr.er.

Y. Cummunicat-.n with Agency Personnel

An important aspect of product development is the ability to comniunicate within
the atmosphere of many agencies. Trainees frequently have lad social contacts
limited to academia and are inept in dealing with perscnnel in the industrial world,
¥For this competency an adequate vocabulary, comprehension of words, sentences
and paragvaphs, as mentiened earlier is clearly required. But mure is involved:
one must be avle to pick up the nuances of meaning and feeling informally expressed
in a conversation, a mcmo, or letter. While the following procedure, proposed as
a way of defining this outcome, involves only “listening comprehension," it is
assumed that trajnees will also be ahle to express themseives as neccssary.
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A

Competency

The trainee will identify the affective as well as cognitive meaning expressed
informally in a communicaticn relating to product development.

Test Generating I'rocedure

Ideurify the kinds of situations where comment carrying an important approach-
avoidance implications is present, where twu co-itions are met: the situation
is one likely to be encountered by a product . eveloper, and the appropriate
interpretation will facilitate further relationships in the arganization.

Select several of these situations and for each one prepare either a (1) dialogue
between two persons where the conversation deals with product development, or
(2) a written message in the form of a memo or letter which might be received

by a product developer.

Examples of Dialogue Setiings

1. Two school people (a curriculum supervisor and a teacher) discussing
flexibie scheduling, modules, and the platoon system.

2. Two television personrel, cne a program director and the other a tech-
nician, talking about changes needed in taping a program,

3. A film production manager discusses with a photographer his evciuation
of a strip film.

4. A training director for an atrcraft company and a plant manager are
discussing a new in-service training program heing prepared,

Examples of Written Message

1. A message from the head of production services asking for a go-ahead with
a printing job but indicating that he has serious reservations about certain
technical aspects of the assignment, 2 reservation which is implicitly
expressed but should be noted by the trainee.

2. A copy of a formal letter by the president of the comnpany presumably
"backing up" the product developer's plans but in realiiy showing con-
siderable doubt about the value of the preduct

3. A note from the supervisor giving a tentative agenda for a in.eeting to
assess progress on the . oduct. The items o casually listed reflect the
supervisor's own views as to how the plans mig.'t be changed.

4. A copy of a letter written by a classroom tea:ner to the principal subtly
expressing the view that she is being threatened by the way the procuct is
being introduced into her classroom.

Prepare the dialogue for a sound or & TV tape. It may also be presented in
printed form. The trainee is then presented with a multiple-cholce test asking
him to interpret the dialogue. P'rinted mcssages may be in typewritten or in
handwritten form.

Examples of Questions

What did A tell B todo?

Why dld B object?

How did B fcel about the situation?

What compromises was A willing to make?

What does A think of the product?

How does A feel about the development plans?

What problem, if any, is raised by thls memo?

Suppose you sent a letter saying that ycu agree; what would be likely
conseq nces?
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Sample Test Item

Assume that you are standing in the corridor of a fitm Jroduction company talking
to the production .nanager. As a technician walks by, the manager turns to him and says:

"Hey, Bill, you know the slides we copied yesterday? Well, there was tuo muth
contrast build-up."

“t can't understond it, chief. We shot it with a strobe."
"Well that equipment must be bugged. Try something else."”
"0.K. Chief. I'11 take care of it."
"By the way, Bill, you didn't have any hot spots this time."
"Well, it's the fault of that guy Jim, you gave me for a helper. See you later."
Vocabulary Item
1. What scems to be the problem in this conversation?
The colors in the picture were washea out.
The objects in the scene were improperly arranged.
There were too many reflections.

I'he details in the shadows were not clear.
The colors were not faithful.

»
aanow

Infcrmatcion Item
2. What might Bill do about the prob.2n.?

a. Use a .00 neutral “2nsity filter.

*b.  Use quartz lights and postfiash the film.
c. Use lamps with a higher wattage.

d. Use an approximarte diffusion filter.

e, {'se a shorter exposure time.

Interpretation Item

3. What does Bill think about his helper Jim?
2 He is using his as a scabegoat.

*b. le is complimenting him.
c. He is blaming the "chief” for assigning him,

Product Evaluction Competencies

We turn now to the o! jectives for our product evaluation trainees.

At the conclusion of certain clements of the training program, product evaluation
trainees will be able to do:

*1. Objectiv.  4id consumer groups to articulate more explicitly the ok jectives they
wish a given product to accomplish.
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Measurement Procedure.

A. Objective will be assessed by

1.

A contrived interview test situation, where the trainee interacts with a
staff member who is playing the role of an educational consumer.

The staff member-actor will have several precise instructionai ohjec-
tives in mind, but will przsent loose, inexplicit goals to the trainee.

The degree to which the trairee can ferret out the measurable instruc-
tional objectives will provife an index of the trainee's competence.

B. Criterion

1.

2. Objective.
tional products, such objectives to possess the following attributes whenever possible:

ERIC
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The primary determinant in this simulation situation will be the con-
gruence of the objectives finally decided upon by the irainee with those
originally identified by the staff member-actor. (We'll have to sharpen
this procedure considerably, for there are obvious difficulties in
using such a measuring device, Nevertheless, this approach will pro-
vide a close simulation of what we actually wish product evaluators to
do when working with educational consumers.}

Infer legitimate measurable instructional objectives from extant educa-

(a) content generality, (b) criteria of adequacy by which to judge the acceptability
of a learner's constructed response {as oppused to selected response), (c) a range
of cognitive and affective 1. arner behaviors (and psychoinotor, if relevant).

Measuren.ent Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1.

Trainees will be given a variety of products and any accompanying
reference materials, for example, instructor's manuals, then asked to
infer the objectives from the materials.

2. The trainee will also be obligzd to present a statement defending his

inferred objectives.
B. C:iteria

1. The logical consistency and evidence-supported infercnces made by
the trainee will be judged by staff members.

2, The attributes poscessed by the inf2rred objectives, as outlined above,
e.g., content generality, will serve as a second criterion of the attain-
ment of this objective.

Objective. Generate a wide range of measurable objectives to asscss many and

diverse tynes of learner outcomes, e.g., high level cognitive and affective outcomes,
using bath standard and more esoteric measurement tactics, for example, unobtru-
sive tneasures.

Measuremert Procedure.

A. Achievement of the cbjective will be assessed by

i.

Trainees will be given a series of general, noti-behavicral objectives
and asked to generate alternatives to assessattainmentcof the objective.

49

99



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Requirements wili be supplied in som: cases, for example, trainees
will be asked to supply at least three measures which would be used to
assess cognitive learner behavior at higher then the lowest level on
the Bloom taxonomy.

B. Criterion

1.

*4, Objective.

The number of types of student objectives generated as well as their
congruence with the posited specifications, e.g., in the objective
domain and at the brescribed level, will serve as standard for judging
trainee performarnce.

Devise a range of detensible criterion-referenced measures lo assess

the learner's attainment of the diverse objectives associated with number three
above. Defensibility here implie= the competence to employ both standara and very
recently devised techriques for improving the adequacy, e.g., reliability and vali-
dity, of the criterion-referenced measvres.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1.

[a*]

Essay tests can be used to assess the familiarity of trainees with
recent advances in the measurement field, particulariy having to do
with tcctics for improving criterion-referenced measurement tech-

niques.

Given measurable objectives and situational constraints, e.g., time
available for testing, cost of measurirg procedures, cost of repro-
ducing measurement devices, etc., the tralnee will have to ger.rate
and, via both a priori (content validity) and a posteriori (field trials)
methods, defend the adequacy of the measures devised.

B. Criteria.

1.

*5. Objective.

Essay questions can be judged on the basis of the trainee's display of
current information regarding the development and improvement of
criterion-reference te.ts. We will be particularly attentive to his
ability to discriminate between measurement procedures more suitable
for norm-referenced measures thanfor criterion-referenced measures.

The staff's judgnient of the rigorousness and technical adequacy of the
procedures followed will serve as the prime criterionby which to judge
this objective In particular, the procedures employed for securing
content validity and for treating try out data will be scrutinized. The
trainee's w.itten rationale for his actions will be inspected for cogency.

Construct the requisite documents for delineating a domain-referenced

achievement testing scheme (Hively, 1970) whereby the congruerncy between objec-
tives and measuring procedures car ke increased.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assesse by

1.

This objective will Le assessed by having the trainees produce item
forms according to a domain-referenced achievement testing approach.
The trainee will be given several measurable objectives and asked to
produce an {tem form for each which could guide a test item writer.
(Test iteny here is used in the broad sense, signifying more than merc
paper and pencil measures.)
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B. Criteria

1. The item forms produced by the trainees can be judged both on internal
attributes, that is, the judged likelihood that the forms would yield

homogeneous test items.

The item forms to be given to item writers who will produce items
according to those forms, the homogeneity of the items heing subse-
quently verified on the basis of field testing with appropriate learners.

b

5. Objective. Devisz economically efficient matrix sampling schemes whereby learaer
behaviors resulting froem ine use of instructional products canbe secured, i.e.,

involving both person samnling and item sampling of learner behaviors.

Measurement Procedire.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by’

1. The trainee will be obligedto prepare awritten plan for securing learner
data via a matrix sampling scheme.
B. Criterion

1. The technical adequacy of the plan will be the primary criterion for
judgment, that is, gross flaws in the item sampling procedure, having
too few or too many to be completed by each learner, etc.

*7. Cbjective. Detect unanticipated outcomes which emerge from learners’ use of in-
structional products.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1. This objective would be assessed by providing a variety of real or
fictitious anecdotal test data associated with the use of an instructional
product. Embedded in the anecdotal and test data will be negative and
positive instances other than those associated with the instructional
objectives for which the product has been selected. The trainee's task
will be to detect any such anticipated outccmes.

B. Criterion

1. The accuracy with which the built-in anticipated outcomes are identi-
fied will serve as the criterion.

*8. Objective. Devise plans for gathering lcarner pest-instruction performance data
50 that reasonaule inferences can be made regarding the nature of the impact of
instructional products on the learner's behavier. For instance, trainees would
have to be conversant with the advantages and limitations (for evaluation) or certain
research designs such as the interrupted time series lesign.

Measurement Procedure,

A. Achievement of the objective will ba assessed by

1. A series of hypothetica) situaticns would be presented to the learner
whera he is requ.red to recommend an evaluation design which could
be employed to pr duce the required inferences regarding the instruc-
tional product's effectiveness, Certain elements will be bullt into the
description which should ‘ncline the knowledgeable trainee to select
certain designs In peeference to others.
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B. Criterion «

L.

*9. Objective.

Judiciousness of selection of designs consistent with the factors built
into the simulated situations, for example, if the pretest measure-
ment is clearly reactive in nature, the trainee will eschew all variants
of pretest-post-test designs and will choose, instead, designs such as
the post-test only control group design.

Conduct analyses of data such that both hypotheses testing and estima-

fion statistics are yielded, thereby permitting relationships among variables to be
detected as well as the magnitude of impact produced by the use of the instructional

product.

Measurement Procedure.

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1.

Fictitious written or oral situations will be presented to the learner
wherein he is asked to describe the data analysis techniques which

would be suitable,

These would be constructed response test items, rather than multiple
choice measures, so that they will approximate real life situations

more closely.

B, Criterion

1.

*10. Objective.

products wi
of learner growth. Costs refer not only to time req

Consonance of data analysis techniques suggested with requirements
of the fictitious situation, for example, the use of estimation procedures

when magnitude of impact is desired.

Make recommendations regarding adoption of specified jnstructional
thin a cost/effectiveness context. Effectiveness is to be defined in terms
uirements, actual financial costs,

but all other related costs such as teacher morale, public acceptance, etc.

Measurement Procedure,

A. Achievement of the objective will be assessed by

1.

A written examination, in which a variety of data are presented to ihe
trainee, both initial expectations of the consumers, objectives of the
instructional products, field tests results, etc. The task of the trainee
will b~ to wrlte a defensible recommendation, complete with elaborate
sustification, regarding the adoption of the instructional product under

scrutiny.

Providing a real product evaluation situation for thetrainee, and having
him foliow a product through its implementation and testing, in order
that he provide a clear recommendation for the potential user regarding

the product’s value.

B. Criterion

L

The report which the trainee prepares will serve as the data to be
judged regarding the autainment of this objective. Defensibility of
decisions based upon data, inclusiveness of criteria employed by the
trainee, etc., will serve to judge whether this objective, in essence,
will constitute the heart of a comprehensive performance test of the

product evaluator's skill,
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11. Objective. Reconcile the disagreements tatween products designed to attain specific
goals and user expectations (goal requirements) which are at some, but not complete,

variance with the product's intended goals.

Measurement Procedures.

A. The objective will be assessed by

1. The trainee wil. be given a fictitious written description of a situation
where the product's goals and the user's expectations are in some,
hut not complete disagreement.

2. The trainee will be asked to generate a scheme for taking these dis-
agreements into consideration In order to assist the consumer [0 make
a judgment regarding the adequacy of the product,

B. Criterion

1. The comprehensive systematization of the scheme used by the trainee
will gserve to indicate whether this objective has been achieved, For
example, a scheme such as the Program Fair Fvaluation (Popham,
1969) would prove serviceable in such instances, as would comparable

analytical approaches.

STUDENTS

n training programs, we shall have two

As suggested by the nature of our dualduratio
e calendar year, some for cnly a week

types of trainees. Some will be with us for an entir
ar so. let's examine both types.

ong-term trainees will either be degree candidates or non-
h no degree, either master's or doctor's degrees, then all
complete eupervision of the Consortium, If the trainee
doctor's degree, then a closer relationship will occur
ation under whose auspices the degrees must be
granted. The existence of established degree programs in both of these specialities,
Instructionai- Product -Reseated d@nd Eddcaiivnal B ydiuativn, wilt render tie
consummation of a degree program by trainees relatively routine.

Long-term traipees, L
degree candidates. If they wis
training will take place under the
wishes to secure a master's or
with the UCI.A Graduate School of Educ

The master's degree candidates will normally reimain from three to six menths
beyond his calendar year training program to complete thusis requirements and courses
which could not be taken because of conflicts with training jrogram requirements.

The doctor's degree candidate will normally remain unc o (wo years after comple-
tion of his training program calendar year in order to iake remaining course work and
complete a dissertation, qualifying exams, etc. If the doctoral candidate enters the pro-
gram with a master’s degree already, then he would normally take cne year beyond the

basic calerdar year training program.

Many of the training sequences for either product evaluators or product develojers
will be taught either by UCIL.A faculty or by competent professionals frorn: consortium
agencies who can be readily certified to offer regular coursework,

The long-terin trainees will either choose the trairing program because one of its
two phases interests them, much as a student now chooses a field of graduate study, or
because their organization wishes t¢ send them to receive training which will enable
them to function more efficiently in that organization. We anticipate, for example, that

O
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certain regional lahoratories or commercial publishers will send some of their personnel
to complete the long-term product development training sequences. Publishers and large
school districts or state departments of education may send individuals wishing to com-
plete the product evaluation training sequences.

Basic Criteria for Selection. In general, the following criteria will be employed in
the selection of trainees.

A.

B.

A baccalaureate degree from an accredited institution; or the submission of
evidence of productivity in any educational field.

A command of written English to be judged by a lengthy statement required in
the application as well as by inspection of written work subm itted, if any.

Specific preferences will be given to applicants as foliows:

A,

Applicants presently employed in development agencies.

Applicants with job responsibilities directly related to development or product
evaluation will be given preference. One explanation is that such individuals
would be able to make use of their training immediately upon completion of
their program. Trainees would also be encouraged to set np in-service training
programs and thus multiply the effects of the consortivm training.

Representative of classes of individuals to be given preference (not in listed
order) are as follows:

L. Private developers, e.g., publi-hing houses

2. School district personnel

3. Staffs of R and D centers and regicnal laboratories
4. Suaffs of Title I and Il projects

Minority group members.

Because the Consortium staff believes that members of m. - Ly
bring specfai insight to instructional problems for minority . s,
and in view of the key social significance of today's minority y: sal
problems, applicants who are minority group members will b ¢ e

whenever other factors are relatively equal.

Needed specijalizations.

Applicants who intend to focus on areas of high priority u v ned
favorably. rxamples of such areas areurbaninstructional seitir. e,
vocational education, medical development, reading, and evalu

Supervisory role.

Applicants whose present employment 1equires the supervi: el
would he given preference if their application indicates that ! Ve o
relatively expanded sphere of influence.

Age,

Given equal qualifications, preference will be given to 4 s,
assuming they are likely to Fave a longer period of produ 1 v be

more adaptable.
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F. Media Experience.

Computer programmers, filmmakers, or other technical specialists, who apply
will be given preference.

G. Intellectual Prowess.

If Graduate Record Examiration or College Board scores are submitted,
preference will be given to high scores. However, a modest score, e.g., 1,000
on the GRE, will not exclude the applicant, should be present othér evidence,
e.g., prior creative work.

Stipends. For a specific number of long-termtrainees who are not already receiving
salaries from the institutions sending them, such as a regional laboratory employee
who continues to receive his normal salary from the laboratory, stipends will be pro-
vided. At the outset, until the Consortium training program becomes well known as a
program where competencies are acquired and, thereafter one can secure high level
professional employment, these stipends will have to be more nume:ous, As the training
program’s high quality is recognized, fewer of these stipends will be needed. Indeed,
there has been some consideration of charging tuition fees after the program is well
established, thereby defraying costs.

The stipend wiil be $2,400 to $2,800 per calendar year plus $500 per dependent and
a one-way travel allowance from home to the training program of 10 certs per mile.
For nnon-degree candidates, only one year's stipend is available. For a masier's degree
candidate up to ore and one half years' stipends are available. For a doctoral candidate
up to three years' stipends are available. The rumber of stipends requested per year
will have to be used judiciously by the Consortium training staff, that is, it will be to
their advantage to experdite the progress of degree candicates through our program so
" at other trainees can use the stipends.

Because of the heavier emphasis on development training in our program, we are
reqdesting ten stipends for product developers and five stipends for product evaluators.
As we anticipate that about half of our trainees will not be degree candidates, some of
the stipends will be uscd for thnse trainees as well as for degree candidates, We expect
20 full-time development trainees the first year and 10 full-tiine evaluaiion trainees
during that year.

Short-term trainees. In nuinbers alone we anticipate reaching far more individuals
through our short-term training programs. Mostof these will be carried out at the Train-
ing Laboratory or on site at a consortium member's locale. Some will be conducted at
different points throughout the U.S., in response to particular training requirements.
We will definitely develop the capacity during the first year to take a one to two wesks
staff into the field to p-ovide the initial elemeits of a training program which, by careful
follow-up via correspondence and t lephone consultation, can be extended for up to one
year. These short-term institutes would beheldinlocales particularly in need of training.
For example, a delegation of black educational researchers recently submi’ted a request
to the AFRRA Task Force on the lraining of Educational Researchers that a series of
special training activities be m.de available for black educational researchers in the South
who, because of local situations, could not secure such training. We will take a short-
term training program iato that geographic region to prepare product developers and/or
product evaluators depending upon the need as evidenced by advanced proselyting efforts.

Most of the short-terin sequenc >s would be of a gencral nature. Follow-up readings,
instructional programs, and telephone-correspondence interaction would be used to
increase the votency of the instruction. Other short sessions would be highly parti-
cularized, dealing with special problems, for example, the use ¢f learner performance
data in the revision cf products or the construction of vbjectives and measures for pub-
lished matcrials whish possess none. Often, these short-term sessions will be solicited
by particular organizations, e.g., an K and D Center.
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We anticipate reaching between 200-300 trainees the first year through these short-
term efforts, some of which may last as long as several months. During the second
year of the program's operatios we should reach between 300 and 400 individuals. Scme
of the individuals trained in the short sessions, we surmise, will wish to undertake a
long-term training program at a later point.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE TRAINING PROGRAM

While for financial purposes UCLA will be the prime contractor, the Consortium
training program will be administered by the full-time staff of the training progran
through the training program director as approved by a governing board constituted by
one designated representative of each Consortium agency. All major policies guiding
the Consortium must be democratically approved by this governing board. The director
and the full-time staff (or nearly full-time) will implement these policies.

The governing board will meet for half-day sessions once every two months on a
regular basis but all board members will also be invited to staff meetings on alternate
months for informational purposes. Special governing board meetings may he called by
the elected chairman of the governing board with the approval of at least one-half of
the board members. A token honorarium of $50 will be given to each governing board
member for his attendance at each meeting.

Working relationships between the Consortiut.. member agencies and the Consortium
training staff will be coordinated by the full-time Consortium staff under policies approved
by the governing board.

EVALUATION

Because of the results-orientation guiding this program, both in terms of its pro-
ducts as well as its process, the evaluation of the program will be comprehensive and
rather straightforward.

For both the product developrnent training sequences and the product 2valuation
training sequences we shall sysiematically monitor the ability of the trainees to dis-
play the desired skills, Measureinent of the long-term trainees will occur every three
months on a matrix sampling basis whereby we shall randomly sample both trainees
and objectives (thereby reducing the personal threat of the measurement since differenc
trainees will be completing different test measures). Results of this quarterly measure-
ment will be sumniarized and transmitted to members of the governing board, all staff,
all trainees, and appropriate USO¥ officials.

Systematic measurenient of the results of short-term training sequences will also
be undertaken, typicnlly at the close of such sessions, although jerhaps earlier for the
more extended of the shori-term activities.

Performance Tests. In addition to the use of the measurement devices related to
each objective, we shall develop some brand new periormance test measures to be
used with both product developers and product evaluators. The essence of each perform-
ance test will be that it provides a simulated opportunity for the traince to perform,
generally, the competeacies be has supposedly learned.

1 or the product develoyment performance tests we shall cevelop several versions

of a test which presents to the developer the task of devising a replicabl> instructional
stquente fo accomplish prespecified instrustional objectives, Constrainrs will be present
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regarding available instructional time, cost of materials, etc., but the trainee will
otherwise be free to devise a product that accomplishes the objectives. We shall observe
which of the alternative developmciic tactics each trainee employs, for these will be
useful in modifying our piogram, but the key index of whether the trainee has passed
the test will emerge when the product is tried out with learners drawn randomly from
a group of eligible subjects. The product, taking no more than 40 minutes of learner time,
will be field tested with approximately a dozen such learners and pre- and post-instruc-
rion scores on measures based onthe objective will reveal the success of the product.
As time goes by we can begin to establish defensible norms for these tests so that each
learner's skill can ultimately be contrasted with some reasonable criterion. As indicated
above, several different performance tests for different subject matters and for different
type learners will be developed.

For the product evaluators a different sort of performance test strategy will pe
implemented. Sets of simulated problems in evaluating extant (fictitious) instructio-.al
materials will be prepared for the trainee alcng with a host of data, some relevant, some
irrelevant. The trainee will be required to prepare an evaluation report and a set of
recommendations regarding the fictitious product. These reports will be carefully
evaluated, using well delineated jurytechniques, firstby members of the training program
staff, then by outside evaluation specialists. As withthe performance tests in development,
we will be able to develop norms for such tests over a period of several years.

Results of performance tests for product developers and evaluators will be reported
at the close of the training programs for which they are used. Generally, they will be
used onlv for long-term training programs, but there are some instances in which they
could be used for short-term training efforts.

In addition to trainee results on standard examinations and performance tests, the
training program staff will also assemble pertinent data regarding such factors as the
number of trainees completing the program, positioas secured after training, etc.

Systematic Scudy of Procedures Used by Trainees. The availability of performance
tests for product developers and evaluators will pexmit the consortium staff to undertake
the systematic analysis of the technique:: used by developers and evaluators ir their
efforts to =atisfy the tasks set by the performance tests. Particularly with respect (n
the performance tests for developers, where pupil performance on measu es (after using
the newly developed product) will serve as the criterion, we will be able to designh small
scale correlational and experimental studies in order to identify whether certain prac-
tices, that is, development tactics, yield greater learner gr:wth. By designing these
studies in such a way that learner entry :wehavior is controlled, we can discern, for
example, whethar developers who have been directed to prepared products according to
specified procedures actusally produce superior materials

Fortunatelv, two members of th- concortium staff, John McNeil and James Popham,
have been developing and studying this type of performance test for the past five years.
Their experience will be invaluable in designing pefformarnce tests which satisfy both
criterirn-referenced and norm-referenced measurement standards, that i<, the tests
must be torally congruent with the task (objective) given the developer but y:. must be
capable of producing variant scores among those tested. McNeijl and i‘ophum have re-
cently synthesized their thinking on this relatively unused approach to proficiency
assessment in the'r chapter on teazcher competence assessment in the revision of the
Handbook of Research on Teaching (1772).
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STAFF

Yisiting Faculty

Not only dnes our consortium possess a continuing staff of inordinate skill, but we
have also persuaded the following outstanding educational leaders to participate as
visiting faculty whose contributions would range from as little as one or two days a year
to perhaps several wceks or months. Each of the following people, in response to a per-
sonal letter or telephone conversation, have indicated their willingness to explore details
¢ a visiting faculty relationship with the consortium:

Fred .l. Kerlinger, New York University

Arthur A. LLumsdaine, University of Wastington

Susan M. Markle, University of Illinois, Chicago

Jason Millman, Cornell University

krnet Z. Rothkopf, Bell Telephone I.aboratories

Robert E. Stake, University of Ilinois

Patrick { ppes, Stanford University

Robert M, W, Travers, Western Michigan University

Ralph W. Tyler, Chicagc, Illinois

Regulor Staff

MARVIN C. ALKIN, Center for the Study of Evaluation.

Dr. Alkin has been playing an increasingly prominent role during the past two years
in the nation's educational ¢vaiuation efforts. One recent week alore, for example, he has
consulted with the Bureau of Elementary and Jecondary Education of USOE as a member
of a review panel evaluating the 5Sta.ford Research Institute's evaluation of the National
Follow-through Program, and as a special consultart to the New Mexico Legislature
in evalvauag their statewide evaluation program. As director of CSE, his national per-
Speciive with respect to a newer conception of educational evaluation as a comprehensive
aid for decision-makers ranks him with Stufflebeam, Guba, Provus and Stake as first-line
evaluation theorists.

Dr. Alkin is the Director of the Center jor the Study of Lvaluation, University of
California, [.os Angeles, and Associate Professor of Educational Administration, Graduate
School of Fducation, University of California, l.os Angeles. His pr.sent professional
activities include the f{ollowing: Field Reader for the U.S. Office of FEducation in the
areas of Cost-Effectiveness, Educational Finance, Management Information Systems
and Evaluation of School Systems; Contributing Editor, Educational Technoleay.

Dr. Alkin is the author of approximately 30 articles and reports and 20 papers
presented to professional associations. He is a member of the American Educational
Research Association, American Association of School Adininistrators, Natiunal Society
for the Study of Education, and Phi Delta Kappa.

Dr. Alkin received his B.A. in NMathematics and M.A. in Education from San Jose

State College. He reccived his Fd.D in Educational Administration from Stanford Uni-
versity.
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As Director of CSE, his writings on the subject of educational evaluation have been
attracting natlonal interest. His expertise in designing training Programs for the
evaluation personnel will be most vital in designing the proposed training scheme.

DONALD E. ANDERSON, American Tape Duplicators.

Donald E. Andersu, Vice-President and General Manager of ATD, is expert in
audio-tape production and duplication. He has a background in recording, editing and
mastering of educational tapes, as well as a thorough production knowledge of duplica-
tion packaging and the record keeping involved with the entire process.

EVA L. BAKER, Graduate School of Education, UCLA.

Dr. Baker's experience as a member of the SWRL professional staff, a kay CSE
staff member, and an associate director of the UCLA Product Research Training Pro-
gram has qualified her to make unique contributions to the theoretical and practical
aspects of the projected training program. She has already contributed the chapter on
educational product development for Macmillan's Encyclopedia of Education and is
currently writing the major chapter on educational development for the second edition
of The Handbook of Research on Teaching.

Dr. Baker is an Assistant Professor at the UCILA Graduate School of Education,
and a Co-director of the Instructional Objectives Exchange, a nonprofit educational
corporation. She received her B.A. in Elglish and M.A. and Ed.D. in Education from the
University of California, l.os Angeles. She is chair:isan of tiic graduate program in In-
structional Prod'ict Research. .

Her teaching interests cover courses in instruction, instructional product research,
and teacher education. Research training includes the following: Southwest Regional
l.aboratory Summer Training Sessions for KEducational Researchers, Summer 1907;
American Educational Research Association Presession Staff on Instructional Product
Development, 1968; California Educational Research Association Staff on Instructional
Product Development, 1968; California Educatiornal Res:arch Association Chairman of
Presessions, 1969; Southwest Regional Laboratory for Education: Research and De-
velopment, Staff Training Element; Peace Corps Training Teacher Preparation Director,
1968; Staff, UCI.A Center for the Study of Evaluation; P'rofessional Staff, Southwest
Regional laboratory for Educational Research and Development, 1967-1969. She has
produced over S50 articles, reports, and papers and she is thz current recipient of a
materials development grant to prepare an instructional product to train educational
developers.

GRANT R. CARY, BFA FEducational Media.

Thirteen years experience in the l.os Angeles ity Schools as a *eacher of Science
and Mathematics, television consultant, Adult Education teacher and consultant, Andio-
Visual Specialist; nine years experience as a Junior College Instructor, Evening Divi-
sion; Coordinator for Adult Education television programs produced at KARC Television;
co-founder and partner, Siyma Hducational Films, Assistant Director of Product Develop-
ment, BFA Fducational Mcdia.

JOHN E. COULSON, System Development Corporation.

Dr. John E. Coulson, 1 Senior Research L.eader at System Development Corporation,
is Assistant Manager of the Eduvcation Systems Department. In this position, Dr. Coulson
supervises and participates in a wide rarge of projects involving the development of
educational technology and the application of this technology in operational schoo! systenis.
Dr. Coulscn is project leader of the Head Start Evaluation that SDC is conducting for the
Office of Child Development of the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
This is very similar to the work herein proposed in that it is a national analysis of
the impact of Head Start programs on gi‘ferent children and their families and involves
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detaiied compute. manipulation of data. His activities since joining SDC's education
effort in 1959 have included studies of programmed instruction and computer -assisted
instruction: design of computer-besed laboratory facilities {or the study of complex
interactions in the teaching/learning process; application of tutorial techniques for
empirizal develnpment of lesson materials: and development of criterion-refereiiced
diagnostic instruments.

Di1. Coulson holds B.S. and “i.A. degrees fromthe University of Arizena, and a Ph.D.
ir. psychology from Columbia University. He was a Lecturer in the School of Educaticn
at UCLA in 1965-6¢. He is a consultant to the Air Training Command, and a member of
the Review Parel for the 1.os Angeles City School District for Title I (NDZA) proposals.
He is a Fellow of the American Psychological Associatior, and a member of the American
Fducational Research Asscciation, the Mational Committee for Aleasurement in Educa-
tion, and the Americat Association for the Advancement of Science.

ROBERT T. ViLEP, Institute for Educational Development.

Robert T. Filep is Vice President of the Institute for Educational Development where
he is responsible for the operatior of the Wastern Regional Cffice and major studies.
Threse currently include an assessment of ten years of Title VII-NDEA research and
dissemination of educational media fo1 the U.S. Ofiice of Educaiion; and development of
a cost-effectiveness model for comparison of CAl, PV, and Traditional Instruction for
the Bureau of Naval Personnel.

His Ph.D. degree in Ecducation was gr:nted by the University of Southern California
where he majored in Instructional technclogy and psychology, investigating learner
chasacteristics as related to various progr.mmnied media. He received his B.A, degree
in Education from Rutgers University and an M.A, degree in Psychology from Columbia
Inivexsity.

Having graduated from Rutgers in 1933, he then taught general science at Tearneck
High School, Teaneck, New Jersey, until 1956, and also served onactive duty as an
officer in the U.S. Air Force during this period. Following completion of his Master's
degree in 1957, Dr. Filep was appointed Assistant Director of Adriissions at Renssalaer
Polytechnic Institute, Troy, New York, with additional responsibilities for the advanced
program. In 1959, he was appointed Deanof Admissions and Financial Aid at Mills College
of Education in New York City. He later became Secretary of the Center for Programired
Instruction, Inc,, New York City, where his principal duties were Director of the Infor-
mation and Training Division, Editor of the Bulletin, Programmed Instructioa, and
researcher responsible for examining student interactions with programmed instruc-
tion. In 1963, Dr. Filep received an appointnient as Associate Investigator of the Cinema
Research Division atthe University of Southern California, where he taught and periodicail-
ly teaches graduatr and undergraduate level courses.

He is vice president of the Fducational NMedia Council and is currently a member of
the EDUCOM (Interuniversity Communicztions Council), Task Force on Continuing
Fducation, and Advisor to the LERIC Clearinghous on Early Childhood Fducation. He has
alsa been a part-time faculty member of the University of California, 1.os Angeles, in
the «rea of Fducation Psycliology.

Dr. Filep is past president of the National Society for 'rogrammed Instruction, and
is a member of the AERA, APA, AAAS, Phi Delta Kappa, and DAVIL He is editor of,
and contributor to, P1ospectives in Programming: a former department editor for AV
Communication Review; contributing editor to Educational Technology; and contributor
to the Teacher’s Encyclopedia and the Annual Review of Information Science and Tech-
nology. Dr. Filep Is Biological 3ciences Curriculum Study Special materials author and
has also written programimed materials (text and CAl) in crystallography, spatial
analysis of electrocardlogranis, and biochemistry, He has authored articles in a number
of professional publications.

60

110



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ROBERT GERLETTI, Los Angeles County Supe.rintendent of Schoals Office.

Director of the Division of Educational Media, is a graduate of the University of
Southern California, and adjunct professor at that institution; Director of the Regional
Fducational Television Association of California; past president of severzl « ‘te and
national professional associations in the field of educational media.

MRS. PATRICIA HARRISON, Educational Development Corporation.

Mrs. Harrison is EDC's Vice President for Production. Prior to joining EDC as
Graphic Arts Director in 1966, Mrs. Harrison ran her own Design Studio in I’alo Alto.
She also directed graphics work for Varian Associates. Her designs for instructional
materials have won several awards.

EVAN R. KEISL AR, Graduate School of Education, UCLA.

Professor Keislar possesses a national reputation as an experimental researcher
concerned with instruction and learri~q. As a senior researcher, Dr. Keislar has chosen
his areas of inquiry carefully during the past decade and, not surprisinzly, much of his
work has been related, directly or indirectly, to the area of educational product develop-
ment. From the earliest days of SWRL's existence, for example, Dr. Keislar played a
prominent role in development activities, at one time heading one of the Laboratory's
major projects. His continuing relationship with SWRL atrests to his interest in educa-
tional development as an enterprise amenable to analysis and improvement.

Dr. Keislar is a Professor at the Gre ate School of Education, University of
California, l.os Angeles. He rc¢ :ved h' B.a, in ~thematics from the College of
Pacific, his M.A. in Religious Education, om the 1| acific School of Religion, and his
Ph.D. in Educational Psychology from the University of California.

Dr. Keislar has been a Fellow for the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral
Sciences, Stanford University, California, 1963-1964; an Assistant Professor, Tufts Col-
lege, Medford, Oregon, 1946-1948; a Research Associate, College Enirance Examination
Board, Princetan, New Jersey, 1945-1946: and an Instructor of Psychology, Princet: n
University, 1946. He has also served as Consulting Editor to the Amer:can Educational
Research Journal and Review Editor, 1966-1967. He was a member of the Committee of
Tearning and the Educational Process, Social Scien.e Research Council, 1962-1966.

Dr. Kingson is a Professor on the Television-Film Faculty, University of California
at l.os Angeles at preseat, ard since 1949. He received bis B.A. from the University of
Wisconsia, 1939, M.A. from University of Wisconsin, 1940, did Graduate work at the
University of Illinois, 1641 and at Columbia University, 1946; and his Ed.D. from New
York University, 1948. It was the first doctor's degree granted unde Charles Siepmann
in Communications in l-ducation.

At UCI.A Dr. Kingson is in charge of the Workshop in liducational Broadcasting,
offered for students, teachers and administrators who wish to use broadcast media in
the classroom or for general purposes.

He had done varied free-lance assignments for radio, television, and film in Holly-
wood, and an active member of AFTRA and SAG since 1950. In 1969-70, Dr. Kingson was
assocfate producer and director of "American Economic History" an innovative teaching
project of the Histnry Leepartment, UCLA, using muitimedia for college teaching. In
1965-66, he was Fulbright Schelar {1 Fducational Television, at the University of London.
In Spring of 1966 he was a visiiing lecturer in educational television in Finland, Sweden,
Norway, Denmark, France, and Germany.
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Dr. Kingson was consultant in educational television at Television Espanola, the
Spanish national broadcasting organization in 1966. In Fall of 1962, he was on a United
Nationa (UNESCO) assignment as specialist in broadcasting to set up a Broadcast Train-
ing Centre in Israel. This involved planning and ciganizing curriculum, library, demon-
stration materials, staff, and physical plant to train new personnel for ¥.ol Yisrael, the
Israeli broadcasting organization. The Centre is now operating successfully.

Dr. Kingson was co-author of the following: Broadcasting Television and Radio,
Prentice Hall, New York, 1955: Radio Drama Acting and Directing, Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, New York, 1950. (Revised edition); Radic Drama Production, Rinehart & Co.,
New York, 1946: Television Directing and Performance, Holt, Rinchart and Winston, MNew
York, 1965,

REX MALCOLM, RFA Educational Media.

Twelve vears experience in the I.os Angeles Cit. schools as a teacher of English and
Social Siudies, Curriculum consultant, television consultant, Audio-Visual Specialist;
Associate Director of the Special Media Institute Project at USC; co-author of the Cali-
fornia State adapted text The Earth: Maps and Globes, Noble & Noble; co-author of the
Holt, Reinhardt, & Winston text, Knowing Our Neighbors in the Eastern Hemisphere;
in-service training consultant to various sc'.nol districts; audiovisual consultant to
various media producers; Director of Product Dev< 'opment, BFA Educational Media.

JOHN D. MeNEIL, Graduate School of Education, UCI.A.

Dr. John D. McNeil is Professor of Education, Graduate School of Education, Uni-
versity of California, l.os Angeles and a2 Co-director of the Instructional Objectives
Fxchange, a nonprofit educational «r.~poration. His teaching has been concerned with twe
broad instructional objectives: (1) deeperanalysis of key concupts involved in the various
branches of knowledge contributing to objectives and (2) development of research method-
ology for experimental studies in the selecti~ and ordering of learning experiences.
Many of these studies have been in rhe area of ~2ading and include the identification and
teaching of prerequisite skills for success in school, He has taught courses in founda-
tions of education and elementary ard secondary ~ducation as well as graduate courses
and doctoral seminars in cuiriculum and supervision. McNeil has developed courses and
experimental programs in teacher education for the military, I’eace Corps, and adminis-
trative leaders as well as numerous other projects involved in development activities.
As one of three co-authors for a prominent readi~¢ series published by a major commer-
cial firm, he is in a position to bring broad insights to the design of development and
evaluation training programs,

Dr. McNeil received his B.A. in English and M.A. in School Administration from
San Diego State College. He received his Ed.D. in Curriculum and Teaching from Teachers
College, Columbia University.

Dr. McNeil's early association with programimed instruction research and with
broader aspects of instructional materials preparatior. have led to a continuing in levels
of educational development. He has been a participant in the UCLA Product Research
Training Program since {ts organization four years ago, He has served as a consultant
for SWRI. in public schools. His procz:dure for aralysis, 2ppraisai and improvement of
instruction, "Supervision by Objectives” {s now used in many school systems. liis
publications include: Supervision; A Synthesis of Thought and Action (Co-author), New
York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 1969; Curriculum Administration; Bagic Prin-
ciples of Curriculum Instruction, New York:; The Macmillan Company, 1965; co-author

Read Series, American Rcok Company, 1968.
MAYNARD ORMF, KCET.

Maynard Orme is director, -ducatinrnal Services at KCE1. He holdsa R, in
Music from U.C. Berkeley, and an M.A, in [heater Arts at UCT A, and is currenrly
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working on his doctorate in Instructional Product Development in the Department of
Education at UCL.A. Former Producer-Director at KVCR-TV, San Bernardino, he holds
a life credential for Junior College teaching in theater arts and music, specializing in
film and TV production. He is the vice president and member of the Board of Directors
of the Gifted Children's Association of Los Angeles. Mr. Orme is also a member of the
Teach Committee of the Hollywood Chapter of the Academy of Television, Arts and
Sciences.

W. JAMES POPHAM, Graduute School of Education, UCL A.

Closely identified with educational product development for the past five years, Dr.
Popham has suthored what may represent the most extensive set of writings on the train-
ing of product developers. In 1967 he described short-term and long-range strategies
for preparing product developers.l In 1968 he compiled and edited a comprehensive
set of relevant working papers and training documents produced at SWRL.“ His recent
review of research related to product development appeared in 1969,3 For several years
he has directed research training presessions on product development for the American
Educationzl Research Association and the California Educational Research Ascociation.
He has been the director of the UCLA Product Research Training Program since irs
establishment.

Dr. Popham is Professor of Education at the University of California, Los Angeles,
and Co-Director of tae Instructional Objectives Exchange, a nonprofit educational corpora-
tion. Dr. Popham received his B.A. in Philosophy and M.Ed. in tducation from the
University of Portland. He received his Ed.D. in Secondary lkducation from Indiana
University.

Professor Popham's teaching interests are in (1) teacher education with a focus on
explicit specification of the post-instruction competencies which learners should acquire
and (2) the preparation of educational developers. tis experience related to the training
of educational research personnel include the following: Co-director, 1967 American
Educational Research Assoclation Presession, "Curriculum Research and Evaluation,"
New York, February, 1967; Co-director, 1968 American Educational Research Association
Presession, "Instructional Product Research," C!i ago, February 1968; Co-Chairman,
1968 Presessions Committee, California Educaticnal Research Association, Berkeley,
March, 1968; Director, 1968 California Educational Research Assouciation Presession,
"Instructional Product Research," Berkeley, Ma.:h 1968; Director, Graduate Resea~ch
Training Program (Title [V, ESEA), "Instructional Product Rese«ich and pDevelopm :nt,”
University of Califrnia, l.os Angeles, 1966-present; Chairman, 1969 American Edtca-~
tional Research Association Presessions Committee; Members, American Educaticnal
Research Training Task Force, 19€8-present; Co-chairman, 1970 Presessions Ccin-
mittee, Califorina Educational Research Association, San Francisco, February 1970;
Member, Staff Training Element, Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Re-
searcl, and Dcevelopment, 1966-present. His publications include: Educational Statistics;
Use and Interpretation on, Harper and Row, 1967; Instructional Objectives, AERA
Curriculum Evaluation Monograph No. 3, Rand McNally, 1969 (Co-author), Criterion -
Referenced Measurement: An Introduction, Educational technology press, 1971 (Editorn),

1.  Popham, W. James. "Instructional Product Development: Two Approaches to Train-
ing."" AV Communication Review. Vol. 15, No. 4, Winter, 1967. pp. 402-411.

2. Developing Instructional Products: A Collection of Working Papers and Training
Documents. Southwest Regional I.aboratory for Educational Research and Develop-
ment, October, 1968, 421 pp.

3. VPopham, W. James, 1 "Curriculum Materials." Review of Educational Research.

Vol. 39, No. 3, June, 1969, pp. 319-338, T T
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GEORGE ROSATO, Educational Development Corporation.

Vice President and Editorial Director, Mr, Rosato has been with the company since
1961, associated as writer, editor, and project manager on nearly every major product
devaloped by EDC. Formerlyaninstriuctor in English at Stanford, he also is an experienced
journalist,

ADRIAN B, SANFORD, Educational Development Corporation.

Chairman of the Board and founder of Educational Development Corporation (EDC)
of Palo Alto. He founded EDC in 1961 to develop innovative inaterials of instruction.
These are distributed by major publishers including Ginn, Harper & Row, Holt, Macmillan,
McGraw-Hill, Scott-Foresman, SRA, and others.

Reading programs from EDC have been used by millions of children. English and
l.anguage Arts books, as well as Science and Math materials, make up the largest part
of EDC production.

Prior to founding EDC, Mr. Sanford ran his own educational consulting firm, Sanford
Associates. From 1955 to 1960 he was a text editor for Harcourt, Brace Publishers in
New York. He taught high school English for seven years and has additional experience
teaching elementary school and college. He is the senior authur of a six-book elementary
text program published by the Macmillan Company called Reading Comprehension - part
of the Spectrum series - and an eight-grade program published by Educacional Progress
Corporation (EPPC), the Audio Reading Progress Laboratory. His articles have appeared
in professional journals. A major article "Reading Comprehension” will appear in the
forthcoming Encyclopedia of Education (Crowell-Collier and MacMlillan). He also helds
patents for educational devices.

He is a member of a number of professional organizations and is co-founder of the
International Study Group for Mathematics lLearning, having served as its first Execu-
tive Secretary. He is listed in Who's Who in the West (1967 -~ ),

HARRY F. SIL.BERMAN, System Development Corporation.

Dr. Harry F. Silberman is Manager of the Education Systems Department in the
IPublic Systems Division at System Development Corporation (SDC}. He is responsible
for all education work in which SDC is involved.

Dr. Silberman joined The RAND Corporation in July 1956 as a social scientist en-
gaged in preparing the requirements and specifications for a major air defense system
training program. When SDC began indepcndent operations in December 1957, he was
assigned responsibility for making initial improvement to the air defense simulation
training program.

Since 1958 he has concentrated on problems of developing instructional materials
for reading and mathematics instruction and has conducted numerous research studies
on variables influencing the effectiveness of computer -based instruction. He has recently
been concerned with integrated applications of computer time-sharing to problens of
instruction, counseling and schoo!l admir istration.

Dr. Silberman holds B.A. and M.A. degrees from Chico State College and an Ed.D.
degree in educational psychology from the University of California at l.os Angeles. He
is a Fellow of the American Psychological Associetion, the American Association for
the Advancement of Science and the Amierican Educational KResearch Association, and
serves on several committees ir these organizations., In addition, he has published
numerous articles in psycholorical and educat, 'nal prcfessicnal journals.
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SIDNEY P. SOLOW, Consolidated Film Industries.

Sidney P. Solow was born in Jersey City, New Jersey on September 15, 1910, and
was graduated from New York University in 1930 with a Bachelor of Science Degree in
Chemistry.

Mr. Solow was employed after graduation by Consolidated Film Industries, a sub-
sidiary of Republic Pictures Corporation, as an Assistant Chemist at CFI's Fort Lee,
New Jersey laboratoiy. He shortly became Chief Chemist and in 1936 was transferred to
CF! Hollywood, where he was promoted to Plant Superintendent znd later General
Manager. In 1954, he was made a Vice President of Republic Pictures Corporation and
was appeinted to the Board of Directors in 1960. In 1964, his title was changed to that of
President, Consotidated Film Industries Division of the Republic Corporation.

Mr. Solow is active in many industry and charitable organizations. He is a member
of the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences, Academy of Television Arts and
Sciences, a Fellow of the Society of Moction Picture and Television Engineers, and for
many years has been Secretary and Allied Industries Chairman of the Motion Picture
Permanent Charities Committee. Also, he has been active in the United Jewish Welfare
Fund for many years, serving as Chairman of the Campaign for the Motion Picture
Industry in 1966. He is an Associate Member of the American Society of Cinematographers
and an Honorary Member of the American Cinema Editors, He served as President of
the Association of Cinema l.aboratories in 1966. Mr. Solow has also been a regular
member of the faculty in the Department of Cinema at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia since 1947, and was designated a full Professor in the spring of 1966.

RICHARD L. ZWEIG, American Tape Duplicators.

Richard L. Zwelg is the principal author of the Ri cemn .aaterials, which are in wide
use throughout the United States. He has taveht at i'C'.A, UCSBE and Cal-State, [.ong
Beach. He is currently directing a company of educ.ticnal programmers producing
educational tests and programs for school use in reading, &;elling, mathematics, music
and art. Mr. Zweig offers his staff of eight programers, artists and technicians to work
on the project.
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APPENDIX A

A FORW..RD LOOK

Background

During the first two months of this project, and even before, Professors Alkin,
Baker, Keislar, McNeil, and Popham spent innumerable hours in (1) apprais.ng the
current status of training in the field of product development and product evaluation
and (2) exploring methods of improving such training. The proposal in Appendix A
represents their thinking in early August, 1970. In discussing the plan with USOE repre-
sentatives, however, it became evident that the type cf nacional training consortium
envisaged in the proposal was viewed as being a few years away with respect to funding
possibilities. Accordingly, we abandoned this conception of a training consortium and
movad to organize a more limited, locally-based training enterprise. Nevertheless,
with characteristic pride of progenitors, its authors believe the scheme was a solid one
and thus offer it for the consideration of those concerned with devising future mechanisms

for training educational research and research-related personnel.
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A NATIORAL CONSORTIUM FOR TRAINING
EDUCATIONAL PRODUCT DEVELOP ERS AND EVALUATORS

An analysis of tne chief elements in any professional training program permits one
to identify two major ingredients: (1) individuals or agencies in need of training and
(2) individuals or agencies capable of providing training. Those in need of training have
particular training requirements while those capable of providing training poseess par-

ticular training resources.

Training requirements can be thought of as the skills sought by agencies or indivi-
duals in order to create or improve a particular professional capability. ~or ¢xample,
district might wish to provide competencies for certain of its curriculum personnel so
that these individuals could develop replicable instructional materials or could more
expertly eveluate commercially developed instructional materials. Another type of
training need is seen when an individual wishes to acquire a set of competencies whica
will peraiit him to secure a given kind of professional employment, e.g., as an educa-

tional developer.

Training resouices are those capabilities possessed by agenciesor individuals which
pertnit thém to carry out instructional programs designed to promote cpecific kinus of
professional competencies. For Instance, one type of training resource would be a
doctoral level graduate training program for instructional product developers. Another
type of training resource would be an individual who, perhaps in cooperation with one
or more colleagles, possesses demonatrated capability to organize successful short
term traiaing programs outside the Standard academic patterrs, such as the presessions

of the American Educational Reszarch Associarion.

Now an ideal scheme for providing professional training would consist of perfectly
matching those with training requirements and those with training resources S0 that
agencies or individuais requiring particular sorts of training programs could secure
those programs from the agencies or individuals possessing the capabilities to provide
such programs. An optimal meshing of training requirements and training resources can

he schematically displayed as in Figure 1.

e — - ——
/ ‘ ‘__/ A\ - —__//
{ Requirement X — Resource X Requirement T _ Resource T
N / .
N~ 5 S ___,,/ . —~——e

Requirement ¥ Resource ¥

Figure ). An optimal motching of professional training
vequivcmems ongd training resovurces

In some professional specialities one suspects that there currently exists a rela-
tively efficiznt match between resources and requirements. Such is not the case in the
fields of educational development and educational product evaluation. In these two
critical arenas a situation exists characterized by insufficient resources, inarticulated
requirements, and pervasive misinformation, In these two fields a confusing situation
exists such as that seen in Figure 2 where training requirements are nct matched with
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Figure 2. The cuirent chaotic stotus of training requirements ond resources in
the fields of educational product development ond evaluotion

available resources, ill-defined training requirements lead to inappropriate require-
ments-resources matching, and nonexistent training resources fail to satisfy certain
types of training requirements. This dismal picture can undoubtedly te found in pro-
fessional fields other than educational development and evaluation. But in these two
fields, where the potenfial exists for securing dramatic improvement in the quality of
American education, the situation must be immediately rectified. It is proposed that
this cun be done through the establishment of a nationwide consortium whose primary
mission will be to improve the training of personnel for the critical fields of educa-
tional product development and product evaluation, These improvements will be pro-
moted as a consequence of the consortium's promotion of tr2 following five functions:

Function No. 1. Explicating training need requirements and training resource
capabilities.
Function No. 2. Facilitating, on the basis of carefully matched requirements and

resources, the contact and consummation of training arrangements
for those in need of training and those capable of supplying it.

Function No. 3. Assessing the effectiveness of a;ltrainingjesources whose instruc-
tional programs are_made available through the services of the

consortium.

Function No. 4. Improving the quality of training resources for those agencies or
individuals electing to receive such aésistance.

Function No. 5. Creating new resources to satisfy training requirements for which
no training resources currently exist.

Each of these functions will now be examined in more detail, along with a description of
the procedures used for its accomplishment.

Function No. 1:  Explicating Requirements and Rescurces

One of the most peisistent deficiencies in designing and carrying out any type of
instructional program is the imprecise nature of the instructional intentions, During the
1960s we witnessed considerable progress in thils country regarding the instructional
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dividends to be vielded from explicitly stated instructional objectives. One function of
the consortium would be to promote great clarity on the part of those needing training
with respect to exactly what kinds of competencies they required. In some ways this
operation is comparable to how the Title IIf (ESEA) educational neceds assessment opera-
tions now conducted by many states should function. However, it is probably closer to
the monre intense job analyses which have been successfully employed in many voca-

tional fields.

Similar clarity must be brought to the potential suppliers of training regarding the
specific types of competencies which they take responsibility for promoting. There can be
no precise matching between resources and requirements ifthere is not certainty regard-
ing cach. A major responsibility of the training consortium wnuld be to refine the pre-
cision with which these requirements and resources are described.

The task of explicating requirements and resources, at first examination, might
appear to be a rather casual process of sharpening the specification statements used by
potential trainers and trainees. It is far more than that. The consortium will have to
bring a heretofore unachieved conceptual clarity to the fields of product development
and product evaluation. The major competencies, or groups of competencies, potentially
needed in these fields must be identified anddescribed in a functional structure. We must
identify the major rubrics which can be used to adequately describe these two fields so
that training requirements and resources can he more accurately identified,

The absolute necessity for a structural analysis of the fields of product derelopment
and evaluation can be illustrated by a common example involving an agency in need of
training. Suppose executives of a commercial producer of educational materials wishes
to develop a new capability for preparing audio-visual aids, If they were to identify their
training requirements to the staff of the consortium they might do so in rather general
terms, e.g., "We need persons skilled in preparing audiovisual aids." The consortium
staff could always play the clarifier game, of course, such as "What do you mean
by . .. 7," but a point would quickly be reached where the individuals who needed training
really wouldn't know what they meant, for they would be unfamiliar with the range of
potential development competencies. Only by pursuing, in a systematic fashion, the need
for each of these sets of competencies could an accurate description of training require-
ments be sccured. By probing loosely conceived training requirements according to well
structured sets of competencies, we could expect not only more precise sets of require-
ments, but also requirements which are more attuned to the actual instructional needs
of the would-be developer. Putting it more bluntly, not only are those in need of training
often unaware of how to specify what they want, they are frequently unaware of what they
should want. By employing a carefully delineated structural analysis of the fields of
product development and product evaluation the consortium can systematically promote

the required level of clarity.

The general strategy to be employed in carrying out this function will be to promote
measurability of both requirements and capabilities. When a requirement is stated in a
measurable fashion, it fs a relatively straightforward matter to assess an individual in
order to discern whether he possesses that skill. By aiding a group with a training re-
guiie.nent, e.g., a regional educational laboratory, state {ts training requirements so
that thev can be measured. It can be determined whether trainees can display those
measurable competencies at the close of training.

Similarly, if training resource groups can be aided to state their capabilities in
terms of measurable outcomes, it is possible to assess at the end of training whethe:
these skills, attitudes, etc., were actually promoted. There are, of course, identifiable
side benefits to the training resource group (such as the reduction of irrelevant instruc-
tionai activity) which can be accrued frony measurable delineation of outcomes.

\More specifically, the consortium will assist its members in these clarifications,
not demand :them as a prerequisite for participation. In other words, the consortivm
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staff will not issue a flat demand of "Measurable competencies, or eise." Rather, by
presenting alternative formulations as potential models, patient refinement analysis,
and employing the principal tactics of the Instructional Objectives Exchange,* whereby
individuals select from already prepared collections of measurable competencies, the
consortium stafl will sharpen its members' perceptions of either (1) what they want or
(2) what they can do. To aid in this process, sets of specifications will be distributed
which describe acceptable form for training requirements and training capability state-
ments,

The key ingredient in achieving the required level of explicitness for requirements
and resources will be a comprehensive set of competency statements, organized around
categories of related competencies. Each of these competencies will be measurable and,
in fact, will be accompanied by a set of measuring devices (usir; the broadest possibie
definition of this term, not only paper and pencil measures). These competencies and
mreasures will be known as competency grids. Thus, the consortium will have available
a multidimensional competency measuring device which can be used in part or as a
whole to assess the quality of training efforts as well as to promote greater clarity of
those 'with trainirg requirements as resources.

We would expect, therefore, that by performing this function we would witness the
elimination of ill-defined training re¢ iirements and resources such as seen in Figure 3.

= Well-defi;ed\)
Resource ¥
‘—//
It-defined Well.defined _
Requirement X (\ Requirement X
S~

—

m!-definm
\_ Requirement Y
\1~ e

B

Hl.defined
Resource Y

~y YYDy

lit-defined
Requirement ¥

Post-consortium

Figure 3. The result of the consortium’s fulfilling Function No. 1,
Explicaling Requirements ond Resources

Function No. 2:  Facilitating Resource:Requirement Matche:

More seriously than any other fields in education, there is an appalling dearth of
training resources in the flelds of educational product development and educatisnal
product evaluation. Yet, even though this is so, there are isolated individuals and agen-
cies which have in the past carried ou. effective training programs. There are also
talented individuals who could, if aware of specific training needs, apply their abilities
to the preparation of exemplary training programs in these fields. In other words, some
of the capabilities exist, some must be created.

Both the extant and the yet to be born training resources must be put in contact with
those groups in need of training. Thus, a second functicn of the conscrtium would be te
serve as a sort of catalytic clearing house or, perhaps, unbiased booking agent. Catalytic
-_-;%;1‘(;‘_[;1;[;‘:&-1;;;{ Objectives Exchange, Center for the Study of Evaluation, Univer-
sity of Calitornia, 1.0s Angeles, 1969.
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in the sense that it would actively promote the creation of high 4e¢mand iraining resources,
the consortium would attempt to bring together those needing particular forms of training
with those agencies which could supply such training.

Visibility is an important attribute of any group attempting to bring people together.
Individuals in need of trained developers, for example, should aLtotnatically think of the
training consortium as the best source. Competent training resource groups should
routinely wish to register their capabilities with this highly visible, albeit specialized,
consortium. The consortium will have to establishitsexistence and announce its services
to potential users and trainers. In the fields for which the consortium was designed, this
should not be difficult since little systematic training potential currently exists. The
consortium can capitalize on the alreadyestablished work of UCI.A in these fields through
the activities of the Product Research Training Program, the Center for the Study of
Evaluation, and the Doctoral Program in Educational Evaluation.

The primary procedure by which user andtrainer will be matched wiil be through the
preparation (and frequent updating) of a comprehensive listing of both training resources
and training requirements. The training resource information wouldinclude the following:

1. The specific measurable competencies which 1he resource group purports to
promote (usiiig the competency grids previously Jescribed)

2. Costs per trainee

3. Time recuired for training

4. Staff qualifications

5. FKvaluations of training effectiveness

6. Current availability

7. Miscellaneous, e.g., housing facilities, travel problems. The training require-

ments information would include the {ollowing, with special identification of
training requirements for which training resources are nonexistent or in short

supply:

a. The specific measurable competencies needed (using competency grids)
b. Permissible costs per trainee

c. Allowable time period

d. Other constraints, e.g., geographic

This information would be treated with requisite confidentiality, although certain
data would be widely disseminated, such as the need for new types of training programs,

In general, there would be a variety of schemes employed to solicit required training
programs, for instance, announcerients ir. the Educational Researcher, Journal ¢f the
National Society for Programmed Instruction, Evaluation Comment, Educational Tech-

mology, etc. Further, a comprehensive constituency in the training consortium (see con-
sortium organization in later paragraphs) will facilitate the accomplishment of this
function.

The consortium staff would have to be particularly attentive to the results of any
manpower analyses, such as those which are being conducted by the AERA Task Force
on the Training of Fducational Researchers, since projections regarding perscnnel needs
in the two fields under consideration should influence proselyting activitie s of the con-
so1tivni.
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By satisfactorily accomplishing Function No.2, the consortium would promote the

situation depicted in Figure 4.
R//
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Requirement Z

Rescurce Z
.
Pre-consortium Post-consortium

Figure 4. The result of the Consortium’s fulfilling Function No. 2,
Facilitoting Resource-Require ment Motches

Function No, 3:  Assessing Training Resource Effectiveness

All agencies or individuals which participate as training resources in the consortium
will be required to be evaluated at che close of each training enterprise. The results of
these summative evaluations will be added to the information (See Function number one)
available for each training resource.

At the outset, the consortium would rely upon (1) evaluations conducted according
to specifications, either by the training resource agency or by an outside group (these
evaluations to emphasize trainee demonstration of measurable skills) and (2) anonymous
post-training evaluations solicited from participants. Hopefully, as scon as feasible
these evaluative data could be bolstered by summative evaluations conducted by the
consortium staff itself. Use of the muitidimensional competencies measures will be
critical at this juncture. Particular subsections of the test will be constituted in rela-
tionship to the competencies purportedly promoted by the training group. [he evaluative
process will, therefore, focus on the attainment of measurable skills promoted by the
training programs and will employ criterion-referenced measurement procedures, as
well as recommended evaluation methodology, e.g., matrix sampling and suitable evalua-
tion designs, whenever practicable. Once more, advanced graduate students from the
UCLA evaluation program can provide important assistance in accomplishing this func-
tion.

As a consequence of accomplishing this function, the consortium would promote
the situation depicted in Figure 5.

Summatively
Evaluated
Resource 2

Unevaluated
Resource 2

Summatively
Evaluated
Resource X

————

Unevaluated
Resource X

Pre-consortium Post-consor:ium
Figure 5. The result of the consortium®s fullilling Function Na. 3,

Assessing Training Resource Effectiveness
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Function No. 4:  Impreving Training Quality

For those training resource groups wishing to avail themselves of this service, the
consortium would provide formative evaluation assistance, that is, aid in improving the
quality of the training enterprise. Because of the consortium staff's familiarity with a
wide variety of training programs, coupled with required post-instruction evaluation
data, the possibility exists of working with any training resource group to improve its
effectiveness. It must be re-emphasized that this would be a volitional, not required
option of a training group and it is expectad that not all of the participating training
resource groups would elect to use this consortium service.

The consortium will prepare a task force of forinative evaluation specialists, well
schooled in the field of instructional psychalogy. When called upon by a training resources
group to provide this instructional improvement of the training program under considera-
tion, they will employ customary instructional analytic guidelines, e.g., task analysis
of en route behaviors, quantification and appraisal of relevant practice opportunities,
assessment of learner feedback procedures, positive affect-building schemes, etc. If
possible, data will be secured from trainee participants during and after the training
session, not only on performance measures but also suggestions regarding program
madifications.

A key resource for this formative evaluation task force will be advanced graduate
students in the UCILA education evaluation doctoral program. These studznts will be
specially trained and carefully supervised for this important evaluation role. Another
key resource group will be advanced students in the UCLLA product research training
program who canaid training program groups inthe preparation of replicable instructional
materials.

Reports of the formative evaluation would be forwarded to the training resource
group, but the measures developed and information gained would be of utility in conduct-
ing future formative evaluations. By accomplishing this fourth function, the consortium
would promote the result seen in Figure 6.

T T T T
- Weak »,4/A:‘c'ep'ob|e \
\ Resource K S/

Resource K

- Averoge 'High Quality
. AN o -
‘ieicur:’c.-o// \F?ifou.:e Q
Pre-consortium Post-consortiun

Figure 6. The result of the consortium’s fulfilling Function No. 4,
lmproving Training Quality

Function No 5: Crecting New Resources

In the fields of product develcpment and product evaluation there are far fewer
training resources than needed. This assertion can be safely made without sophisticated
manpower analyses merely because there are very, very few current training capabili-
ties in these two fields. The consortium would need to stimulate talented individuals or
agencies to develop new training capacities. These might be rather general at the outset,
for there is a paucity of training resources in these fields. As new resources are
created, the establishment of additional training resources would depend on the analysis
of consortium members' training requirements. Complete illustrations of the types of
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new resources which the consortium would create during its first year or opera*ion are
given in a later section of this document (see New Training Resources).

The consortium would move to establish one or more general purpose training agen-
cies to satisfy patently unmet training needs. Certain of these training resources would
undoubtedly be created by the individuals or agenciesinitially involved in the consortium.
Other resources might be created from those groups which submitted training designs
under provisions of RFP 70-12, but which were not funded. Such individuals (possessing
competencies in the two fields specified here) would be contacted to ascertain which of
the training components in their designs might lend itself to the establishment of dis-
tinctive new training resources for the consortium. Other individuals and/or agencies
would be approached (o learn if they would be interested in setting up a training resource
of relevance to the consortium's activities.

Each year of USOE funding the consortium would reduce its financial support to
newly creatod training resources, thereby encouraging them to be partially, then totally,
self-supporting. Indeed, the crirerion of potential for self-support would be prominent
in approval of any new training resource. USOE officials would, of course, approve any
major fund expenditures associated with the. creation of new resources.

A chief contribution to the creation of new training resources would be the Consor -
tium Demonstration Laboratory which will play a prominent role in the deveiopment and
diffusion of new training capabilities. The ConSortium Demonstration I.aboratory will be
described later. As a consequence of fulfilling Function No. 5, the consortium would
reduce the number of nonexistant training resources as seen in Figure 7.

—_— =~

-
// . \\ New
—7 Nonexistant J Resource Q
1 Resource Q v
>~ e -~ \
T T
-~
- Nonexistant 3\ New
A Resource K / Resource K
~ -
~ e — e
Pre-consertium Post-consortium

Figure 7. The result of the consortium’s fulfilling Function No. 5,
Creotino New Resaurces

These, then, are the five fuactic s of the consortium. Through the accomplishment
of these five functions the consortium would eliminate the current confusion in the train-
ing arenas of educational development and evaluation (seen previously in F jure 2}, and
would promote 2 training situation such as that depicted in Figure 8.

Requirement X Resource X /‘\)z(_\\
—— Requirement K Resousce X
\ S - S

. R

— e

i

Resource J

Requitement J

te—

Figure 8. The status of training requirements and resources in the fields of product
development and evolustion os @ consequence of the consortium®s cctivities
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Consortium Organization

Membership in the consortium will be nationwide and will be open to any agency,
group, or individual which has actual or potential training requirements or training
resources in the fields of educational product developmentor product evaluation. Periodic
meetings of the entire consortium group will be useful in determining future training
requirements and resources, as well as securing the advice of individuals who, although
not participating directly in a training operation at that time, may offer useful counsel.
Consortium membership will be solicited early in February, 1971 and an initial meeting
will be staged in April, 1971. An exploratory meeting staged in November, 1970 (see
Appendix A) revealed a widespread interest of diverse grours in consortium participa-

rion.

The members of the consortium which possess actual training requirements and/or
resources will constitute the most active members of the consortium; for it is by and
for these individuals and agencies that the actual training will take place.

These training participants, aloeng with individuals respongeible for directing the
consortium staff, will constitute the executive committee which will formulate major
policy for the consortium's conduct. A central, stahle consortium staff of senior and
middle level professionals would implemert these policy decisions. Three appointed
members of training needs groups, three appointed representatives of training resource
groups, and five appointed members of the consortium staff will constitut- rhis eleven
person policy group. The Cunsortium Demonstration Laborz*ory will constitute a key
clement in the consortium's operation. Schematicaily, then, with examples of the resource
and needs groiups which might be involved, we can depict the organization of the con-
sortium as seen in Figure 9.
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The Demonstration Loboratory

The consortium itself can be conceived of as a conferation of those who need par-
ticular sorts of training and those who can supply such training. The principal functions
of the consortium can be carried on administratively by the central consoriium staff--
but there is something missing. The consortium needs an intellectual ne.ve center, an
entity addressed to the substantive problems of evolving and transmitting technologies
of product development and product evaluation. We propose that this deficiency be
remedied through the establishment of a Consortium Demonstration Laboratory.

Key [ aboratory Roles. In the fullest sense of the term, the laboratory would serve
a demonstration function. There would be demonstrations provided regarding effective
educational development practices. There would be demonstrations provided regarding
how to evaluate educational prcducts. There would be demonstrations of how to train
product developers and product evaluators. There would also be less frequent, occa-
sfonal demonstrations regarding educational research and diffusion. Thus, a chief role
of che Il.aboratory would be demonstration of educational development and evaluation,

coupled with demonstraticn training of personnel who must perform those two functicns.

A second role of the Demonstration Laboratory would be to design, test, and export
training procedures which could be employed by training resource members of the con-
so:-tium. The new training procedures would be focused exclusively on the topics of
(1) educational development and (2) educational product evaluation. At the outset the
training procedures would undoubtedly be rather general in ovientation, for few, if any,
basic training enterprises currently exist in these two fields. As new :raining approaches
were developed, testec, and exported, the new training schemes developed would be
more spec.ilized in nature to remedy particular training resource deficiencies. Through-
out the design and testing of these training schemes a prime criterion would be the
ultimate expoitability of the scheme. There would beheavy reliance on the use of instruc-
tional materials and upon highly explicit guidelines for members of an instructional
staff other than that of the Demonstration LLaborato:y.

Quite naturally, following from this emphasis on exportability, a third role of the
Consortium Demonstration l.aboratory will be the actual development of training materiais
to prepare product developers and produat eraluators. These materials, delightfully,
can often serve as the actual products which are, in demonstration fashion, being pre-
pared by the Llaboratory. Their development and evaluation can be the grist for the
L.aboratory's production mill while at the same time serving as some of its major
contributions.

Another role of the Laboratory would be ito engage in explicit decision-oriented
research regavding the differential efficacy of alternative training schemes. This would
not be a frequent activity of the [.aboratory, but occasions would arise in which the
merits of different approaches to training would have to be experimentally studied.

A final role of the l.aboratory will be to devise and test the worth of alternative
diffusion techniques. The whole thrust of the Consortium will be to expand training ra-
sources. We must learn how to disseminate the newly developed truining schemes so that
they will be employed by others.

Operation of the Laboratory. The Consortium Demonstration laboratary will be
located near TICIZA, but off campus. There are significant reasons for this decision.
By being close to UCL A the Demonstration Laboratory can capitalize on the vonsidezabl>
talent available in several disciplines at that ir::tution, e.g., theater arts, linguistics,
educetion, psychology. Ly being otf campus, the Demonstration l.aboratory can depart
from the constrictions of traditional academic organjzational structure. We want to
blend highly talented professionals into an important, innovative training enterprise.

An off-campus, relatively autonomous site will be {deal for this purpose.
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There will be iiiree types of training programs conducied by the Consoctitm Demon-
stration l.aboratory, all three {n ezch of the two {ields of concern, i.e., produzt develop-
ment and product evaluation. The three general fraining prograr forms will be these:

1. A_core basic training program of 6-12 mor*.s di ~ation centered around the

basic elements of the operation in question, fo. exa:aple, product development.

2. Short-term orientation courses of severa) days to s‘veral weeks duration de-

signed to provide overview familiarity with the esseniial ingredients of either
product development or product evaluation.

3. Special purpose training schemes of variable duraticn for particular needs of

those agencies or individuals with training requirements.

The core basic training program would be in almost constant operation, and would
be organized in separable components so that trainees commencing the basic course
could begin their training at numerous times during the year.

Demonstration l.aboratory Staff. There will be two main sources of staff for the
Demonstration 1.aboratory. The first source of staff will be UCL A faculty and advanced
graduate students. The second source for staff will be from the individuals and agencies
comprising the consortium {iself. There will be talented trainers throughout the consor-
tium who will welcome the opportunity to participate as a visiting staff member of the
Demonstration Laboratory. These temporary staff trainers will usually be drawn, of
course, from the training resource groups of the consortium. But individuals in the
training requirements groups will also be involved as reality monitors, that is, as

individuals who will make sure that the l.aboratory is preparing trainees for the real
world situations in which product developers and evaluators are needed.

This mix of trainers from UCI.A and trainers from the consortium will provide a
deterrent to ingroup isolationism and will offer the widest possible array of trainer
talent. Further, the operation of the Consortium Demonstration Laboratory by repre-
senta:ives of the Consortium will engender a closer relationship between the l.aboratory
and its consortium collaborators.

The Consortium os o Prototypic Mechanism

The structure of this type of consortium is conceived of as potentizlly transmittable
to other areas of professional training where customary training schemes have proved
less than totally satisfactory. While the consortium currently proposed is responslve to
particular training problems, if the model proves satisfactory it should be implemented
in other fields as well.

Although there will be the necessity for federal financial support at the outser, the
level of this support should be reduced sharpiv after the consortium has fostered the
creation of totally or partially self-supporting training resources during the first few
years of its operation.
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APPENDIX B

In mid-September 1970 the letter on the following page was sent to 300 potential
ucers of the training program we were designing. Of the 45 responses, 77 responded
positively indicating probable tc definite interest in the new program. A list of these

77 individuals, and the agencies they represent is included following the sample letter.
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BFRRELEY * DAVIS * IRVINY * LUS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BAEBARA * SANTA CRUZ

CENTER FOR TUHE DTUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
1,05 ANCELES, CALTFORNIA 90021

September 17, 1970

Dear

A group of us here at UCLA, including Marvin Alkin, Eva Baker, Evan Keislar and
John McNeil, have been awarded a cont:act by the U.S. Office of Educatior. to design a
training program for preparing (1) education product developers and (2) educational
product evaluators. Near the end of the vear we will be submitting our program design
to U.S.0.E. and, if approved, the training enterprise will he supported for at least a
three-year training period at a very substantial level.

Since these individuals have a wealth of experience in training educational product
developers and evaluators, we anticipate putting together an ouvtstanding program. UCLA
has for the past several years offered the country’s only doctoral level graduate program
in instructional product development. In addition, the UCLA Center for the Study of
Fvaluation is currently the major U.S. research and develcpment agency devoted to
inquiry regarding evaluation.

There will probably be only three of these new training programs estatlished, so
they must definitely serve a national lraince clientele. 1 am writing you to determine
whether your agency would wish to use the resources of the new training program either
(1) to provide training in product development and/or product evaluation for members of
yuur staff or (2) to empley newly trained individuals in either of these specialties.

I et me be a little more specific about the training progr.m we are planning. It will
be operated by a concortium of agencies and individuals, most of whom will be lecated
in southern California. A staff drawn from this consortium will operate an off-campus
training institute affiliated loosely with UCLA. The institute will probably offer both a
year-round training program as well as shorter, specialized courses (from a few days
to several weeks).

Throughout the training activities there will be a dual focus on providing training
(both beginning and advanced) for the following two specialties.

Educational Development. The process of preparing esscntially replicable
fnstructional materials or scquences which take resyonsibility for producing a
given behavior change in specified learners. Examples of educational products
develop:d by this trial-revision sequence would include: printed self-instruction
programs, highly systematized instructional procedures, educational video-
tapes, filmstrips, etc.

Educational Product Evaluation. The process of asse~sing the worth of already
prepared educational products such as textbooks o. films; that is, all of the
materials which could be produced as a consequence of the work of the educa-
tional developer.

Although of necessity [ have been brief, is there any likelihond that if our training
program is set up and functicning as of summer, 1971 that your agency would wish to
use the sevvices of the program? Ifso, 1 hope you would be willing to write m: indicating
the nature of your training reeds.

[]{[C Iss
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Even though we are in the midst of working out details of the new program, I will
try to supply additional information If you wish. What [ an attempting to do at the moment
is simply to explore the current level of training requirements in our two fields of
emphases.

Sincerely,

W, James Popham
Professor of Education

WiP/rs
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Fred E. Holdrege

Director

Regional Educarion lLaboratory
Mutual Plaza

Chapel Hill and Duke Streets
Durham, North Carolina 2770)

Jerry Warner

Executlve Producer

Jerry Warner & Associates
8615 Santa Monica Blvd.

I.os Angeles, California 90069

Theodore Waller

President

Grolier Educational Corporation
845 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10022

George T. Cline, Jr., Chief

Directorate of Personnel

Department of the Air Force

Headquarters Aeronautical Chart
and Information Center

St. l.ouis, Missouri 63118

Scott B. Parry

Cirector

Sterling Institute Training Develop-
ment Center

Two Pennsylvania Plaza

New York, New York 10001

Judy V. Wilson

Editor, Programmed Instruction
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Publishers
605 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10016

Kevin Smith

I-xecutive Vice President
F.ducaticn Development Center
55 Chape! Street

Newton, Massachusetts 02160

B. G. Pauley

Deputy State Superlntendent
Departn.ent of Educatlon
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

James W, Becker

Executive Dlrector

Research for Better Schools
Incorporated Suite 1700

1700 Market St,

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103
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14.

15.

17,

Lee M. Ellwood

Administrative Assistant

Dallas Independent School District
3700 Ross Avenue

Dallas, Texas 75204

W.E. Mellown, Jr.
Coordinator, Titles I, II1 & V
Department of Education
State Office Building
Montgomery, Alabama 36104

...chard Avila
Cypress Films
P.0. Box 4872
Carme}, California 93921

Justin M. Purchin

Director

Hanna-Barbera Productions, Inc.
3400 Cahuenga Boulevard
Hollywood, California 90028

Roger Flemming

Executive Vice President
Showest Incorporated

3425 Cahuenga Blvd. West
Hollywood, California 90028

Weldon Perrin

Deputy Superintendent
Department of Education
Capitol Building

Santa Fe, New Mexico 47501

PPaul G. Stitik

State Coordinator

ESEA Title UI

Department of Public Instruction
Dover, Delaware 19901

Frunk Kellel, Jr.

Colonel, MSC

Department of the Army

U.S. Army Medical Field Service
School

Brooke Army Medical Center

Fort Sam Houston, Texas 78234

. Miss Shirley B. Biteerlich
General Programmed Teaching
424 University Avenue
Palo Alto, California 94301

Herschel L. Russell

Assistant 1o the Superintendent
Department of Education
Baton Rouge, Louisidna 70804
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Elizabeth C. 1.loyd

Director

Department of Public Instruction
Dover, Delaware 19901

Preston W. Kelly

Vice President

CBS/Holt Group

383 NMadison Avenue

New York, New York 10017

1. Ezra Staples

Associate Superintendent
Board of Fducation

21st Street of the Parkway
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103
Danie! O. Backman

Program Specialist

San Juan Unified School District
3738 Walnut Avenue

Carmichael, California 95608

Alan G. Robertson

Director

The State Education Department
Albany, New York 12224

Charles E. Smyth
t-ditor-in-Chief

Random House/Singer School Division

201 Kast 50th Street
New York, New Yark 10022

Bert .. Cooper

Director

Department of Fducation
Carson City, Nevada 89701

l.eo G. Byrne

Hditor -in-Chief

Harper & Row, Publishers
School Department
Fvanston, Illinois 60201

Robert T. Reeback

Assnciate Director

Southwestern Cooperative Fduca-
tional [ aboratory

117 Richmond Drive Ne

albuquerque, New Mexico 87106

frving R. Merrill, Ph.D.

Director

Uriversity of California

Communications Office for
Research and Teaching

San | rancisco, California 94)22
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A. H. Drummond, Jr.
Editor-in-Chief

D.C. Heath and Company

125 Spring Street

Lexington, Massachusetts 02173

Seelig Lester

Deputy Supcerintendent

Board of Education

Office of Instructional Services

110 Livingston Street

Brooklyn, New York 11201

H. A. Bortz

Education Development

International Businezs Machines
Corporation

Education Center

Endicott, New York 13760

Gordon A. King

Vice President

Educational Systems Corp.

1211 Connecticut Ave. N.W,
Suite 30)

Washington, . C. 20036

Gordon R, Hjalmarsorn
Director

The School Departments
Houghton Mifflin Company
110 Tremont Strect

BRoston, Massachusetts 02107

[.ouise Pastore

Praeger Special Studies
Praeger Publishers, Inc.
111 Fourth Avenue
New York, New York 10003
Harry L. Wellbank

National Training Director
Sears, Roebuck and Co.
Chicago, Illinois 60607

Jerome P. Harkins, Ph.D.
Director of Regearch
Cybern-Education, Inc,
501 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10022
Barry Morris

Assistant Superiniendent
Faijrfax County Public $chools
10700 Page Avenue

FFairfax, Virginia 22030

134



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.
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Mark A. Pines

President

[.yceum Productions

P.O. Box 487

Altadena, California 91001

l.orraine M. Sullivan
Assistant Superintendent
Board of Education

228 North La Salle Street
Chicago, Illinois 60601

Norman M. Rose
In-Service Education &

Volunteer Coordinator
Division of Curriculum & Instruction
Administration Building
5225 West Viliet Street: P.O. Drawer
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 52201

Fanny Cachn de Freytes
Director

Evaluation Office
Department of Education
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico

Art Cole

Project Cirector

Film Designers Division
EMC Corporation

7000 Santa Monica Blvd.
Hollywood, Calif. 90028

Herbert Hall

Jam Handy Productions
2821 East Grand Boulevard
Detroit, Michigan 48211

William H. Stegeman
Assistant Superintendent
Education Center

Park ard EI Cajon Boulevards
41C0 Normal Street

San Diego, Calif. 92103

Robert H. Seitzer

Assistant Commissioner of
Education

Department of Education

225 West State Street

P.0O. Box 2019

Trenton, New Jersey {8625

Maurice D. Burck!fi=ld
Director, General Education
Doard of Fducation

942 [.ancaster Drive Ne
Salem, Oregon 97310
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Kenneth W, Tidwell
Executive Director
Southeastern Education Laboratory
3430 International Boulevard
Suite 22!
Atlante, Georgia 30354

Benjamin E. Carmichael

Director

Appalachia Educational L.aboratory
P.O. Box 1348

Charleston, West Virginia 25325

R. Ruel Morrison

Director

Teacher Education
Instructional Services Center
2930 For ‘est Hill Drive, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30315

Richard L. Winebarger
Coordinator

Title IlI, ESEA
Department of Education
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Eldon E. Gran, Ed.D.

Assistant Superintendent
Instructionzl Services
Department of Public Instruction
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Richard S. Kneisel

Special Assistant--Educational
Advisor

Department of the Army

United States Army Infantry School

Fort Banning, Georgia 31905

Miss Anne E. Tucker
Supervisor, ESEA Title 11l
State Department of Education
Richmond, Virginia 23216

Don L., Gann

Director

Title Iil, ESEA

State Department of kducation
Jeiferson Building

1.0. Box 480

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

Don Torres

ESEA Title 1l Coordinator
Bureau of Curriculum Innovation
Departmert of Education

182 Tremont Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02111
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57.
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59,

60,
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62.

63.

64.
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Rich Boyd

Administrator

Title lII, ESEA

Superintendent of Public Instruction
P.0O. Box 527

Olympia, Washington 98501

Jack Braillie
Administrative Director
ESEA Title Il
Department of Educarion
l.incoln, Nebraska 68509

R. F. Christie

Vice President

Bank of America Trust & Savings
Association

Bank of America Center

San F:iuncisco, California 94120

Gary Goldsmith
Dimension Films

733 North 1.a Brea Tel
Webster 73506

lLos Angeles 38, Calif.

Richard E. Sevey
Cutriculum Coordinator
Department of Education
Augusta, Majne 04330

Meredith . Crawford
President

Humrro

300 North Washington St.
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Hugh Clayton

Chief

Central Intelligence Agency
Washington D.C. 20505

Frank O'Dell
Coordinator

Department of Educavion
Columbus, Ohio

Shinkichi Shimabukuro
Director

Hawaii Fnglish Project
1625 West Place
Honolulu, Ylawaii 96822

Coburn 7. Wheeler

President

Charies E. Merrill Publisning Co.
1300 Alum Creel Drive
Columbug, Ohio 43216
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74.

Joseph V., Sheehan

Vice President, School Division
Editor-in-Chief

Addison--Wesley Publishing Company
2725 Sand Hill Road

Menlo Park, Calif. 94025

Richard E. Barnhart
Director

Curriculum Division
Department of Education
[Lansing, Michigan 48902

Norman McRae

Assistant Director

Continuing Education, Evening and
Summer Schools

5057 Woodward

Detroit, Michigan 48202

Mary Bourgeois

Director, ’lanning and Evaluvation
Division

Department of Education

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

Harold F. Rahmlow

lxecutive Director

Adult [.earning l.aboratory

270 Bryn Mawr Avenue

Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania 19010

Horace B, Valverde

Training Technology Branch

Advanced Systems Support Division

Department of Air Force

Air Force Human Resources Iaboratory
(ATSC)

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,
Ohio 45433

A, D, l.uke, Ed.D.
Prngram Administratar
Consultative Services
Department of Iducaticn
Boise, Idaho 83707

W, Russell Joncs, Jr.,

Dircctor: Instructional Services
Pepartmernt of liducation

i'ouch F--Alaska Office Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Robert B. Beeching
President

Scope Productions, inc.
1616 West Shaw Avenue
I resno, Calif. 93705
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76. Ralph Drekmann

77. H. Stuart Pickard, Director
Director Department of Education
Agency Operations Communications Office of Planning
Division Concord, New Hampshire 03301
1285 Avenue of the Americas

New York, New York 10019
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