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I. SUMMARY

The Pilot Training Project for personnel participating in Pilot
State Dissemination Programs involved training of the three dissemina-

tion project staffs to carry out their dissemination functions. The

Pilot State Training Dissemination Program attempted to facilitate
the use of tested educational research data by local educational

agencies in their decision process. The staff members were trained
in various aspects of need assessment, data retrieval, and information
utilization. The training project utilized a training methodology
based on a university extension model of information dissemination and

utilization. The methodology consisted of meeting individual needs
through a process of visitation with the projeet staffs in the working

situation, presentation to them of relevant information, and involving

the trainees in the educational process through various interactive

modes. This report documents the training program and sievelops infor-

mation that would be useful to future training programs of similar
nature. This includes the historical and conceptual antecedents to
the program; its organization, objectives, and methodology; and the
observations and experiences of the trqining staff. Specifics of the

program are dealt with in the appendices. Of particular interest is

an outline of subjects dealt with by the training project.

Outline of the Project:

1. Initial exchange of project proposals -
Meeting of project leaders, evaluation team,
and training team with 0. E. personnel.

2. Pre-training site visits

3. Initial one week training session

4. Combined site visit and on site training program

5. Third site visits in preparation for final
training program

6. Final three day training program

II. INTRODUCTION

A. Ideological Background

Several prominent factors seem to underlie the development of

the Pilot State Dissemination program. Most prominent among these is

the current concept of education that views institutions of educatior,

as inadequate and in need of change. Research literature has responded
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with a great deal of new information about change processes. Many of
the examples used in the change literature come from the field of agri-
culture where land grant university extension programs have been facili-
tating change for many years. ERIC (Educatipal Resources and Informa-
tion Centers) has taken great strides in colTecting a comprehensive
tile of educational resources. The Pilot State Dissemination PrograK
has established three state projects with some similarity to university
extension organizations, which provide eduFaTional data and assistance
for change to local schools.

The educational concepts responsible for the conviction that
schools need to change will not be dealt with in detail. It is more
important to ask why newer educational concepts are not implemented
in educational institutions, One obvious answer is that there is a

communication gap between the concepts and the reality of the situation.
This communication gap can be bridged in one way by bringing data
to the schools on an interpersonal level. One idea commonly held
in education is that because decisions are often made with an in-
adequate data base, the decisions could then be improved by providing,
to the decision maker, information that is relevant to his situation.

Research pertaining to change develops the processes by which
change in education is to be brought about. A large proportion of
this research deals with change processes in agriculture. In a re-
view of 4,000 studies in change relating to education by Havelock,
12.8% of the studies reviewed dealt with agriculture. References
to agricultural change are fairly common in literature concerning
change processes. Reference to agriculture is .important for the study
of change processes because of the existence of the Cooperative
Extension Service, the oldest, most elaborate, and most ambitious
effort to institutionalize dissemination and utilization of knowledge
for the purpose of change (Havelock, 1969, 3-33). There are other
such institutions but they are not nearly so well established.

One of the goals of the Pilot State Dissemination Programs seems
to be to study the feasibility of developing a similar pr'ocess for
education. There are, however, several differences which could affect
this development.

Traditional cooperative extension deals mostly with informing
an individual farmer about a tangible product that will increase his
profit if it is utilized. In education, innovations involve research
information or new concepts and only rarely new products. Educational
innovations most frequently require the cooperation of complex organiza-
tions rather than of individuals. Schools are not profit organizations.
It is rare enough to find an educational innovation that even reduces
costs. Changes seem to be successful when they stimulate community,
school staff, or student feelings of satisfaction rather than profits.
Change in education involves abstracts such as concepts, organizations,
and satisfaction

The cooperative extension approach does have several strengths
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that would seem to accommodate these differences. It is an organized

effort. It allows for the coordinated utilization of specialists in
communication, research, am: research utilization. Through the use of
the county agent it takes into account the human aspects of-information
assimilation such as the importance of rapport, social context, and
social reinforcement.

In cooperative extension programs the county agent who speaks
directly with the farmers also has direct ties with land grant college

research programs. In education a national system of research data
collection (ERIC) can provide collection of current resources. These
data are available in a form suitable for high speed automatic data

searches. Because of the nature ana state of the science of education,
there is some question about the adequacy of these data to solve every
educational problem; but there can be no doubt that they represent
an important resource for information concerning educational problems.
If the experience of agriculture is to be taken seriously, then the
mere existence of this resource is not enough to assure that it will
be used to the fullest extent. The research must be interpreted and
adapted to the local situation before it can be assimilated locally.
Possible, an educational field agent, with duties similar to the county
agent, could be used in this capacity.

The statements made thus far are largely conjectural. The pur-

pose of the Pilot State Dissemination Program, as funded by the United
States Office of Education (USOE), was to develop in three states,
on a trial basis, educational projects, a systematized procedure for

assisting educators to identify probleffs and concerns, collect relevant
information relating to these concerns, and provide information in a
manner calculated to provide a more rational basis for decision
making. This would provide data and experience for the question of
the feasibility of such projects. These projects served only a
representative sample of persons in need of such a service. The

three pilot programs were, in addition, provided with a high degreP
of flexibility to enable adaptatipn and experimentation. Occasionally
this flexibility involved an indefiniteness which gave rise to
conflict over varying interpretations of roles and objectives. This

flexibility, if not carefully documented and reported in relation to
relative success according to identified differentiated objectives,
will no doubt hinder the interpretation of the results of the program.

B. Description of the Dissemination Program

The Pilot State Dissemination Program resulted in the develop-
ment of five separate projects in separate programs. One developed
a training program, and one was the evaluation component. The three
dissemination projects dntailed organizations within the state educa-
tion agency (SEA) with at least two target areas identified in each
state. Both the training and evaluation projects entailed organiza-
tions within a university. The dissemination organizations utilized
library resources and specialists supplied by the SEA. State libraries

and local university reJources were used occasionally. Each of these

5



4

r

organizations consisted of about seven staff members wit4.primnry
responsibility to the SEA. The staff included:

1. A director, a member of the SLA staff, whose duty It w(i.

to develop organizational structure, delegate resnonsibi-

lity, and coordinate functions.
2. Two or three reference and retrieval office stet who were

to catalogue materials and provide information requested by

the field agents. They were to make full use of automated
searches of ERIC materials or related library resources.

3. Two or three field agents were located physically apart
from the SEA in target school areas with an administra-
tive relationship both to the SEA and to the target areas
to which they were assigned. Their duty was to provide,
change agent or technical assistance support to local schools.

The general procedure of the dissemination organization was to

solicit requests for information or assistance from local schools;

to research these problem areas in ERIC and associated resources; `

to return to the local schools with ERIC abstracts or other pertinent

information; ind, finally, to assist the client in the assimilation

or possible utilization of this information.

The evaluation component, located at Columbia UniversityA,had

responsibility for evaluation of bat the operational activitiel iv

the states and the training program. Therefore, the training team
restricted its evaluative efforts to those required to carry out its

function.

It is very important that a reader of this document recognize

the limitations of this alone if he,wishes to obtain a comprehensive

picture of the entire project operation. This document, final project

reports from the states and the final report from the evaluation team

are all required to view the entire project from the various vantage

points.

III. THE TRAINING PROJECT

A. %Description

The major thrust of the training project consisted of the devel-

opment of three training programs of approximately one week in length

developed for the staff of the various state pilot dissemination

projects. USOE personnel, SEA personnel, and other personnel having
a relation to the project were included whenever possible. Appendix A

contains a list of persons participating. These programs included

directed sessions and activities conducted by the training staff and

resource persons selected for their knowledge, competence, and train-
ing ability. rThe first and last training programs were held at a

central location while the second training program was individualized

and held locally in each state. Both the content and process of the
training program were developed to meet the needs of the three prolik
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stalls as expressed on espLftioliy dt2velupd yuestiuclholles ahd
unsolicited comments, or as developed through direct observation of
the local situation during work site visits. These observations
included a careful study of the local situation and a study of the

goals as stated in individual state projects. In addition to the

three t FM nj prow.ami." three site 03its werc ,chodultd for othh

state project. These site visits involved tmo to five training person-

nel visiting, observing and counseling each project staff member.
ihe staff member was in his working situation whenever possiLlc.
Training personnel concentrated their attention on areas related to
their special competence. Various trainers were also available at
other times for direct communication with project staff trainees durinq
the course of the program.

Two part-time administrators,'one of whom served in a training'
ciwacity, along with four parttime trainers provided the major effort
and continuity of the training program. In addition, many special

resource people were utilized in the program. (See Appendix A.)-

The administrators planned and coordinated the project with the assist-
ance of the training staff and an advisory committee representing the

various areas of exurtise of the University of Missouri. The training

program included man3/ adjustments in structure and content in an attempt

to meet the varying needs of the trainees.

B. Trainees

The trainees included all the staff of various Pilot State
Dissemination Projects: project directors, retrieval personnel,
field agents, secretaries, and in a few cases consultants from SEA.
The project directors and field agents were consistently well-educated
with master's or doctorates in education and had extensive experience
in education including administration and teaching. The level of

education of the retrieval staff varied from a high school diploma
to a master's degree in college. Though they initially indicated,
based on their response to a questionnaire, a lack of experience in
library science, computer fields, counseling, and salesmanship, skills
in these areas were developed. Enthusiasm for the project seemed
consistently high. Much concern was placed by the state project
staffs on practical applications of knowledge.

C. Trainers

At the outset it was recognized that the training program would
be formidable undertaking. This recognition rqsted on the following

points:

1. The variety of spv4alized but component tasks involved
in the projects requiring differentiated knowledge, under-
standing and skills, but at the same time requiring some
common basis for connecting these together in a viable,
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working unit involving similar knowledge, unders(dnot)
and goals.

2. A wide variety of backgrounds of trainees, geograph,
educational and experiential. This was viewed as p,Mk
ularly significant in the absence of a rather extens4ve
pre-service base of education dealiny speLificcilly wth iniw
m3tion dissemination and utilization.
Time and geographic factors coupled lith the necessity to
weave training activities into a new orogr&m with operationel

demands on staff.
Differing program philosophies and oi:mrAting procedures
among the three states.

5. The absence of any clear cut training modes or

designs (if there ever is such a thing a prescriptive
training plan which can deal effectiyeii with these kind ot
complicated phenomena) to utilize as a dependable approach to
the problems mentioned above.

Therefore, it became necessary to assemble a basic team of
trainers who, by education and experience in related process areas of
school operation, retrieval, dissemination and utilization systems
could attempt to build and conduct a training program requisite to
the task.

The basic team was constituted as follows:

1. Three staff members with extensive education and
experience in education and in school work.
a. One of these had considerable education

and experience in educational adminis-
tration at both public school and Univer-
sity levels as well as experience in
program design and implementation for
practicing educators.

b. One of these three had considerabl,:: Aucation
and experience in elementary school
teaching and administration in geographic
settings ranging from a rural school to an
inner city school as well as college teach-
ing experience and considerable successful
experience in conducting in-service educa-
tion for teachers.

c. The other staff member had public school
experience and experience as Director of
Research in State Department of Education
including extensive, recent experience
with computerized ERIC and CIJE materials.

2. Three staff members with extensivf -duration and ex-
perience in cooperative extension.
a. One staff member had experience 1., :aunty

extension director, district extensl..1,1 director
and special consultant to the Vice President



ension in addition to his advanced work
.'ult Education.

b. U Aaff member had experience as a county agent,
director of training for Extension and departmental
chairman in a Univeristy department of Extension
Lducation in addition to advanced work in adult
education.

c. One staff member had experience as a secondary
school teacher, a county community development
specialist, a county extension director and
recent, extensive experience in managing a
Technical Referral Center having some similarity
to the projects being undertaken here, but operating
through University Extension and dealing with
business and industry primarily.

This basic training team was supplemented where deemed appor-
priate, by specialized personnel possessing particular kinds of content

or methodological expertise requisite to meeting trainee needs as

discovered in the evolution of the training program.

The training team drew heavily on the accumulated experience
of Cooperative Extension and more recent experience ef the Univer-
sity of Missouri Extension System, the first in the nation to com-
bine cooperative and general extension into a unified system.

This extension experience has been applied on two levels in this

training program. On the level of the dissemination organization, the
members of the training staff were careful to interpret and explain
various aspects of that organization in terms of their knowledge of
similar aspects of existing extension systems. On a different level,
the training staff behaved as change agents in the manner of extension

staff. For the most part, they attempted to serve as examples s well

as an authority in the change process.

Training staff membiers (See Appendix A) were selected for this
project on the basis of their knowledge, experience, skills, and atti-
tudes. They were knowledgeable in a subject relevant to this project.
The trainers' experiences included various aspects of the knowledge
dissemination and utilization process. For example:

Establishing relationships
Diagnosing problems
Searching for solutions
Planning and adaptation
Communication, collaboration, and implementation

Evaluation
Development of independence

The experience of the Extension Division of the University of

Missouri was particularly relevant to the Pilot State Dissemination

Program because of their similarity of structure. The University of
Missouri-Cclumbia operates a technical referral center that involves

9



research system similar to the Pilot State Dissemination Program.
The technical reference center is aifferent in that: (1) its subject
emphasis is engineering technology rather than education; (2) it
involves greater breadth of non-computerized data; (3) it utilizes
manual rather than computer searches; and (4) it uses more consultants
and other human resources close to relevant research. The services
of the technical referral center are extended to business and industry
through the area extension specialists who in turn are responsible
for the personal services to clients similar to those which the field
agents were supposed to provide to the schools in the Pilot program.

Use was also made of the University's library resources and
the capability of the Missouri State DeRartment of Education's Research
facility to do high speed computer searches of ERIC and CIJE data
similar to that carried out by the various state dissemination projects.

The skills of the training staff included the ability to provide
information and resources relating to the disseminatiob process; to
demonstrate the skills relaed to that experience; and to facilitate
the types of communication and support that would be conducive to
trainee development. Training staff members were all-concerned about
the development ot the responsibility and independence of the project
staff. Their counseling skills also included the ability to help
clarify roles and relationships. The members of the training staff
were enthusiastic and empathetic with the project staff's situationt.
The trainers, through the contribution of their own special competence,
were able to provide a training program which they felt..generally
covered the areas of interest and needs of the three Pilot Programs.

D. Objectives of the Project

The objectives listed here are overall goals actually utilized
by the training staff. These objectives serve as a summary of trainer
behavior rather than indicating objectives stated prior to the training.

1. Determine the job need of the three project
staffs by a comparison of staff behaviors in re-
lation to expected behaviors derived from an
analysis of the local situation with reference
to:

a. Literature on change
b. Extension type procedures
c. Operation of a retrieval center
d. Library research procedures
e. Goals of USOE
f. Goals of SEA
g. Project proposals
h. Local organizational structure
i. Individual characteristics and personal

objectives

2. Satisfy the job needs of the project staff by changing
attitudes, providing information and developing skills

10
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which enable the individual to perform his job and
help himself to satisfy his own job needs. This

objective is listed as the overall objective of the
project proposal. This goal was considered met when
the trainee demonstrated competency in all subject
areas relevant to his job role. Subject areas within
the scope of this training project are outlined in the
first training program.

3. Investigate and utilize all information and training
resources relating to the job needs of the project staff.

4. Maximtle the training within the limitations of
budget and time including the limitation of one
week as the length of any training session.

E. Training Schema

The structure of the training program was based on the experience
of the training staff with the University of Missouri Extension programs.
The program was found to be consistent with the dissemination and
utilization of knowledge model developed by Ronald G. Havelock in
A Guide To Innovation In Educatioi, .A basic outline of the approach
of program is similar to the one veloped in Appendix 0, Part I,
Dissemination and Utilization of Kn edge. Various parts of the
training plan correspond to recognized steps of the change process
including situation analysis, research adaptation, implementation,

and evaluation.

This approach was utilized because of its methodological con-
sistancy with the operation of the Pilot State Porgrams themselves:
this becomes clear when it is recognized that relevancy of infor-
mation requires situation analysis of collection of information
involves research, application of information involves adoption to
accommodate situations variables, the entire prgcess is to no Mil
without implementation (or a first decision makIng) and the relative
worth of decisions cannot be determined without some kind of eval-
uationall part of information dissemination and utilization and
useful in training as well as operation.

The first steps situation analysis, involved a comparison of
the project staffs performance of their tasks, and a diAcussion
of the situation with the trainee. The training staff then con-
centrated on the problems which arose as barriers to task performance
and what the project staff needed to overcome these problems.

Task demands were determined trom anumber of sources including
the traine,' knowledge of the demands of similar tasks. The state
project proposals were analyzed along with the stated objectives of
the SEA. Additional task demands of the local situation were made
by director observation. Site visits provided the trainers the
opportunity to observe the trainee performing his task in the con-
text of local demands. During the site visits and training sessions,
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issues, end concerns of the trainees were discovered by discussion

and visitation with the trainees. Meetings were scheduled with the

staff of eaak of the state projects to obtain additional information

on operations and problems. Several questionnaires were developed

by the trainers to help them assess the needs of the trainees.

Needs were assessed in terms of getting the project staff from
where.they were to where they were better able to meet their objectives.

The'second step, research, referred to the fact that the in-
formation needed by the trainee had to be available in a form that

was suitable for communication. Primary consideration. Was the avail-

ability of a data base or resource pool which included procedures
for getting at relevant information. Lists of resource persons and

materials were prepared. Answering this problem involved a continuous

process of comparing accumulated resources with actual needs. Many

training team meetings were held for this purpose. Training materiars

relevant to this subject currently available were analyzed for

their adequacy. Additional materials, including texts and audio
visuals, were made available to the trainees on a loan basis.

The third step of the change process involved the adaptation of
information acquired in,the research step. The mere communication
of information was not sufficient to insure its utilization. There

are many conceptual, psychological and sociological aspects which

affect the utilization of information. The meterial presented had

to be appropriate to the situation before it was optimumly meaning-

ful to the trainees. The following procedures were included in the

training programs to enhance its appropriateness:

1. Adaptation of,Research Data tends to be devoloped
'in a controlld.atmosphere. Application required

knowledge of how a.local situation would affect
utilization of research data.

2: -Tentative programs Were sent to the project directors.
Training staff discussed the program item by item

with them when possible.

3. Troining Itaff utilized data from similar experiences
inlextension programs.

4. Resource people were sent state proposals and other
backgrounp materials. When possible, they were briefed on

their subject responsibility. During the Third
Training Program, speakers worked on problems submitted
in advance,py the trainees.

5. Actual situations were critiqued through the use
of case studies and other materials developed by
project staff.

6. General information was presented and later reinforced
in discussion and work sessions. Information was
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presented by means of lectures, audio visuals, texts,
and other literary references. Activity sessions in-

cluded field trips, role playing situations, case studies,
project staff presentation and evaluation and actual
on-the-job sessions.

7. Programs were individualized for respective concerns.
Materials were separated by role when relevant.

8. Continuous feedback wc,s encouraged and interpretations
of this were utilized in formulating the continuing
stages of the training project.

9. Project staff members were encouraged to share their
experiences.

The fourth step of the change process, implementation, was neces-
sary because information acquired by the trainee was of little benefit

if not*followed by action. Several methods were used by the training

staff to develop appropriate patterns of behavior.

1. During the training sessions role playing situations
were devised.

2. Demonstrations of successful procedures were provided
through an emphasis on case studies and trainee sharing
of experiences.

3. During the work site visits the t.i:ining team:

a. Provided reinforcement for appropriate
behaviors.

b. Counseled the project staff as it seemed

appropriate.
C. Observed behavioral changes resulting

from the training sessions.

4. Project Airectors were encouraged to:
a. Monitor staff behavior.
b. Provide reinforcement and support for

appropriate behaviors.
c. Develop interstaff communications through

staff conferences and visitations.

5. Examples of materials, such as office forms, were
provided to facilitate the trainees' efforts.

With regard to the last step of the change process, evaluation,
the primary concern of the training staff was that the dissemination
projects functioned effectively; that is, that they conceptualized
and established goals and ways of functioning to carry them out and
were making progress in the way of knowledge, attitudes and skills req-

uisite to operational effectiveness. Project staff behavior was
deemed appropriate if it was conducive to this effectiveness. Training



team observations on the work sites, reviews of project status reports,
and reviews of evaluation questionnaires produced by the training and

evaluation teams provided the raw data for an evaluation of effectiveness.

F. Training Programs In Operation

1. The Advisory Committee:

The first step was to organize an advisory committee (Appendix A)

which was composed of University of Missouri and Missouri State
Department personnel.° This group included people who had expertise
in different areas of programmatic activities deemed to be relevant
in the process of information dissemination and utilization.

2. Organizational Meeting:

The second step was for each member of the three State Dis-
semination Projects, the evaluation team, and the training team to
become informed of the objectives of each other's proposals (See

Appendix B for the proposal from University of Missouri-Columbia.)
To accomplish this, it was recommended that each project director
send copies of his proposal to the other states, the evaluation team,

and the training team. After these had been received, it was re-
commended that the project directors (or other personnel well
informed in the objectives of the project), the evaluation team,
the training team leaders, and personnel from the U. S. Office of

Education meet at the University of Missouri-Columbia, August 12

and 13, 1970.

At this meeting each participant was to be prepared to present
his project, and the other attendants at this two day meeting were
to probe, question, and recommend for clarificatlon and improvement.

Three pilot State Dissemination Projects were represented by too

members from South Carolina, two from Oregon, and one from Utah.
Three participants from the evaluation component, two from the
University of Missouri-Columbia training team, and two from the USOE

were in attendance. At this time the three states had selected
their project directors; Uti had employed its three field agents;
and South Carolina had emplVyed two of its retrieval staff.

Since this was a pilot program, a general discussion on the
type of personnel to be employed was of importance. The following

was contributed and recorded by the participants:

a. Recruiting Factors

1. Openness--ability to relate to others
2. Pro-active--predisposed to act
3. Creative (Does he have ideas?)
4.. Catalytic
5. Supportive/developmental (Rather than directive)

6. Low personal ego needs
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7. Tolerance for marginality

8. Educational experience--preferable
in more than one role

A discussion on the responsibilities of the field agents was

conducted. The following was recorded:

a. Field Agents:
Skills
tstablishing relations
with clients

Functio s
sist c ients in:
Diagnosis of needs,
problems

Awareness of resources,
alternative solutions
Evaluation of relevance

of alternatives
Establishing change
systems

Some of the training requirements were discussed. From this,

the following was recorded:

a. Potential Trainees

1. Project Managers
2. Retrieval staff
3. Field agents
4. SEA consultants, staff

b. Trainin9 Requirements

1. Individual skill building

2. Team training development
3. Teams which can assist sEAs to be

"self-renewing" rather than just "adopters"

c. Issues

1. On campus vs. site training

2. Courses vs. independent study
3. Available resources

During this organizational meeting it was recommended that open

communication (See Appendix C) would be maintained by each component

seeing that the Project Directors, evaluation team, training team,

and the USOE received a copy of all correspondence. The correspondence

that would not directly relate to the receiver could be immediately

discarded. Agreement was made that confidential decisions would not

be disseminated.

On the second day the evaluation team, training team, and the

USOE established themselves in separate areas of the room. The

three project directors or representatives met with each group for

an allotted amount of time to clear any misunderstandings and to

make t-ecommendations. At this time the training administrators
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discussed tentative plans for making the first site visits in the
states and gave each state a tentative date for doing so.

3. First Site Visits:

The employment of personnel for the three Pilot State Dis-
semination groups was at different stages. During the site visits,

the following people were available:

a. Utah had employed its complete staff consisting
of project director, three field agents, and
retrieval person.

b. South Carolina had its project director, chief
supervisor, information analyst, and ch4?f
secretary.

c. Oregon had its project director and had employed
one member of the retrieval staff, but he had not

assumid his responsibilities.

It should be noted that valuable individual training was con-

ducted on the site visits. The trainees had problems and questions
and the site visitors of the training team took care of them
immediately. Many of the trainees expressed sincere appreciation.

The first site visits helped the training staff gain some in-
sights into,the philosophy and direction of the project and to
identify needs even though a limited number of personnel had been

employed. These site visits were less productive than they might
have been if all states had full staff compliments. In spite of

limitations it was necessary for 'the training session to be designed
and held in order for the project to move ahead on schedule.

4. Planning The First Training Program:

The first training program had been tentatively set for the
second week of October, but it later had to be changed to.the third
week to permit adequate planning time and organization within the
three State Pilot DisseminationProjects.

Following the Organizational Meeting the,training administrators
continued their plans for the first training session by:

a. Reviewirg the relevant literature

b. Designing a questionnaire to be submitted to
the trainees

c. Selecting literAture pertinent to the training
needs ,

d. Sending the trainees selected books prior to

16

18



the first training session and asking the trainees

to become familiar with certain vflections

e. Asking that each trainee be able to identify his
role and show how it related to the entire project

The first training program (See Appendix U) was based on the

Organizational Meeting in Columbia, Missouri, August 12 and 13, and

the first site visits. In addition to this there was a review of the

literature, consultation with the advisory committee, and individual

conferences with key people knowledgeable in utilization and dissemination

and other service training pru9tams.. A questionnaire (Appendix E) was

developed and sent to the retrieval people. From these sources the first

training program of.five days duration developed.

The tentative programs were sent to the project directors, eval-

uation team, and USOE staff who were invited to make recommendations.

After th,ese recommendations were received, the training team and advisory

committees met to make the recommended changes. The revised programs

for the first training program were sent to each trainee.

To give'the discussion leaders and other participants at the

first training session the proper background for this session, the

project director and associate director personally contacted each

person. A general overview was given and the state proposals were

made available for individual reading. Several of the speakers asked

for a copy of the reference books on information utilization and dis-

semination which were on the recommended list for the training session.

To better prepare the presentationt, two of the speakers asked about

the backgrounds of the individual trainees. Since this was a pilot

training program, all were highly interested that it be a successful one.

The first training session was designed.to deal with specific

problems and coneerns of each of the specialized components (project

directors, retrieval staff, and field agents) as well as general and

special concerns appropriate to all staff members. The first to be

considered was the general needs of all the participets. They

were:

a. Introduction to project purposes

b. Participation training--introduction to
group problem solving

c. Motivation

d. Introduction to change theory

e. Learning to function as a team

f. Seeing an Industrial Retrieval Center,In
operation
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g. l'articipation in a field trip to la' computer
center utilizing ERIC and CIJE

4

h. Learning the importance of public relations

1. Recognizing trends in educational technology

The training team provided training for field agents and project
directors in:

a. Initiating and maintaining contact with
school personnel

b. Interviewing for problem identification

c. Recognizing the importance of adequate
communication

d. The process of innovation

e. Getting an overv4ew of ERIC

f. Understanding educational analysis and
problem solving

g. Understanding conflict management

h. Normative world of a field agent

The retrieval staff and projeCt directors needed immediate in-
formation on establishing records.and other office procedures. They

were given detailed instruction in:

a. Building a Data Bank

b. Looking at ERIC through one Clearing-
house

c. Interrogation of the ERIC system

d. Locating and retrieving information
outside of ERIC

e. Operational administration in a retrieval

center

f. Tapping human resources

5. Additional Dimensions Interwoven Into First Training Program:

Two additional dimensions were planned to take place simultaneously
with a substantive portion of the first training program. The first of
these related to a concern on the part of the trainers that information
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d1su5ed L)y tile 'Ault wolibers in thcir rospeLtive sus ien Lc iikcr

porated as rapidly,as possible into the consideration of the:respective

state teams. Actually, the purpose was to enhanee cori;hunivation driony
the retrieval staff, field agents, and project director ff each state
and see how the information they had acquired during tnt day would bc
utilized by their project. Secondly, this was to rOztErce the idea
of the team approach so they would view themselves as a state team
rather than a retrieval specialist, a field agent, or a director as
such. This was provided for in the training program by scheduling 0
meeting at the end of each day for one hour during which state tearis
could meet and receive input from their sate project members and dir
ectors concerning their educational activities of that day. To learn

in what manner states were going to utilize the information, each
project director had a scheduled time the next morning to "feed back"
the pertinent points to the entire training group.

The second of these longitudinal dimensions, and the one which
proved to be more effective, involved the building of a simulated
program (Appendix F) entailing interrogation, identification, retrieval,

and reporting activity. Three school administrators were recruited
to be interviewed by three field agents. (This interview was. video-

taped.) After the educational problems were identified by the field
agents and the school administrators, the written request was submitted
to the respective retrieval personnel. The retrieval personnel did hand
searches of references and then submitted the problem to the retrieval
person at the State Department of Education in Jefferson City to be given

the QUERY search.

After the information was compiled and studied, the field agent
met with the school administrators to report to them on the investi-
gations pertaining to their problems and plans were outlined. This

experience provided an actual working situation and observation
experience for both field agents and retrieval staff. Also, it provided
an initial opportunity for all to !lave a practical experience.

The training team had made arrangements with the educational
librarian to have a reading room available for the trainees where they
could explore the selected references and check them out. Each pro-

ject director was supplied a cassette tape recorder. Cassettes on
information and utilization and dissemination were placed in this
reading room to be used by all trainees. (Appendix b.)

When making the survey for additional ideas on the first train-
ing program, it was recommended that a "film festival" be held on one
of the evenings. This was scheduled for Tuesday night (Appendix G).
Two of the trainees availed themselves of this opportunity.

6. Critique Of The First Training Program:

The week was packed with numerous activities and experiences
to facilitate the trainees in obtaining adequate knowledge in highly
essential areas. The training team presented the following comments
for consideration when organizing a similar training program.
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a. ihe trdinees needed more time to yet
ac,gluainted before launching into the

body of the training program. Three

of the trainees had just been hired.

L. Ti'ca: should have been taken for the states
to review their training proposals for all

the trainees.

c. The training program started at 8:00
a.m. and was to run to 5:00 p.m. Act-

ivities had been planned for three of
the evenings. This proved to be too
compactly scheduled for people new on

the job and for so many new technical
areas.

d. The program contained too much to be
covered in too short of a time. It

was impossible for the trainees to

completely grasp all points. During

later site visits and training programs,
it was evident that the trainees were
just becoming cognizant of ideas that
were introduced and presented during

the first training program.

e. The trainees did not have time to read
the materials sent to them. (Appendix H.)

Since this material was not familiar
to the trainees, they could not move
through the material as rapidly nor

as completely as planned (Appendix I).

f. Because the state proposals differed, it was
was necessary to present too wide a

range of information and activities during
the f.ei'7 training session in order to

expos, i ;e trainees to the complexities,

as we as the operational and minte,
procedures.

Considering all these limitations a
significant amount of materials, problems,
issues arid concerns wa:.) covered which was

later found to be central to the needs
of dissemlnation personnel.

The first training program should be of a month's duration so

that trainees would be prepared to be away from home for more than

three days, slow the pace of presentations, and allow more time for

interaction and involvement of the trainees. This would permit the

trainees adequate time to be held responsible for definite assigned

work and accomplishments.
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The training team should plan a flexible schedule. Lven after
the first couple days the training,team had to meet and condense an
already crowded program because some of the trainees had to reetirn to
treir states earlier than the Training Team had planned.

Comments received indicated that the trainees' expectations

were too high to be accomplished in five days.

Trainees' Evaluations:

The training team and advisory committee met several times and
designed an evaluation form (Appendix J) to be sent to all-'trainees.
From the results, the following statements are made:

The training activities which were designated as having
given "quite a bit" or a "great deal" of help
were those which:

a. Prepared trainees to dJscribe what the project
was to do in their individual states.

Developed teamwork within the state groups.

c. Would have provided for the state meetings
at the close of each day had time permitted,
to transfer the knowledge gained to others
on their team and to clarify any conflicting
ideas among role responsibilities.

d. Provided for the tour and the information
received in the tour of the computer center
at Jefferson City.

e. Provided the opportunity to have the field agent
interview an administrator, to designate
descriptors, submit the question to our
retrieval specialist to investigate other
resources in order to answer the question,
prepare the material for the administrator,
and conduct the conference with the adminstrator.

The training activities which were designated as having
been of "some" or "quite a bit" of help were those which

provided:

a. Aid in describing the steps in problem
solving.

b. Encouraged participants to extend their
abilities to communicate orally and in
written form.



c. Aided trainees in identifying obstructions
and deterents to the execution of their
programs.

The trailing activities which were designated as
having bFEn of "no help" or "some help" were those
which were designed to:

a. Provide within the time limitation the
widest possible range of experiences
within those available topics directly
or indirectly related to present any
future work of the essemination teams.

b. Assist each training member so he could
describe the essential elements in the
change process.

c. Assist the trainee in developing rapport
with individuals and to engage effectively
in group processes.

d. Assist the trainees in establishing (forming)
their own realistic and obtainable goals.

Check Sheet Completed By The Trainees:

A check sheet was provided to the project directors, retrieval
people, and the field agents. They indicated that:

The training program for the project directors
was of some value in the following areas:

a. Identifying sources of information other
than ERIC.

b. Recognizing that additional consultant
expertise is available outside the State
Department.

c. Organizing a system to obtain consultant
expertise outside your State Department.

d. Learning to effectively catalog and cross
reference materials of all kinds into the
data system.

e. Identifying and developing means for using
consultants which include identifying
expertise and competence of consultants
and also the means for injecting these
data into the system for appropriate use.
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Project Director's Written Evaluation:

To provide "feed back" information to,the Training Team so
adjustments could be made in the training Oogram, the project
directors wrote daily critiques of the training program. In general,

the coments were most complimentary, but as future programs are
planned the following should be considered:

a. Sessions were too long; too crowded; and too
many topics.

b. More individual involvement favored; desired
discussion; role playing; interaction sessions.

c. Dislike the "lecture style" program.

d. Needed more time for small (job likeness for
all states) group meetings.

e. The simulated "field agents and school super-
intendent" programs were very valuable.

f. The retrieval presentations were very good.

g. The participation training the first day was
very good; but needed more time to develop
ideas.

h. There was a need for additional practical
experience.

i. The experiences on Thursday with discus-
sion leaders was most valuable. (Sessions on
"Ways At Looking At A School", "Problem
Solving In The Public School Environment",
"Conflict Management" and "Life As A
Field Agent".)

j. The terms such as ERIC, CIJE, and QUERY
should have been explained.

k. The training program provided for clari-
fication of an overall picture of the project.

1. Needed more opportunity to attend the
sessions planned for the other groups.

m. The program needed more flexible scheduling.

Written Comments a. The Trainees:

In addition to checking the sheets, the trainees were encouraged
to make comments. There were a limited number of comments on questions



1-1?, but all were recorded (Appendix K). The trainees wrote convents
for question 13 which was: Given the tire limitations of the first

training session and your present knowledge of the three state programs,

what would you have left out and what would you have put in its place

(a) for the benefit of the group? (b) for the benefit of yourself in

your state role? In general many of these comments were similar to the

ones already listed.

7. Major Departure From Original Training Plan:

During the first training program the directors of each of the

state pilot projects, USOE personnel, members of the evaluation com-

ponent, and representatives of the training team assembled to discuss

their views regarding future training dimensions. At that Mbeting

there was a consensus of opinion that among other things, the experi-

ences ipthe first training session with personnel from the various

states cltarly indicated phildsophic and operational differences among

the prqjects. Therefore, it wal decided that ifat all possible_the
second training session for each of the states should be held on the

site, in the respective states, in order to deal differentially with

the special thrusts, problems and concerns of the personnel in relation

to the operation of their respective programs. In recognition of this

need, the train.:ng team, in consultation with USOE, made the decision

to implement thts strategy fortthe second training program.

In two of the states, South Carolina and Oregon, it was dc:ided

to combine the second site visit with the. second training program. The

strategy employed was problem identification and problem solving

strategy, selected for three reasons:

a. The programs would have been in operation for a
sub*Iantial amount.of time prior to the second site

visit and training Rorgram.

b. It would be difficult to second guess the kinds of

issues, problems, and concert% that would be rejated
to the "readiness" stage for.training processeery
much in advance of the training activities if they were
to be related carefully to the states program development

at that point.

c. The problem solving approach was justified to be more
appropriate to dealipg with specific kinds of act-
ivities having indigenous situational variables where
the intended result was action, examination of action,
and action alternatives based upon examination ahd
rational discourse.

w

The plan for the two states was quite simple, but involved a fair

amount of risk on the part of the training team. This risk involved:

a. The possibility of encountering educational needs to
which immediate attention should be given, but with
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vJvich this training team was not prepared to effectively

deal.

b. The poSsibility of the program becoming a gripe session,

a glorified bull session, or both.

c. The possibility that trainees might become very defensive

when their own programming techniques were dealt with,

thus reducing the opportunity for educational progress.

d. The possibility that trainees would be reluctant to put

their real problems on the table.

The plan for minimizing these risks involved:

a. As nearly as possible identifying the broad areas
of major concerns by communication with the states.

b. The selection of training personnel for each state
who would be most likely to be ab)e to deal with

the specifics in the broad areas of concern previuusly

identified.

c. Providing a program structure for each state after
the site visits and after consultation with all

personnel in the context of their operational frame-

works.

d. Approaching the training session with a "hc-sping
attitude"; that is, with the goal of assisting
the trainees to analyze what they were doing and
how they were doing it, raising questions and
offering constructive criticism relating to these
activities and providing suggested conceptual and
operational alternatives.

The particular strategy employed in each of these two states was

for the training team to come together with the project director on the

evening preceding the scheduling of the training program and following

the site visits for the purpose of building the specific program for the

following day. (It should be mentioned that a great deal.of informal

training on a one-to-one basis took place during the site visits and

that some trainees saw this as being a very valuable element in the

training process.) At that time the previously discussed general areas
of concern were narrowed down and the specific topics and methodology

for each topic was established. The training programs in these two

states then began on the following morning. For the specific outline

of the training programs see Appendix L.

For the second site visits ah4 training sessions in Utah it

became necessary, due to reasons of scheduling, for the site visits to

be separated. However, essentially the same procedure was involved; that

is, the identification of particular concerns and issues in the Utah
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program and subsequently building a program designed to assist the

personnel in the Utah project to deal with these issues.

8. Critique Of The Second Training Program:

Trainees:

There was almost unanimous agreement among the trainees that the

individualization of the second training program in the respect:ye states

was a good decision; that is, they felt, that the individualization of

the prograMs in their state was more helpful at that stage of their

development than a general program for all states personnel would have

been. (See Appendix M for detailed responses.) Some staff expressed

no opinion on this issue since they had not attended the first training

session. The other main concern expressed relating to this issue dealt

with the possible alternative of gaining greater specialization in their

particular component activity by a greater amount of time being devoted

to their specialty-fIr in interaction with person-serving the_same
specialized function in the other states. This is an issue which is a

substantial one to be constantly dealt with in training program design

in the context of time, resources, and administrative structures.

Secondly, the reaction of the trainees to the content of the Second

Site Visits and Training Program (these were in effecc all training in

a sense) was favorable (see Appendix M). Among the tems reported by

the trainees as being beneficial results of the on-site training act-

ivities were the following:

a. The conceptualization of the multiple components in the

program as one system with differentiated functions.

4. Greater awareness of the need for rcommunication among

project staff and plans for the institution of procedures

to enhance this communication.

c. A higher level of skill and insight into carrying out

their specific, programmatic functions.

d. Greater awareness of the need for follow through.

e. Recognition of the need to deal with priorities in the

management of their time and effort.

f. Greater sensicivity to the matter of "role" delineation,

both from the point of view of specifying relative roles

in the organizational structure and, more particularly,

the recognition of the differentiated roles played by

a given individual with different situational variables

corfronting him.

g. More insight and skill in dealing with the problem solvr

ing process_ probing beyond a statement of solution or

symptoms to problems and moving from problems to alterna-

tive solutions.
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h. A better understanding of the relationships of the project

to the state education agency and ways of utilizing, more

effectively, the expertise in the state educational agency.

i. The trainees reported that they felt their major
problems and concerns were pinpointed by the train-
ing staff and dealt with effectively. In general,

the comments pointed toward a feeling of trust on
the part of the trainees toward the trainers, and
a recognition of the expertise of the training

team, and a feeling that the training program was
dedicated to helping them deal with their problenm
and their situation.

j. No major complaints or criticisms were reported by

the trainees.

Training Staff:

a. In general, the training staff was quite pleased with

the development of the projects in the respective
states in the few short months since the first train-,

ing session.

The training staff felt that the on site, problem
solving approach was very appropriate for the sec-
ond training session and fulfilled the kind of pur-
poses envisioned when the decision was made to con-

duct the session in this manner.

c. Members of the training staff felt thay had made
some valuable input into the programs of each of

the states to assist them to move forward; partic-
ularly in the following areas:

1. Improve communications
2. Follow-up procedures
3. Building a data bank and utilizing human

resources
4. Office procedures
5. Problem identification
6. Problem solving - decision making processes

7. Evaluation type activities
8. Utilizing committees
9. Working with people in groups for change
10. Use of ERIC Thesarsus
11. Coding procedures for using QUERY
12. Input and output procedures of the ERIC

system
13. Relationship between retrieval staff

and field agents
14. Establishing goals and priorities
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15. Philosophic and macro dimensions of pilot
dissemination activities

16. Strategies and techniques for diffusion

17. Knowing the client
18. Working in the bureaucracy
19. Assisting in outlining alternatives
20. Working with consultants
21. Intra-staff communications
22. Administration of the coordination

function
23. Coordinating field agent activities with

clients adoption activities
24. Involvement of people
25. Planning for change

While the training staff felt that considerable progress was ac-
complished in the se6ond stages of the training program, it also felt

that there was considerable work to be done both in the conceptual

and executional phases of such matters as the following:

a. Institutionalizing the programs within the states.

b. More effective, continuous communication and inter-
locking-ties to various other components of the state
educational agency.

c. Commitment to, identification of, and utilization of
expert human resources for the identification and

resolution of specialized educational problems.

d. Additional refinement of goals and objectives, priorities,
differentiated functions and roles, and expectations
related thereto as they pertain to evaluation, reward,
and reinforcement.

e. Project monitoring in management systems related to
more clearly delineated goals and objectives (the

relatively open status of these dimentions was not,-
unexpected at this stage of development; however, as
the states mqve in their other activities more toward
management by\objectives, performance criteria, et
cetera, and as the projects become more clearly
crystalized in terms of their activities as
well as the relationship of their activities
to other units in the state, it will be in-

evitable that they will be called upon to
become more specific in their goals and ac-
tivities than they have been in the formative
stages of their development.



9. The Third Trainin2 Pro9ram;

As suggested in the May meeting, which was held in Chicago,

Illinios, the evaluation team, after studying the progress for the

past nine months, compiled a check list of concerns which was sent

to the training team. The training team made minor revisions and some

additions and forwarded this to each project director (Appendix N)

who distributed the sheets to his staff members for identification of

training needs. These were returned to the training team who analyzed

and compiled the information.

During July and Augtst the training teaMmade site visits;to

each of the states. This was not the ideal time, as some personnel

were on vacation; one Was in school, and others we... unable to do much

work in their areas because the public school people were on vacation.

It was almost impossible to visit any of the schools where work had

been done.

In planning the third training session, the training team was

cognizant of:

ok. The expressed concerns of the trainees gained through

the check list.

b. The comments and recommendations made by the trainees

during the site visits.

c. Comments and recommendations made to the training

leaders by the evaluation team member in August, 1971.

d. The direct suggestions and consultations held with the

project directors and USOE staff members.

e. The questiog and problems submitted by the retrieval

staff to the training team.

f. The case st/udies prepared by the field agents.

g. An expressed desire on the part of the field agents to

visit a succesSful Missouri field agent.

The overall objectives were to:

a. Review the expectations of USOE for the individual

projects.

b. Learn the operations in the three states by seeing

the forms and studying the case studies.

c. Provide speakers and information to answer the ex-

pressed concerns on the check sheet.
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Objectives for project directors, retrieval staff, and field

agents were to:

a. Know the operation of the ERIC Clearinghouse; the

procedure for screening information for ERIC.

b. Know the availability of resources in addition to

ERIC.

c. State some of the changes and studies being con-

ducted by USOE pertaining to ERIC.

d. Be aware of the quality of some of the recently

published research in education.

e. Select criteria for screening the abstracts and

alert the trainees to the dangers of making definite

statements on the usefulness of abstracts.

f. Learn procedures for utilizing educational research.

g. Discover additional ways to motivate clients to

utilize the print-outs.

h. Learn how to classify the abstracts into researched

and nonresearched categories'.

ObjectIves for the project directors were to:

a. Become cognizant of methods of keeping clients

informed.

b. Discover new ways to motivate the staff.

c. Explore different types of in-service meetings.

d. Become efficient in recognizing expertise on the

staff..

e. Work out a procedure for granting promotions.

f. Keep abreast of the general program.

g. Educate the staff in "selling" its product to

school systems.

Objectives for the Retrieval People were to:

a. Assist the trainees in solving the problems they

submitted to Glenn White.

b. Develop a check list for the information retrieval

dissemination function.
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c. Develop a manual of operational procedures.

d. Lstablish written policies for various functions.

e. Develop approaches to selections of plausible
alternate descriptors.

f. Search portions of the ERIC file which existed
prior to the addition of a given descriptor in
the Thesaurus.

g. Become familiar with the abstracting and indexing
procedures used by the ERIC Clearinghouses and
relate these to ratrieval activities.

h. Learn the fundamentals of symbolic logic for
problem statements.

Objectives for the field agents were V.,.

a. Become familiar with the procedures used by agents
in other states.

b. Learn additional ways of helping the clients under-
stand and interpret the information.

,c. Discover additional ways to translate research into
action alternatives.

d. Assist clients in selecting appropriate solutions.

e. Learn how to a:sess the impact of clients and evaluate
the services given.

Tabulation of the Check Sheets of Concerns:

The check sheets to indicate the areas of "great concern" were
sent to each of the trainees. After theses were returned, they were
tallied and printed as items of utmost concern (Appendix 0). The
advisory committee and training team used these concerns, findings of
the third sfte visits, and discussions with the evaluation team for
the basis of designing the third training program.

The training team contacted the project directors, evaluation
team, and the members of USOE for advice on selecting people to make
presentations and lead discussions at the third.training program.
As each person was contacted, he was given definite expressed concerns
to discuss with his group.

Retrieval Personnel

The concerns expressed by the retrieval people on the one list
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of concerns were put into catc.; ries. They were:

a. Identification of exemplary practices

b. Retrieval problems and issues

l'Aclluaton of retrieval services

d. Developin9 information packdges for target grcups

C. MJnagement

I. Utilization

As the training team planned the training session, it was cog-
nizant of all the expressed,concerns under the above topics and
speakers and discussion leaders were given definite responsibilities
to cover these (Appendix P).

The training team asked the retrieval people to submit some of
their actual problems to Glenn White. Numerous problems were submitted

and Glenn White designed his entire work session around these,Rroblems.
Since these problems were submitted several months before the training
session, there were changes and updates by telephone contacts with
some of the retrieval people.

The general objectives for the session were to revieN:

a. The retrieval problems submitted by various states.

b. Abstracting and indexing procedures used by the
EF,IC Clearinghouses and relate these to retrieval
activities.

c. Procedures for determining the extent of agreement
on the relevancy cf a set of abstract.

d. Approaches to selecting plausible alternate de-
scriptors to search portion of the ERIC file which
existed prior to the addition of a given descriptor
to the Thesaurus.

e. Fundamentals of symbolic logic for problem statement.

Office Procedure and Forms of Retrieval Office

During the three site visits there was expressed desire on the
part of the retrieval personnel to review the procedures of the

other two state retrieval offices and discover how they had adapted

the material presented to them during the First Training Session. An

afternoon was set aside and each state retrieva; gv.oup showed and dis-

cussed procedure and forms.
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Later in the trdining program, a member of the training team

worked with tne retrieval personnel and project people to initiate the

writing of a manual for office procedure.

The objectives were :

a. Develop a check list for the Information Retrieval

and Dissemination function.

b. Develop a manual of operating procedures.

c. Establish written policies for the various functions.

d. Request each state return a copy of the results to
Univeristy of Missouri-Columbia and send copies to

the other two states for examination.

Case Studies For The Field Agents:

AP
Again when making the site visits, the field agents expressed

how much they had learned when discussing a definite case study. For

one session of the third training program, each field agent was asked

to review one of his case studies. This was to bring about interaction

among the field agents and learn new ways to iiiprove their effective-

ness. Their guidelines were:

a. For each field agent to review one of his projects
(cases) with the group.

b. For each field agent to use a grid to analyze the

project (case) reviews.

c. Through the use of the grid, the group would discuss
the projects (cases) in terms of how to improve
field agent procedures and effectiveness.

In addition the field agent was prepared to discuss:

a. The various roles he Played in this case study.

b. The follow-up he did at the time and any future
follow-up planned.

c. If he would do the case again, how he would handle

the case.

Any "Tricks Of The Trade" of being a field agent he

would like to relate.



Makigg Plans To Visit A Successful Field Agent In Missouri:

During the third site visit the trainees mentioned that it would
he extremely valuable to visit a successful field agent in Missouri.
Since Missouri does not have the educational field agents, the training
team identified several industrial field agents in the Kanses City area.
This field experience was made optional and was tcheduled after the

three day training session. Letters were sent to the seven field agents
and of this group two expressed a sincere interest in spending the ad-

ditional day.

The training team made detailed plans for this experience.
One of the field agents decided to participate, and he declared it

most profitable.

The planned program for the Third lraining Program (Appendix Q)

was mailed to the project directors, retrieval personnel and field

agents to review and make recommendations. A week before the training

program, the associate director called the project directors'to get

additional comments.

Evaluaticyl of the Training Program By The Evaluation Team:

A "relevance/involvement/effectiveness" rating scale was constructed
by the evaluation team to measure effectiveness ot the Third Training
Session. This was presented to the trainees the first morning of the
training session. The findings are given In Appendix R.

In addition, each trainee was asked the following question: "You

have been in the business now for around a year and we have quizzed you
a number of times on your training needs. We feel you might now be able

to tell us some of your suggestions for: How you would like tote
trained? How would you have strengthened or improved the third training
session?" (See Appendix S.)In general the reaction was as follows:

a. The training session was informative and the group con-
sidered this third training session the best of the
three.

b. The material covered was relevant and useful and involved

group participation.

c. The training with White, Persell, and Hoff was valuable.
Many would have continued this type of training.

d. The field agents desired more time to meet together to
discuss problems and work with people in the field.

e. The field observers from the evaluation team should be
included in the training sessions.
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The trainees should have the opportunity to hear specialists
in the academic areas to gain adequate insight into what is
happOning in the field of education.

The group was pleased with the amount of growth which had
taken place.

To summarize the entire training program, the researcro associate

outlined the subjects dealt with during the training project. To maw
this valuable the objectives stated in the proposal submitted by the
University of Missouri-Columbia are coded by items in the outline.

(Appendix T.)

During the year and one-half that the University of Missouri-
Columbia was involved in the Pilot Trai4iing Program, the training

team kept a log of the activities involving the projects. This included
the amount of time spent on each phase and the persons involved (Appendix
U).

IV. INTRUDUCTION TO WORKING BELIEFS AND
OBSERVATION OF TRAINERS

This section of the report is intended to expand upon the actual
activities and more specific characteristics of the training program
described in other sections of this report by dealing with certain
observations and beliefs of the trainers which relate to the projects,
project personnel, situational variables and operational activities. .

The material in this section can only be viewed as insights, beliefs,
biases and/or observations of the trainers based upon a combination of
their own backgrounds interacting with their experiences in the training
program.

The material in this section is, to some extent speculative but
not fictional. It represents the outer fringes of this project but,
in the long run and to the extent that these observations and insights
are verified or refuted in subsequent, similar efforts, this section

may well offer more,merit than the more-uobjectivity" documented material.
Its primary value may lie in a set of observations from a particular
"vantage point". For example, the concept of a mountain range may be
quite different from.a person flying over it than from a person trying
to navigate it on foot.

Nothing herein is intended nor should be interpreted as attributing

motives to any project or person. Rather it represents an attempt to

state the views of the trainers representing their conception of things

as they were--not why they were. These were phenomena which the
trainers believed to be present and which had to be taken into account
in the developemnt and implementation of the training program.

As has been stated in other areas of this report, but needs to be
emphasized here, the training staff has great respect for the dedication

and integrity of those involved in this project.
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The method used to gather information for this section was the

interview method. A conceptual model for the interviews was adapted
from Havelock"s Planning For Innovation Throu9h Dissemination and

Utilization Of Know ed9e. This model consisted of topics developed
by Havelock and selected because they'offered a relevant way to organize

each trainer's observations.

A research assistant interviewed each major member of the training

team and recorded the observation-interview schedule. The material was

then synthesized and presented to the "team" for review, clarification

and correction. The material which follows is the result of that process.

A. Role Of The Trainer

The training staff members' concepts of their roles varied. Their

views of their roles ranged from a directive role, through a counseling
role to a linking role. There is some evidence that these roles changed
according to the timing and purpose of the training project. The trainers
considered themselves linkers primarily in the sense that they were
able to link their experience to the trainees. The trainers were, in

general, able to utilize their extensive experience to pravide information
where research literature was lacking. Several trainers were able to
use research in specialized areas such ds data processing. The train-

ing staff did give examples when they could be directive due to the
force of their knowledge authority.

A great deal of time can be spent by professionals building up
barriers to service. On the other hand,:Often the professional client
relationship can serve to guarantee a quality of service. -(Havelock,
1969, 3-22.) The trainer-trainee interface of the pilot program did
not seem to contain factors similar to the professional client relation-
ship even though the trainers were professional people. Service vas

not limited significantly; control over the trainee wts desired by some
of the training staff, but trainers had only very limited control.
Feedback did not seem to be significantly impaired. There is some in-
dication that project staff members were limited in their choice of
service, but this also seems insignificant. The training project used
quality people who had professional standards. In every case they

seemed committed to providing the besttpossible service.

Several personnel worked with restricted time allowances but others
were flexible enough to meet any demands of the progran. The limits

were on the opportunity to train rather than the capacity to train. The

value of the tratning was somewhat limited by the lack of a pre-service
training base, lack of initial specific program goals and objectives
and on occasion some reluctance on-the part of the project directors to
always view thrir project operations critically and openly with the training

team. There were the expected limitations caused by waste due to hesi-
tancy, bureaucracy, and other inadequacies.

Limited control over the trainee, not particujarly relevant to
training reinforcemtnt, was provided by control over expense accounts
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during the trainin'g program. Project staff mefibers had Saline obli-

gation to participate because of the program terms. The strongest
control available to the training team was the control resulting from
the trainers' knowledge and experience. There was some question among
the trainers as to whether control other than this authority of know-
ledge was necessary. More control would have been necessary to.insure
immediate success, direct behaviors, and reinforce trainers. Control
was felt to be unnecessary to meet the objectives of the local projects
or to develop trainee independence. The trainers felt that in this kind
of training situation, it was more advantageous to make suggestions
which were usually carried out than to make demands.

The trainers spent a great deal of time oeveloping feedback.
Social interactions and visitations were encouraged. Relations with
the trainees were established on a first name basis. 7kboUt one third
of the time spent with the trainees was involved in social situations
where rapport developed. The purpose of these attempts was to eliminate
the status and power differential in favor of increased communication
(Havelock, 1969, 3-23).

The trainee was prevented a choice of service primarily as a
result of the neceSsity for the trainers to present a single program
with finite resources. The project staffs were given eyery opportunity
to shape the training program through their suggestions and recom-
pendations. Trainee input into the first training program was limited
by the inability of the dissemination projects to hire all their per-
sonnel by the time of that program. The major project staff request
left unsatisfied was the one for demonstrations by.experienced person-
nel. The trainers had the knowledge and capacities to do dtmonstrations
lior the trainees, but they did not consider it part of their role nor
wise when visiting the states such a short time. Interproject visit-
ations were generally not feasible for financial reasons.

No objective standard was applied to the service provided by
the trainers. The major criteria applied by the trainers was that of
relevance. The trainers strove for the best fit of service to needs.
Training project administrators, with recommendations from the project
directors, evaluators and USOE, attempted to maintain a litgh quality
of service by selecting the best qualified trainers and resource
personnel.

B. Vata Collection

1. Barriers:

As the training team examined the barriers they realized they
were outnumbered by the positive results. The barriers to data col-
lection by the trainers included the expected problems of time and
finances. However, the state project directors were most Rtlpful and
prompt in supplying the requested data for the training team. The
project participants were Oilling to answer the 'questions submitted by
the trainers. However, on several occasions there was some hesitancy to
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always,take the trainers into their comIplete confidence. This could
be tied to the fear that the trainers worked in a evaluative role.

It appeared that the state department consultants did not always
_ place the project on their "high priority"list. The trainers realized
the state department consultants had full time responsibilities to their
own activities independent of the dissemination projects. It would have
enhanced the operation of the State Dissemination Projects if they could
have been involved in more of the activities. This problem =Id have
been effectively solved if the position of the project director in the
department would have been at a level which would have given them admini-
strative authority over the units in which the state consultants worked.

One additional barrier involved the failure of the evaluation
project to retutm data that was considered satisfactory to the trainers
for maximum usefulness. In this regard ther'e was a built-in adiguity
between training an4 evaluation due to the nature of the evaluation
design which required the evaluators to be, in part, trainers as well
as evaluators.

2. Data:

Types of data which were collected by the training team apart

from task needs included personal vdlues and needs, vested interests,

4nterpersonal relationships, and communication links.

a. Personal Values

The values observed by the trainers include
service values and a generalized newness value. With

regard to socialoservice value, many of the program staff

members felt very concerned about helping children. They

felt that education was vital to the development of

children. Many expressed tfte conviction that education
must be improved. Many could see immediate changes in

educational programs. A few had difficulty adjusting them-
selves to the fact that they were only part of an organiza-

tion that was not likely to have an immediate and dramatic

effect on education.

b. Vested Interests

Several vested interests having an affect on the
training program were reported:

1. Higher education institutions and SEA's
sometimes view one another as competitors
in the field of knowledge dissemination
and utilization. However, in a few instarkes

prujecL staff did utilize the expertise of

faculty from institutions of higher education.
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2. There was indication that the pilot dis-

?t

semination proect should be viewed not
as an end in self, but rather as a part
of a total di semination program of which
ERIC was another part. This seemed to
result in an eMAhasis on a quantity dis-
tribution of ERIC material instead of a
quality distribution.

3. What may be the most dynamic of the vested
interests involved the feeling by the
trainers that the states were using the
dissemination program as a vehicle for their
own change. Though these vested interests
were considered by the trainers they did

not present any major obstacle to the
training project.

c. Interpersonal Relationships

Personal needs identified by the trainers included
a need for social acceptance, recognition and achieve-

ment, personal meaning and importance, job satisfaction,
and security. The need for social/acceptance included
a need for reinforcement from a simplistic system of

values. This could have impaired the communication
of direction, reinforcement and support.

L_

d. Communication Links

The trainees were involved in a fairly complex net
of communication links while on their job. The links

of concern to the trainer were the ones capable of
transferring the trainee information about his-job.
The strongest of these links was the link between the
field agent and his clientele and the link between the
field agent and the retrieval staff. Many staff members
developed strong links with the field observers of the
evaluation project. These observers were well-educated
university personnel, who, from their objective View-
point, were capable of presenting useful advice. Other

similar links were maintained with USOE personnel. The

links developed at workshops and conferences seaned
strong in some instances and weak in others. Staff in

similar positions in the project did generally communicate
with one another, but there were several instances of
this communication being inadequate. Though there

were several cases of field agents-and retrieval staff

traveling to visit similar personnel in other states,
more of this would have been desirable. Links with

ERIC centers and other educational research centers were

maintained. In some cases during the early stages, links
were weak between the directors and their subordinates.

th
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However, this problem was dealt with in the second training

program.

The trainees can be identified as having been a part of a number
of systems and organizations some of yhich were probable more impor-
tant to the trainee than their job with the dissemination project.
On the immediate level, the local target school districts had the
large measure of control of the employment of the remainder of the
prolect staff and directly or indirectly provided the salaries for all
the staff. Should the project fail the trainees would have to be
concerned about their relations to local schools to enable ,their future
employment. On a more remote level the trainees were responsible to
USOE as the project funding organization. Their relation to the

evaluation project would to some extent determine whether they vimuld
be with the project, should it be refunded.

C. Research

In order for the project to begin on schedule, it was necessany
that trainers be selected who could provide useful information from
their own education and experience. The trainers definitely brought
a large amount of quality experience tp the project which, by and
large, substituted for the lack of formal research literature in the
field. This experience involved an extensive anount of informal
research done while the trainers were employed in programs with objec-
tives and structure similar to the pilot state dissemination program.

Most of the research effort of the training team was spent in
reviewing the literature to search for materials having applicability
to conceptual and application dimensions of the information process,
its sub components and special topical areas which arose during the
duratTon of the training project.

In spite of the limitations the training staff members were able
toidevelop some research data. Most of the research effort was spent
developing training materials and locating resources. A bibliography
of research on change was developed. Several training problems and
needs were researched in depth. Subjects researched include: the use

of commtttees; other programs of training for change; an adaptation
of extension methods of change to the dissemination projects situations;
goals of USOE; and adaptation of retrieval center programs to the pilot
project.

D. Interpretative Schema For Planning

Trainers used a variety of conceptual schema to analyze and
interpret the raw data which they collected. As a general approach
they compared their observations of the dissemination projects to ex-
pectations they had developed through their experience with the
University of Missouri Extension Program. Another general approach



involved the comparison of the self-concept of the project staff to

the actual situation. .This process included finding out what the
trainees are doing; having the trainees verbalize what they are doing;
pointing out to the trainees aRy inconsistencies between fact and
their verbalization; and allowing the trainees to develop new con-
ceptions of what they are doing that are more consistent with the
observed fact. The training team also attempted to view the whole
program as a unit with each d'Ilension a subpart of the unit. They

then attempted to relate each part in a way such that the whole operated
as a unit, yet each part retained its integrity and sphere of in-

fluence. On a practical level comparisons of alternatives were

4
made in terms of the most probable benefit compared to the anticipated
cost. A great deal of common sense and sensitivity came into play
including practical knowledge about how people behave and why.

E. Communication, Collaboration and
Implementation

Two way communication between the trainers and trainees was a
goal. Interpersonal contact between trainer and trainee was emphasized
during site visits.and training sessions. Directed sessions including
lecture-type situations were always open to discussion and questions.
(Such communication has been found to be helpful when complex inform-
ation is required to bring about attitudinal, behavioral or moral changes
[Havelock, 1969, 9-25].) In addition to communication during the
training sessions, a fair amount of communication occurred outside
the training session. Informal communication which was recorded as
taking place between the training project, through its adMinistrative
office, and the various other projects.

Any interruption of this communication process was a prime con-
cern of the trainers. Various barriers to communication had been identi-
fied by the trainers.

)

The trai ers do not hesitate to state there was tremendous
growth during t is training period. It was apparent the members
were well chos n for their assigned positions. Some reached a level
cf sophistication, and all were enthusiastic and eager for information
and ways to improve to expedite their work. However, even with these

attributes, this report must include some barriers to help future
projects in their planning.

1. Barriers:

a. Self-Actualization

1. It is important for each project member to de-
velop a job description of his role. If this
is not developed, there is a tendency for them
to be naively idealistic and unwilling to face
the hard realities of their role.
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2, The need for recognition and achievement
expressed itself as a willingness of the
trainees to sacrifice quality for quantity.
Though the succes§ of the project was im-
portant to the trinees, they sometimes
placed emphasis on quick turnaround time and
an immediate response.

3. The physical isolation of the field agent
from the project office made it difficult
for him to receive the recognition and
support that he needed for his task of
developing rapport. This problem was
alleviated by providing' the field agent
with data to help him anticipate and
overcome personality conflicts., adverse
publicity and other aspects of his inter-
personal role.

4. The trainees expressed their need for
meaning and importance by their feeling that
what they were doing must make a difference.
They wanted to be of service to children.
Some trainees wanted to be credited with
the sole responsibility for a change rather
than wanting to be dinly a part of a
larger picture. The need for security was
indicated by theTVconcern for project sur-
vival and a certairi'deference to the eval-
uation project and the funding organization
(USOE).

b. Interpersonal

The primary interpersonal relationship of concern was
the relation between the leader and his follower. The be-

haviors of ,the leaders involved with the project, as a
whole, presented some problems to the training staff. Even

the leadership provided by USOE and SEA personnel lacked
direction and adequate support for the staff of the project.
The interest of theSe official visitors in thetraining
program tended, at times, to overshadow the interest of the
project staff. Variations in the advice given out by these
visitors tended to increase the effort required by the trainers
to serve the trainees. There seemed to be a good deal of
ambivalence on the part of the project director to move
vigorously in all areas of the project. These various
problems will not be explain d b t various clarifying
suggestions can be made for existence.

1. The fact that the dissemination organizations
were new suggests that project directors were
forced to take time to think through for
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The pilot nature of the program with its built-
in flexibility and lack of specificity with
rcgard to goais, roles, and procedures rcsulted
in a great deal of uncertainty.

3. The administrative and operational structures
for field agents also contributed to uncertainty

as to expectations, role, and accountability
between state and local or intermediate units.

4. The physical decentralization of the project no
doubt added to the communication problems between
the directors and their staff.

c. Psychological Factors Relating To Trainers

The concepts of trainer status and credibility were the
psychological factors relating to the trainers that developed

the training project. The organizational status of the trainers

was reduced by the project's emphasis on close interpersonal
communication; however, the status developed by the trainers
because of their knowledge and experience wls sufficient to
assure the trainee's attention. Some trainers did have higher
positions than the trainees in organizations outside the
training projects, but this was not always the case; Trainees

seemed to feel that SEA personnel had high status. The

trainers felt the trainees would have had greater influence

if their status had been higher in the SEA.

The concept of credibility was the other psychological
factor relating to the trainers. The training staff were

generally able to develop credibility through their grasp of
relevance of their background. For example, information on
how to run a school would be questioned if the trainer did not
have administrative experience. Some project staff did tend
to question the applicability of university extension concepts
because of an apparent negative association with the field of
agriculture. It appeared that those trainers a5sociated with
the university rather than an SEA were sometimes suspect
perhaps because of divergent philosophical orientation between

the tdo organizations.

d Psychological Factors Relating To Trainees

Psychological factors relating to the trainees will be ex-

pressed as att:tudes observed by the trainers. There were several

instances of trainees' unwillingness to recognize their problems.

This was not nearly so common in the technical areas as it was

in areas where human relations were important. At first, the
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roject ',Nore i.7,7,t always willing t.L

recoynize their full responsibility to their subordinates

in the project. Toward the end of the training program,

the menters of one project felt they had grown and developed

the s t c ncperden 1This as the cloal for dll

projects. !;orilc project directors seemed to have the

attitude that everything WdS tine anu were husitant to disou

specifIL 0-obiems that micjht ?vc existed in their projects.

The dic,sination projects generally did not sevm to feel that

the expert interpretation of research by subject in the hot
of local situations was necessary. This attitude tended to

block full utilization of dissemination and utilization

models. The trainees appeared to have an inadequate notion

of the complexity of relevant knowledge areas; as a result

they expected that the relatively short first training session

would adequately prepare them for their job. There was

also some resentment on the part of trainees to the demands

made during the initial training session, including full

day and evening sessions. The evaluation project distributed

a questionnaire which appeared to irritate some of the trainees

during the first training session.

e. Factors Relatin2 To Training. Sequence

Selective exposure, and follow through are concepts

relaing to the training sequencing of the training project.

Selective exposure involves the idea that trainees more

readily assimilate information if it is closely related to

their own needs. The training team generally took this into

account as a result of their emphasis on meeting the trainees'

needs. The main problem occurred during the first training

program because trainers were not able to assess the needs

of the trainees who had not been hired prior to the training

session. The training staff felt that they should have insured

that the attitudes and perceptions of the oject staff

trainees were ready by allowing more time 'or them to discuss

their various projects and the skills, knowledge and abilities

required to perform efficiently. There was indication that

the project directors felt that the group training programs,

which were usually aimed at the majority of the project staff,

tended not to be keyed to the directors needs.

Follow through by the trainers was not a problem because

the trainers were careful not to promise what they could not

deliver. Follow through was hindered, however, by the long

time gaps between training sessions. Feedback time was length-

ened by the large geographical distances involved. Follow

through became somewhat i-regular when some action by project

staff was required.

f. Institutional Factors

The p-imary institutional barrier resulted from tne problem



of marginality. The various projects were somewhat tr,arginal

with the respect to one another and to supporting organizations

such as USOE and SEA's. Areas of responsibility were never

adequately delineated. Project personnel found that they

were sometimes in conflict with non-project personne' localise

of a role overlap. Sometimes field agents had difficulty

reconciling strong responsibility to the local school districts

and the SLA. The dissemination projects position in the SEA'

did not guarantee accessibility to state specialists.

Finally, there was some lack of commitment of the trainees

to the trainers as a result of the diffusion of cdntrol over

the program as a whole.

Another barrier resulted from the difficult relation

between the evaluation project and the trainers. The evalua-

tion project did not always supply project evaluation infcrmation

that was seen as adequate by the training team. They did

supply the dissemination projects with suggestions and feed-

back throughout the program. The maintenance of objectiv,ity

of the evaluation project throuffi its isolation was, nc doubt,

a worthwhile endeavor; however, additional means of assuring

the full cooperation between the evaluation project and the

training project must be provided.

g. Language Factors

Several language barriers were developed from trainers'

observations. The most serious arose from the general

negative association with agriculture. Illustrative state-

ments couched in agricultural or even extension terminology

were very poorly received. Trainers had to translate such

statements into terms more acceptable to the trainees before

they would be assimilated. Some of the trainees were very

senOtive about terms relating to roles and tasks. These

terms seemed to carry with them implications and connotations

beyond the meaning of the words. The best example of this is

the fact that the field agent described by the USOE is referred

to as a communication specialist and a resource agent in the

state projects. Such differences in terminology indicate

differences in underlying structure which make generaliza-

tions about the projects difficult.

F. Accountability

There were essentially three components, the operating projects,

the evaluation team and the training team, all of which had contrac-

tual accountability to USOE with some built in accountability to each

other in a general way. Beyond this, however, accountability in the

normal sense of its use was very diffused and often vague. This, of

course,was not unexpected and was, in fact, an integral characteristic of

the project. However, this phenomenon did present some problems of a

different kind than those which exist in a linear project where respon-

sibility for operation, training and evaluation exists in a single
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organizational and ddministrative stria.ture.

There were few coercive powers vested between the three

components and little financial accountability between projects thus
necessitating a fairly substantial degree of project monitoring at
the operational levels by USOE.

There were observable concerns among some project staffs with

respect to accountability. These concerns manifested themselves in

the following general areas:

1. Attempts to get clear in their minds the nature and
dimensions of the "game." This seemed to be more
pronounced, predictably, among field agents than

retrieval staff.

2. Some confusion on the part of all concerning
accountability to local or intermediate units, SEA and
beyond.

3. A relatively strong apprehension concerning the ac-
tivities, purposes and possible conclusions of the
evaluation component in spite of several attempts of
the evaluation team to clarify their concerns. Staff
in the projects seemed to be looking frequently for
"hiiden agenda" in the evaluation process which might
affect their "rating."

G. Management and Organization

Trainers were generally satisfied with the management of the

training program. All indicated that more training tiffe was desirable
but none indicated that they were overloaded by the schedule uses.
Both training project administrators indicated that they had spent
additional effort that was not reflected in their budgeted commitment.
The administrators did encounter scheduling problems that interfered
with the performance of the program. For example the best time to

schedule the third site visit was durin9 the summer. During the sumr,er,

however, many aspects of the program.were not active. Schools were
cloFA and some of the project staff were on leave, on vacation, or in
school. The training staff members were generally pleased with the
training project administrators' ability to keep the program flexible

to meet the needs of the trainees.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The training project proceeded generally along lines established
in the proposal. The progress of the project, within the limitations
of the proposals and local conditions, were satisfactory to the
trainers. Changes which did occur during the course of the project;
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for example, file decision to have the second training session held
in each state for that state project's staff, were consistent with
the overall project objectives of meeting individual needs. The
major atcomplishment of the prioject was the facilitation of any
success that the various state dissemination projects will ultimately
enjoy. The training staff did feel satisfied that it was, in part,
through their individual efforts that the state dissemination projects
were able to set up and make operational the beginnings of 0-U
operation in each of the three states.

Several recommendations can be made that would improve future
efforts in the same direction as this training project.

1. A more adequate research base needs to be developed.
The training team was not unduly handicapped by this
lack as a result of their extensive experience with
extension programs; but persons engaging in training
activities of this nature without some experience
with an extension type system may find considerably
more difficulty with the many facets, often subtle,
of this kind of program.

2. Future dissemination organizations need to have a

more definite organizational structure, a higher
position in the total organfkational hierarchy, and
a clearer relationship to the total oigganization.
Flexibility needs to be maintained but there seems to
be no reason why roles and priorities cannot be
established.

3. The nature of the project needs to be brought more
in line'with the specialization of modern bodies of
knowledge. Ways to assure that content specialists
in education are utilized in the interpretation and
application of research information must be developed
with care. The generalist and the process person has
a vital role, but specific problems require specific
expertise.

4. Assumptions should not be made about the
trainees' readiness for train4ng. Care must
be taken by a training team that the trainees
spend a great deal ofIlme discussing their
tasks and the nature of the training program
prior to the beginning of training. The trainers
should take this opportunity to asbess trainees'
expectations and attitudes. The training program
should then be adjusted accordingly.

5. Extensive research needs to be done into the
relation between ei-aining and evaluation. Care-
ful thought and investigation must be given to the
possibility of conflict of interest in a fonmative
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evaluation process, and particularly the nature
of the relationship of this kind of evaluation,
both positive and negative, to the operation of P-

a training program. It is very likely that the
forutive evaluation prOcess mitigates against.a
separate training component and that training, in
a project utilizing formative evaluation, should be

conducted under the-aegis of the same agency res-
ponsible for evaluation.

6. Educational change thIpugh information dissgmina-
tion is a very complictted process requiring,
for maximum success, a great deal iof inherent
ability, knowledge,Askill and insight - far too .0.

much to be dealt with effectively with on-the-job
training. A program'of pre-service education of
at least one year in Ouration, outside the
pressure of the job ahd organizational configura-
tions, should be developed to.supply a cadre of
minimally qualified entry level people for this
kind of position.

7. There is great concern with "packaging"..and
"transportability." There is no doubt that in-
formation can be packaged and tranported. This

has been done with books forOkiny years. However,
great caution needs to be exercised in the packag-
ing and transporting of training programs. It is

the polt of jLpcture between information and
persona ilia situational variables which is the
critical aspect of a training or educational
program and this can be supplemented but never
replaced by a packaged program without great
sacrifice in quality. There is no adequate sub-
stitute for expert human resources to deal with
problems and issues which are dynamic in character.
In fact, the whOle notion of the use of inter-
personal link in the dissemination and utilization
process is built on this concept. Education for
dissemination and utilization or anything else
can do no Tess and maintain the quality it should
have.

8. Actual visitation, site visits, as frequently
as possible is vital to a training program of
this nature. A great deal of "guts" insight
and training can take place in this context as
well as the development of items for needed
attention in more formal training activities.

§. Apprppriate dosages of project intervisitation
on functional'basis needs to be built into
training activities. These can be useful in
dealing with morale, transfer and expansion,
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idealism and creativity. However, these should be

structured and "supervised" by a training
component to achieve maximum benefit.
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Appendix A
Personnel and Attendance

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA
COLLEQE OF EDUCATION AND UNIVERSITY EXTENSION COOPERATING

Advisory Committee and Training Team

Name

A. Sterl Artley
Prof. of Ed.
UMC

Edward C. Carroll
Director-Library
UMC

Donald Fancher
Asst. Dean
Extension Div.
UMC

Carl C. Fehrle
Assoc. Prof.
of Education
College of Ed.
UMC

Larry A. Hale
Consultant for
University Wide
Extension
University of Mo.

Rdndel K. Price,

Director
Training and Staff
Development
University Wide
Extension
University of Mo.

William W. Hoff,
Cnordinator
Technical Reference
Center
UMC

Responsi,bilitK

Advisory Commt tee

Advisory Connittee

Advisory Committee

Associate Dir. of
Pilot Training
Program

Advisory Committee
Instructional Staff

Advisory Committee
Instructional Staff

Advisory Committee
Instructional Staff

Attended

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
program and part
of 3rd Training
Program

Organizational
Meeting-Aug. 12
& 13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.
All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Programs



Name lic2gonsibility Attended

Charles H. Koelling
Director, Cont.
Professional Id.
Prof. of Ed.
UMC

Paul T. King
Director, Testing
and Counseling
Services
UMC

0

Glenn White
State Department
of Education
Jefferson Bldg.
Jefferson City,
Mo. 65101

Name

George Katagiri

Jack K. Bech

Michael Call

Sondra Isom

Rosellen Moser

Stephen N. Stivers

Dir. of Pilot
Training Program
Instructional Staff

In3tructional Staff

Director of
Research
Instructional Staff

OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.

Salem, Oregon

Title

Project Director

Retrieval

Retrieval

Retrieval

Retrieval

Area Specialist
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Organizational
Meeting-Auq. &

13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.
All 3 Training
Programs

2nd Training
Progr&m for
South Carolina

All 3 Training
Programs

Attended

Organizational
Meeting-Aug. 12 &
13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.
All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Progr&ms

3rd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Programs



i-obcrt A. Hc11

Nawc

Piara J. Ashworth

Tamdra D. Crelley

Alfonso J. Evans

Eilene Folger

Filen T ilison

Jane i. Ness

Jeanie Dolan

Sharon Gibson

Sonja Evans

Sam Greer

t lc At t ended

Ared Specialist 2rid and 3rd

RESF,UCH INFORMATION SECTION
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1208 Rutledge Building
Columbia, ..th Carolina 29201

Title

Project Director

Chief SuperYisor

Commullication
Specialist

Communication
Specialist

Information
Analyst

Inforwation
Processor

Information
Technician

Information
Technician

Chief Secretary

Clerk Steno

State Consultant

1 r

Attended

1st Iraining
Program, Part of
2nd Training
Program

All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Programs

All 3 Training
Programs

All Training
Programs, Organiza-
tional Meeting-
Aug. 12 & 13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.

2nd and 3rd
Training Programs

2nd Fraining
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program (part)



Name

LTAH BOARD OF EDUCATION
136 East South Temple

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Title Attended

Kenneth P. L4ndsay Project Director

Kathleen Wallehtine

David G. Church

Jerald S. ilawley

Norman Kohler

Voyle L. Munson

Ruth Neilsen

Shirley Ayres

Maxine Lorenson

Eleine Osborne

Elsie Dee Adams

Allen Abuer

Retrieval

Field Agent

Field Agent

Field Agent

Field Agent

Field Agent

Organizational
Meeting-Aug. 12 &
13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.
All 3 Training
Programs

All i Training
Programs

3rd Training
Program

All 3 Training
[rograms

All 3 Training
Programs

1st Training
Program (part)

2nd Training
Program

Secretary to 2nd Training
Field Agent Program

Secretary to 2nd Training
Field Agent Program

Secretary to 2nd Training
Field Agent Program

UTAH STATE DEPARTMENT PEOPLE

?ledia Specialist 2nd Training
Program

Specialist, 2nd Training
Social Studies Program
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Nare

Jewel Bindrup

Don Clark

Mary Cooley

Bill Cowan

Jay Donaldson

Brent Gubler

Vola Hancock

Elliot Howe

Craig Kennington

Robert Lunnen

Florence Magleby

Lerue Winget

Title

Specialist,
Language

Speci, st, Math

Utilization Officer,
Utah Tech. College

Research Asst. and
Acting Coordinator
of Title III, ESEA

Specialist, Ed.
Testing and
Measurement

Coordinator, Adult
Education

Specialist, Reading

Specialist, Foreign
Langrage

Coordinator, Title
I, ESEA

Procurement Super-
visor Manpower
Development &
Training Act

Specialist,
Remedial Programs

Deputy Superin-
tendent Office of
Instruction Services

Atteided

2nd Training
Proram

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Porgram

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training

Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program



U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCAliON

Name

John M. Coulson
Research Associate
Division of Practice Improvement
National Center for Educational
Improvement
Washington, D.C. 20202

Thomas D. Clemons
Director
Division of Practice Improvement
National Center for Educational
Improvement
Washington, D.C. 20202

Richard Elmdorf
Division of Practice Improvement
National Center for Educational
Improvement
Washington, D.C. 20202

John Newfield
Office of Education Fellow
Division of Practice Improvement
National Center for Educational
Improvement
Washington, D.C. 20202

Name

Sam :. Sieber

Karen S. Louis

Attended

Organizational Meeting, Aug.
& 13, 1970, Columbia, Mo.
1st and 3rd TRaining Programs

Organizational Meeting, Aug. 12
& 13, 1970, Columbia, Mo.

3rd Training Program

3rd Training Program

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY in the City of New York
Bureau of Applied Social Research

605 W. 115th Street
New York, New York 10025

Responsibility

Evaluation Team

Evaluation
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Attended

1st and 3rd Train-
ing Programs,
Organizational
Meeting-Aug. 12 &
13, 1910, Columbia,Mo.

1st Training
Program, Organiza-
tional Meeting-Aug.
12 & 13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.



Name Responsibility

Loya Metzger

Matthew B. Miles

OREGON

Ruth Leeds Love

SOUTH CAROLINA

Mark H. Weiss

UTAH

Ivan Muse

Raymond Whitaker

Wesley Larson

Name

Milt Baum
Dir. of Personnel and
Community Relations
State Dept. of Ed.
Salem, Oregon 97310

Evaluation Team

Observer for
Columbia Univ.

Observer for
Columbia Univ.

Observer for
Columbia Univ.

Observer for
Columbia Univ.

Observer for
Columbia Univ.

RESOURCE PEOPLE

Responsibility

Resource
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Attended

3rd Training
Program

Organizational
Meeting-Aug. 12 &
13, 1970, Columbia,
Mo.

2nd Training
Program

Part of 2nd Train-
ing Program
Evaluator for
Columbia Univ. 3rd

Training Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

2nd Training
Program

Attende

Organizational
Meeting, Aug. 12 &
13, 1970
Columbia, Mo.



Name

Edward W. Beaubier
Assoc. For Calif.
Administrators
Suite 315
Naples Center Bldg.
5855 Naples P1az:1
Long Beach, Calif.

Schell H. Bodenhamer
Assoc. Dean

College of Agriculture
(Ext.)

Univ. of Mo. Columbia

Margaret Brewer
Asst. Librarian
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Ralph C. Dobas
Assoc. Prof, of Ed.
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Daniel W. Doell
Asst. Librarian
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Steve Douglas
Program Coordinator
Conferences and
Institutes
Univ. nf Mo.-Rolla

E. Leo Grebe
3413 Elm Street
St. Charles, Mo. 63301

Delmar E. Hatesonl
Assoc. Ag. Editor
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Frank Heagerty
Prof. of Education
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

William D. Hedges
Prof. of Education
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Responsibility

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Attended

3rd Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Trdining
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

7st Training
Program

ist Training
Program



Name

Richard Herlig
Center School District
Kansas City, Mo.

Daryl J. Hobbs
Assoc. Prof. of
Sociology
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Charles W. Hoover
National Cnt. for Ed.
Communication
Dept. of Health,
and Welfare
Office of Education
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dale Jackson
Area Industrial Specialist
Univ. Extension Cnt.
103 E. Kansas
Liberty, Missouri 64068

Ralph King
Supt. HallsvilIe
Public Schools
Hallsville, Missouri

Dixie A. Kohn
Director of Lab School
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Richard L. Lee
Ag. Editor
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Frederick E. List
Assoc. Prof. of Reg.
and Comm. Affairs
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Herbert F. Lionberger
Prof. of Rural Sociology
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

Frank W. Mattas
San Mateo County Board
of Education
590 Hamilton
Redwood City, Calif. 94063

Hespons bi 11 1. At tcrideo

Resource

KLSOUlt.,c

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

Resource

62

3rd iraininy

1St

Program

3rd

Program

3rd Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

1st Training
Program

3rd Training
Program

3rd Training
Program
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Industry 7,pecialist

L.Atr2hsion ct.F.

H17 Prt CtH fl:
P.O. nx 12q
!)t. Lnaries, Mo. 0301

John I. McGowan
Dean, Ext. Division
and Prof. of Ed.
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

William H. Owsley
905 Bourne Avenue
Columbia, Mo. 65201

Caroline H. Porsell
Columbia Univ.
605 W. 115th St.
New York, New York i0O25

C. Brice Ratchford
President of Univ.
of Missouri
Univ. of Mo.-Columbia

David M. Scott
1020 Lakeside Dr.
Columbia, Mo. 65201

W. Wayne Walker
Jefferson Jr. High School
North 8th St.
Columbia, Mo. 65201

0. V. Wheeler
Ridgeway Elem. School
Columbia Public School
System
1002 Range Line
Columbia, Missouri 65201

Lsoure

sourcp

Resource

Resource

Resourc

Resource

Resource

Resource
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Function as a team in approaching information dissemination.

4. Understand and practice the problem solving process with
specific kinds of problems from awareness, to data collection,
to alternative solutions, to consensus, to implementati,or,
and to reinforcement.

Co!Tiunicate effectively in verbal and written language
and in non-verbal language.

Develop rapport with a group and to engage effectively
in group processes.

7. Identify the educational power structure in the state in
which they function and also in the geographic areas which
are target areas for consideration.

tz. Describe presisely the organization of education in the
states in which they function.

9. Identif) the obstructions and deterents to the execution
of the programs on which they will work.

10. Formulate a plan of action, develop a system for continuing
assessment of this plan of action, and develop a program
of communication both for the plan of action and for its
evaluation.

The project director should be able to:

1. Function successfully as an administrator including specif-
ics such as - prepare and administer a budget, delegate
responsibility, utilize staff in the decision-making
process, conduct staff meetings and supervise staff,

2. Describe and understand the ERIC system and other pertinent
systems useful to the dissemination process.

3. Develop a system for acquiring and utilizing consultant
expertise which includes identifying and developing means
for using consultants. (This may more appropriately be a
part of the responsibility of the Reference and Retrieval
Staff but the Director may facilitate this.)

4. Recognize and diagnose problems in the dissemination and
change process.

5. Develop a monitoring system for the program.

6. Allocate resources on a cost-probable benefit ratio.

7. Develop a system for staff and activity evaluation.



dpd kt.trievol Stun Members should be able to:

1. Pe',crihe in detail the components, structure, and funktion
thc dal,t system.

,. Search the deta system for information on specific programs.

3. Prep:ire reports on specific problems or questions utilizing

the data system.

4. Identify, develop and correlate with existing data systems,
a system for accumulating, providing access to, and dissem-

inating information relating to projects and programs within
the state which are not included in the information in
current data systems.

5. Effectively catalog and cross reference materials of all
kinds into the data systems.

6. Construct simplified, topical and subject oriented reference
catalogs for use by the field agents.

7. Use effectively the services of secretaries and other
sub-professionals in the search and dissemination process.

8. Identify and develop means for using consultants which
include identifying expertise and competence of consul-
tants and also the means for injecting these data into the
system for appropriate use.

For Field Agents

In a very real sense much of the impact of the project will
be dependent upon the ability of the field agent to sell himself and the
services of the system to the people with whom he relates. Therefore,

in addition to having the appropriate skills and abilities included above
for the entire team, it is essential that the field agents be able to:

1. Conduct an interview effectively.

2. Develop rapport with individuals and groups.

3. Analyze problem situations, discover alternative solutions,
and point possible directions.

Function as a catalyst. (change agent)

5. Demonstrate a working knowledge of newer developments in
education such as modular scheduling, individually prescribed
instruction, team teaching, autotutorial instruction,
interaction analysis, use of nonverbal behavior, operant
conditioning, et cetera.
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6. Analyze a school camunity.

7. Construct a deliberate change system model, develop a plan
for its implementation, and assess its probable chances of
success with and without the inclusion of various alternetive

component factors.

Relationshilo of training program to objectives desired

Inasmuch ac, the training as well as the demonstrat:ion phase is
pilot and since the objectives to be accomplished are relatively finite
and the potential for training time and direction as well as competencies
already possessed by potPntial trainees is almost infinite, it will be
possible to accomplish the objectives only to the degree that the competen-
cies alrdy possessed by the trainees and the time allocations for such
training dllow the development of these behavioral competencies. Every

effort will be made to provide maximum input of training experiences within
reasonable time allowances for training, but limitations inherent in the
nature of the program should be clearly recognized. The data which follow
represent a careful assessment of the probable training needs within the

framework of the guidelines for the development of this proposal. This

format provides a recognition that training time is somewhat limited and
it may be necessary to provide more time for the development of greater
competencies in some areas than in others. This is due to the relatively
critical nature of these- particular tasks in relation to the com,..!tencies

already possessed by the trainees.

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES

Step #1. Immediately upon funding of this proposal, the University
of Missouri will employ the basic staff required to
carry out the planning phase of the training proposal.

This staff will, based upon objectives identified above
and other objectives which become apparent, develop more
specific objectives which relate to desired educational
experiences. They will design a system which will provide
for the acquisition of knowledge, attitudes and skills
which relate to these experiences. The staff will develop
a tentative training program which should attain the recog-
nized objectives. They will collect and prepare material
to be used in these educational and training experiences.
This process will, in a sense, pruvide a reservoir of
alternatives for the development of identified objectives
through the use of specific kinds of training experiences.
These tasks will be completed during the month of June.

Step #2. After the pilot state dissemination program states have
been designated and staff employed, training staff will
make site visits to each state engaged in the project
to involve them in the curriculum development process
and to determine which objectives should be attempted
and which training materials and formats would be most
appropriate for utilization in the initial training session.
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In addition, information will be gathered concerning the

SEA's, the proposed pilot programs the target areas

to be served, and the qualifications of staff members

assigned to each state.

Step #3. A curriculum for a one weeks training program will be
developed to include specific kinds of learning experi-

ences to accomplish the behavioral objectives identified
for project directors, field agents, and reference and

retrieval staff. The specific allocation of time for
each of these will be determined after more of the
exact needs are known,

Step #4. An initial 5 day training conference will be held on the

campus of the University of Missouri-Columbia in August

of 1970. The agenda, as indicated in Step 3, will be

planned by the training staff in response to stated and

discovered needs of the trainees, and will utilize the

services of the project staff in addition to the services
of other expert personnel depending upon identified

need in fields such as: group dynamics, change theony,

administration, library science, curriculum, learning
theory, systems design, interviewing, extension field

work, state technical services information dissemination

center, et cetera.

A partial list of subject matter content might

include:

Inforwtion Management - theory and practice -
acquisition, classification, storage, retrieval,
dissemination.
Structure and Operation of SEA's - interface
with local school systems.
The role of the director interface between
SEA and Pilot Program Staff and local school

officials.
Review objectives, structure, requirements
and mode of operations in pilot programs.
Coordination and collaboration of the field
agents, referral staff and consultants.
The role of the consultant of experts.
Problem solving techniques for field agents.
Preparing and maintaining collections of
indexes and catalogs of examplary programs.
Making use of ERIC collections.
Conducting interviews.
Preparing proposals and budgets.
Securing cooperation of local agencies and

citizen groups.

Publicity.
Soliciting requests.
Conceptual and practical considerations in
applying innovative solutions to problems.
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Step 4,5 Following the initial training conference, trainees will
return to their state to begin their programs. A second
training conference of 3 to 5 days is proposed for mid-
winter to assist trainees in:

1. Reporting ard documenting problems encountered
and to evaluate progress to date.

2. Follow-up training needed to strengthen and
carry the project forward.

Step #6. A final conference of one week is proposed for June of
1971. It is important to conduct such a follow-up
conference immediately after the close of the academic
year. It seems desirable to hold this conference soon
after the school year is over to achieve the maximum
use of the perceptions, attitudes, problems, and insights
of the participants while they are most vivid. The
purpose of this conference will be to accomplish two
main purposes:

1. To further report and document problems and to
evaluate progress to date in the state programs.
This session will provide a forum for the sharing
of ideas between staff members of the different
projects based upon experiences during the pre-
ceeding year. Research on innovation indicates
that reinforcement is a vital part of the process
innovation. Since this is an innovative project
itself, the follow-up conference is a necessary
reinforcement for the participants.

2. The second purpose will be to pmvide additional
training for the participants to carry this pro-
gram into the second year. This trainin9 will
deal mainly with "gaps" which were not apt_trent
in the initial training session.

Step #7. Site visits - Following the initial training period
in August of 1970, each state will be visited before
the mid-winter training programs. Additional visits
will be made between the mid-winter *and June, 1971
conferences and perhaps one visit in the second year.
When desirable, time will be spent with the staff collec-
tively at a convenient site within the state. On other
occasions, it may be desirable to visit field staff at
their field locations and reference and retrieval staff
at their central location.
The purpose of these visits will be to determine, in
part, the effectiveness of the training and to discover
gaps, and possible errors in the training program as
well as to provide additional consultations and training
on problems which occur. In addition, regular correspon-
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dence between training staff and state staff members
will be mainf.ained.

Step $i8. A final report will be written and submitted to the agency
during November of 1971 and the project will terminate
on December 1, 1971.
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ASSURANCE OF COMPLIANCE WITH FHL DITARTMEN1 Oi
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE REGULATION UNDER

TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI
(Name of Applicant)

(hereinafter called the "Applicant")

HEREBY AGREES THAT it will comply with title VI of the Civil Rights Act W.
1904 (P.E. 88-352) and all requirements imposed by or pursuant to the Regu-
lation of the Department of Health, Educaion, and Welfare (45CFR Patt 80)
issued pursuant to that title, to the end that, in accordance with title VI
of the Act and the Regulation, no person in the United States shall, on

the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participa-
tion in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimina-
tion under any program or activity for which the Applicant received Federal
financial assistance from the Department; and HEREBY GIVES ASSURANCE THAT
it will immediately take any measures necessary to effectuate this agree-
ment.

If any real property or structure thereon is provided or improved with the
aid of Federal financial assistance extended to the Appl3cant by the Depart-
ment, this assurance shall Obligate the Applicant, or in the case of any
transfer of such property, any transferee, for the period during which the
real property or structure is used for a purpose for which the Federal
financial assistance is extended or for another purpose involving the pro-
vision of similar services or benefits. If any personal property is so
provided, this assurance shall obligate the Applicant for the period during
which it retains ownership or possession of the property. In all other
cases, this assurance shall obligate the Applicant for the period during
which the Federal financial assistance is extended to it by the Department.

THIS ASSURAICE is given in consideration of and for the purpose of obtain-
ing any and all Federal grants, loans, contracts, property, discounts or
other Federal financial assistance extended after the date hereof to the
Applicant by the Department, including installment payments after such date
on account of applications for Federal financial assistance which were
approved before such date. The Applicant recognizes and agrees that such
Federal financial asSistance will be extended in reliance on the representa-
tions and agreements made in this assurance, and that the Unived States
shall have the right to seek judicial enforcement of this assurance. This
assurance is binding on the Applicant, its successors, transferees, and
assignees, and the person or persons whose signatures appear below are
authorized to sign this assurance on behalf of the Applicant.

Dated April IS, 1970 University of Missouri

Columbia, Missouri 65201

(Applicant's mailing address)

HEW-44I

(12-64)

(AppligAht)

By R. N. BeOni
(Presidetat,thairman of .Board, or
comparable authorized official)
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PERSONNEL & FACILITIES

PERSONNEL:.

Dr. Charles H. Koelling, Project Director, joined the Extension
Division staff in 1959. He is Director of Continuing Professional
Education.

Prior to joining the Extension Division staff, Kr. Koelling had
considerable experience in Missouri school systems. In 1949-50 he was
high school principal and teacher at King City; from 1950 to 1953 a junior
high teacher in Brookfield; superintendent of Sturgeon schools from 1953
to 1957; and assistant professor of education at Central Missouri State
College at Warrensburg during 1958 to 1959. In addition he has worked
for the MK&T Railroad and served in the US Navy from 1944 to 1946.

Dr. Koelling is a graduate of the University of Kansas City (now
the University of Missouri at Kansas City). He also holds M. Ed. and Ed. D.
degrees in education granted by the University of Missouri.

FACILITIES:

The University of Missouri will provide necessary office space and
classroom facilities to conduct this training program.
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First Training Program For Retrieval Staft and Project Directors;
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APPENUIX L

Questionnaire to Retrieval People



Name

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVES

ASSUMPTIONS

DESIGN OF CONTENT

UNIT I. INTRODUCTION

UNIT II. DEVELOPING CONDITIONS FOR MAXIMUM DISSEMINATION

UNIT III. USE OF RESEARCH RESOURCES

UNIT IV.

UNIT V.

UNIT VI.

FIELD TRIP

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT FOR INFORMATION DISSEMINATION

COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS FOR INFORMATION DISSEMINATION

PRETRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RETRIEVAL STAFF



OBJLCTIVES

1. To provide a body of knowledge of the tools for information dis-
semination.

2. To develop skills in use of the research tools necessary for
information dissemination.

3 To formulate proper attitudes for programatic retrieval develop-
ment.

4 To foster and/or implement dissemination program development.

ASSUMPTIONS BASED ON STATE PROJECT RESUMES:

1. Each state is unique in these affecting respects:

a. Socio-economic conditions

b. Educational level (NEA rating of the states)

c. Resource allocations

2. State Departments of Education are structured differently.

3. Purposes of education vary.

4. Each state has tried various means of improving educational
practices through inservice or continuing education programs.

5. Each state desperately wants to improve the quality of education.
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UNIT I. INTR

A.

B.
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)DUCTION

Theoretical Basis for Dissemination
of Information

1. Review of pertinent literature
a. Books

b. Research studies

C. Documents

2. Purposes of project

a. Historical aspects
b. Theoretical treatment

3. Development of Plan

a. Outline steps of planning
b. Discuss chart for planning

-

Practical Basis for Dissemination of

Information

1. Review of Research evidence

a. Research in theses and

Dissertations
b. Research in ERIC

c. Research in government
publications

2. Development of needs of each

state
a. Educational organization of

each state department
b. Anticipated organization

for dissemination of infor-
mation as ERIC linker
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UNI1 II. DEVELOPING CONDITIONS FOR MAXIMUM
DISSEMINATION

A. Selection of information resources

1. Who should select
2. How should selections be made
3. Whemand the frequency of

selections
4. Principles of selection
5. Resources recommended for

initial purchase

B. Acquisitions

1. Development of an acquisitions
program

2. Acquisition means
a. Purchase
b. Lease or rent
c. Cooperative agreements with

institutions and firms

C. Processing and Classification

1. System based on available fa-
cilities
a. Computer
b. Card catalog

2. Computer processing and classifi-
cation
a. ERIC
b. Government documents

3. Card catalog (typical library
scheme)
a. Review of Fitch study
b. Application of Brewer/Willis

technique
c. Flexowriter use in card pro-

duction

97
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JNIT II. DEVELOPING CONDITIONS FOR MAXIMUM
DISSEMINATION (Continued)

C. Storage

1. Physical conditions
a. Space
b. Humidity control
c. Ventilation/heat controls
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2. Equipment
a. Expansion considered

3. Arrangements of materials
a. By type
b. By code numbers

4. Accessibility
a. Accessible to personnel at

all times for use
b. Filing and revising access

E. Retrieval of Information

1. Human
a. Hand serach of card files
b. Rod devices

_

2. Computer search
a. Thesaursus
b. Limitation of word descriptors

F. Guided Tours

1. Library's data process/computer
areas (primarily to illustrate
lectures)

2. Data Processing Center (equipeent
and storage purposes)

,.
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UNI1 III. USE 01- RESEARCH RESORCES

A. ERIC

1. U. S. Educational Research infor-
mation Center. OLce j Educa-
tion Rezew,ch Re crAts 95671TT

2. Re6ecach in Edu.ca.tcb1, 1966

3. Cuttent fax to Joultnai4 in
tducatIo7,;-ffg-

4. Theututua si ERIC Descitipto&o,
2nd Ed-LIT:on

B. THESES AND DISSERTATIONS

1. U. S. Office of Education, b-

eniiphjL j RezeaAch in EdliIci-
PT6T94O

2. Phi Delta Kappa, Re6eakch Studiea
in Education, 1940-

3. DaTJETIFIT Ab4t44c14, 1937-
4. Ma6te/C4 These4 in Education,

195T-

C. PERIODICALS

1. Education Index, 1929-
2. Poychotogicat Index, 1894-1930
3. P.sychotagicat Ababiacts, 1927-
4. natelEducation Journal Index,

1963-

D. DOCUMENTS

1. U. S. GoveAnment Document4 Catatog
-1-8

2 . U. S. Library of Congress, Monthey
Checktizt oç State Pubeicatkon6

3. n. Cegi6 ve Re6eaAch Sekvice
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UNIT III. USE OF RESEARCH RESOURCES (Continued)

E. LABORATORY EXPERIMENT

1. Each participant use packet.
2. Identify problem.
3. Develop search procedure.
4. Select ERIC descriptors.
5. Randomly choose one person's

work, send to Jefferson City
(Glenn White) by teletype;
computer print-out will have
been run by field trip follow-
ing day to Jefferson City,
State Department of Education.



UNIT IV. FIELD TRIP

A. Introduction to Missouri's Plan

I. Background
2. Education for linkage

B. Review of ERIC

1. Slide presentation
2. Examples of types of regmests

C Explanation of Dissemination Process

1. Solicitation of requests
2. Receipt of requests
3. Search routines
4. Coding
5. Computer arrangement
6. Storage of tapes, discs
7. Storage of fiche

U. Tour of computer area

F. Assimilation and discussion
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UNI1 V. PROGkAM nVILOPMiNT
DISSEMINATION

A. Introducticm

1. H-oblems faced by linkct
d. Overload
b. Marginality (go-between person)
c. Lack of recognized precedence

B. Linking Institution

1. Advantages of permanent linking
a. Security
b. Identity

C. Coordinating
d. Specializtion

L. Ideal functions of a linker
a. Anticipate or sense need (T f

clients
b. Gather all information from

resource system
r. Select only salient elenents
d. Present to client in readable-

digestible form.
e. Provide counsel on use of in-

formation

C. Perfecting the Dissemination Program

1. Instruct members of state depart-
ment of education.
a. Use of ERIC
b. Supervisory research

State supervisors reach local
schools
a. Colleagues
b. Informal

--TnTntinued)
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UNI1 V. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT FOR INFORMATION
DISSEMINATION (Continued)

Problems
a. Linker is outsider
b. Must work through local agent
c. Local agent transmits data to

colleagues
d. Regional centers tend to be

top-heavy and ineffective



UNIT VI. COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS FOR INFORMATION
DISSEMINATION

4

A. Characteristics of one-stop infor-
mation center

1. Familiarity with organized sources
2. Knowledge of information and spec-

ific data concerning time required
to retrieve information, format,
and cost.

3. Assistance to be used in trans-
lating information.

4. Knowledge of user needs.
5. Linkage wjth various information

systems.
6. Linkage of information processors,

researchers, trainers, and change
agents leading to articulation.

7. Development of training programs
to prepare individuals for change-
agent roles

B. Institutional Cooperation

1. State Library
a. Public library network
b. Cooperation with other state

libraries
c. Regional libraries

2. University Library Systems
a. Universities
b. Colleges (4-year, technical,

community, junior)

3. Private Institutions
a. Libraries
b. Business firms

A



APPENDIX F

Simulation Problem For First Training Program



MORMTION ANT V SSLMINATION SIMULATION A LCWITUOINAL
ACTION PIWC,RA fOR THL AEK OF OCTOBER 19 INVOLV1NO PRCISLL
TaNTIFICATION, INFORMATION SYSTEM INTERROGATION, RiTRINAL,

ANV FLIV-GACK

Within certain limitations relating to time factors, logistics,
and human factors, an action project has been designed to run longitu-
dinally through the first week of the Training Session of October 19
which will involve the field agents and retrieval staffs. You will
note that on your program for the field agents on Tuesday afternoon
a time has been provided for them to interview three school administra-
tors. These three administrators will be represented y an elementary
school principal and a junior high school principal from the City of
Columbia and a superintendent of schools from a smaller community,
Hallsville, Missouri. It is anticipated that the field agents from
Utah will interview the superintendent of scaools from Hallsvilles the
field agents from Oregon will interview the elementary school principal
from Columbia. and the field agents from South Carolina will interview
the junior nigh school principal from Columbia. It is suggested that
all field agents attend the interview but that one field agent be desig-
nated to carry on the actual interview itself with the other field agents
as observers.

During this interview it should be assumed that each of these school
administrators will have been informed by letter from the Office of the
Superintendent of Schools that this project has been initiated in this
area. This will be the first time that the field agent has met this
particular school administrator and it will be hecessary, therefore,
to make an introduction, establish some basis for communication and
rapport, attemft to provide an awareness on the part of the administra-
tor as to how this project, and particularly the field agent, can help
the school administeator, and hopefully zero in on a problem or set of
problems which can ultimately be narrowed down to something interro-
gatable in the literature.

Following this session the problems collected or the area of
information needed will be stated by the field agents and turned over
to the retrieval staff from their respective states. It is expected
that the retrieval staffs will then make some appropriate search of the
literature between Tuesday afternoon and Friday morning so as to turn
over something in the way of documentation to the field staff in order
for them to deliver the goods to the same administrators on Friday
morning as is indicated by the schedule. The facilities of the Univer-
sity Library will be available day and evening for the retrieval staff
to work and some computer time for the interrogation of the ERIC
materials will be available also. On Wednesday morning the retrieval
staff will be assisted in writing the question. These will be run on
the computer at Jefferson City and the print-outs will be ready for
screening by Thursday evening.

The field agents will then (hopefully) have something to bring
back to the school achinistrators at the scheduled time on Friday
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morning and discuss with them where they go from there.

We realize that this is quite a squeeze considering the time

available, all the other things scheduled during the week, and the

limitations on human energies. However, if everyone will give it the

old college try there will be an opportunity for gathering some new

insights into the operational process of the whole program and the

distinct possibility of having some fun in the process.

October 14, 1970

107

1



APPENDIX G

Bibliography of Materials For The Pilot Training Project



Appendix G

Bibliography of Materials for the Pilot Training Project

Adul'. Education (Journal of Research current issue) by A.E.A. of
U.S.A., 1225 19th Street N.W., Washington D.C., 20036

Adult Leadership (current issue) by A.E.A. of U.S.A., 1225 19th N.W.,

Washington D.C. 20036

Barnlund, Dean C. and Franklyn S. Haimon, The Dynamics of Discussion,
Houghton Mifflin Company, Geneva, Ill., 60134, 1960, Chapter I.

Bean, John E., Research in State Dept. of Education, Research Report,
Washington Office of Education, U.S. Dept. of Health, Education
and Welfare, 1965

Becker, Joseph and Robert M. Hayes, Information Storage and Retrieval:
tools, elements, theories. New York, Wiley, 1963, Z699. B37

Bergevin, Paul, A Philosophy for Adult Education, The Seabury Press,
New York,.1967, Chapter III

Bergevin, Paul, Dwight Morris, and Robert M. Smith, Adult Education
Procedures, Seabury Press, New York, 1968, Chapter 2

Bergevin, Paul and John McKinley, Partici ation Training in Adult
Education, Bethany Press, St. Louis, Missouri, 96 , hapter 3

Berman, Louise M., New Priorities in the Curriculum, Columbus, Uhio:
C.E. Merrill, 1968

Brickell, Henry M., New York (State) University, Office of the Presi-
dent of the University and Commissioner of Education, Organizing
New York State for Educational Change. Albany: State Education

Dept., 1961, L1-82.G5N5t8

Burdin, Joel L., Information capabilities Needed in School Personnel
Preparation, Lansing: Michigan St. Univ., 1969, (Ed 03C-496)

Carlson, Richard O., Adoption of Educational Innovations, Universi4
of Oregon: The Center for the Advanced Study of Educational
Administration, 1965

Carlson, Richard, Art Gallaher, Jr., Matthew B. Miles, Roland J.
Pellegrin, Everett M. Rogers, Change Processes in the Public
Schools, Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administra-

tion; University of Oregon, Eugene.

Carson, Robert B., Keith Goldhammer, Roland J. Pellegrin,

Teacher Participation in the Community, The Center for the Ad-

vanced Study of Educational Administration, University of Oregon,

Eugene, Oregon, 1967.
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Clark, DaviF, and Guba Frgon G., An Fxaminati
Education, Center for the Study of Instruction, Washlndten,

Complete Guide and Index to ERIC, Reports thru Dec. 1969, Compiled by
the Prentice-Hall Edf-torial Staff, 1970, Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey
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AUDIO VISUAL MAiERIALS

Cas'wttc Tapes:

Nationdl Center of Audio Visual
Bureau of Audio Visual Instruction
Stadi.um Building - Room 319

University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado F0302

Automation and Information Retrieval

Impact of Automation on Communication

Impact of Information Processing on Society

Motivation Inherent in Information Processing

Case Study of Scientific Thinking

How People Change

Challenge of Automation for Education

Education for Leadership

Impact of Automation in the Classroom

;Mange Training Teacher for Innovation
J3 Minutes long - 16 mm

Institute for Development of Educational Activities
Charles F. Kettering Foundation
P.O. Box 4461
Melbourne, Florida 32901

Information Explosion, The
34 Minutes long - 16 mm, color, 1969
Ohio State University, Motion Picture Division

Meanings are in People
24 Minutes long 16 mm, color, college and adult, 1965
BNA Films

Project Discovery
28 Minutes long 16 mm, color, 1965
Encyclopedia Britannica Educational Corporation

Resources for Learning
20 Minutes long 16 mm, color
McGraw-Hill
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tyr t rn fl rrcsi
2R Minutes long, 16 rim, color, 196R

Matthews &

Televkion Techniques for ledchink;
23 mirutes long, 16 rtv, color, 16
Great Plains National ITV

Note: All films available from University of Missouri Film Library.
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Gf Miv;ouri Coluntia
Filot ',tdte Disseminatiun Program

Charles H. Koelling, Director
Carl C. Fehrle, Associate Director
October, 1970

REFFRINCFS RECOMMENDED FOR PRF-1.10PSHOr P FrARATION:

Be:1-ker, Joseph.

Information Storage and Retrieval-, tools, elements, theories.
N.Y.: Wiley, 1963 ($12.95)

Sherman, C. Neil.
Introduction to Educational 1nfurmrltion Centers, L.A.

Tinnon, 1969. ($5.50, paper $3.50)

Wilson, T.D.
Dissemination of Information. 2nd nd, rev. Hamden, Conn.:

Shoe Streg, 1969. ($4.00)

RESEARCH REPORTS:

ED 029-362
Flswick, Donald U.

Research Seminar for Training Irctructional Leaders in Development
and Utilizing Research. (Kentucky Dept. of Education, 1967)

FD 032-438
Farr, Richard S.

Knowledge Linkers and the Flow of Educational Information.
(Stanford University, 1969)

ED 020-765
Kurland, Norman D.

A Feasibility Study to Determine Need and Function of an ERIC
Document Center for State Education Department, (State University of
N.Y., Albany, 1967)

ED 016-407
Nuss, Eugene M.

A aemonstration Model of a Means to Disseminate Advancements in
Instructional Uses of Educational Media. (Pennsylvania State Dept.
of Instruction/Lockhaven State College, 1966)
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irst Filot TritHrlo rqiw
University of Missouri-Lclumtia
Memorial Union
October 19-23, 1(170

Dr. Charles H. Koclij,
Pr. Carl C. Fehrle, AssociRte

Director

CURRICULUM FOR TRAINING PROGRAM

FOR PILOT STATE DISSEMINATION PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

To effectively develop a dissemination program for the state
(states) requires actual knowledge of the tools for research, use of
the tools, plus training in the preparation of search and secure proce-
dures. This preliminary experience is essential to future development
of statewide and regional information dissemination centers.

The ultimate Oancern of educators is that of encouraging continuing
professional development both personally and within the school systems.
Several, if not many, research projects have been completed wherein ,

the feasibility of dissemination centers was discussed and evaluated.'
Although the primary problem is that of coordinating available research
materials, the secondary problem is that of stimulating school officials
and teaching personnel to make use of available resea,-ch.

Research cannot be considered in isolation, just as a department
(within a school, college or state department) does not function in
isolation.s. Therefore, part of the .:.ask of the dissemination personnel
is the integrating of research findings in the evervday experience of
the local school personnel. A mere knowledge that research exists
on a certain subject is not sufficient; no.r. is the acquisition of such
material the answer. Effectivq "using" of researca requires a general
knowledge of "doing research". Thus the dissemination staff has a
further task of Insuring effective use of research findings. In a

study by Elswick°, it was found that effective use of ERIC required a
one-to-one or small group relationship. Studies conducted in Pennsyl-
vania, Utah, and Illinois4 provide further evidence for successful use
of research. A later study condtacted by the Kentucky Dept. of Educ.
(1967)5 illustrates that through the use of regional seminars instruc-
tional leaders can be trained in the devPlopTent and utilization of
research.

From these findings, the necessity of this current project is even
more evident. One cannot expect to triin othLrs n the use of research
materials until he knows how to use the resLarch materials himself,
and for what purposes one uses certain research tools. Use warrants
aquisitions, acquisitions warrant storagc and retrieval. But even so,
unless the essential link is cr9ated between the state department and
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iile will 90 uh-used. In 0 f,tudy by lAir

the ideal functioning of a linking insttution would consist of:

1. Anticipate or sense an area of concern among members gf
tdrget audience

Turn to the resource system and gather all the available
information on that subject

Select only the most salient elements, sunuarizing and
drawing conclusions

Present this exhaustive review of the literature in dn
easily readable and digestible form, and

Disseminate the document effectively, reaching the most
influential members of the audience which is in need of the
information.

Such is not an impossibility with proper training of personnel
in the state department of education and the readying of communicatioN
channels throughout the state.
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Leeders in Development and Utilizin9 Research. (Kentucky
Port. fn Fdo(., 1967) IP

Ril ut Adtu
[ d u(- a t 1 on I eaders hi p Througil Recifdrch7- n4o-n7.

140: -31 p.

ffith, Cdt1r1 r,, Reso,irch in fducational
ipyrasal and a Plah. Yew TeriTCiTTUTFaITo
Teachers Colleqeolunthia University, 1959. ')9 p.

Dean, John L., Research in State Departments of Education.
Research Report. Wasiiington: Office of Education, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1965. 1511,

ilswick, Donald L., Research Seminar for Training Instructiondl
Leaders in bevelopment and Utilizing Research. (Kentucky
Dept. of Educ., 1967) FP 029-36?

ibid.

Lirr, Richard Knowledge Linkers and the flow ol Idutation61
Information. (Stanford Univ. , 1969) FD 032-43V,
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PELOT STATE DISSLMINATION PROGRAMS

PAMICIPANT REACTION TO TRAINING PROGRAM

UNIVERSITY UF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA

To: Project Directors, Retrieval Staff and Field Agents

Now that you have had the time to do some reflecting thinking about
the first training program and use some of the information and knowledge
gained from your experiences at University of Missouri-Columbia, we
are asking you to complete this questionnaire. As you consider each
question, please include the entire week's trairing, the discussions
and training during our site visits, material vovided for you to
read, and any participation in the pre-planning of the first training
conference. The questions do not refer to any specific presentation
or acitvity but to the entire training program in general.

As you mark these question, compare your level of competence at
the time of entry into the project with your competence at this time.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to check our progress toward
the established objectives and to help us gain some insights into planning
the follow-up site visits and the future training program.

Your cooperat in in completing this is appreciated.

%

Charles I. Koelling

roject Director

Inc osure

t-

Carl C. Fehrle
Associate Project Director

'roject :1irectors: Please return the questionn,ircs te Pr. Charle,.., H.

Kee-wiling b). December 15, 1970.



[MO; !flSYHNAIIC.; PR0',:;1;1V,,

PARTICIPANT REACTION TO TRAINING PROGleY

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMMA

FOR ALL STAFF MEMBERS

Broad Objectives

1. One of the objectives was to provide within the time limitation -

the widest possible range of experiences within those available on
topics directly or indirectly related to present and future work
of the dissemination teams.
Indicate to what extent this objective wa acmpi i shed :

1 a little;
0-- to a fair degree;
4 almost entirely;

completely.

2. One of the objectives was to provide information and training (both
in the sessions and in the written materials) so that each training
member could describe the essential element; in the change process.
Indicate to what extent you can describe the elements in the change
process to someone who is not familiar with

not at all;
12 fairly well;
2 very well;

completely.

3. One of the objectives was to prepare you to describe what the prejed
is to do in your state.
Indicate what contribution, if any, you think the training proi-am
has made to date toward assisting you in doing this:

none;
4- some;

-17-- quite a bit;
a great deal.

4. One of the objectives was to aid you in descrihini the steps in
problem solving.
Indicate to what extent the training program has assisted you to
date in obtaining understanding and practicing of problem solving as
it relates to the activities of your project:

none;

some;
7- quite a bit;

a great deal._



5. One of the objectives was to improve your ability to communicate.
Indicate to what extent the training program has'helped you,comnuni-,
cate orally and in written form with your clientele and with.your
colleagues in this project:

none;

7 some;
quite a bitt
a great deal.

6. One of the objectiVes was to assi jou in developing rapport with
individuals and to engage effectively in group processes.
Indicate to what extent the training,prngram assisted you in
hbreaking barriers" and "interacttng with people":

I none;
8 some;

--T quite a bit;
1 i great deal.

7. One of the objectives was to assist you ip identifying obstructions
and deterents to the execution of your program.
Indttate to what extent the training program alerted you to anticipate
problems in your program:

none;
some;

--IFquite a bit;
711 .4 great deal.

8. One of the objectives was to develop teen/work within your group.
Indicate to what extent the training program assisted you in or-
ganizing a plan to permit better teamwork within your group:

1 none;
7"-- some;
3 quite a bit;

M. a Oeat deal.

9. One of the objectives was to develop realistic expectations in your
work.
Indicate to what extent the training program assisted you in establish-
ing (forming) your own realistic and obtainable goals:

1 none;

--77- some;
quite a bit;

---"i a great deal.

10. The purpose of the scheduled State Meetings at the close of each day
during the training Session wes to permit the trainees in each state
to transfer the knowledge gained to others in their team and to
clear any conflicting ideas among role responsibilities.
If the meetings would,have been held as scheduled, the State Meetings
at the end of the day would have betn:

no help;

4 some help;
--3---quite a bit of help;

a great deal of help.
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11. The tour of the coloputer center .11.
Jefferson City and the information

received Oere were:

no help;

socre help;
quite a bit of help;

10 a great deal of help.

.12. Ihe opportunity to have a member of our team interview an administra-

tor, to designate descriptors, submit the question to Glenn White,

investigate other resources to answer the question, prepare the

material for the administrator and conduct the conference with the

administrator was:
no help;

2 some help;

4 quite a bit of 1121p;

a great deal of help.

13. Given the time limitations of the first training session and your

present knoWledge of the three state prcgrams,
what would you have

left out and what would You have put in its place

(a) for the benefit of the group?

(b) for the benefit of yourself in your state role?
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QUESTIONS FOR FIELD AGENTS

To what extent has the training program (considering different phases
of it) assisted you in being -able to:

--Does
Not

Apply

,

None Some Much
Very
Much

_

1. understand the ERIC system? 1 4 1

2. identify sources of information
other than ERIC? 4 1 1

3. understand the process for identi-
fying and utilizing consultant
experitse?

1 3 1 1

4. recognize that additional consult-
ant expertise is available outside
the State Department?

1 2 3

5. conduct an interview effectively?

6. develop rapport with individuals
and groups?

7. inalyie problem situations, discov-
er alternative solutions, and
point to possible directions?

,

1

8. function as a catalyst? (change
agent)

S.

9. demonstrate a working knowledge of
ne44er developments in education?

.

2

,

10. analyze a school community?

FIELD AGENTS:
Please return this questionnaire to your Project Director.
PROJECT DIRECTOR:
Please return the questionnaires to Dr. Charles H. Koelling by December 15.
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QUESTIONS FOR PROJECT UIRECTORS

To what extent has the training program (considering different phases
of it) assisted you in being able to:

Does
not

apply
None Some Much

Very
Much

I. understand the ERIC system?

2. identify sources of infor-
mation other than ERIC?

3. understand process for
identifying and utilizing
consultant expertise?

1 2 1
.

4. recognize that additional
consultant expertise is ob-
tainable outside your own
State Department? ,

2 1 1

5. develop means (guidelines)
for using consultants? 3 1

6. recognize and diagnose prob-
lems in the dissemination
process?

4

7. develop a monitoring system
for the program? 3 1

8. di:velop a scheme of evaluation
for your own project?

4

1

_

2
,

1

PROJECT DIRECTOR:

Please return this questionnaire to Dr. Charles H. Koelling by December 15,
1970.
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QUESTIONS FOR RETRIEVAL STAFF

To what extent has the training program (considering different phases of it)
assisted you in being able to:

.

Does
not
apply

,

None Same

,

Much
Very
Much

1. better understand the ERIC system? I 1 2

2. identify sources of information
other than ERIC? 2 1 1

3. understand the process for identi-
fying and utilizing consultant
expertise?

1 2 1

4. organize a system to obtain con-
sultant expertise outside your
State Department?

1 1 2

5. describe in detail the components,
structure, and function of the
data systems?

2 1 1

6. search the data systems which are
available to you for use in your
project for information on spec'ific

problems?

7. prepare reports on specific prob-
lems or questions utilizing the
data systems?

8. identify, develop and correlate
with existing data systems, a
system for accumulating, provid-
ing access to, and disteminating
information relating to projects
andlrograms within the state
which are not includeskin the
information in current data
systems?

Contr nued
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QUESTIONS FOR RETREIVAL STAFF (Continued)

Does

not
apply

None Some Much
Very
Much

9. effectively catalog and cross
reference materials of ail kinds
into the data systems?

t.

-

2 2

10. construct simplified, topical and
subject oriented reference cata-
logs for use by the field agents? 1 2 1

11. use effectively the services of
secretaries and other sub-profes-
sionals in the search and dissemi-
nation process?

2 1

12. identify and develop means for
using consultants which include
identifying expertise and compe-
tence of consultants and also
the means for injecting these
data into the system for appro-
priate use?

3 1

RETRIEVAL STAFF:
Please return this questionnaire to your Project Director.

PROJECT DIRECTORS:
Please return the questionnaires to Dr. Charles H. Koelling by
December 15, 1970.
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COmMENTS OF FIRST TRAINING PROGRAM

One of the objectives wds to provide - within the time limitation -

the widest possible range of experiences within those available on
topics directly or indirectly related to pr6ent and future work
of the dissemination teams:

Staff Member #15 - But was the accomplishment of this objective
relevant to the needs of the partictpants.

2. One of the objectives was to provide information and training
(both in the sessions and in the written materials) so that each
training member could describe the essential elements in the change
process.

Indicate to what extent you can describe the elements in the change
process to someone who is not familiar with it:

Staff Member #3 - Written material most valuable.

Staff Member #15 - But not because of the training session neces-
sarily. Our state is testing the Havelock model. I think the
training sessions did not specifically help the training members
to describe those particular steps.

One of the objectives was to prepare you to describe what the
project is to do in your state.
Indicate what contribution, if any, you think the training program
has made to date toward assisting you in doing this:

Staff Member #3 - My enthusiasm was lifted.

Staff Member #15 - It has helped retrieval persons greatly, but
I feel that it has not specifically aided our field agents to
understand the model we are testing.

4. One of the objectives waS to aid you in describing the steps in
problem solving.
Indicate to what extent the training program has assisted you
to date in obtaining understandi9g and practicing of problem solving
as it relates to the activities of your project:

.. Staff Member #3 - Have had other problem solving work shops which
prepared me to a greater extent.

Staff Member #15 - Once again Bill Hoff and Larry Hale were great.
I only wish they had been familiar with the steps in Havelock outlines.

5. One of the objectives was to improve your ability to communicate.
Indicate to what extent the training program has helped you communi-
cate orally and in written form with your clientele and with your
colleagues in this project:
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Staff Member 3 - Not much help here, ay.-this is one of my strony

areas. Have had much experience in other jobs

Staff Member 015 - COMmunication implies a two way exchange of
ideas. Both parties must be helped.

6. One of the objectives was to assist you in developing rapport
with individuals and to engage effectively in group processes.
Indicate to what extent the training program assisted you in
"breaking barriers" and "interacting with people":

Staff Member #3 Had this before training, but training renewed
positive points.

Staff Member #15, Most of the training in group process was
academic rather than involvement. Bodenhamer & Dobbs made excellent
presentations; Dobbs gave us some practice, Bodenhamer practically
none.,

7. One of the objectives was to assist you identifying obstructions
and deterents to the execution of your program.
Indicate to what extent the training program alerted you to anti-
cipate problems in your program:

Staff Member #3 - Bill Hoff helped here.

Staff Member #15 - Hard to tell.

8. One of the objectives was to develop teamwork within your group.
Indicate to what extent the training program assisted you in
organizing a plan to permit better teamwork within your group:

Staff Member #3 - Work of Bill Hoff was very valuable n this area.

Staff Member #15 - It helped us understand each other better and
therefore did develop better teamwork--but it did not help us
develop a plan to permit better teamwork.

9. One of the objectives was to develop realistic expectations in
your work.
Indicate to what extent the training program assisted you in estab-
lishing (forming) your own realistic and obtainable goals:

Staff Member #3 - Not much help here.

10. The purpose of the scheduled State Meetings at the close of each
day during the training session was to permit the trainees in each
state to transfer knowledge gained to others in their team and to
clear any conflicting ideas among role responsibilities. If the

meetings would have been held as scheduled, the State Meetings at the
end of the day would have been:
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titt Member ri I hi s coiiwi i cati on tuok place i n motel , car,
over meals, etc.

Staff Member 08 - because the 4 o'clock meetings were not utilized
for this purpose, we found ourselves meeting on our own time to do
this.

Staff Member #10 - State meetings at sometime other than the end
of the day might havc been of groat value.

Staff Member #15 - It was difficult to relate training to role
responsibility where the trainees did not, as yet, understand
role responsibility.

11. The tour of the computer center at Jefferson City and the infor-
mation received there were:

Staff Member #3 - Very impressed with these, but tine was wrong
and much too short. We needed more time to pick Glenn White's
brain.

12. The opportunity to have a member of our team'interview an adminis-
trator, to designate descriptors, submit the question to Glenn
White, investigate other resources to answer the question, prepare
the material for the adornistrator and conduct the conference with
the administrator was:

Staff Member #3 - More time in this sort of activity is a must.
Much more valuable than lectures.

Staff Member #8 - The experience seemed most helpful for the field
agent.

13. Given the time limitations of the first training session and your
present knowledge of the three state programs, what would you have
left out and what would you have put in its place.

(a) for the benefit of the group?
(b) for the benefit of yourself in your state role?

Staff Member #1 - I think the training program was excellent
except thought it was too strictly structured prior to knowing who
the trainees were, their backgrounds, and needs. Elasticity and
selectivity should be emphasized so that program can be "tailored"
to needs of trainee-partly as he perceives them. No part was
irrelevant-indeed all parts should be kept with added elections
juxtaposed in schedule for trainee selectivity. The human factor-
the "personal" touch was missing. Felt you were entirely too con-
cerned with 8 hours of "hard" work to the determining of the in-
volvement of human interactions. Interspersed with your "formal"



course work should of been a great deal more time for interaction
between, among agents, specialists, and directors. Need the feeling
you were afraid to leave "gaps" in your scheduling lest some ob-
servurs might think you hadn't prepared the course very well.

Staff Member #2 - Needed more time in the Library research on pro-
lem solving. T felt the sessions with Glenn White were too short.

Staff Member #3 - More activity-group work, less lecture. The group
needs to interact. Lecture method does mit encourage this. By
next session we will be more aware of problems, so problem solving
consulcants will be very.valuable. A panel including people from
computer retrieval field and school fielding questions might be
great.
Need to work more with computer language expecially develpIng
descriptors. A week's work with Glenn White would be best for me.
Boulder has their own systems. Boulder differs.

Staff Member #4 -
Ed Technology presentation-Replace with discussion
Public Relations- Replace with discussion
Motivating People-J!cplace with discussion
Generally, some . the lecture sessions could have been condensed
with more time for discussion, where the resource person was on
the same "level" as the participants.

Staff Member #6 - Add more group participation and group interaction.
Submit to group clearly defined-objectivft of the program rather
than vague, general goals. Submit a statement of purpose and pro-
cedure from each group represented: the three states, the USOE,
the evaluation committee, and the Missouri educators. .

Remove from the program lectures aimed at theoretical situations
rather than actual, realistic and practical situations. Contact
with people in similar roles to share practical experience.

Staff Member #7 - First training session would have been more
meaningful if sufficient time was given to understanding of f,ne
three state programs, and the functional roles of field ac;mts.

Proposed guidelines should have been designed for evaluating
specific information pertinent to each state and general information
pertinent to improving the quality of education at the state ano
local levels through the utilization of Research Informition.

Afternoon session for individual state meetings should t. Aiminated.
State meetings should be combined to provide for interaction and
sharing of information as related to each state participatioN in
the dissemination of information.

Staff Member #8 - Time to hear from each state regarding their gains
and the directives to reach these goals. Time for participants to
exchange ideas regarding their role roponsibilities. Sessions
devoted to discussion and led by consultants in addition to lecture.
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Specific time to exchange ideas with project directors designed into
the program. Thanks to your efforts we were able to meet several
times in this regard. Major program was designed especially for
retrieval staff and field agents. Suggest special sessions could
have been planned for project directors related to the general topic
of information dissemination and successful information center oper-
ation.

Staff Member #9 - The program would have been more helpful if the
conflict in evaluation procedures had been avoided. Less emphasis
on change agents and more emphasis on change processes. More free-
dom for each state to pursue its own goals.
More emphasis on information dissemination and communication tech-
niques.

Staff Member #10 - Many of the lectures (with the exception of
several given by Mr. Hoff) and had more time for communication be-
tween the states on the directions of their programs and for inter-
action among team members of each state individually.
More time for interactive sessions with field agents as to question
negotiation, material supplied, etc.

Staff Member #11 - I would have left out Dr. Hobb's presentation
and had more time in the area of participatory learning.

Staff Member #12 - (a) Left out field agents meeting with Scott-
Forseman and Silver Burdett representatives Dr.,Hobbs-Sociologist
on Sociological change
(b) A general briefing on materials and programs in education
identifying problems of a particular local. Communicating others
needs in written form. This was touched on somewhat (Hatesohl)
Better understanding of questioning techniques.

Staff Member #13 - my previous responses and recommendations for
the training program exprT my feelings on this.

Staff Member #14 (a) creating and accepting change. needed some-
thing to socialize or get to know people earlier by jobs. (b)

creating and accepting - a bit too esoteric change. Future in
Ed. Technology-mainly because I was fairly familiar after being in
school a year with ideas and materials. Felt the material for
retrieval staff specifically excellent and participation training
was well done and worthwhile but would have like to have Utah group
have more discussion of Havelock's material and more time on retrieval
of information etc. instead of some lectures.

Staff Mi.mber #15 - (a) I would have left out almost all of the
presentations and put in their place: (1) Sessions in an understanding
of the total NCEI program and the place of this project in that
grand scheme. (0 Involvement sessions where in each state attempted
to develop rationale for its part in the total NCEI program. (c)

Developments of a plan and timetable for the products of each state,
when the knowledge and/or procedure would be available to other
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states and how it would be used. (d) Buzz sessions or Brainstorming
sessions to develop the total training package rather than being
asked to react to a developed package.

(b) A. Training in management techniques.
B. Training in the Havelock Model
C. Meeting with NCE1 staff
D. More time with other state directors
E. Training specifically in 'needs assessment.

us
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APPENDIX L

The Programs For The Second Training Programs

Oregon, South Carolina, Utah



OREGON PROJECT
Second Training Program

Portland, Oregon
February 11-12, 1971

SECOND TRAINING SESSION - PORTLAND, OREGON

Thursday, FebruarY_11 1971

9:30 Carl C. Fehrle - Welcome and Overview

9:45 Charles H. Koelling - Review of goals of U.S.O.E. Hew the
Oregon Board of Education goals compliment the goals of U.S.O.E.
(Much interaction and participation).

10:45 George Katagiri - Review of the goals of the Oregon Dissemination
Project and how they compliment the grdis of the U.S.O.E. and
the Board of Education.

1:00-3:00 Robert Fussell and Steve Stivers - Case studies. Review of actual
cases. These were given in detail and the discussion involved
the retrieval staff, project director and the people from
University of Missouri - the role of all. The major part of the
discussion centered arbund the field agents' role.

3:00 Randel K. Price - Role of the field agent summarized.

Friday, February 12

9:00 Glenn White - the role of the retriev:-.1 staff.

10:00-11:00 Section A: Retrieval staff continued work on coding with
Glenn White.

Section B: Field agents - Charles Koelling led the question
and answer period.

Discussed: Summer work. Keeping informed.

11:30 Bill Hoff - Management.

1:00-2:15 Bill Hoff - Management (much group participation)

2:30 Bill Hoff - Problem solving. (group interaction)

2:40 George Katagiri - Remarks. Objectives for the future work.

2:45 Randel Price and Charles Koelling - Things to remember as you
progeess,

3:00 Dismissed.



Much praise is given to the Oregon participants for their eagerness to
actually become involved and participate in the discussion. There seemed
to'be no hesitancy to ask questions to assist them in solving their own
problems.

Equal praise is given to the prepared group from University of Missouri-
Columbia who was able to function in this "dialogue" and present the
necessary attitudes, skills, and knowledge. It was most valuable to have
Ruth Love serve as observer and appraise the trainers from Mibsouri
University-Columbia.
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SOUTH CAROLINA

Second Follow-up Site Visit, March 28-31, 1971

Second Training Program, April 1-2, 1971

I. I. Project Personnel From South Carolina:
a

Dr. Ed Ellis - Project Director
Or. Diana J. Ashworth - Chief Supervisor
Miss Eilene Folger - Information Analyst
Miss Sharon Gibson - Chief SecretarY
Other RIU Personnel
Miss Taffiara Crolley - Communication Specialist
Mr. Alfonso Evans - Communication Specialist
Miss Ellen Tollison - Information Analyst

II. Training Staff from University of Missouri-Columbia (UMC):

Dr. Charles H. Koelling - Director, Pilot Training Program;
Director Continuing Professional Education; Professor of
Education.

Dr. Randel K. Price - Member of the Advisory Committee of the Pilot
Training Program; Professor of Extension Education; Department
Chairman and Director, Training and Staff Development in
Extension.

Dr. Paul T. King - Consultant of the Pilot Training Program;
Director of Testing and Counseling Services; Professor of
Education.

Mr. William W. Hotf - Member of the Advisory Committee of the Pilot
Training Program; Coordinator Industrial Reference Center,
Extension Division.

Dr. Carl C. Fehrle - Associate Director of the Pilot Training Program;
Associate Professor of Education.

III. Tentative Training Program - April 1-2, 1971:

Columbia, South Carolina; Sheraton Columbia Inn, 630 Assembly
Street; Phone: 803 779-4900

Thursday, April 1, 1971

9:00 - 9:15 Overview of Training Program - Carl Fehrle

9:15 - 11:45 Sensitivity Training and Group Processes Emphasizing
Participation - Inner Circle Approach with input from
outside then person giving input leaving the group to
deal with the input among themselves - Paul King
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11:45 - 1:00 Lunch

1:00 - 3:00 1. Steps involved in problem solving.

2. Role of communication specialist.

3. Methods of recognizing and diagnosing problems in
the dissemination and change process.

4. Analysis of the present data package (retrieved
material sent to the requester).

3:00 - 4:00 The South Carolina Project In Perspective - Ed Ellis

4:00 - Adjournment

Fridq, April 2, 1971

9:00 - 9:30 Utilizing the advisory committees in the target
areas - Randel K. Price

9:30 - 10:00 1. Effective ways of locating good educational consul-
tants out of state.

2. Catalog and cross reference material of all
kinds into the data system.

3. Construction of simplified, topical and subject
oriented reference catalogs for use by the commu-
cation specialists.

Bookkeeping system--accounts receivable/payable.

5. Assistance in the identification, development
and correlation with existing data systems, a
system for accumulating and disseminating infor-
mation relating to projects and programs within
the state which are ntt included in the current
data system.

William Hoff

11:00- 11:45 Questions - Answers

Case study (review a case for the group - all partici-
pants interact) - Al Evans.

11:45- 1:00 Lunch

1:00 - 2:00 Case study (all participahts interact) Tammy Crolley.



2:00 - 3:00 1. Analysis of the monitoring system in the Project
to determine strengths and areas for change.

2. Development of an evaluation system for Project
activity and product.

3. Awareness of better ways of doing things as deter-
mined by other dissemination systems.

4. Methods to increase working knowledge of newer
developments in education.

5. Informal evaluation of the "effect" of the Project

in the districts.

6. Use of the state specialist.

This will be done by group discussion - under the
direction of Carl C. Fehrle

3:00 - Adjourn
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SECOND TRAINING PROGRAM FOR UTAH

March 3-4, 1971

Salt Lake City, Utah

I hear - I forget

I see - I remember

I do - I understand

Chinese Proverb

University of Missouri-Columbia
Pilot Training Program

Dr. Charles H. Koelling, Project Director
Dr. Carl C. Fehrle, Associate Project Director

Dr. Larry A. Hale & Mr. William W. Hoff
Consultants
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Second Revision of flans
Revised when meeting with
Bill Hoff and Larry Hale

Second Training Program for Utah
March 3-4, 1971
Travelodge Motel, Salt Lake City, Utah

Wednesday, March 3, 1971

8:45 - 9:00 Overview of the Training Program - Carl C. Fehrle

9:00 - 11:30 Directed by Kenneth Lindsay
Supported by Larry Hale

Bill Hoff
Carl Fehrle

9:00 - 10:00

Topic 1: Policy and procedure of using technical assistants and
other human resources in the Utah Dissemination Project.

Objective 1 - Each resource agent will write tt..42 proce-

dure to be used in obtaining a technical
assistant and/or other human resources and
outline three methods of follow-up.

Objective 2 - The project director, with the assistance
of the resource agents and the retrieval
manager, will put into writing the proce-
dure for follow-up after a technical assist-
ant and/or other human resource have been
used.

Procedure: The present plan of requesting the services
of the technical assistant will be distri-
buted to the group by the project director.

After discussion and interaction, the project
director and his staff will put into writing
a procedure tp use for follow-up.

Consultants: Larry Hale
Bill Hoff
Carl Fehrle

10:00 - 11:30
Topic 2: Learning to know the responsibilities and talents of 15 of

the state technical assistants.

Objective 3 - Each resource agent and retrieval manager will
identify 8 state technical assistants and be
able to list two of his responsibilities.
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Procedure: Ken Lindsay, the project director, will
contact 15 technical assistants and ask them
to give a 5 - 6 minute presentation about
themselves and their work.

The test of the objective will come later
in the training program when the resource
agent and retrieval manager discuss cases.

The resource agents and retrieval manager
will become better acquainted with these 15
technical assistants during lunch. Care
must be taken that the seating arrangement
provide for this.

11:45 - 12:45 Lunch
(Each will pay for his own lunch and then complete an
expense voucher for reimbursement from University of
Missouri-Columbia)

1:00 4:30 Afternoon Session

1:00 - 2:00
Topic 3:

2:10 - 3:00
Topic 4:

State technical assistants learning the work of the field
agents and the retrieval manager.

Objective 4 - The state technical assistants will be able
to identify the three resource agents and the
retrieval manager and state two ways they
can be of service to the project.

Procedure: The project director will contact each of
the three field agents and the retrieval
manager and have them give a 5 - 10 minute
review of their accomplishments when using
the technical assistants.

The field agents will give the names of the
state technical assistants they have used
in their work.

Review of the work of the project by mAbinistrators who
have been served.

Objective 5 - The state technical assistants and resource
agents will be able to list four ways of
successfully getting the schools to identify
and solve their problems including the ser-
vices of the retrieval center in this process.
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Procedure: The project director will contact two or
three superintendents. One superintendent
who has used the services of the prr)ject iei
be contacted in Jerry's area and one in
Norm's, area.

These administrators will state how their
problems were identified and how information
was returned to them in written form'and
the way human resources were used.

Discussion and input from Larry Hale
Bil Hoff
Carl Fehrle

3:00 - 4:30 Work session using the objectives of the cray
(Ken Lindsay, Bill Hoff, Larry Hale and Carl Fehrle move
from group to group.)

Group 1 Jerry Hawley
Ruth Nielson
Secretary in the Regional Center
State technical assistants

6:30

Group 2 Norm Kohler
Bob Hanson
Secretary in the Regional Center
Kathy Wa4lentine

Procedure: Each of the above groups will submit plans of
ways to return the print-out and inform the
requester of information.

Dinner at

Master of
Welcome -

Response -

After the groups have met for 30 minutes
and written their plans, Jern, Ind Norm will
orally present these plans.

Bill Hoff and Larry Hale will react on these
plans.,. A written evaluation will be given
to each group.

the Travelodge Motel

Ceremonies - Larry Hale
Carl Fehrle (Goals of the U.S.O.E. will be

emphasized)
Ken Lindsay (for the project)

(for the State Department)

Thursday, March 4, 1971.

8:30 - 11:30 The training will be given to two separate %naps.

(
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Group 1 Secretaries from the Regional Center
fAthy Wallentine
.11 !ioff

Objective 6 - The secretaries 'in the Regional Centers will
do the preliminary search for the requester
and demonstrate in writing how they keep
records of these requests.

Procedure: Bill Hoff and Kathy Wallentine will review
the training given to the regional secre-
taries on the site visit January 25-27.

Additional and advance training will be given.

Materials: Kathy Wallentine will supply the secretaries
with books to do the preliminary searches.

Trainers: Bill Hoff
Kathy Wallentine

Group 2 Ken Lindsay, Project Director
Norm Kohler
Jerry Hawley
Ruth Nielson
Bob Hanson
Resource Agents

Objective 7 - The resource agents will list three methods
of returning the print-outs to the requester
and four possible ways of follow-up.

Procedure: Larry Hale will discuss the "second step" for
the resource agents.

Materials: Kathy Wallentine will furnish Larry Hale
the following:
a) Three or four print-outs from Boulder
b) ,Three or four letters that came to

Kathy from the resource agents
c) Three or four responses written by Kathy
d) Four completed cases.

11:45 - 12:45 Lunch

1:00 - 2:00
Topic 5: Havelock's model - by Larry Hale.

Objective 8 - The resource agents, retrieval manager, and
project director will list four similarities
of the Havelock's model with the training
program of the University of Missouri-Columbia.



2:10 3:00

Topic 6:

Procedure: Lecture
Discussion
Interaction

Materials: The project director will furnish an overhead
projector

Systems Management - by Bill Hoff

Objective 9 - Even though an excellent model is designed,
all members must be cognizant of good
communications. A list of recommendations
to improve communications for the project
will be formulated.

Procedure: Lecture
Discussion
Produce list for better communication for
implementation

3:05 - 3:10 Reaction - by Ken Lindsay

3:10 Dismissal
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, APPENDIX M

Comments From The Trainees Pertaining to Second Training Program
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EVALUATION OF THE SECOND TRAINING PROGRAM - MARCH 3-4, 1971

TRAVELODGE, AT 6th SOUTH, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

1. Do you view the individualization of the second training program
at Salt Lake City, Utah, as having been more valuable than the group
training of the personnel from all three states in Columbia, Missouri,
during October of 1970?

Staff Member #1

Yes

Staff Member #2

In some ways yes, in some no. We did get into'more
specifics as to ourproblems and how we are operating.
It may be of value to see how the other two states are
operating even'though we are not doing the same thing.
I believe that we could learn from each other. This
session was good but I don't think we would want to meet
by ourselves every time.

Staff Member #4

Yes,

I see this.type training program as being more relevant
to our immediate needs, as the information pertained
directly to our state operation. Involvement of secre-
tarial help was a great and beneficiil idea. More per-
sonal involvement was obtained as we were involved more
directly with our local people.

Staff Membver #5

The individualizing of theAecond training session was
of great value but not of as great a value to me as the
individualization of the retrieval staff in Missouri. The
sessions put on in Missouri for the retrieval people were
extremely valuable. Also the associations that could
be followed up, when help was needed, have been very
valuable.

I am for individualizing the sessions.

2. In the form of general statements, list what you learned from the
informal conversations and instruction in the two day training sessions
and site visits:

Example: A better idea of my role
Different times of contacting a state specialist



Staff Member #1

No answer

Staff Member #2

I got a lot of help from the site visits because they
were here in the actual operatton. Larry pointed out
the advantages of getting people involved early in the
problem identification process. I have seen the merit
of this already. Bill gave my office staff some very
helpful ideas in keeping records on the activities. In

general, we all talk a little better program than we ran.
The on site visits get down to what is really taking place.

Staff Member #3

I. A better idea of my role: Secretaries' and Clients'
roles.
II. Different times of contacting a state specialist.
III. The need of communication and information from all
resources--New products--CAT, PET, CAP, and SID.
IV. How to make use of the secretary to do hand searches.
V. How the superintendent could better utilize the resource
agent and research processes for finding various solutions.

A. Motivation--Vary the materials so that the
requester might see with a "tomorrow mind".
B. Follow-up activity--
C. Get material back from Bouldet- in a different
way.
D. Record keeping
E. The threat of people having to admit to having
a problem--(start "where they are at")

1. Need to vary the process.
2. Procedure for setting up teams

Staff Member #4

The meeting with State Agency Specialists was very help-
ful and may have opened the way for better communications
between State Specialists and Resource Agents.
Better bookkeeping and secretarial methods. Ideas such
as letters of commitment, etc. were of great importance.
Although I have not received Dr. Larry Hale's commentary
on the written resource problem. I am looking forward to
it with great expectations. AA increase of need for estab-
lishment of Technical Assistance Teams mas manifested.
One idea of great value was the idea of referring to a
problem as a "need" and not a problem. Thereby limiting
the,development of a "problem psychosis".
Involve Technical Assistance at ground floor or early in the
process.
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Staff Member #5

Face to face discussion still needs something to come to
meaningful conclusions or results.
We have a long way to go.
There is a need for feedback, more so than is evident
on each step.

3. As a result of the formal and informal training, are you better
prepared to perform the responsibilities.of your role?

Staff Member #1

Yes

Staff Member #2

Yes
Why or Why not? I have become more aware that my role
is one that may not be very visable to many of the
people I work with. If it changes them or the function
of their job it quite often comes about in such a way
that they do not really know what caused the change. I

was given informatigh on how to motivate people to action
and how to get them involved.

Staff Member #3

I appreciated the personal confidences expressed in me.
My approach might be somewhat ,different from other agents,
but my thinking became more organized. I became somewhat
oriented fnto the meaningi of innovative words or terms.

Staff Member #4 .

The opportunity to "put into writing" one of the problems
we were dealing with also helped me to realize the many
different influences or pressures focusing on an individual
problem. My awareness will be more oriented towards watching
for these pressures as they arise.

Staff Member #5
-

The training made me more aware of the needs of the agents
and the specialists as well as far as information retrie-
ial is concerned. It made me feel the thrust sometime
in the future would be more personalized service to the
agency personnel. Not Just the ERIC service, but program
information from different areas.
Plans should be made to share the original request and
alsp.the retrieyed information for the specialists.



4. The afternoon ot March 3 "we" role played the process. Was this

of value to you?

Staff Member #1

Yes

Staff Member #2

Yes
I felt that it was of great value to one of the superin-

tendents in my area, he has a much better understanding

of the program in relation to the state school office

staff of specialists. As for me, personally, I had a

chance to get other agents and state office personnel feed

back on how the process of contacting, fielding, and

referring a request was or could be handled.

Staff Member #3

Yes
That problems are not unique to one area
That some procedures or systems are somewhat routine--

do we need to move up?
That there is still much room for improving the client's

understanding and relationship to the technical assistant--

RE: Administration of the coordinating Function.
That frustrations are common to the T.A. and the client due

to tne long wait because of the inability to facilitate

materials.
I would like to have seen this process performed by a

highly trained agent, and expanded to include the principal,

the teacher, and the student as the client. This might

have helped to identify for all Technical and Research

Agents and clients the area or areas where change is the

most difficult to achieve. The T.A. field agent and the

client, i.e. Superintendents, Principals, etc., might

come to some understandings as to the when and where the

need situation should be clarified, and then through what

proper channels these needs should go. Ex: Do I always

have to start with the Superintendent's and Principal's

permission?

Staff Member #4

Yes
Because of a realization that approaches in problem or

need situations between Resource Agents and State Spe-

cialists, are similar but may vary with the type problem.

Staff Member #5

Yes
It was wonderful to.empathize with the resource agent,
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and to be glad I was in the position I am. It is very

important to have the agents know that they are in a
"helping"role and one that is based on need rather than
feeling that they are "pushing back to the problem."

5. On Thursday morning, March 4, you were divided into two groUps.

Group I: Retrieval Manager and Regional Secretaries
Kathy worked with the regional secretaries under the
direction of Bill Hoff.

Group II: The resource agents wrote and discussed a situation under

the direction of Larry Hale.

Was this of value to you?

Staff Member #1

Yes (some)
I wasn't there very much, another secretary and I sneaked

back to the office.

Staff Member #2

Group 2. Just putting a case down on paper and looking
at it had value to me. I have not yet received it back
from Larry, but knowing Larry, I feel sure that I will get
some good ideas from him about this case that will relate

to many others.

Staff Member #3

Yes
I had not had the opportunity to initiate a change and

see it thraugh to a solution or an evaluation. I felt

that I knew how tuchers would react, but how the tech
agent felt toward teachers' roles, and superintendents'
roles in the change process was interesting. I became

excited about having an opportunity to create good change,
but concerned about how to handle the human and personal
disciplines necessary to effect a change.

Staff Member #4

Yes 14

The interchange of ideas between Bill, Jerry, the evalua-

tors, Ruth and myself was of great value in that it rein-

forced old ideas or methods being used and suggested new
ideas and methods for different approaches in our problem

seeking. Also the interchange was of aid in showing
problem similarities within the state.
Susgestions for exchange of information, concerning questions

asked the Resource Agents may be of great aid.
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Staff Member #5

I still feel that there needs to be personal follow up
even after going over this material for the second time.
I still feel the stumbling block, even if they understand
how to do it, is that the secretaries do not feel that
they have the time to do this ... With the new Boulder
products, we do not have to go into this in as much
depth as anticipated, and also if we have Boulder the next
year, but some of this searching and descriptorizing still

needs to be done.

6. List the topics which were discussed which had relevance to your
concern. (Include those discussed informally.)

Staff Member #1

No answer

Staff Member #2

No answer

Staff Member #3

1. The problem approach (the block or restraint that
keeps people from getting to where they want to be)

2. How to get to the superintendent
3. Disseinination.of material

4. Retrieval process
5. How much technical khoWledge a T.A. must have
6. Lack of teacher communication with teachers in the
same subject areas.
Thought: Why is most of the change coming mainly in the
elementary school? If change ends in elementary schools,
is it of any value? What can I do? Are skill concepts
easier to define on an elementary level? Aftmthe "input"
on a secondary level will it effect the evaluation of the

"output"?

Staff Member #4

Secretarial methods of record keeping
An understanding of the background material given to
superintendents in both days of session
Resource Agents rale playing situation
Communications with State Specialists
Removal of sone of irrelevant materials from oversized
ERIC Profiles
Obtaining background information on State Specialists

Staff Member #5

Having meetings with the agents and the secretaries -



still feel this is very important. Still rather vague
on the use of the specialists. Developing expectations
in clients. Overview of how a project should be carried
on the components etc.

7. List additional areas or question you would like to have discussed.
(What do you see as implications for training in the third training
session?)

Staff Member #1

A do it yourself kit.

Staff Member #2
I would like to work on the relationships of people.
How better to understand them, work with them, and moti-
vate them. In this job we can't do it alone, we must
get others to do the work, identify the problems, and im-
plement the solutions.

Staff Member #3

1. How to use the tape and at what times are contacts
important for the evaluating process?
2. I have commented on the follow-up which is my concern
in the above statements or questions.

Staff Member #4

a. Ways in which teachern and administrators mdght be
stimulated to investigate
b. Methods to encourage follow-up
c. Explanatory of the Resource Agent's role in putting
new ideas into practical application in the classroom.

1. What should be his involvement, directly with
the teacher.

d. Getting clients to act seriously about problem once
information is delivered
e. The position a Resource Agent should take on presenting
a teacher's suggestions to the superintendent or district.
f. A need for help was mentioned in evaluation of alter-
natives and suggested a 1-2-3 step in listing potential
alternatives in order of preference. And what goes into
determining which alternative has priority.

Staff Member #5

More emphasis needs to be put on the understanding of
research, how it can be used, the development of alterna-
tives and their presentation, and.the correlation of the
whole project into the classroom. I do not at this point
know what techniques or what training is necessary to affect
this.
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What areas were covered in the site visit andior trainin9 pro9ram
that might have stimulated you into deeper research (investigation)

on your own? Include those you plan to research or solve.

1

Staff Member #1

No answer

Staff(Member #2

No answer

Staff Member #3

We just received our R.I.E. from ERIC. We are researching
and listing book bibliographies, pilot projects, etc.,
with brief commentaries.

Staff Members #4

One area of immediate concern was how to obtain evaluation
on what you are doing with each profile, or question asked.

Suggestions were made by Dr. Larry Hale and Dr. Bill Hoff.
These I have considered and with serious thought have
determined to send each client a letter.
The letter sent should indicate follow-up conducted, ideas
changed, and additional action to be taken.
These letters may also be used for Supt evaluation

purposes.
A copy of the letter is'included.

Staff Member 05

Closer work with specialist so they do not "fear" infor-
mation going to districts. They should be aware of the new
materials and I can provide these through the services
this center offers.
Hopefully, finding ways to make alternatives more relevant.
To assist requesters in interpreting the materials they
receive, what they can expect and how to apply it to their
situation.
Got the feeling the material is not being interpreted to
the requesters in a meaningful way, and also when the
documents are available this will probable be much
alleviated.
Still need a channel or some means of obtaining information
on instructional materials in a better prepared package

from the specialists.
Better ways of relating the agents to the specialists-
one idea is a brief biography in the newsletter about the
specialists.
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9. What contribution did this training program make toward assisting you
in understanding the components of the entire Utah project and the
responsibilities of your role in accomplishing the goals of the
state project?

Staff Member #1

No answer

Staff Member #2

I did come out of the training session much more know-
ledgeable about just how the other agents were operating.
I was not sure just how the state school office staff fit
into the program before the session, but I do now. I

can better accOmplish the goal of utilizing the state
office people because of the understanding I gained at
the session.

Staff Member #3

It defined some of the roles, and helped to give me an
understanding of the need to take care in overcommitting.
We identified some goals.

Staff Member #4

I felt this session established a basis upon which colab-
oration with State Specialists was made more possible.
The session definitely opened the eyes of State Specialists
as to the possibilities of the Resource Agent. This was
one phase of the project where I felt relationships must
be aided.
I felt a greater emphasis being placed upon the Resource
Agent for establishment and requesting Technical Assis-
tance Teems.

Staff Member #5

I feel I woi.id like to get out and talk to the requesters
once in awhile to see what we might be developing for
their future informational needs. We need to make an
attempt to make the need for information and research
a constant thing, not just a one stop deal.
Need means for evaluating the information sought and any
changes that will come ...a need to connect the informa-
tion with any teams that go out ...follow-up of information
needs of the team as they work with the individual educator.
Would like to plan broadly so we don't react at each step ...

have more of a systems approach with specific objectives
for each person and perhaps written behaviorally as to what
exactly we will do ...



10. Comments ... Complaints .. Compliments:

Staff Member #1

No answer

Staff Member 02

No answer

Staff Member #3

Thank you very much for the help I received. I appre-

ciated the contributions of our Utah people. I enjoyed"'

the friendly and complimentary attitude of Larry Hales,
Carl C. Fehrle, and Bill Hoff. The one to one or small

group contact takes the project off the theory phase and

makes it purposeful and meaningful.
The accommodations were fine and the food, great.
It was extremely expedient to ttave everything located so
conveniently in one building.
Ore thought that was probably personal: I would liked to

have had some attempt to clarify the information I was
receiving. Thank you again. I feel as if I had found

some new and valuable friends.

Staff Member #4

I felt this training session to be the most valuable
thus far: The session was more related to our immediate
state needs and did not dwell on the broad generalizations
encountered at Missouri. The next session should include
more a Superintendent's Workshop. Where one and,
possibly two superintendetts might be involved in seeing
and reacting to the Resource Agent's role. Proper super-

intendent input in the program, from a district level mdght
be of great value. My rationale for this is that these
aillb the men who set the guidelines through which we operate.

Staff Member #5

Your flexibility and interest has always been appre-
ciated and a good Job has been done on pinpointing our
needs.



EVALUATION OF THE SECOND TRAINING PROGRAM - FEBRUARY 9 12, 1971

SHERATON MOTOR INN, PORTLAND, OREGON

1. Do you view the individualization of the second training program

at Portland, Oregontas having been more valuable than the group

training of the personnel from all three states in Columbia, Missouri?

Staff Member #1
Yes, in that the visitation team had 1st hand knowledge
of Missouri of the Agent - (of course, this was impossible
before!) and capably utilized agent's Missouri and efforts
in field to structure meetings to observed needs,

Staff Member #2
Yes; on the whole, I thought the training in Portland was
very good and was tailored to our needs. Although, I

felt I received a great deal of valuable information

while at the University of Missouri. The sessions with

William Hoff helped me tremendously in setting up our
office procedures.

Staff Member #3

Yes: HamOng.been in operation for a period of time,
it was potsible to identify many of our own needs and to
plan the session accordingly. Most of the topics and
discussions were relevant and valuable in bringing about
a more efficient and comprehensive operation.

Staff Member #4
Didn't participate in the group training.

Staff Member #5
I'm sorry that I cannot comment on this question since
I was not with the Project at the time of the Missouri

training session.

Staff Member #6
Yes: The individual time that I spent with'Glenn White

was invaluable. It has helped me to use our OTIS data

bank more effectively. The give and take which can be
shared in a small group is so much more effective and

honest.

2. In the form of general
informal conversations
and site visits.

Examples: How to
How to

statements, list what you learned from the
and instruction in the two day training sessions

code.

contact the state consultants.

Staff Member #1
Least valuable (in terms of agent) but I believe it will lead
to greater coop/coordination of Oregon Board of Education

team as a team.
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Staff Member #2
I learned a great deal more about descriptors and coding

technique from Glenn White. He was very helpful and with
his instruction I have been able to code requests for the

QUERY searches. This had broadened our retrieval service.

Staff Member #3
Better ideas of field agent problems.

Staff Member #4
Better record-keeping procedures
Better use of secretarY
Better definition of my role
Better understanding of project goals
Better understanding of the U.S.O.E. expectations

Staff Member. #5

1. I picked up the point that we should try for different
solutions to problems-since we are a pilot project
it's good for us-to try all sort of solution methods
and pick those which work best for a given set of
circumstances.

2. The computer work with Glenn was most valuable-
but I can see that it will take time and close
communication with OTIS in order for us to get
feed back on what works best in retrieving computer
data. The theory was fascinating.

3. I learnedthe value of mutual cooperation with
Oregon Board of Education specialists.

Staff Member #6
More effective coding techniques.
the rationale behind batching and how it helps reduce

computer costs.
More confidence in computers.
That the ERIC files are not always a satisfactory resource
in all topic areas.
That retrieval specialists cannot use their time in
manual searches or in reviewing and weeding print-out
packets.
That face to face communication with field agents is
essential.
How to use the Dictionary of ERIC. file.

As a result of the formal and informal training, are you better

prepared to perform the responsibilities of your role?

Staff Member #1
Yes: From critique of team, I see errors in MO-Viz:
Too personally involved in later phases of projects.
More intensive efforts to involve clients earlier in

problem determinations.
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Staff Member #2
Yes: It helped me with coding. It gave me a greater

understanding of the field agent's role. I also realized

the potential of the human resources here at the Oregon
Board of Education.

Staff Member #3
A number of suggestions and points which helped to improve
the director's role in the program were emphasized.
Among these were

1. The need for more frequent and structuted meetings
for the retrieval staff.
2. The realization that the responsibility of the
program should extend beyond the dissemination
aspect of the program and include where.ever possible

the follow-through for effective implementation of
ideas.

3. The need for periodic meetings which include
the field resource specialists.
4.- The need to consider and plan for summer activ-
ities.

Staff Member #4
Yes: Application of learning expressed in #2.

Staff Member. #5
Yes: The most relevant part of the training for me wki.;

the time with Glenn White. I feel-that the perceptions

of each segment of the .project-team will differ in this
respect.
As a result of the general discussions on Thursday, I
have a better conception of how our project fits in with

the ustems management and broad objectives of the
Oregon Board of Education.

Staff Member #6
Yes: See number 2.

4. The first afternoon, each field agent reviewed one of his cases

Was this of value to you? If "Yes", list the ways: if ano",

what would have been more of value?

Staff Member #1
Yes:

1. I love attention and what a grand opportunity this

presented!:
2. Could see how predestrian my efforts are with respect
to Uniatila County's.
3. Good interaction with other agent and retrieval group.

Staff Member #2
Yes: We have not had the time or opportunity to get
kind of feedback until this session. Up until this time
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the reports have been limited to television conversations

and recorded tapes. The value of this session prompted

us to hold periodic meetings for this purpose.

Staff Member #4
Yes: The review of my own case was valuable in that

the suggestions and comments received from almost everyone

gave me a better grasp on my catalyst role and the

problem solving approach to solving problems. jilt review

of one of the cases was valuable in that:

...It's the first time I have heard about anything he

is doing.
...It gave me a feeling for how he is approaching his

job as compared to how I am functioning.
...I think it would have been valuable for me, had he

and I been able to spend time together early in the

project as a refresher for the training session I missed.

Staff Member #5
Yes & No: I had aTready been very involved in one-project
with ITV and its lengthy discussion of it was not bene-

ficial for me. I felt that it was giving input to the
Missouri staff and Mr. Katagiri but we already know

about it.
The report that was more interesting and briefer (that

can be a virtue) was in hearing described a project in

more detail that I'd previously had the opportunity to

hear.

Staff Member #6
NO: I was already aware of both projects and had talked

with people about them at an earlier date. It did give

them an opportunity to communicate with others.

5. List the topics which were dilcussed which had relevance to your

concern. (Include those discussed on the site visits and in the

training program.)

Staff Member #1
1. MO of field agent
2. Critiques by visiting team-especially at site visit.

3. Discussion of involveness of agents (depth of involve-

ment)in projects

Staff Member #2
Coding: Communications: Human resources:

Priorities: Publicity

Staff Member #3
Problem solving as a disseqinatin
Field agent Reports: Priorities:

team members: Interaction between

activity.
Communication between
team members.



Staff Member #4
Very difficult to answer specifically:
Review of U.S.O.E. goals
Field Agent Role (catalyst)
Problem Solving: Use of Consultants
I am convinced one gets out of something only as much
as he puts into it. My interest was high throughout
the session and most of the topics were relevant in

some way.

Staff Member #5
The main topic of relevance was efficient ways to conduct

a computer search. Also suggestions by Bill Hoff-espe-
cially the idea of a monthly briefing session for all members
of the team. Working symbiotically with O.B.E. profes-

sionals. Learning to get at the Problem rather than
being stuck first on 4 solution.

Staff Member #6
A. How USOE and OBE goals compliment each other.

B. All of those listed in #2
C. Problem solving
D. Role of the field agent.

6. List additional areas or questions you would like to have discussed

(What do you see as implications for training in the third training

program?)

Staff Member #1
NONE

Staff Member #2
The retrieval process

Staff Member #3
I would like to go into some of the theoretical aspects
of dissemination, but I do not think this would be a
popular topic for all team members. Some innovative

ideas and projects to disseminate. Implementation pro-

blems. Evaluation of the project as of a given time,
Practical evaluation methods of implementation.
Writing proposals for continuation of the present program.

Staff Member #4
The other things I would like to discuss are what we
call "in-shop" topica.
...more specific statement of what we (as the Oregon

team) feel should be the contribution of the project
by Dec. 31, 1971.

...more specific determination of long range goals for

use of the ERIC file.



...a team approach to plan some of the activities to-
gether, that might be implemented in
County.

Future training?
suggest we (Oregon Team) determine during the

next few months just what our highest priority needs
are and as a'group recommend a plan of action to the

trainers. At least for their consideration.
1 suggest Columbia (Sam) gives us a report on just

how they feel the project is going. As I understand
it, Dr. Love is the Personal communication link between
where the action is and where documentation is taking
place.

I guess what I am saying, is that I feel some
evaluation at an intermediate point in time could compliment

our own self-evaluation. It might be interesting to
hear from an outside source the.o. assessment Of what is
happening. Maybe this Is impossible and shouldn't be
expected.

Staff Member #5
How to work up a systematic interest profile system
(where we pass on relevant data unsolicited to interested
individuals).
How to set up and utilize a file on innovative programs
in all areas and at all levels.

Staff Member #6
I need to work side by side for several days with an
experienced retrieval specialist.
I need to spend a day or two in a good retrieval center
observing general office procedures and work flow of
people involved.
I need a good workshop in-service on project management
to include: Goals and objectives: Work Breakdown

structure: Network development: Supporting techniques.

7. What areas covered in the site visit and/or training program that
might have stimulated you into deeper research (investigation)
on your awn? (Include those you plan to research or solve).

Staff Member #1
The commentaries by Missouri team and Oregon Board of
Education people concerning goals. The presentation in
coding, etc.
The MO of agents.

Staff Member #2
No answer

Staff Member #3
1. More systematic procedures for communication within
the team.
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2. More attention to the implementation of ideas and

innovations.
3. Profile and interest files and services.

Staff Member #4
I was stimulated to better define my goals. In sketchy

outline form and subject to change;

1. Unlock the use of, the ERIC File for a representative

group of educators in Umatilla County.

2. Determine a priority list of needs in the area of

primary reading.
...Research (ERIC, consultants, teachers) to find possible

solutions for the problems.
...Disseminate needed information in a usable form to

the teacher& who need it
...Involve teachers, consultants, and interested people

in ITV and on the sight regional meetings to help plan,

assess needs, interpret retrieved information, and deter-

mine best implementation procedures.
3. Zero-in 01 the improvement of career counseling

and exploratory career activities in the 12 high schools

in Umatilla County. OTIS 9 of the schools account for a

grand total of 1400 students no counselor in most.-

4. rffandle as many individual projects as possible.

5. Further experiment with ITV In-service for teachers.

The above are in the development stage, will involve

team planning here at the IED and at the OBE.

Staff Member #5
The utilization of QUERY. Glenn indicated that if we

hope to enlarge our service, we will have to develop

both more accurate coding techniques and also think in

terms of diversifying our computer based data retrieval

system. 4
We plan another training session at OTIS for the retrieval

staff-plus a training session at OBE.
Problem identification as pertains to narrowing down the

computer search. i.e. who is it for? To what use will it

be put? What age-grade level is it for?
Setting up a file of innovative programs for those requests

which need this type of information.

Staff Member #6
Answered in #2 and 6.

8. What contribution did this training program make toward assisting

you in unctrstanding the components of the entire Oregon project

and the rdiponsibilities of your role in accomplishing the goals

of the state project?

taff Member #1

1. Goals, clarification and statements regarding

a. Agents role
b. Evaluation of agent's Missouri as observed
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Staff Member #2
Helped to see the overall picture more clearly.

Staff Member #3
It was the first time the entire team spent a prolonged

period of timei together to share ideas. It was most
helpful in crystalizing the overall objictives of the program
and identifying the roles and responsibilities of individual
team members.

Staff Member #4
1. It helped me better define my goals and role.

2. It set the stage for the Oregon Team do some

necessary communicating.

Staff Member #5
The main contribution was that I was able to understand
the functioning of the field agents on a day to day

basis.

Stalf Member #6
/r Covered in other sections.

9. Comments ... Complaints ... Compliments:

Staff Member #1
Very good-need visit to agents in other projects-need
visit to Missouri Ustem to observe agents-Need to see office

systems of Missouri Agents. Pleased with Missouri's
commentaries and evaluations during site visit.

Staff Member #2
The training session was valuable to me especially the
instruction on coding.

Staff Member #1
The idea to shift themtraining session to the local
state was a good one. It permitted a type of interaction
which could not have been accomplished by aRy other means.
The sincerety, expertise, dedication of the training
team members is most appreciated.

Staff Member #4
I felt the Missouri team attempted to guide us through

an experience that would be most valuable to us.

Good Job: It is difficult to describe everything.that
took place here in my county during the on-site visit.
It was a tremendous value to me to be able to discuss
in some depth what I wai feeling and doing with people
competent enough to turn what I said into a meaningul
learning experience. Basically, Bill and Randy listened
to me, then tried to offer the kind of help, information,

or suggestions that were most appropriate. If I had to

make a decision: "one or the other?" I'd have to take
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tne on site visit over the group meeting as being most

valuable to me. However, the group meeting in Portland

did lay the foundation for some meaningful more sweeping

improvements in the Oregon project as a whole.

Staff Member #5
Your questionnaire just about took care of everything.

Staff Member #6
Nice people, good communications, mostly pertinent,

food fellowship, trust level is improving.

1/0
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EVALUATION Of IHL SECOND TRAINING PROGRAM MAROI Z9 APRI1 Z, ik 1

SHERATON COLUMBIA INN, COIUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA

L. Do you view the individualization of the second training program

at Columbia, South Carolina, as having been more valuable than

the group training of the pemonnel from all three states in

Columbia, Missouri?

Staff Member #1
Yes
Although it is difficult to compare the two training

sessions because their goals differed, I do believe that

the individualization was more valuable to the South

Carolina group for thewsecond twaining program. One

significant aspect of tftis type of program was that all

staff members could participate in the training sess70-s.

Staff Member #2
Yes
This second training program was aimed more specifically

at S.C.'s particular needs. However, I don't think that

this means another group session of all three states and

Missouri could not be beneficial. I think an on-site

visit to one of the three states for the next training

session might be most valuable in the exchange of ideas

among all 3 states It could be most realistic, in that

discussion could canter around what has and has not

worked in this on-site state, and comparisons and contracts

made concerning these same operations in the other two

states.

Staff Member #3
I would not say that one training program was more

valuable than the other because both sessions were so

completely different and both hAd individual merit.

The first training session, bein4g more of an orientation

or an overview of the project was in logical sequence with

the individual site visits pointing up certain generali-

zations which had been discussed during the initial

training session.

Staff Member #4
I view the individualization of the second training

program as having been more valuable than the group

training program in that it was geared to give assistance

to the needs as individual state needs. However, it is

difficult to compare an individualized training program

with a group training program as objectives are different.

I would term both programs as valuable.

Staff Member #5
Not applicable. (I did not attend the group training

program.)



Staff Member 06
1 do not feel qualified to make a comparison between the

two sessions, as I did not attend the group training

in Missouri.

Staff Member #7
Since I did not attend the first training program in

Missouri, I can't really make a compartson. I did, however,

enjoy and learn much from the small Friday sessions.

Staff Member #8
0

Did not attend group training session in Missouri.

Staff Member #9
I did not aqend the training session in Missouri.

2. In the form of general statements, list what you learned trm the

informal conversations and instruction in the two day 4raining session

and site visits.
Example: How to motivate people.

How to contact the state consultants.

6

Staff Member #1
Process and product evaluation suggestions.
Suggestions for building a consultant file.

Staff Member #2
Some various ideas concerning the construction of topical

files, including cross filing.

Staff Member #3
a. A new awareness of the South Carolina project as

a hole-supervision, retrieval, and communication

of processed information.
New ideas to disseminate the information to a

wider audience (Bill Hoff).

c. General information related to the development

of an advisony council
d. The importane of role definition

Staff Member #4
a. Ways to obtain immediate feedback from clients-

b. Resources needed to establish an information system.

c. Assistance in clarifying and understanding duties

of the communication specialist.

d. Assistance in utilizing an advisory, committee.

e. Assistance in problem-solving.

f. An awareness of the need to understand job descrip-

tion and role involvement.

Staff Member #5
1. Better means of filing
-2. How to properly channel contacts with specialists
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Clearer understanding of the flow process
Concerns are common to all staff members--not peculiar
to one.

5. Means of evaluation of package (postcards, etc.)

Staff Member #6
How to develop a human resource file.
Some methods of evaluation for Our program (e.g. possible

checks on information utilization).
The role and responsibilities of the communications
specialist.
How to put the overall purpose of RIU into perspective.
In other words, do we merely hand out information, do
we initiate change, or what?

Staff Member #7
How to communicate more clearly
Better ways to set up neference files
How to better use resources outside our office.

Staff Member #8
Nothing listed.

Staff Member.#9
Nothing listed.

3. As a result of the formal and informal training, are you better

prepared to perfonm the responsibilities of your role?

Staff Member #1

Yes
The training session permitted us to take two days from

our on-going activities and to look at the project status

through the eyes of the Missopri personnel. This type

of activity assists one to clarify role responsibilities.

Staff Member #2
Yes
A greater sense of the over-all operation of the project
was gained, so that, in a sense,.the retrieval operations
don't seem as isolated to me as they occasionally did
in times past.

Staff Member #3
Yes
I have more awareness of certain project areas which I

previously did not have.

Staff Member #4
Yes
Beliefs pertinent to functional role of Communication
Specialist and project involvement were re-enforced.
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Staff Member #5
Yes
The openness involved in the group discussions was healthy,

for I learned exactly what my role entailed and exactly

what was expected of me from my co-workers. Also, bene-

ficial suggestlons were offered which applied to my role.

Staff Member #6
Yes
Because I have been with the unit only a short time,
I feel that these sessions helped me to pull together

the bits and pieces of my job and look at it in a broad

context. Many definite practical and/or technical suggestions

were also beneficial to enabling me to perform more

efficiently.

Staff Member #7
Yes
I now better understand how to communicate instructions

to people. The film showed on this subject wls verY

helpful. Mr. Hoff gave some very good ideas on hcw to
change our topic files and how to use various information

sources.

Staff Member #B
Yes
Received many helpful ideas of how to better set up and
perform such duties as billing, ordering microfiche,
receiving payments, filing, etc.

t:

Staff Member #9
Yes
Having been just recently employed by the State Department,
the training session enabled me to more fully understand

the purpose and the responsibilities of my role and how

my role corresponds with the entire staff.

4. Thr first afternoon, each field agent reviewed one of his cases.

Was this of value to you?

Staff Member #1
Yes
Although I was quite familiar with the steps involved in
each case study, it was interesting to hear in narrative
form and of special value to the staff.

Staff Member #2
Yes

1. Saw clear evidence of response in the field to the

work of our program.
2. Saw a clearer picture of the linkage between retrieval

work and field agent work.
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3. Saw that there is need in the field for the services

we are rendering.

Staff Member #3
Yes
The steps through which each case study develops are
interesting and diverse. I was more enlightened after
hearing a case study originating in a district. Each

ase study followed the ideal pattern of contact, request,

problem-solving techniques thru processed information
and SEA consultants and new programs spawned as a direct

result of research information availble.

Staff Member #4
No answer

Staff Member #5
Yes
As we emphasized during the session, we in Columbia not

only want to know Oat is happening in the target areas,
but we need to know. The field agents' reviews provided

us with a real picture of where our work goes and what

it does.

Staff Member #6
Yes
Gave me a greater insight into the role of the communications

specialist.
Enabled me to witness ,the initiation and culmination of

a process of which our office performs only one part.

Gave me a _certain sense of satisfaction in knowing that

the utilization of-research information can make a difference.

Lent a sense of "reality" to the whole project. It is often

difficult to connect our office work with individuals
and their problems.

Staff Member #7
Yes
The discussion gave me more insight on the work of the

communication specialsits. It is very helpful to see

how our product is used. The discussion helped to tie

our work to the work of the communication specialists.
It is very easy to lose sight of this relationship if

one doesn't work with the communication specialists on

a regular basis-as is my case.

Staff Member #8
Yes
Helped me to know how the complete cycle of receiving

requests ,finding information, and returning infonmation

is disseminated by the field agents. To hear how they follow
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through with their clients showed ffle what kind of position
they fill and how well they perform their duties.

Staff Member #9
No answer

5. List the topics which were discussed which had relevance to your

concern. (Include those discussed on the site visits and in the

training program.)

Staff Member #1
Group process to discuss items of importanae to the staff
B. Hoff's assistance in office procedures
Development of consultant file
Suggestions for evaluative procedures for Project activity

and product.

Staff Member 02
Retrieval of relevant data
Utilization of the material
Building of human resources file

Staff Member #3
1. more intensive probing with client during discussion

sessions and emphasis on question negotiation
.2. advisory council
3. group interactions and participation (Paul King).

Staff Member #4
(a) Site Viiit:

1. The functional role of the Communication Specialist
within the existing structure of the school system.

2. Leadership responsibilities in group process.
3. Group Process analysis: problem identification,

follow-up, and utilization.
(b) Training Program:

1. Utilization of local resources.
2. Establishing a local information resource system.
3. Approaches in problem-solving activities.
4. Utilization of an advisory committee: advantages

and disadvantages.

Staff Member #5
1. Flow Process
2. Evaluation
3. Motivation and Attitudes

Staff Mehber #6
1: Attitude and Communication - specifically, the change

agent role discussion and the develipment of an
effective rapport with requesters.

2. Effective ways of identifying and using consultants.



3. Cataloging and cross-referencing of all reference
materials.

Staff Member #7
Filing
Case Studies
Discussion of general problems anerphilpsophies, both
technical and abstract. . v.

Staff Member #8
Mr. Roff discussed with me better procedures for setting
up my personal files--Also how to better establish our
billing and payment procedures concerning the ordering
of Microfiches.

Staaf Member #9
The filing systems and bulletin board, at present one
oT the filing systems demonstrated to ,us is working very
well; we hope to soon have a second system in effect.

6. List additional areas of questions you would like to have discussed.
(What do you see as implications for training in the third training

program?)

Staff Member #1
Discussion of,objectives and methods for reaching these
objectives by project states.
What are the major problems facing project directors
Do the project directors see "over-run" of their existing
systems? What methods are being utilized to determine
if educational information utilization really does make
a difference?

Staff Member #2
A comparison of successful and unsuccessful modes of im-
plementation in the three states.

Staff Member #3
Utilization of research information. This area was
slighted during tne training session probably because of
insufficient time. However, I wanted some feedback on our
format through which we return infonmation and techniques
which get clients interested in utilizing the research data.

Staff Member #4
'Cannot determine at this time.

Staff Member #5
1. Promising Practices Files and Conventions
2. Continuation of Evaluation Discussion
3. How to Better Educate District Representatives.
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Staff Member #6

1. More specific information on techniques of evaluation.

2. Expansion of our services. What alternatives exist

when we have developed our resources and compiled

an.extensive reference file? Should our role

change? What other activities could we become

involved in?

Staff Member #7

I would like to have spent more time on the actual process

of information retrieval and dissemination.

Staff Member #8

No answer

Staff Member #9
Evenything concerned with my duties was covered well;

I cannot think of any questions I would have needed answered.

7. What areas were covered in the site visit and/or training program

that might have stimulated you into deeper research (investigation)

on your own? Include those you plan to research or solve.)

Staff Member #1

I am greatly interested in information-dissemination

systems and continue to research this topic. Bill Hoff's

suggestions for card filing systems stimulated a staff

brainstorming session. We took his ideas and developed

a system we believe will work for us. We are identifying

each request by 1 to 3 descriptor terms and filing according

to descriptive terms. We are identifying books, pamphlets,

and articles which we have on file by the same method.

It seems to be working. Still exploring ways to determine

if the Utilization of research information makes a difference.

Actively involved in the development of guidelines for

the determination and collection of promising practices.

Dr. Koelling's suggestions in this regard were valuable.

Staff Member #2

No answer

Staff Member #3
Suggestions which were made by the University of Missouri

training team at the LRC site had particular merit and

will be followed-up, especially the idea of having a team

(college and public school) assist in the evaluation of

the LRC,project.

Staff Member #4
The Communication Specialist and information dissemdnstion:

His role in disseminating and using research information in

problem-solving and innovative activities in a lar0 school

district.
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Staff Member #5

Evaluation and Filing

Staff Member #6
The sessions on filing and the development of a human
resource file are the most pressing needs of the unit.
I hope that we can work towards improvements in these
areas. With respect to the concept of more effective
communication with the requesters, we have tried in our
recent District Representatives' meeting to become better
acquainted with those whom we will be serving outside of
the target districts.

Staff Member #7
The use of additional information sources-especially
human resources.
The role of education-just in general ways. I learned
more and we have more questions about education than
I ever got in my education classes.

Staff Member #8
No answer

Staff Member #9
No answer

8. What contribution did this training program make toward assisting
you in undentanding the components of the entire South Carolina
project, and the responsibilities of your role in accomplishing
the goals of the state project?

Staff Member #1

Whenever I meet with the entire or partial staff, I an
consciously aware of the responsibility I have to them
and cognizantly striving for a teamwork situation which
will bring out the best potential within us all.

Staff Member #2
Saw our retrieval prdduct in terms of how it appears
to educational personnel in the field and in terms of
the suggestions and alternatives it presents to education.

Staff Member #3
The staff in South Carolina has established a close and
and satisfactory working relationship--I think the largest
contributions that the Univeristy of Missouri personnel
made wts in bringing together each staff member, and as
a catalytic agent, encouraging staff members to open up
discussions concerning each particular phase of the
operation - awareness and sensitivity were thus heightened.



Staff Member #4
An awareness of the importance of each component of the

state program and how each compliment the other in

accomplishing desired goals.

Staff Member #5
No answer

Staff Member #6
This training contributed much to my understanding of the

entire South Carolina project, and of my part in this

project. Understanding the communications specialists'

roles and the importance of communication with the individ-

uals whom we serve has enabled me to understand the ser-

vice which this project offers to the state and of how

an efficient performance on my part will help this project

to be more successful.

Staff Member #7
Discussing the case studies neally put the project into

perspective for me. f often lose sight of the main goals

of the project because I work with the school districts

which are an addition above the'primary scope of the project.

Staff Member #8
It helped me understand how the project runs and since

I havVonly worked for 67-Dept. of Education RIU, since

February, it was of tremendous interest to me. I had never

seen the Pro ect as a whole until the Training Session,

where all mtimbers of RIU including the field agents were

present.

Staff Member #9
In discussing each individual's role, I was able to see

how we all fit together to represent the South Carolina

project and better able to understand the goals we are

to accomplish.

9. Comments . ..Compl aints ...Compl iments :

Staff Member #1
Thank you, Carl, and the other trainers, for a sincere

interest in the Pilot Projects and a committment to

providing sessions to meet our diverse needs.

Staff Member #2
Comment: See #1. Would like a training session held in

one of the three project states to facilitate concrete

discussion and comparison of operations of the on-site state

and other two states.
Compliment: It appears that all three states and the

University of Missouri are more aware now of what each

other is doing and about, than at the beginning of the
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Project. This indicates a flow of communication between

all four. The more ides we can exchange between now and
the Project's end, the more successful will be our projects,
and the greater the chance for the other states' benefit-
ting from the work of our Pilot States.

Staff Member #3
No answer

Staff Member #4
I feel that the training team directed the training
program to the needs of the entire staff and individual

staff members. I also feel that the site visits and the
individualization of the training program provided insight
for the training team as to the South Carolina project
and re-enforced goal directions for the State Staff.

Staff Member #5
No answer

Staff Member #6
The training sessions were surprisingly relevant, prac-
tical, and even exciting. I felt that the entire staff
became involved and that everyone learned a great deal
about the project and the individual's role in the project.
The initial sessions with Dr. King were particularly stimu-
lating and as important.as the later more practical and
technical sessions. It was obvious that the training
staff endeavored to coordinate their in-put with our specific
meeds, which made the sessions seem consistently worthwhile.

Staff Member #7
I enjoyed the two days of training very much. However
I would have given more time to the discussions of Friday
and quite a bit less time to the discussims of Thursday
morning and early afternoon. This is purely personal
prejudice because I am fascinated bylthe technical side of
retrieval and dissemination amd have a bit less interest
in the more abstract ideas discussed.

Staff Member #8
All members of the University of Missouri, Columbia,
showed so much concern and interest in the well-being
of our Unit. I felt very proud to be a member of this

0 Unit, abd I know that all the work and ideas put into the
training session wIll be of help to better perform our

duties.

Staff Member #9
I think the training program was very enjoyable and worth-
while. Each person represented his part in the program
very well and the entire session was interesting and

helpful to all; the session had something of importance
to each individual.

181

.1c,3



APPENDIX N

Check Lists To Prepare For Third Training Program



PILOI SIATE DISS[MINATION PROGRAM

Check-Sheet for Third Training Program
to be held in Kansas City

October 12, 13, and 14, 1971

Directions: Please check all of the topics in which you are especially
interested in neceiviFfTraining. Double-check those topics which are
of utmost concern. (At the end of the 31i-sr-a-ire is space for you to
wriTe-Tiadditional training needs.)

C. Items for Retrieval Staff

Section I

New developments or trends in education, promising practices
throughout the country

The strategy orjahilosophy of educational innovation

Organizational barriers to educational change

Psychological barriers to educational change

Community barriers to educational change

How to evaluate new educational practices

The general relationship of the project to the target areas and
how this relationship could be improved

The relationship of the project to other activities or divisions
of the SEA

The USOE's expectations Tor the project

Relationship of the dissemination project to other USOE activi-
ties or programs

Determining priorities in goals

How field agents in other states are operAing

Explaining or publicizing the dissemination project, creating
awareness of your role-

Understanding of the different styles of fiqld agent activities
(e.g., systems approach versus individual approach) and the
possible consequences oreia--style

Reaching and helping schools that are "backward"

Identifying the appropriate experts and consultants in:
the SEA
local universities or colleges

How best to use the human resources in the SEA

Availability of resources other than ERIC, e.g., libraries, con-
ferences, R&D Centers, Regional Labs

Identification of exemplary practices in your area
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'icticn IV

How to dovelop a tile ot exepplary programs and experiment,,

which have been tried by school districts in the state (or

adjacent states)

More effective coding techniques or coding time-savers in using

the QUERY program, possibly involving modifications of QUERY

Observation of a retrieval center in operation: its general

office proadures, work flow, division of labor among staff,

filing system, etc.

Discussions with an experienced retreival center or information

service director about various issues or problems in the opera-

tion of such a service

Information on how the ERIC clearinghouses operate: the ratio-

nale determining which clearinghouse handles research on what

topics in education research, where overlap occurs between

clearinghouses and how to expect it; the consistency (or incon-

sistency) of indexing practices among the clearinghouses, etc.

Guidelines (for determining which requests require a manual

search in addition to a computer search, or which requests can
be more efficiently answered by a manual search

All aspects of conducting computer searches

Strategies for manual searches; available resources

The meaning of "utilization of educational research". (E.g.,

What is the role and the responsibility of the retrieval center

in this? What are the ways in which research might be utilized?)

The concept of the change agent: e.g., whether and how both the

field agent and the retrieval specialist should take on this

role; how each should define it, and techniques for achieving it

More skill in understanding and interpreting educational re-
search, developing alternative possibilities and 11-esenting

them to clients; the responsibility of the retrieval center
in this and techniques for achieving it

Responsibility of the retrieval center for screening output of

computerized searches for relevance to client's request

Ways of making educational research more relevant to cllents in

the schools

The "systems" approach to educational improvement

Bureaucracy, theory and practice

Role(s) delineation - setting parameters for self and client -

expectations

Impact evaluation; stages and levels

Diffusion, strategies and techniques

Conflict management

Preparing for and using consultants
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Improving communication or exchange of practices between schools

or districts

Improving school/community relations

Section II

Understanding the goals of the project as a whole

Understanding your own goals, clarifying the project's expecta-

tions of your role

Identifying the needs or problems of clients

Translating the client's needs or problems into retrievable

information

Using CIJE, RIE, etc. for manual searches

Using ERIC thesaurus

Motivating a client's interest in information that has not been

specifically requested

Encouraging "self-renewal" activities amtmg the school popula-

'tion; institutionalizing the use of research

Assessing your impact on clients, evaluating your services

Informing school staff throughout a target area about informa-

tion that others in the district are using, that is, spreading

the impact of information or innovation

Section Ill

How the dissemination program is being operated in the other

two states

Relationship of the project to the SEA -- how to improve ser-

vices to SEA, how to utilize resources of SEA; integration of

the project into SEA

New developments or trends in computerized retrieval systems

Communicating with field agents, e.g.,. learning about their ac-

tivities, giving direction or assistance

Using educational technology in disseminating information

directly to schools

Using intermediate agencies for infonmation dissemination

Developing packages of information on special educational

topics

Developing problem-solving packages for school personnel

Involving more schools in the project (either inside or outside

the target areas)



Your own recommendations:



APPENDIX 0

Compiled Results of the Check List



Results of Check-Sheets for Third Training Program to he held in

Kansas City. October 12, 13, & 14, 1971

TO: People interested in the Third Training Program

FROM: Check Sheets checked by Trainees

Check sheets compiled by:

Sam Sieber
Charles H. Koelling
Carl C. Fehrle

The following were checked by the field agents as'the items of
utmost concern.

* Checked by 75% or pore of the people.

A. Items for Field Agents

1. New developments or trends in education, pramising practices
throughout the countny.

2. How to evaluate new educational practices.

3. The USOE's expectations for the prOject.

4. Determining priorities in goals.

*5. How field agents'in other states 'are operating.

6.- Understanding of different styles of.field agent activities
(e.g., systems approach versus Individual approach) and the
possible consequences of-na7style.

*7. Helping clients to understand or interpret information.

*8. Helping clients to translate research tilt() action alternatives.

*9. Helping clients .to select appropriate solutions.

*10. Motivating clients to utilize information, to try7,out new
practices.

*11. Helping clients'to install innovations, helping in implementa-
tion.

12. Motivating or training'administrators to encourage follow-up
on the part of teachers.

6
13. Deciding how involved the field agent should become in installing

new practices.

14. Assessing your impact on clients, evaluating your services.

15. Setting up or'Conducting programs in education innovation,
change-strategies, self-renewal activities, etc.

16. Setting up an in-service program.

17. .Understanding or mediating local disputes.

18. Reporting to the project director, retrieval staff, evalua-
tion team, etc.
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The following were checked by the project directors as the items

of utmost concern.

Items for Project Directors

1. How to evaluate new educational practices.

2. Identification of exemplary practices in your area.

3. Developing packages of information on special educational

topics.

4. Developing problem-solving packages for school personnel.

The following were checked by the retrieval staff as the items

of utmost concern.

* Checked by 75°4', or more of the people.

C. Items for Retrieval Staff

1. New developments or trends in education, prOmising practices
throughout the country.

2. The general relationship of the project to the target areas
and how ,this relationship could be improved.

3. Availability of resources other than ERIC, e.g., libraries,
conferences, R&D Centers, Regional Labs.

*4. Identification of exemplary practices in your area.

5. Trans,lating the client's needs or problems into retrievable

information.

6. Assessing your impact on clients, evaluating yyur services.

7. New developments or trends in computerized retrieval systems.

*8. Developing packages of information on special educational
topics.

9. Developing problem-solving packages for schoo'? personnel.

10. HoW to develop a file of exemplary programs and experiments
which have been tried by school districts inithe state (or
adjacent states).

*11. More effective coding techniques or coding time-savers in
using the QUERY priogram, possible involving thodifications

of QUERY.

12. Discussions with an experienced retrieval center or informa-
tion service director about various issues or problems, in the
operation of such a service.

13. Information on how the ERIC clearinghouses operate: .the
rationale determining which-clearinghouse handles research

on what topics in education research; where overlap occurs
between clearinghouses and how to expect it; the consistency
(or inconsistency) of indexing practices mnong the clearing-

houses, etc.



14. Guidelines for determining which requests require a manaal

search in additlon to a computer search, or which requests

can be more efficiently answered by manual search.

15. All aspects of conducting computer searches.

16. The meaning of "utilization of educational research." (E.g.,

What is the role and the responsibility of the retrieval

center in this? What are the ways in which research might

be utilized?)

17. More skill in understanding and interpreting educational

research, developing alternative possibilities and presenting

them to clients; the responsibility of the retrieval center

in this and techniques for achieving it.

18. Responsibility of the 'retrieval center for screening output
of computerized searches for relevance to client's request.

19. Ways of making educational research more relevant to clients

in the schools.
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APPENDIX P

Assigned Assignments For The Retrieval Staff



University of Missouri -Columbia

101 iiti Hall tUI 11.0) Of 1 1)1tt`NI ION
Ic citifithht. Mir h S 2.41 I I tit h't, of t 'ontintfmg Prtcfcstem,t1 Ftfucaton

September 9, 1971

RETRIEVAL STAFF AS5IGNMEN1S tOR THIRD TRAINING SESSION

Dear

In organizing "your concerns" the Training Team has grouped them

under the following broad topics. They are:

A. Identification of Exemplary Practices

1. New developments or trends in education, promising practices
throughout the country. (Charles Hoover)

2. Availability of resources other than ERIC, e.g. libraries,
conferences, R&D Centers, Regional Labs and Institutions of

High Learning. (Charles Hoover)
3. Identification of exemplary practices in your area.
4. How to develop a file of exemplary programs and experiments

which have been tried by school districts in the state (or

adjacent states). (Bill Hoff)

B. Retrieval Problems and-Issues

1. Translating the client's needs or problems intc rEtrievable
information. (Glenn White)

2. New developments or trends in computerized retrieval systems
(Glenn White)

3. More effective coding techniques or coding time-savers in
using the QUERY program, possibly involving modifiations of
QUERY. (Glenn White)

4. Information on how the ERIC clearinghouses operate: the ra-

tionale determining which clearinghouse handles research on
what topics in education research; where overlap occurs be-
tween clearinghouses and how to expect it; the consistency
(or inconsistency) of indexing practices among the clearing-
houses, etc. (Charles Hoover)

5. Guidelines for determining which requests require a manual
search in addition to a computer search, or which requests
can be more efficiently answered by a manual search. (Glenn

White and Bill Hoff)
6. All aspects of conducting computer searches.
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C. fvaluation of Retrieval Services

Part I "In House"

Part II "[valuation of Services to Users"

1. Assessing your impact on clients, evaluating your services.
(Glenn White and Bill Hoff)

2. Responsibility of the retrieval center for screening output
of computerized searches for relevance to client's request.
(Glenn White and Bill Hoff)

D. Developing Information Packages for Target Groups

1. Developing packages of information on special educational

topics. (Glenn White and Bill Hoff)
2. Developing problem-solving packages for school personnel.

(Glenn White and Bill Hoff)

E. Management (Bill Hoff)

1. The general relationship of the project to the target areas

P. and how this relationship could be improved.
2. Discussions with an experienced retrieval center or infor-

mation service director about various issues or problem in
the operation of such a service.

F. Utilization (Bill Hoff)

1. The meaning of "Utilization of educational research."
(E.g., What is the role and the responsibility of the re-
trieval center in this? What are the ways in which research
might be utilized?)

2. More skill in understanding and interpreting educational
research, developiri4 alternative possibilities and present-
ing them to clients; the responsibility of the retrieval
center in this and techniques for achieving it.

3. Ways of making educational research more relevant to clients
in the schools.

We have made tentative assignments for leadership. Howev.e7r, we

are depending on your "input" of questions and reactions.

Sincerely, ,

L--(,-;11X

Carl C. Fehrle
Associate Director of
Pilot Dissemination Project

cc: Dr. Charles H. Koelling
Dr. Sam Sieber
Dr. John Coulson
Dr. Dee Ashworth
Dr. George Katagiri

Dr. Kenneth Linsday
Mr. Bill Hoff
Mr. Glenn White
Dr. A. Sterl Artley
Dr. C. Edward Carroll
Dean Donald W. Fancher
Dr. Larry Hale
Dr. Randel K. Price
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,\it.u.Columbia University in the City of New York

13U1-n. AU OF. AoPLIED SCCIAL ./f_SE Ar4;*0-1

November 11,

Dr. Carl Fehrle
U 138 Clark Hall
University of Missouri
Columbia, Missouri 65201

Dear Carl:

We finally tabulated the responses of the participants in the

Kansas City meetings and tried to rcich a few summary conclusions

on the basis of these data. You will see that I shied away from

making any general judgment ana instead let the numbers speak for

themselves. Frankly, I'm not sure myself what the numbers say --

except there was obviously a positive shift in effectiveness betvecn

the pre-test and post-test. There is a lot of instrumentation effect

from these kinds of scales, but we thought we should at least make

an effort to measure the impact of the training in some quantitative

form.

The participants made a number of comments about training in response

to a final question, and I will send these to you as soon as we have

them typed off. I suspect that these comments, as well as what we

can learn by interviewing the participants, will be of more value

than the mere statistics. The main problem with the numbers is that

we have no cimparisons -- other training programs, other sessions in

the same program, etc. -- which might tell us whether the Kansas

City sessions were better or worse than something else. However,

several of the participants volunteered in the questionnaire that

the Kansas City meeting was much better than the first training

conference. In this respect, the qualitative jusagments are more us2i111.

Thanks for sending me a copy of the goals. When we write up a

complete assessment of the training, they will be very useful for

focussing on particular efforts end outcomes. And thanks for a

good time in Kansas City.

SiAcerely,

\\

Sam D. tieber



The enclosed tabulations represent (1) ratings of each session
according to "relevance" and "involvement" [210-213]; and (2) self-ratings
of "effectiveness" before and after the Training [214]. The 9-point
rating scales and instructions are included in the appenoix.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The retrieval personnel tended to rate the sessions higher on
relevance than did the project directors or the field agents
(7.3 versus 6.2 and 6.0, respectively). [210]

2. The project directors tended to rate the sessions lower on
involvement than did the other two groups. [210]

3. Overall, involvement was rated lower than relevance by both
project directors and retrieval personnel, and the same among
field agents. [210]

4. The sessions rated high on relevance (mean scores of 7-8) by
project directors were:

*Bringing Us Up-to-date Available *sources (Hoover)
(Sieber) Using Guidelines for Res.
Goals of the NCEC (Coulson) (Persell)

Those rated high by retrieval personnel were:

*Finding Solutions (White)
Aringing Us Up-to-date
TSi&er)
*Discussion (White-Persell
San Mateo Project (Matta

*Continued work on Manual
(Hoff)

Using Guidelines for Res.
(Persell)

Available Resources (Hoover)

Those rated high by field _agints were:

*Bringing Us Up-to-date *Case Study Sharing (Hale)
(Sieber) *Goals of the NCEC (Coulson)

(*Sessions also rated high (7-8) on involvement)

5. Among próject directors, Lindsay was most critical with mean
scores of 4.5 for relevance and 3.2 for involvement [211].
Among retrieval personnel, Moser, Tollison and Wallentine were
most appreciative [212]. Among field agents, there was very
little variation on either dimension [213]. (One field agent
has not yet returned his questionnaire on the sessions.)

6. With respect to the before-after scores [214]: field agents
show a mean increment in effectiveness of 2.5 on their total
needs (all needs which they listed earlier, regardless 7Tivel
of importance); project directors, 1.5; and retrieval personnel
2.8. These findings comparing the three groups are consistent
with their relevance scores: retrieval personnel gained most,
field agents next, and project directors least.

[ 1 - refers to page number in this appendix
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7. In interpreting these mean increments in "effectiveness," it
should be realized that a "halo effect" may have operated insofar
as the participants were seeking to express their appreciation for
the training team's efforts and cordiality by insuring that
their "after"scores were higher than their "before" scores,
the latter having been forgotten by the time of the post-test.
This comment is not meant to disparage the work of the training
team, but to point out a common measurement problem in before-
after tests,of this sort. As one field agent wrote to us about
his post-test, "In re-checking the questionnaire I determined
that on (four) questions I compared in terms of the Missouri
Conference contribution rather than my present level of effective-
ness." Another field agent has confided in our field observer
that tie checked his post-test questionnaire in terms of his
desired level of effectiveness rather than his actual effective-
ness. "Thus, these statistics should not be used as the sole
basis for evaluation of the training session. Our field
observers have been instructed to interview the participants
and report to us soon.
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MEAN RATINGS OF INDIVIDUAL SESSIONS

BY ROLES

(Relevance / Involvement)

1.1. "Goals of the NCEC" - Coulson
2. A Review of Training Plans -

Fehrle

3. Available Resources - Hoover
4. San Mateo Project - Mattas

II. Develop Checklist and
Operating Manual - Hoff

Case Study Sharing Session -
Hale

Problem Solving - Mattas

111.1. Using Guidelines for
Research - Persell

2. Utilization of Materials -
Beaubier

3. Discussion - White-Persell
4. Discussion - Beaubier-Koelling

IV. Diffusing Information to the
Client - Lionberger

Finding Solutions to Questions:
Logic, Reliability-Validity,
Abstracting, etc. - White

V. Continue Work on Manual of
Operating Procedures;
Develop Written Policies -
Hoff

VI.1. Bringing Us Up-to-date Sieber
2. Project Director's Feedback

VII. Field Experience

MEANS:
N scores:

Project
Directors

7.3/5.0

5.5/5.0
7.3/4.6 *
6.6/5.3

6.0/4.3

7.3/5.3

5.0/4.0

6.0/6.5

5.3/2.6

5.6/7.0

8.0/6.6
6.0/6.6

NA

6 2/5 1

Retrieval
Staff

6.3/4.0

6.6/4.5
7.3/5.1

7.8/5.0

6.8/7.6

FAigeencits

7.6/7.4*

5.6/4.8
6.0/6.4
5.6/6.4

7.6/7.8

7.5/5.3 6.2/6.2

5.4/4.2 5.2/6.0
8.0/8.0

4.0/5.0

4.0/3.4

B.8/8.5

7.6/8.1

8.0/4.5 7.8/7.6
7.1/4.5 6.2/6.0

NA NA

7 3/5 7 6.0/6 0
34 71 59

* The first figure indicates the score for "relevance" and the
second tor "involvement" on scales from 1 to 9.



Project Directors:

Session: 1.1.

2.

3.

4.

11.1.

VI.1.
2.

Ratings of Each Session

(Relevance / Involvenent)

Lindsay Katagi...1 Ashworth MEANS

6/2 7/4 9/9 7.3/5.0
3/2 8/8 NA 5.5/5.0
6/2 8/4 8/8 7.3/4.6
4/2 8/6 8/8 6.6/5.3

3/2 7/5 8/6

6/3 8/7 8/6 7.3/5.3
3/2 NA 7/6 5.0/4.0
5/6 NA 7/7 6.0/6.5

3/2 6/3 7/3 5.3/2.6

4/8 8/8 5/5 5.6/7.0

8/5 8/7 8/8 8.0/6.6
3/3 6/8 9/9 6.0/6.6

MEAN: 4.5/3.25 7.4/6.0 7.6/6.8 6.2/5.1

C34 scores1

Sessions: 1.1. "Goals of the N.C.E.C." - John Coulson
2. A Review of the Training Plans - Carl C. Fehrle
3. Available Resources
4. San Mateo Project - Frank M'attas

11.1. Porblem solving - Frank Mattas

111.1. Using Guidelines for Research - Caroline Persell
2. Utilization of Materials - Ed Beaubier
3. Discussion session - Beaubier & Koelling

IV.1. Diffusing Information to the Client - Herbert F.
Lionberger

V.1. Continue Work on Manual of Operating Procedures;
Develop Written Policies - Bill Hoff.

VI.1. Bringing Us Up-to-date - Sam D. Sieber
2. Project Directors' Feedback
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Retrieval: Wallentine

Ratings of Each Session

Tollison

(Relevance / Involvement)

Bech Call Moser Folger

Session:
1.1. 7/7* 5/2 7/2 7/7 5/1 7/5

2. 7/7 5/1 7/3 8/8 5/3 8/5
3. 8/3 7/2 6/6 8/8 7/2 8/5

4. 8/8 8/3 5/3 9/8 8/3 9/5

11.1. 7/7 6/7 4/6_ 9/9 7/8 8/9

7/7 6/2 7/3 9/9 7/3 9/8

2. 6/6 3/3 4/2 6/5 NA 8/5

3. 7/7 9/9 7/7 9/9 7/7 9/9

IV.1. 8/8 9/9 9/8 9/8 9/9 9/9

V.1. 7/7 7/9 8/8 9/9 7/7 8/9

VI.1. 8/8 9/1 9/4 9/8 5/1 8/5

VI.1. 8/8 9/1 9/4 9/8 5/1 8/5
2. 7/7 8/2 7/3 9/9 5/1 7/5

MEANS:

6.3/4.0*
6.6/4.5
7.3/5.1

7.8/5.0

6.8/7.6

7.5/5.3
5.4/4.2
8.0/8.0

8.8/8.5

7.6/8.1

8.0/4.5

8.0/4.5
7.1/4.5

-41 6

Sessions: 1.1.

(Retrieval) 2.

3.

4.

111r

"Goals of the N.C.E.C." - John Coulson
A Review of Training Plans - Carl C. Fehrle
Available Resources - Charles Hoover
San Mateo Project - Frank W. Mattas

11.1. Develop Checklist and Operating Manual -
Bill Hoff

111.1. Using Guidelines for Research -
Caroline Persell

2. Utilization of Materials - Ed Beaubier
3. Discussion session - Glenn White &

Caroline Persell

IV.1. Finding Solutions to Questions: Logic,
Reliability-Validity, Abstracting, etc. -
Glenn White

V.1. Continue Work on Manual of Operating
Procedures; Develop Written Policies -
Bill Hoff

VI.1.
2.

Bringing Us Up-to-date - Sam D.Sieber
Project Director's Feedback

* The fTist figure indicates the score for 'relevance" end
second for "involvement" on scales from 1 to 9.
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6.3/4.0
6.6/4.5
7.3/5.1
7.8/5.0

6.8/7.6

7.5/5.3
5.4/4.2

8.0/8.0

8.8/8.5

7.6/8.1

8.0/4.5
7.1/4.5

the



Ratings of Each Session
(Relevance / Involvement)

Field Agents: Kohler Hawley Stivers Fussell Crolley Evans MEANS

Sessions:
1.1.

2.

3.

4.

VI.1.

2.

VII.1.

5/4* 8/8 9/9 8/8 8/8 7.6/7.4*

7/4 7/6 5/5 4/4 5/5 5.6/4.8

6/5 7/7 4/8 8/8 5/4 6.0/6.4

4/3 70 2/6 7/7 8/8 5.6/6.4

8/7 7/8 9/9 8/9 6/6 7.6/7.8

9/6 7/8 2/4 8/8 5/5 6.2/6.2

6/5 8/8 2/7 6/6 4/4 5.2/6.0

4/3 5/6 2/7 5/5 4/4 4.0/5.0

4/4 4/3 5/5 2/1 5/4 4.0/3.4

6/6 4/3 8/7 7/7 5/5 6.0/5.6

9/8 8/8 9/9 8/8 5/5 7.8/7.6

7/7 NA 5/5 8/7 5/5 6.2/6.0

NA NA NA NA NA

6..2/5.2 6.5/6.6 1727-6771-6.6/6.5 5-.4/S.2 6.0/6.0
(59 scores)

Sessions: 1.1. "Goals of the N.C.E.C." - John Coulson

(Field Agents)2. A Review of Training Plans - Carl C. Fehrle

3. Available Resources - Charles Hoover

4. San Mateo Project - Frank Mattas

11.1. Case Study Sharing Session - Larry Hale

111.1. Using Guidelines for Research -
Caroline Persell

2. Utilization of Materials - Ed Beaubier

3. Discussion session - Ed Beaubier and
Charles Koelling

IV.1. "Diffusing Information to the Client" -

Herbert Lionberger

V.1. Pot-pourri - Randy Price, L. Hale, H.Lion-
berger, & presentation on innovation by
R. Herlig

V1.1. Bringing us Up-to-date - Sam D. Sieber

2. Project Director's Feedback

VII.1. Field experience

7.6/7.4*
5.6/4.8
6.0/6.4
5.6/6.4

7.6/7.8

6.2/6.2
5.2/6.0

4.6/5.0

4.0/3.4

6.0/5.6

7.8/7.6
6.2/6.0

NA

* The first figure indicates the score for "relevance" and the

second for "involvement" on scales from 1 to 9.
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RATINGS OF EACH SESSION

Dear

October 25, 1971

We hope you have settled back into your work and can share with us your
recollections of the third training session in Kansas City. We would like

to locate the strengths and weaknesses of all aspects of the program. We

need to know two things:
(1) was the presentation "on-target" - was it aimed directly at

your needs or did it miss your needs?
(2) Did you feel that you were an active participant in the train-

ing process or did you feel separated from the process?

The first aspect will be represented by:

c___Olf7target On-target Veryi
Irrelevant Relevant

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

p- 4 4 ., , , -4-- 1

The second aspect will be represented by:

Non-participation Participation
4-------- 4 Very

Uninvolved Involved

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

p
-4-

-4 t t

In the following listing of presentations and discussions which you attended
at the training session, please indicate by circling the appropriate mark
of each of the two scales how you would rate that function in terms of its
(a)relevancy/irrelevancy, and whether you were (b) involved/uninvolved.

SDS:MW:bh
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Si nce rely,,

Sam D. Sieber



I. Tuesday morning.

1. "Goals of the N.C.E.C." - John Coulson

Irrelevant
1 2 3 4 6

Very

Relevant
8 9

Uninvolved
1 2 3 4 5 6

t---

N

Very
Involved

8 9

2. A Review of the Training Plans - Carl C. Fehrle

Irrelevant
1 2 3

Uninvolved
1 2 3 4

5 6 7

Very
Rplevaht

9

6 7

Very
Involved

9

3. Available Resources - Charles Hoover

Irrelevant
1 2 4 5 6 7

Very
Relevant

9

Uninvolved
1 2

f-
3 4

Very
Involved

r
4 6 7

iiNi 9

4. San Mateo Project - Frank W. Mattas

Irrelevant
1 2 3 4 5 6

Very
Relagant

8

Very

Uninvolved Involved

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9

ETC.



PRL-1111 01 LULLIIVINLS

Please list below the five most important areas of expertise in which

you would like to receive training assistance from this training session in

order of importance. Then, on a scale of I to 9, rate yourself in terms of

your pr!sent effectiveness in these areas by drawing a circle around the

appropriate mark.

Information utilization, esp.
conversion of data

2. Length of field agents in-
volvement in innovatiOns

3. Instruction clients in
iiEFETii=i5TVTTIFfiarifques

4. Effective use of university
consu'tants

5. Acieguate knowledge of othere agerl't

LOW HIGH
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 15

f

(

4

Now go back and indicate with an X on each scale the level of effective-
ness that you would realistically hope to attain as a result of a 3 to 4 day

training program.

217
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ihe following is a list of yuur own training needs as you personally

indicated in a recent questionnaire sent out by the Training Team. Please

rate yourself in terms of your present effectiveness in each of these

areas by drawing a circle around the a0M-Flate mark. Also, indicate

with an X the level you realistically pope to attain as the result of a

3 to 4 day training program.

LOW
2

1. New developments or trands in
education, promising practices f 4

throughout the country.

4
2. How field agents in other

states are operating.

3. Helping clients to understand

or interpret information.

4. Helping clients to select
appropriate solutions.

5. Helping clients to translate re-
search into action alternatives.

to6. Motivating clients utilize
information, to try out new
practices.

7. Motivating or training admin-

3 4+ 5 6 7

(t, fr

HIGH

4

-1--

9

4/ 4

i\

4

t

+

1

/ 4

4

4

+

4

k
istrators to encourage follow- 1 t4

up on the part of teachers.

8. Encouraging "self-renewal"

t
4activities among the school

population; institutionalizing
the use of research.

9. Informing school staff through-
out a target area about informa-
tion that othel_ in the district

4 4
are using, that is, spreading the
impact of information or innova-
tion.

The strategy or philosophy of
educational change.

11. Organizational barriers to educa- X
4

tional change.

4
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POST-, :* C,F EFFECTIVENESS

listed below are the areas of expertise which you listed, in order

of importance, as most important for your own needs in training assistance

at the recent training session. On a scale of 1 to 9, rate yourself

in terms of what you feel to be your psfsent effectiveness in these areas

by drawing a circle around the approOTate maA.

1. Information utilization, esp.

conversion of data.

2. length of field agent
involvement in innovation.

3. Instructing clients in

problem-solving techniques.

4. Effective use of university
consultants or SEA consul-

tants.

5. Adequate knowledge of other

field agent activities.

LOW
-17 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 --1F-

t + t t

4 4 (1!)

HIGH
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The following is a list of your own training needs as you personally

indicated in a recent questionnaire sent out by the Training Team. Please

rate yourself in terms of your atItIt_effectiveness in each of these

areas by'drawing a circle around the appropriate mark.

1. New developments or trends
in education, promising prac-
tices throughout the country.

2. How field agents in other
states are operating.

3. Helping clients to understand

or interpret information.

4. Helping clients to select
appropriate solutions.

5. Helping clients to translate
research into action alterna-
tives.

6. Motivating clients to utilize
information, to try out new 4-

practices.

LOW HIGH

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

7. Motivating or training admini-
strators to encourage follow-
up on the part vf teachers.

Encouraging "self-renewal"
activities among the school
population; institutionalizing
the use of research.

9. Informfng school staff through-
out a target area about in-
formation that others in the
district are using, that it,
spreading the impact of
information or innovation.

10. The strategy or philosophy
of educational change.

1- 1
4 4 f
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APPENDIX S

Comments From The Trainees Of The Third Training Program

and Recommlndations For Future Programs
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REACTIONS OF THIRD TRAINING PROGRAM

Staff Member #1 - The third training session was the most informative
session of the three. I would like to have had more input from the
evaluation arm of the program (Sieber). There may have been an
unstructured session to discuss loose ends. For example, I was -hoping
to get more information on "selective dissemination" but the opportu-
nity did not present itself.

I think the time was utilized efficiently and what was covered was
generally relevant and useful.

Staff Member. #2 - I feel that many of the agents are now more sophis-
ticated than the trainers.

I would have used a little gimmick we now use at each of our monthly
meetings; i.e. each agent and Kathy and Ken and each evaluator present
is given 5-10 minutes to explain a phase of their operation. Each

listener is required to suggest one thing (in writing) that they have
done or would do in that situation to improve the product or service.
This means that each person gets 6-8 suggestions for improving their
work. No pressure to accept or change but the stimulations is there.
And each person must record one idea gained from each other which he
pr she can use to improve his performance. This means that each person
goes away with 6-8 self-generated ideas for improving himself.

I think we are talking about utilization of research but see no evidence
of the trainers using any data which you have-generated, nor have they
gathered any to serve as a basis of training needs. I think some of

the things you have done could be most helpful. We have used them to
good advantage.

Staff Member #3 - Problem-solving sessions with "like-types" Material
prepared for the-participants (state of the art papers)

educational information
consultants
information centers, etc.

Staff Member #4 -

I. More practical work sessions with people like White, Persell, and
Hoff on logic writing, screening abstracts, identification of good
research, etc.

2. After Sieber, session on Thursday it seems very important that
retrieval people have work sessions with field agents to determine a
search strategy which is tailor-made for the client.

3. I would have left the (2) Calif. presenters home. For me serving

clients is gut-level work.



4. Bring computer programmers and technicians together with retrieval

people for communication. This might help everyone understand the file

much better.

5. I gained much more from this session than a year ago because I

was better prepared by experience. Generally the session was a 6 or

7 by your scale. In my way of thinking that's not bad.

Staff Member #5 -
I. Devote half of the time spent in screening to work in logic

writing.

2. Have a workshop on search strategy and search alternatives using

case studies, and perhaps including 2rocedure as used in other retrieval

systems outside the field of education.

3. Organized a more detailed, orderly examination of pertinent in-

dexes, catalogs, etc., such as "Alert," "RISE recipe box," etc.

4. A "show and tell" session--not on office forms, but rather on how

the other retrieval staffs operate, step-by-step.

Staff Member #6 - I think visits to other retrieval-dissemination

centers would be most helpful.

Staff Member #7 - I think I would still have Glen White do more work
with us on descriptors, question negotiation, query and searching
out various sources of references. We can never get too much of this

I'd like to see a little more review of research in various areas
by areas by people who work with reading, math, social studies, etc.,

and especially ed. administration, latest models, etc.

Staff Member #8 - As a whole, f. thought the training session was a

distinct improvement over the first training session in Missouri.

The one grouping, however, which has still not been achieved, and which

I believe would he especially beneficial for training the retrieval

staff is a group session of field agents and retrieval members for

question negotiation discussion.

Staff Member #9 - I gleaned more from this training session than from

the last one I attended.

A suggestion: Perhaps if trainers were more enlightened as to the
peculiar operations of each project, less time could be spent explaining

what we're already doing; hence, more time would be available for specific

suggestions from them. For example, I found that those people involved
in the retrieval process, i.e., Glenn White and Caroline Persell, were

most beneficial to our needs.

Staff Member #10 - This was undoubtedly the best training session
Missouri has produced.

nl
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1. My suggestion is that the more contact we can have with people of
like responsibility the more we will benefit. That's why the inter-
change between field agents is good.

2. The presentation by Hoover, Mattas, Lionberger, Persell and
Beaubier were good, but I wonder how valuable the same amount of time
would have been had it been spent with "Field Agent" type people--
possibly on case sutdies or in the field someplace.

Staff Member #11 - It was my impression that several of the speakers
were nct clearly informed as to our methods, mode, and experience
obtained in the project, although when I asked Larry he seemed to indicate
otherwise. I feel if that be the case then some of the speakers could
have made better adjustment to their topics. Information from Dr.
Caroline Persell and Dr. Sam Sieber most closely met my needs. I was
unimpressed by Frank Mattas as I felt in many respects our project is
far ahead of the project he represented. The Field Agent sharing
session by Larry Hale was of great value. Although Dr. Lionberger's
chart on variables had some value it would have been impossible to
expect him to talk on each variable, and even more important on how
to control such variables. This task would be well beyond anyone's
capabilities.

Regarding a New Training session? Discussion of techniques of Field
Agentry, Visitations to Agents, by Agents, to inspect or observe similar
problems and methods of operation, more time to share experiences jointly
and to look at them from all aspects, taking unitedly into consideration
the positive and negative. Those that fail can also be a learning experi-
ence. We need more directed training on how do you get the client to
use providedinaterials, and how-can, you, Resource Agents, set up and
present alternatives to lead to directed action. Much of the training
thus far has been retrieval oriented and must needs by. It may be

time, now that retrieval systems are operating, to focus on the Field
Agent and his problems. This is not to say that we haven't been dning
it little by little. We can deliver, now, can we stimulate change.
I think so; maybe we are doing it and I am slow to realize.

I think Missouri is doing a good job with a seemingly impossibie
task. How do you take three stated, three different programs, seven
or eight different agents, each operating differently and trainWei?
This is a real problem. I would think, maybe I donit have it so bad,
after all. Hats off to ffisouri.

I think, Sam, for additional training suggestions, I would have to
let it smoulder, with some additional thought. My appreciation for
your field tactics input. More of this is needed with suggestions
on how to plan and control at each of the phases.

Stuff Member #12 - To improve the third training session I would have
allowed more time for the field agents to talk together. The after-
noon with Larry was a good start but just not long enough. It might
be well to cut down or the structured sessions and put more emphasis
on the agents, project directors and retrieval people querying each
other on the how, when and what of their operation.

z24



5

I could be very wrong, but I feel that we could be of more help to
each other than outside consultants could ever be.

I would also suggest that the field observers along with your staff,
Sam, would be a valuable addition to any training effort. I know that
Dr. Larson can see my needs more clearly than I. He can see it from
the client's standpoint as well as the agents.

Staff Member #13 - Explore the Cognitive Affective and Psychomotor
Domains through case study analysis; thus, synthesizing the roie
and function of each trainee in project activities.

Staff Member #14 - No answer.
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Outline of Subjects Dealt with by the Training Project

I. Dissemination and Utilization of Knowledge
A. Models (Pg. 66 obj. 2) *

1. Concept of the change agent
a. Process vs. product orientation

2. Problem solving process (pg. 67 obj. 4)

B. Situation Analysis
1. Building relationships

a. Conceptual
(1) Helping clients to clarify or specify

educational goals
b. Personal - Developing rapport (pg. 68 obj. 2)

(1) Groups
(a) Publicity

(2) Indlviduals
(b) Threat reduction

Threat of having to
admit a problem

Contact time
d Developing trust
e Learning to be flexible so needs

are satisfied
c. Developing awareness

(1) Expanding the audience
(a) Systematic interest profile systems

(data sent to interested persons un-
solicited)

(b) Motivating a clients interest in
information that has not been
specially requested

2. Data collection
a. Gaining access to key personnel

(1) Administrators
(2) Teachers

b. Interviewing (pg. 68 obj. 1)
(1) Question negotiation
(2) Use of tapes

c. Local practice evaluation
d. Recording observgtions
e. Developing feedback

(1) Getting people involved
(a) Groupinterviewing

(2) Advisory committees and.councils
(a) Advantages and disadvantages

(3) District representatives
(4) Conducting a "needs assessment" survey

* Citations refer to the page of the proposal and the project
objectives, which deal with the subject in the outline.



Diagnosis and the study of the situation
Interpretive schema (pg. 68 obj. 3)

a. Community analysis (pg. 69 obj. 6)
(1) Identification of power structures

(2) Community berriers to change

b. Conflict management

c. Group processes
(1) Leadership responsibilities

d. Dimensions of problem solving
e. Systems approaches

(1) Organizationed barriers to change

(2) Systems analysis
f. Individual approaches

(1) Motivational analysis
(a) Motivating people

(2) Psychological barriers to change

g. Use of dissemination and change models
68 obj. 4) (pg. 69 obj. 7)

(1 Method of recognizing change problems
(2 Diffusion strategies and techniques

(a) Creating and accepting change
C. Search for related information

1. Nature of research
a. Evaluation of new educational practices
b. Utilization of educational research

7411112gations

3 Responsibilities involved

2. Sources of information
a. Specialized human resources

(1) Identifying experts and consultants in
the SEA (pg. 68 obj. 8)

(2) Identifying experts in the schools

(a) Exemplary teachers
(b) Administrative specialists

(3) Identifying experts in universities

and colleges
b. ERIC

(1) RIE
(2) CIJE

C. Libraries
d. Conferences
e. R & D Centers
f. Regional labs

3. Information management
a. Information retrieval and dissemination systems -

components, structure, function (pg. 67 obj. 2)

(pg. 68 obj. 1)
(I) Resources needed

(a) Adjusting systems to meet future needs
(2) ERIC

(a) Limitations of ERIC

228



(b) Operation of ERIC cledringhouses
Rationale of clearinghouse
specialization
Clearinghouse overlap
Consistency of indexing practices

(3) Simplified and topical reference catalogues
for use by field agents

(4) Innovative program files
(5) Local information resource systems
(6) Promising practice files

7d

pftZstysstems

(9) Standard library systems
b. Data acquisition (pg. 68 obj. 4)

(1) Design of information gathering instruments
(2) Identification of exemplary practices

c. Cataloguing and classification, files and films
process (pg. 68 obj. 4)
(1) Identification (pg. 68 obj. 5)
(2) Development (pg. 68 obj. 6)
(3) Correlation with existing data systems,

cross referencing
(4) Accumulation
(5) Establishing access

d. Data bank - nature
e. Information retrieval

(1) Translating problems or needs into
retrievable information
(a) Coding procedures
(b) Using-ERIC thesaurus

(2) Data searches (pg. 68 obj. 2)
(a) Guidelines determining the type of

search to be used
(b) Computer sarches

More effective coding techniques
Modifications

(c) Manual
Use of secretarial assistance
Using indexes
Available resources

Abstracts
Evaluatioh

Bibliography
(d) New developments or trends

New retrieval systems
(3) Relevance criteria
(4) Review of the literature

f. Data presentation (pg. 68 obj. 4)
(1) Using the ERIC printout
(2) Preparation of research reports

(pg. 68 obj. 3)
(a) Guidelines for technical writing
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Nature of tho data packages on special
topics
(a) Developing packages on special topics
(b) Developing problem solving packages
(c) Packaging
(d) Hard copy costs

(4) Conduct of training programs
(a) In-service programs

D Information modification and application
1. Data interpretation

a. Use of specialized human resources - identifica-
tion, training, involvement (pg.67 obj. 3)
(pg. 68 obj. 8)

2. Gaining acceptance (information dissemination)
a. Interpretive schema

(1) Social process skills (pg. 67 obj. 6)
(2) Change processes (pg. 66 obj. 2)

(a) Individuals
(b) Organizations

Presentation of alternatives (pg. 68-obj. 3)
c. Training clients in use of services

(1) Materials
(2) Personnel

(3) Developing interest
(4) Consensus
(5) Changing attitudes

(a) Overcoming negative attitudes
(6) Using educational technology in disseminating

information directly to the schools
(7) Using intermediate agencies
(8) Making ed research more relevant
(9) Response time

d. Functioning as a catalyst (pg. 6i3 obj. 4)
(1) Involvement vs. non-involvement

e. Communication skills (pg. 67 obj. 5)
f. Implemtation

(1) Interpretive schema
(a) 1.1,-oup dynamics

%.,;nian behavior and its modification

(2) Obstructions (pg. 67 obj. 9)
(3) Use of specialists
(4) Helping clients to understand or interpret

information
(5) Helping cllents to translate research into

action alternatives
(6) Helping clients to select appropriate solutions
(7) Motivating a client to tcy out new practices
(8) Helping clients with installation of

innovations
(9) Involving more people
(10) Publicizing innovative practices

(a) Improving communication betmeen schools
(11) Improving school-community relations
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(12) Mediating local disputes
(13) Maintaining impetus for change

g. Reinforcement
(I) Who gets the credit for change
(2) Motivating administratots to encourage

follow-up by teachers
h. Stabilizing innovation

(1) Encouraging "self-renewal" activities
(2) Institutionalizing the use of research

(3) Field agent detachment

E. Effect evaluation (see under dissemination organization
accountability)

II. Nature of Education
A. Educational Organization (pg. 67 obj. 8)

1. National
2. State
3. Local

4. Organization developments

B. Role af education strategy-or philosophy of educational
innovation.
1. "Systems" approach to educational improvement

C. Education technology (pg. 68 obj. 5)

1. Modular scheduling
2. Individually prescribed instruction

3. Team teaching
4. Autotutorial instruction
5. Interaction analysis
6. Use of non-verbal behavior
7. Operant conditioning

III. Dissemination Organization
A. Personnel m,lagement

1. Interpretive schema
a. Systems design (pg. 66 obj. 1)
b. Group processes

(1) Teamwork (pg. 67 obj. 3)

c. Bureaucracy, theory and practice
d. Individual processes

(1) Motivation and attitudes
e. Project proposals and development

(1) History of the pmject
2. Planning (pg. 67 obj. 10)

a. Deliberate change system models
b. Development of alternative component factors
c. Implementation
d. Assessment
e. Objective development

(1) Goals of the project
(2) Goals of the state
(3) Goals of the Nation
(4) Personal goals

f. Priority development
(1) Consolidation
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(2) Individual decision
(3) Allocation resources on a cost-probable

benefit ratio (pg. 67 obj. 6)
3. Establishing the clientele
4. Role development

a. Clarification
(1) Setting parameters for self and client,

adjustment of expectations relation to change
theory

(2) Change agent role adapted to field and
retrieval staff

b. Supervision
(1) Developing a power base
(2) Responsibility and authority

(a) Relation to change theory
Responsibility of the retrieval
center to interpret ed. research

(b) Use of secretaries and other sub-pro-
fessionals in the search and dissem-
ination o'rocess (pg. 68 obj.

(3) Staffing
c. Identifying limitations
d. Work breakdown structure
e. Network development
f. Overload and over-run
g. Expansion of services

5. Procedural development
a. Decision making processes
b. Channeling of contacts
c. Flow processes
d. Cooperation

(1) USOE expectation relation to other activ-
ities of working with USOE

(2) Working with state department
Objectives

(4 Directives
(5 Other divisions of the SEA

(8) Specialists
(6) Installing the information system as a

permanent state
(7) Function
(8) Improving service to SEA

e. Working with local organizations
(1) Relationship of the project ot the target

clientele, how improved
(2) Communicating the priorities of the SEA or

project to the local schools
(3) Involving MON schools in the project

f. Developing close working relationship among staff
6. Communications

a. Staff meetings
b. Inter-staff
c. Committees



d. Reports and record keeping
(1) Forms

7. Accountability (evaluation) (pg. 67 obj. 5)

(pg,. 67 obj. 7)

a. Employee
b. Product

(1) Cost reductions

c. Process
(1) Time studies

(a) Turn around time
(2) Program monitoring

(a) Analysis of the monitoring system

(3) Service evaluation
d. Effect

(1) Comparison of successful and unsuccessful
modes of implementation across projects

(2) Impact evaluation, stages and\levels
(3) Does utilization of research make a dif-

ference
e. Report-forms and record keeping

8. Employee training and development
a. Direct observation of working.situation

1

1enielll office procedures

3 Division of labor
4) Filing systems

b. Case development and analysis
c. Role playing
d. Training packages

(1) Organizational
(2) Autotutorial

e. Methods to increase working knowledge of new
developments in education

f. Project comparisons
g. Setting up a training program
h. Discussion with experienced personnel
I. Participation training

B. Physical management (pg. 67 obj. 1)
1. Budget

a. Bookkeeping
(1) Accounts receivable/payable

b. Availability of federal or other funds
2. Reproduction and duplication of information

a. Information needed on hand
(1) Employee reference .

(2) Immediate feedback
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Project Log of the Activities of the Pilot
Training Program

6/22/70 Date the University of Missouri was notified that its
proposal had been accepted.

7/24/70 Advisory Committee, Columbia, Missouri
Introduction o/ the proposal to the Advisory Committee.
Review of the loroposal and discussion of the project.
(Step #1 of the proposal)

8/12/70- Organizational Meeting, Columbia, Missouri, held to review

8/13/70 funded proposal and get acquainted. Attended by represen-
tatives from each project, Columbia University, USOE
and University of Missouri-Columbia.

8/26/70 Overview for first training session sent to USOE.

8/31/70 First site visit to Utah, (Heber, Salt Lake City).
William Hoff, Larry Hale, and Carl Fehrle, the training
team, visited an intermediate center, the retrieval center
in the state office, field agents, the writer of the
state dissemination project propOsal, and the assistant
state superintendent. The evaluation team member was
present. (Step 2 of the proposal)

9/21/70 Trainees were asked through correspondence to familiarize
themselves with 4 books and 4 reports.

9/23/70 Advisory Council Meeting - Columbia, Missouri
The training team reported on its experience in Utah and
discussed results.of the organizational meeting, August
13 and 14, delays caused by unhired dissemination project
staff, films previewed for showing, and other aspects
of 1st training program. (Step 3 of the proposal)

9/29/70- First site visit to South Carolina (Columbia, Charleston,
10/1/70 Rockhill) C4Ar1es Koellimg, Glenn White, Carl Fehrle

represented the training project. Training team visited
the retrieval center, the South Carolina project advisorY
committee, several state consultants, and four school
administrators from the target areas, a secondary and an
elementary school in session, and toured two school buildings.
The training team worked with the retrieval staff and the
field agents. (Step 2 of the proposal)

10/2/70 Tentative program for 1st training session sent to USOE.

10/5/70- First site meeting to Orbon, (Salem, Eugene, and Pendle-
ton) - Randel Price, Daniel, Doell, and Carl Fehrle served

as trainers. -The training team visited with the project



director and the state board of education, Oregon Total
Information System, several target superintendents, and
a school in the general area. Training team visited the
Intermediate Educational Center with its superintendent
and the observer for the evaluation project. (Step 2
of the proposal)

10/13/70 Advisory committee meeting, Columbia, Missouri
Overview of training session

10/19/70- First training session, Columbia, Missouri

10/22/70 Of the 50 or so hours of available time during the 5
day training period, 10 1/2 were spent in directed lecture
sessions, 2 in directed (optional) film sessions, 5 3/4
in discussion, and 12 1/2 in directed learning activities.
Approximately 20 hours were ava4lable for self-development.
Twenty-eight and one-half hours spent by 13 trainers and

resource persons. A total of 15 days were spent by 3

trainem_and administrators. Rarticipants are listed In
Appendix C. Special arrangements included separate programs,
including ample overlap, for field agents and retrieval
staff; a field trip to the SEA computer center in Jefferson
City; a reference book and tape display; a banquet;
and reports by the project directors of each state dissme-
ination project.

10/23/70 Advisory committee meeting - Columbia, Missouri
Reviewed evaluation of 1st pilot training program. The

questionnaire for project director, retrieval staff,
and field agents was discussed.

12/21/71 Tentative decision was made, based upon results of the
questionnaire for the evaluation of the 1st training
session, to hold the 2nd training session in each state
following the site visit. (Step 5 of the proposal)

1/7/71 Training project director requested of USOE that the
training program be changed to training on site.

1/12/71 USOE approves the request that 2nd training session be
on site.

1/23/71 Charles Koelling and Carl Fehrle attend a workshop in
Chicago on group approaches to change, conducted by the
Alfred Adler Institute.

1/25/71 Second site visit to Utah, (Cedar City, Heber, Richfield)
Three University of Missouri trainers, Larry Hale* William
Hoff, Carl Fehrle, spent about 4 1/2 days each visiting,
observing, counseling, and conducting on the spot training.
The trainers took one retrieval person with them and spent
three days in the field reviewing the work of the field
agents and training their secretaries. One evening was
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spent discussing problems and planning the training
program. The group visited the retrieval center and
conferenced the project director. (Step 7 of the proposal)

2/8/71 Glenn White visited Salt Lake City, Utah, and assisted
the retrieval person with the design of a questionnatre.

2/8/71 Second site visits Oregon, (Eugene, Portland, Salem) -
3 days of on site obser-vation, visitation and planning
by the trainers, Carl Fehrle, Charles Koelling, Randel
Price, Bill Hoff, and Glenn White.
The field agents and retrieval staff were counseled in
depth. The evaluation project observer was visited.
The training team visited a school, two school officials,
and a superintendent. They attended an administrative
meeting that discussed a joint program. Later the tuining
team reviewed the training program for the training session.
(Step 7 of the proposal)

2/1/71- Second training session in Portland, Oregon.
2/12/71 After the site visit the staff was assembled and involved

in approximately 12 hours of planned presentation including
discussion and case studies by the four trainers, over
the two day period.

3/2/71- Second training session, Salt Lake City, Utah
3/3/71 A program of about 16 hours including presentations,

discussions, and role playing was developed involving 3
trainers from the University of Missouri, Bill Hoff, Carl
C. Fehrle, and Larry Hale, 15 state technical assistants
and three superintendents who had had some involvement with
the project.

3/28/71- Second site visit to South Carolina (Rock Hill, Charleston,
3/30/71- and Columbia). University of Missouri trainers, Charles
3/31/71 Koelling, Randel Price, Carl Fehrle, Paul King, and Bill

Hoff, spent approximately 2 1/2 days each. The training
team discussed the progress of the project with the field
agents and retrieval staff. They accompanied the field
agents as they visited several schools. The training

team visited with the principal and several staff members
about a learning resource center in their junior high.
They visited the central office and retrieval center and
held a teim meeting to finalize training program plans.
(Step 7 of the proposal)

4/1/71 Second training session, Columbia, South Carolina:
The trainers visiting the site presented the program to
the collected staff. Thirteen hours were spent in directed
presentations, discussion, sensitivity training, and case
studies presented by the field staff.



5/24/71 Project directors' meeting - Chicago. Project directors

and evaluation team representatives and USOE. Status
reporting session, discussed third trainihg session,
evaluation team would prepare a list of specific needs,
send to training team for refinement and then send to
the trainees for checking areas of concern.

6/30/71- Third site visit to Utah, (Heber, Salt Lake City, Logan)

7/1/71- Charles Keening, Larry Hale, and Bill Hoff went to Utah.

7/2/71 Three trainers spent 3 days. They visited the field agents,

one at work and the other in summer school. They visited

the state board of education and retrieval staff, two
state specialists in state department, and an intermediate
education unit (IED).

7/6/71 Third site visit to Oregon (Pendleton, Eugene, and Salem)
Three University of Missouri trainers - Larry Hale, Bill
Hoff and Carl Fehrle spent 3 days each. The trainers
held a workshop and discussion with the two field agents
and accompanied them during their tasks. The training team
visited four school buildings and four superintendents,
and held several conferences with the superintendent of
one of the intermedlate school districts that housed one

of the field agents. They met with the retrieval staff
(Step 7 of the proposal)

8/2/71- Third site visit to South Carolina (Charleston, Rockhill
8/4/71 and Cambia). The training team included Carl Fehrle and

Randel Price. They met with the communication specialists,
the retrieval staff, the chief sUpervisor, and an SEA admin-
istrator at different times. The training staff attended
a meeting of administrators and teachers initiating a
detention program. An assistant superintendent of one of
the target school distrIsts was visited. They attended

an administratori meeting where one of the communication

specialists explained again the dissemination program and
distributed samples of the resources available. (Step 7

of the proposal)

8/9/71 Conference with the evaluation project director. Training

needs were discussed in relation to evaluation project
observations.

9/23/71 First September p.;anning meeting with advisory council,
Columbia, Missouri. Tentative plans for the 3rd training
session were discussed.

10/5/71 iSecond training team meeting, Columbia, Missouri. Final

planning for 3rd training session.

10/12/71- Third training session - Kansas City, Missouri. of the

10/15/71 approximately 31 1/2 hours available for the 3rd training
program, 7 1/2 were spent in lecture, 5 314 in discussion,
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5 in activities and 13 1/4 in unscheduled time. Partici-
pants are indicated in Appendix C. Special arrangements
included: one of the trainers spending 1/2 day with field
agents on an on site visit with a change agent in the
Kansas City area, a bcok exhibit, a banquet, and two noon
luncheons. (Step 6 of the proposal)

2/15/72 Final report submitted (Step 8 of the proposal)
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