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The development and field testing of an instructional ,
product for the training of educational personnel in t -
dissemination and utilization of research and develop- ' .
ment information is reported. A new role, that of the
Educational Information Consultant, is described.— A
modular training program, built around the five major
processes delineated for that role, is detailed. The .- —
development and field testing of three altexnative de- ’
livery forms of the training, a course form, an institute
form, and a. learning team form are -recounted. Field testing
indicated the training program to be effective in impart-
ing basic skills, knowledge, and attitudes -to function
in the EIC role. The course and institute forms of the
Araining-were found to be fully operational, self-contained,
transportable training packages. Additional developmental

t work to bring the learning team form to operational readi-
ness is suggested. -
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THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION CONSULTANT: SKILLS IN DISSEMINATING
EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION, A REPORT ON .THE DEVELOPMENT AND
OPERATIONAL VALIDATION OF THREE ALTERNATIVE FORMS OF A
TRANSPORTABLE INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM.

SUMMARY

To facilitate tire flow of timely and accéssib}e information from
educational research and development .agencies into the schools for
péactica] ?pp]icationsd a network of fedéﬁa], state, regional, county and
local education information centers is developing and rapidly expanding.
The potential effect of these communicatjons—systems in stimulating
better and ;peedier utilization of research and current knowledge about
educational innovations should be significant:

In support‘of this dissemination effort, personnel with new skills

are required. Numerous rasearch studies have shown- that effective

f

i
'

;ransfer of knoh]edge from researchers and developers to practitioners
depends upon a human 1inkiﬁg agent. This linking agent, an active
intermediary between the two groups, needs many skills in ga;hering,
processing, and distr{butipg information to the user.

Responding to the overall need for trained personnel to serve in
the emerging information networks, the Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development developed, field tested, and validated a
self-contained, tra;sportable instructional system for training pergons
to work in a new role in this evo]Jing system, that of the Educational

Information Consultant (EIC). ) ?
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- The EIC Instructional System

The primary objective of this instructional system is to devé]op

b3

the skills, kndW]edge, and attitudes required to. functici in the EIC
role. Specifically, the training is based on a model which covers
five major processa2s delineated for the role:

Negotiation: Identification, definition,. and analysis of
the problem and attendant information
need(s) of a client.

Retrieval: . Development of a search strategy to locate,

identify, and secure R & D information

pertinent to the client's problem and request.

Transformation: Screening, analysis, synthesis and -
organizatiun of the results of the search
into a form appronriate for delivery to the
client.

Communication: Display and communication of the results of
the search to the client in a style appropriate .
for his use in finding a solution(s) to the
prob!em.

L ‘ 3

Evaluation: Assessing the performance of the major EIC

processes., overall role, and the operational

- effectiveness of the setting within the
linkage system; reformulation based on
evaluation and adjustments made in processes
and functions. i

Knowledge, skills, and affective behaviors in each process are demonstrated
in a sequential, modular configuration. The approach is to provide the
trainee with a meaningful orientation to- the whole EIC role, and with- an
opportunity té master tasks d;ring training in the order in which'they

are performed on the job. Instructional activities in each module have
three phases: (1) preparation, (2) learning, and (3) épp]ication. The
training is arranged to involve the learner actively and intensively in

performing skill- and knowledge-related tasks and to involve the teacher
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in facilitating that learning. The student-centered learning exercises

-

feature group and.individual activities, including role-playing,

problem-solving, simulation, and decision-making exercises.

Chronology of thg_Deve]obmepta} Project .

The first year of development was cofipleted under contract with the
National Center for Educational Research and Development. _..During that
time, a 30-hour, one-qdarter course was désigned, developed and
field teste;TM,Prelﬁminary and ma;n f{é1d‘tests were conducted with a
total of 37 trainees during the Spring of 1971. These field tests showed
the training program to be effective as a mechanism for training persornel
in the various processes of the information dissemination/1iﬁkége }o1e.
Other formative evaluation, however, indicated that further developmental
effort was required to revise and expand some components of the course
and to make the training package transportable..

The evaluation of the product at this stage of development was

reported in the Far West Laboratory publication: B. Banathy, et al.

Design, development, and validation of a transportable instructional sys-

tem for the training of educational diffusion evaluation ﬁgrsonnel. Final

Report. Berkeley, California: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research

and Development, July, 1971. U.S. Office of Education Contract OEC-0-70-4778.
(ED 055 610)

f

The National Center for Educational Communication funded the pro-

nject for a isgpnd year of development. Subsequently, three alternative

delivery forms of the iustructional system were developed. These versions
incorporated revisions indicated by the previous testing, and were designed

to be complete, self-contained packages. ready for use without the Lab-

oratory 's supervision.

- iii -
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Alternative Forms of the EIC Instructional Systen

The training as presently constructed consists of seven instructional
modules. These range in length from 4.5 to 9 ‘instructional hours. There
is also an introduction module, describing the emerging F;TE and
functional contexts o% the EIC, and a simulation module, providjng an
orientation to the skills involved in each process. To accommodate
a variety of audiences in various environments, the training was developed
in three different forms, ¢durse form, institute form, and learning team
form. The three forms are all based on the same model of the EIC role

8”1 are derived from the same instructional content. The forms differ

-

primarily in their-scheduling, formats, and procedures.
The coﬁrse form is designed to fit the fifteen-session pattern of

a colleGe or university semester schedule. The actual ins@ructipnal

time totals approximately 45 hours. Thé institute form requires only

ten six-hour days to complete and is suitable for summer school courses

and on-the-job training. The learning team form is designed to be

self-administered by a group of at Teast three trainees and monitored -

through correspondence with an instructional manager at a central ‘

educational facility. The schedule for thi§ form calls for ten team

sessions (a team consists of three to six membérs) and approximately

30 hours of’jndividua1 activities. Average time to complete the

learning té;m form is approximately ‘ten weeks.

Evaluation of the Three Forms

The developers adopted the standard that for the instructional system
- to be declared effective, 90% or more of the trainees would complete “he

training} broducing an information package usable by a client for

jv
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app]icaﬁion to a real-life information probtlem. When assessed for quality,
#

90% of* the trainee-produced information packages would beﬁrated at a level

of 2.0 (Basic Skill) or above, on & 4.0 scale. .Additionally, 50% of the

packages would be rated at éhe Tevel of 3.0 (Proficient) o 4.0 (High Proficiency).

Operational field tests of the course and institute forms of the training,
and a preliminary main field test of the learning team form, were conducted
during the period of January, 1972, to August, 1972. The course form was

tested at four sites with a total of 67 trainees. The institute form was

tested at eight sites, with 51 trainees divided among 13 teams.

Rpfings of the trainee:broduced jnformation nackages revealed that of
both the course and institute perticipants, 97% did complete the training
and achieve the Bas{c Skil11 level of comnetence. Moreover, 2@% of the course
participants and 65% of the institute participants completed information
packages that were scored at a "Proricjent" or "High Proficiency" skill fevel.
The trainees' reaction to participstion in the training was highly -

favorable. For example, 86% of the course and institute participants

described the training as "very valuable." Trainees furthergﬁeported that

the value of the EIC training compared very favorably with that received
in other courses and reccrmended highly that others take the training.

Since performance standards set for knowledge and skill objectives
were met at seven of the eigint operational field test sites and high
affective ratings were given the vraining by both trainees and instruc-
tional managers, the training can be said to be effective.

These field tests also indicated, for the course and institute forms,
that the materials are sufficient to enable instructignal managers with

varying backgrounds and experience to effectively administer the training




and achieve the stenderds. Thus, these forms of.%he training package-
may be said to be fully operational and;transpsrtable. )

A generally lowscompletion ratc for the learning team form revealed
that this form can::% yet be said to be operational. Some factors
possibly responsitie for the failure of this form to meet performance
standards were igeﬁf?fied, but not investigated in this. report.

Conditions for Adoption of the Instructional System

It was ascertained that the instructicnal package could be installed
with a minimum of system disruntion and for low cost. Instructor
support materizis were founa'to be sufficiently comprehensive so that
no extraordinary training was needed for a qualified instructional
manager to successfully conduct the training.

Aporopriate target ar-iences for this training include: information
services specialists, curriculum development or subject matter consultants,
instructional materials center personnel, principals and teachers, research
analysts, librarians, and infcrmation retrieval specialists.

Recommendations

In view of the evidence that the product surpassed high-quality
control standards, and that con;;dé;;b1e interest in the training package
was evidenced from information network personnel and university instructors
in schools of education and library science-throughout the country, the
development staff recommended the production and distribution of the
tourse and institute forms of this product. (THese two forms are
combined into one package in the dissemination version.) However,

additional developmental work is reauired to produce & dissemination

version of the learning team form.

vi
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Instructional Materials

The complete instructional package contains the following components:

Training Manual: a workbook containing the readings, exercises,
sample forms; and other job aids developed for use by .trainees.
This is a consumable item, normally to be purchased by each
participant. .

Guide to Instructional Management: a looseleaf notebook containing
schedules,. training plan, instructional goals, background readings,
detailed directions for handling each learning element, and eval-
uation quideline material for the instructional manager. This

Guide is needed only for the Course/Institute form.

Ecology Information Packet: a model information packet developed

* for use during simulation exercises 'in the transformation and com-
munication processes. One packet is needed for every four or five
trainees.

“The Emerging Role of the EIC": a slide-tape presentation developed
to: present an overview of the role in the introductory session.

(This will be available as a filmstrip and tape for the dissemination
version.) .

"Introduction to ERIC" and "ERIC DIALOG": a slide-tape presentation
on the ERIC system and DIALOG used in the Retrieval Module. (This
- too will be available as a filmstrip and tape for the dissemination
version.) ,
“Negotiation and Communication Interviews": an audiotape used for
simulation exercises in the Simulation and Negotiation Modules.

"T-Puzzle Exercise": a communication game used in the Introduction
Module.

When the Course/Institute form of thé EIC instructional package is

administered as prescribed in the Guide to Instructional Management,

the user may expect that 90% or more of the participants will complete
the training and demonstrate at least a basic skill level of competence
in performing the EIC role. More than half will attain higher levels of

proficiency.

vii iy




I. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT B

" A, Background to the Project

1. Need for Training

[

The need to utilize effectively the results of the information
eip]osion is an urgent priority for all educators. The new roles
which are being developed to aid in this process can serve potentially
as vital stimuli for renewal in education.

An overview of the evolving educational information network offers .
some insight into the nature of institutions emerging to support
this information flow and the attendant needs for personnel. As of
Fall 1972, the National Center for Educationai Communication had
awarded funds to initiate some 14 service-oriented information
dissemination systems at the state and regional level. These education . -
information networks will form the basis for a prqjected‘Education

Extension System. Field agents, retrieval specialists, and other

supporting resource personnel are needed to staff these “extension

headquérters“--u]timate]y planned for each state capital.
The number of special-interest,.state, and locally funded information
systems, such as those in career education, special éducation, and so

forth, are uncounted. The trend towardfcoﬁfinued formtation of

these networks is, however, clearly an "idea whose time has come."

Few accurate projections of the exact number of personnel needed

have been advanced. However, all these new systems, whatever the vari-

ation 1is service, product, or delivery mode, require more trained personnel




than are cu?rent]y_avai]ab]e. The need for efficient, inexpensive,

accessible training for such personnel has already become evident. Our
investjghtioq shows that few, if any, such competence-based _training
rrograms currently exist.

~

2. Chrono]qu of the;Traininngystem Development

Development of the Eduéationa] Information Consultant (EIC)
instructional system began in 1970 with a one-year-grant from the

U.S. Office of Education's. Research Training Branch to the Far West

‘Laboratory for Educational Pesearch and Development (FWL). Tﬁe FWL staff

was awarded the funds to design, develop, and validate, through the

main fiéld test Stage, a transportable, competence-based program for

—

4

training personnel to perform a middleman role in education. This role
is one of Tinking the educational practitioner with the output of
educational research and development (R & D) through dissemination of
information about R & D.

The conceptual basis for the training program, a descrfption' of its
Torm, scope, and content, and a delineation of the fie]d test procedures
and evaluation results aée briefly summarized in the fo]¥owing sections.

1

of this chronology.’ Chapters II-V of this report document a second year-

of effort invested in completion of devélopment and tecting of the EIC

-instructional system which has been supported by the U.S. Office of

Education's National Center for Educational Communication.

]For a more detailed account of the first-year program, see B. Banathy,

et al. Design, development and validation of a transportable instructional
system for the tiaining of educational diffusion/evaluation personnel.
Final Report. Berkeley, Calif.: Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development, July, 1971. U.S. Office of Education

Contract OEC-0-70-4778. (ED 055 610).

Lianst
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Conceptual basis. The design of the conceptual modéi for the
first-year training program was based on a review of the literature on
educational change and know]edgé u?i]ization and on an ana]ysj§ 6%'
extant models for dissemination/diffusion, as well as consultant evaluation
of a]ternatiye models.

Havelock (1967, 1969) contended that in order to speed the process
v of diffusion of innovations, a "linker,“‘charged with the responsibility ____
of bridging thg gap betweén research and practice, must be instituted, '
Havelock, .Guba (1965), ‘and Farr (1969) independently rejected the notion
that schools have the abi]ity:tb assemb]é and use information directly
from re§earch. According to these invest%gators, the role of the
"Tinker" is one of " . . . gathering, processing, and distribuéibn of
educatibnai knowledge."

The model displayed in Figure 1 ("A Process Model of the Educat%ona]
Information Consultant Ro]e")lgxpressed this role concept and provided
the conceptual basis for development of the EIC training program. The
focal point of the model is the Linkage System, a network of local,
disyfict, county, regional, and/or state educational information
d;ggemination services. The Linkage System interfaces with educational
R g D resources (Resource System) and with school personnel responsible
for educational practice (User System). The EdupationaT Information
Consultant or EIC is an agent, operating within the Linkage System,
who interacts with both Resource and User Systems and establishes the
conriection between them.

In this model, the f]owabf information is initiated by the User

System. The Linkage System, and therefore the EIC, is depicted as

-3- )
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responsive to the User System. In other words, the sequence of

linkage processes is activated when a client seeks information to solve

2 The EIC responds by interacting with the client at that

a problem.
point. Whether functioning at a local, district, county, regional, or
state level, the EIC hé]ps the client to analyze, assess, and define
specifically the probiem and corresponding information need. fhis
process is labelled “Negotiation." (SeeFigure 1, Step 1, in the
Linkage System.) . - '

The next step in the linkage, "Retrieval," is a process through which
the EIC interacts with the Resource System. After planning a strategy
for locating information relevant to the client's problem, the EIC searches
selected sources. Once pertinent information i§ retrieved from these
sources the EIC then moves into Step III, "Transformation." This process
is internal to the Linkage System. It requires that the EIC 'screen,
organize, analyZe, and/or synthesize the information retrieved until it
is in a form which is "actionab]e.J "Actionable" means that the information
is compiled in a format and style appropriate for delivery to the client
SO that the client can then use the information, with minimum effort,
to solve his pfoblgm. At Step IV, "'Communication," the EIC again
interfaces with the User System. The EIC presents to the client the
package of transformed information of the problem. Whether verbal or
written, communication is the process which makes clear to the client

/
the results of the EIC's search. Communication completes the 1inkage

of Resource and User Systems.

2There is a complementary model in which the EIC performs an active,

advocate, initiatoy, or change agent role. Successful performance in
this active role requires a markedly larger repertoire of skills than
required in the "responsive" role, but inciudes all of the responsive
skills provided in the current EIC training.




Ko

"Evaluation," "Reformulation,” and “Adjustment" are presented in the
model as ongoing processes. Evaluation is conducted to determine
efféctiveness on three dimensions: (1) the individual EIC's performance
of the four linkage processes; (2) the individual EIC's performance of
the total role, which is a combination of the proéesses; and (3) the
. relationship between the EIC and the Linkage System in wh1ch the EIC
funct1;ns The results of such evaluation indicates whether the L1nkage
System is successful in servicing the User System, in utilizing the

" Resource System,ﬂqnd in fulfilling the linkage functions. Reformulation
and Adjustment are processes through which changes suggested by the

findings of Evaluation are introduced.

Form, content, and materials. The training program developed from

this model todk the form of a thjrty—hour course entitled, "The Educational
Information Consultant: Skills in Disseminating Educational Information."3
The course was organized in a sequence ‘of six modules which ranged in
Tength from thége to six instructional hours

The first module in the ‘Sequence served as an introduction to the
- emerging role and functional contexts of the EIC. Each of the next five
modules was built, for its theme, on cne of the five major processes of
the EIC role. The negotiation module focused on the identification,.
analysis, and specific definition of the problem and attendant information
neeas of a client. The retrievq]wmpdqle dealt with the development of a
search strategy and with the location, identification, -and acquisition of

R & D information.pertinent to the client's problem and request. The

-

3Th1s thirty-hour course was modified during the second-year project.
See Chapter II, Section A, pp. 15-19. .
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module on transformation focused on the screening, ahalysis and/or synthesis,

and organization of the search results into an gpprorpiate delivery form
for the client. The communication module focused on the eonveyance and
display of the transformed information to the client in a style appropriate
for the client's use in solving the problem. The evaluation module was
devoted to the topics of: assessment of the EIC process and role
performance and of the oPgrational effectiveness'of the Tinkage 'setting;
reformu]atiop based on evaluation and feedback; and making adjustments in
processes, role, and setting. A concluding segment was reserved for
trainee feéting and evaluation.

Instructional activities in these modules primarily required direct,
stud;nt participaticn. Technical information, guidelines, and theoretical
instruction were presented only as appropriate. In each module, the
activities and instruction observed three phgées: preparation, learning,
and application. The preparation phase intréduced trainees to the major
prdcess of the module and to a diagqpstic exercise which probed their
ability to perform skills associate& with the process. The learning phase
involved an intensive training experience consis%ing of content presentation,
written and oral exercises, and/or interactive activities. Each module
concluded with thg application phase, during which trainees were exposed”
to a real prob]eﬁ to test their knowledge of and/or capability to perform
the major process. Throughout these three phases, trainees participated .
in large-group, small-group, and individual activities, which included
role playing, péob]em solving, simulations, and decision-makihg exercises.
Some formal presentations by Ehe instructional managér, averaging

approximately 20 minutes per session were interspersed.

-
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The course-developed this first year fit the ten-session pattefn.of a
quarter-term schedule. The 30 hours of modu]ar'instructiqpal‘time

were therefore sub-divided into 10 three-hour §ession5'to suit daily

or weekly class meetings. However; the course was expandable to
permit compatibility with the longer fifteen-session pattein of the
semester schedule. The table below summarizes thé percentage of
in§tructiona1 time, number of instructional héurs, and’ session numbers

allotted to each module.

Percentage of Total

Mégglg_ Instructional Time  Number. of Hours Session- Numbers

1. Introduction 10 % 3 1

2. HNegotiation .20 % . 6 2, 3

3. Retrieval 20 % 6 4, 5

4. Transformation 20 % 6 6, t
5. Communication 15 % 4.5 8,9

6. Evaluation 10 % 3 9, 10

Concluding segment 5 1.5 ‘ 10

for trainee testing
and evaluation

100 % 30. 0
Materials for the course inc]udeﬂ a notebock for trainees, an
instructor??uﬁotebook, and audiovisual materials. The looseleaf trainee ‘ E
notebook contained job aids, ;eadings, exercises, guidelines, and other
accessories, which were grouped into ten sections corresponding to the . 1

ten sessions of the course. The instructor's notebook included all of

these materials, plus a schedule and detailed notes -of ‘the format and
content for each session. The audiovisual materials included a

communication game, a filmstrip -vith tape on ALERT, a curriculum




information system developed by thezfar West Laboratory, an audiotape
on negotiation, and a slide-tape on the ERIC and DIALOG systems, as

well as twe optional films.

Field testing and evaluation procedures.” A plan for field testing

and evaluation of the course was devised in accordance with the product
dgevelopment strategy of the Far West Laboratory.4

A pre]jhinary field test (PFT) of the course at the University of
Ca]iforniaéIBerke]ey, a preliminary main field test (PMFT) at San Francisco
State College, and a definitive main field test (MFT) at the University
of California were conducted. A total of approximately 40 persons
participated in these tests. They represented experience in a variety
of positions and occupations such as schgol Jibrarian, information
analyst, teacher, and gréduate student.

During the field tests data on cognitive and affective outcomes

occurring from exposure to the training were collected. In addition,

4The strategy begins with the development of a training plan and proto-
type materials. A preliminary field test is then conducted with a
small, but representative, sample of the target audience. Following

- this test, a main form of the product is then develoned. This form ‘incor-
porates any revisions and changes needed to insure effectiveness of
the product. The product then undergoes a main field test with a
larger sample of the target audience. If necessary, this test may be
conducted in two stages: (1) a preliminary main field test, during
which revised and refined evaluation procedures, formats, and
instruments are checked and (2) a definitive main field test, during
which the product and revised evaluation instruments are tried under
Laboratory supervision. This strategy proceeds further to provide
for development of an operational field test (OFT) form, which
incorporates revisions and changes indicated by the pPrevious testing
and which is designed as -a .complete, self-contained package. An OFT
is then conducted with a large sample of the target audience to determine
whether the product is ready to be used without Laboratory supervision,
Development and evaluation of this OFT form were undertaken during

the second-year project.




transactional records of each field test were kept both to-document the
extent te which the course was being implemented as planned and to collect
evidence on the nature of interactions between students and instructor

and students and students.

Evaluation results and conclusions.* Evaluation of cognitive and

affective outcomes from the course field tests defined progress toward‘ir
achievement of objectives and toward refinement of the product. On a %‘
combination-objective/subjective test administered before and after the

course at the three test sites, statistically s1gn1f1cant (p< .05)

pre/post changes, indicating improvement in the cognitive domain, occurred.

These results indicated that trainees had acquired the knowledge and:.::'t
process skills required to perform effectively the role of thej‘;:jlf'f;’f~

Data obtained from attitudinal questionnaires administggéa‘to PFT,
PMFT, and MFT participants revealed théi trainees va]ued’fhe course and
the1r exper1ences during training, and that they apparent]y considered
the sk111s learned in the course as potent1a11y USefu1 on the job. Over
90% of the trainees would recommend the‘course to others. More than 75%
valued the training received in the course higher than other training
received in college and uniygﬁ§ity courses.

The preceeding evaluations indicated that the major objective of the
deve]omnent—pFSSect had been achieved. The highly interactive,
student-or1ented training program was shown to be viable as a mechanism
for training personnel in the various processes of the information

dissemination/Tinkage role. Other formative evaluation indicated that

further developmental effort was required to make the training package

-10-
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transportable and that revisiong or further elaboration of some components
of the céurse were required. In addition, recommendations to expand the
duration of the course from 10 to 15 sessions, to add a more effective
introduction on the EIC role, and to improve instructor support materials

appeared warranted.

Rationale for Proposal to Develop Alternative Delivery Forms

Since the first-year project supported development of the training
program only through its main testing stage, the logical sequel was

to complete the formative development indicated by the evaluation

Iad

results and to then test the transportability of this finalized

training product. A major thrust of‘the proposal submitted to and. -
fundéd by the U.S. Office of Education's National Center for Educational
Communijcation (NCEC) in the spring of 1971 was therefore to provide

for the final revision, expansion, and operational field testing of

the course as a self-contained, transportable package of student and
instructor materials.

The proposed 45-hour course form responded primarily to existing
institutional arrangements for pursuit of graduaté-level training by
educational personnel. It appeared suitable either for students
enrolled in preservice education or for personnel in training on an
inservice Basis. It also accommodated administrative and instructional
patterns associated with the regular college/university gi‘aduate programs
and with the extension programs.

Logical analysis of variations in selected learning environments,

characteristics and needs of the target audiences, and administrative and

© e o
.




instructional management requirements indicated that other alternative

delivery forms of the training might be needed to produce an effective

and complete instructiOpal system. In terms of the learning environment,

there existed a need for Concentrated, as opposed to spaced, learning

opportunities in which personnel could be assembled simultaneously for

intensive training of relatively short duration. There also appeared to

be an emerging need for opportunities to train personnel within their

own Tocale and operational setting, without fhstitutional and time

constraints. This’ kind of “out—reach" training appeared to resolve demands
- for training with more immediacy and re]evan;e.

.Correspondingly, variations in the needs and demands of potential
target audiences for training were apparent. Some persons, for various
reasons, would be unable to enroll in a regular graduate or axtension
program; but could personally or professionally arrange to participate in

B a training program which is more limited in time. Other persons would
need or prefer to train within the context of fbeir own environment.

Finally, specific organizationai, scheduling, and insiructional

parameters imposed on training by a sponsoring academic institution would

vary considerably and thus require flexibility in an instructional system,

| Accordingly, the second major thrust of the proposal to NCEC was to
desjgn, develop, and test alternative delivery forms of the training. The;e
forms wou'id be suitable for applications in various‘environments and in

varied instructional contexts for the training of linkage personnel to serve

R s ot s S B R PO

in federal, state, and local educational agencies, information centers,

and private and public educational development agencies.
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C. Objectives

The overall goal of the proposed second-year project was to.praduce
a se]f—contained; gransportable instructional system that would include
instructional materials and guides to instructicnal management for
personnel assuming roles in educational information dissemination. The
proposed system w&h]d provige for a total of approximatel* 60 hours of
both training and independent study. It would have thre% alternative
delivery forms: course, institute, and ]earhing'team. Each form would
be designed as a self-contained, transportable package of student and ~
instructoramateria]s. The 45-hour course form would be suitable primarily
for use in a semester college/university program. The ten-day institute

- form would be appropriate for short, intensive programs, such as summer

school or on-the-job training courses. The learning team form would be
self-administered by a group of at least three trainees and monitored
through correspondence with an instructional manrager at a central
educational facility.

The primary objectives of the project were thus to:

1. Design, develop, and test the alternative delivery forms;

2. Develop and test guides for instructional management of the
various forms; and

3. Provide training for approximately 150 personnel representing
the target population (a side-effect of accomplishing objectives
1 and 2).

In addition, supplementary objectives of the project were to:

v 1. Prepare plans for additional training in dissemination of
: educational information, and ‘

2. Prepare a comprehensive final account on the accomrlishment of
the primary objectives of the progect.

-13-
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II. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY FORMS

|
|
\
\

DevéTopment of the three alternative delivery forms of the EIC
instructional system be@n Jduly 1, 1971, with a 14-month grant from the
U.S..Officg‘of Education's National Center for Educational Communication.
Funds were awarded to deyg]op and validate, through to an operational '
field test stage, self-contained, transportable packages of student and
instructor materials for course, institute, and learning team forms of
the training. B

The three forms subsequently developed are all based on the same .
model and use much of the content of the training course produced during
the preceding period. Thus, all three'forms of the -training emphasize

student-centered activities and observe an instructional approach which
is learning-task-centered and job-ccntext-sequenced.5

A11. three forms have a%similar ﬁodu]ar sequence built around the
major processes of the EIC role. Each has an introductory segmént on the
functional contéxt and role or the EIC, fp]]owed by a simulation module
to orient trafnees to the major processes of the role. All forms then
presént five process-specific mod&]es.

The forms differ primarily in their scheduling, formats, and procedures,

as described in the fo]]owing sections.

environment is arranged to involve ‘the learner actively and intensively
in performing skill- and knowledge-related tasks and to involve the teacher
in facilitating that learning. Job-context-sequencing (Smith, 1968) means
that the learner is provided with a meaningful orientation to the whole

: job, the order in which the tasks relevant to the job are performed, and
an opportunity to master them.

-

F'd

5The learning-task-centered mode (Banathy, 1968) means that the learner’'s

-14-
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Course Form

The course form was first substantiall: revised and expanded, based
on the evaluation of the field test data collected during the previous
project year. .

Schedule. The course, extended in 1ength from 30 to 45 hours, is now
designed to fit a semester schedule. Total in-class time is 39 instructional
hours, wifh individual modules ranging in length from three to eight hours.
(An instructional hour is equal to 50 minutes.) The total in-C:zss time is:
divided into 13 three-hour sessions suitable for weekly class meetings.

Six additional! hours, or two sessions, are reserved for registration,
holidays, or other unforéseen scheduling or instructional requirements of
the sponsoring institution. The time required to complete out-of-class

learning activities varies from session to session.

Format and content. The number of modules in the course was increased

to seven with the addition of a simulation module. The course ¥s”now--'=
sequenced as follows: Mo&u]e 1, Introduction; Module 2, Simulation of the
EIC Role; Module 3, Negotiation; Module 4, Retrieval; Module 5? Transformation;
Module 6, Communication; and Module 7, Evaluation. tach module consists
of a set of related, but self-contained, training "elements." Each element
focuses on a sbécific instructional activity or exercise which helps to '
develop skill iﬁ or understanding of the'major tbpic of the module.

Module 1 intraduces the EIC role within the context of the emerging
educational information dissemination network.

Module 2 conuists of a simulation of the EIC role. It is an interactive

instructional sequence based on pre-structured individual, group, and

-15-
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observational activities which illustrate the major EIC processes of
negotiation, retrieval, transformation, communication, and evaluation.

The experience .is designed to involve the trainees either directly or
indirectly in a complete "walk-through" of the steps involved in receiving,
processing, fulfilling, and evaluating a client's request for information
on a given problem.

Module 3 is designed to build skills and knowledge in negotiation, -
thch is defined as the process of identifying, analyzing, assessing, and
defining specifically the problem and attendant information need(s): of
a client. This requires interaction between“the EIC and client to focus
and-define the client's problem.

Module 4 deals with retrieval, which is the process of identifying,
locating, and securing research and development information pertinent to
the client's request. It entails developing a search strategy and
consuiting a wide variety of resoﬁrces in order to discover and recover

as comprehensive an amount of relevant material as is feasib]g within
time and cost constraints. This means the EIC must keep informed=about
those human, institutional, and bibliographic resources réasonab]y
accessible to him and must be able to employ these resources to obtain
information for application to the client's problem.

Module 5 focuses on transformation, the process of screening,
analyzing and/or synthesizing, and organizing the results of a search in
a form appropriate for delivery to the client. This means thg; the EIC

is respofisible for tailoring the retrieved information in a format and

style which are understandable and relevant to the specific client. The

-16-
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EIC may select and-categorize information, compile a bibliography, summarize
research data, or cife sources of alternative information on the problem.

In effect, the EIC prepares a package of information which. the client can
use with minimum effort.

Module 6 on the communication process focuses on displaying and
conveying the results of the search to the client in a style appropriate
f r his use in finding a solution(s) to the problem. -Communication between
the EIC and c&ient can be vérba] or written. In either form, the
communication is needed to present to the c]ienf the package of transformed
informatioh, to describe its contents, and to expiain how the package
content can be'uséd to help Solve the problem.

Module 7 is concerned with the process of evaluation, which'requires
self-examination in terms of EIC processes, role, and function within the
information network. Evaluatioh instruments are constructed to elicit
client feedback on services rendered and seif-study by the EIC of his
effectiveness in meeting the client's request. The objective of employing
such evaluation instruments is to pinpoint ways of-improving the EIC/client
relationship and improving the overall EIC role in terms of his defined
function within the information network.

Modules on the transformation, communication,. and evaluation processes
were strengthened from the first-year form by input of additional
interactive training elenénts. The structure of the course has also been
refined so that training elements can be used more autonomously. This
alteration accomnodated the expressed preferences of previous instructors
and trainees for increased f]exibi]ity to expand and contract modules to

adjust for time and other operdtional constrdints.

{
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The specific objectives for each of these modules are displayed in
the “EIC Process Objectives Matrix“ (Appendix A).
Materials: Materials needed for the course form include a Training

Manual -for each trainee and a Guide to Instructional Management and

Training Manual for the instructor. The Training-Manual is a looseleaf

notebook, tabbed into sections which correspond to the seven modules.

It contains forms, readings, exercises, guidelines, a Guide to Educational

' Resources, and other accessories.

The Guide to Instructional Management contains schedules of the

training elements in each module, guides for implementing each element,
module objectives, and other input materials needed to operate the course.
It, too, is a looseleaf notébook, tabbed into seven sections. -

Audiovisual materials include: a slide-tape presentation,

“The Emerging Role of the Educational Information Consultant," used in
the introduction module; an audiotape used in the simulation module; an
audiotape for an exercise in the negotiation module; and two slide-tape
presentations on ERIC and DIALOG for uca2 ii the retrievaf‘module.

In addition, there are T~puié]e packets for a communications exercise
in the introduction module and a set of supplementary print materials, the
"Ecology Information Packet," which is used for exercises in both the
transformation and communication modules.

Institute Form

The institute form of the training was designed primarily for persons
desiring a short, intensive learning experience suitable for on-the-job

training programs. The major difference in the institute and course forms

-18-




is the rescheduling of modular elements for the institute, in order that

training can be accomplished during ten days, with six-hour daily sassions.

Schedute. The total in-class time for the institute form is
30 instructional hours, divided into ten three-hour sessions. An
additional three hours are scheduled each day for individual 1earnjng |
_activities. A somewhat greater number of module elements are assigned
to individual learning activities in the institute form than is the case
with the course form. ‘

Several alternate schedules for the inst%tute form are available.

Each of them.preserves the entire sequence of modular elements. In one
plan, the ten-day schedule is maintained, but each day is divided into

four in-class hours, with two hours assigned to individual learning
activities. In a second plan, training is conducted in three-hour segments
for three weeks (or 15 days). In this latter schedule, large-group
activity inclass occupies two hours, with the third hour each day devoted
to small-team or individual activity. ,

The two-week schedule is tigﬁ;; there is not much latitude for the
instructional manager to add extra input if needed. There is more
allowance for this in the course form and even in the three-week
institute schedule.

Format and content. The essential integrity of the format and content

of the’ course form has been maintained in the institute form. A few
exercises previously accompiished in class have been rescheduled as

individual activities for outside of class.

-19-




Materials. The materials for the institute form are identical to

those used in the course form with the exception that ‘the schedules and

some additional instructions were added to the introductory part of the

Guide to Instructicnal Management.

.. Learning Team Form i

As an extension to the already proven concept of individualized
instruction, the EIC instructional syscem added the concept of small-team
interaction. The purpose of such a system is to create a highly

interactive and innovative learning environment within the framework of
the emerging educational information networks. This form of the
instructional system is called the learning team.

The concept of a learning team is unusual in the area of independent
study programs. Although man tends to spend the majority of his life
moving from one group to another and coexisting in several groups at one
time, this phenomenon of human behavior has not as yet been capitalized
upon in the area of indepeﬁdent study. The successful synthesis of
group dynamics and individualized instruction is therefore the ultimate
goal of this form of the instructional system. By melding principles of
group dynamics and *independent study in an innovative way the student
becomes the beneficiary of a flexible, interactive, se]f-directhe,
small-team (three to five persons) instructional system.

Schedule. The learning team form is designad td fit into ter
three-hour team sessjons and aﬁproximate]y 30 hours of out-of-group
indi?idua] activities. The time requirement for the individual activities

varies from one session to another. Each three-hour group session

represants one module or a portion of a module.

-20-
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Format and content. The format and content of the learning team is
essentially ‘the same as that in the course and institute forms. The
objectives, instructicnal elements, and modular sequencing are idehtica]
to the other two forms. However, directions written to make the training
materials self-instructional have been added and some exercises have been
modified to enable them to be completed ag individual or small-team
rather thar large-group activities. “

Instructional activities in the five major process modules have
four phases: (1) individual preparation, (2) team learning, (3) team
application, and (4) individual and team performance evaluation. During
the individual preparation phase the trainees are ig}roduced to the major
process of the module through readings and written exercises. This is
followed by the team session which is an intensive training experience
consisting of interactive exercises and/or simu]atiogyactivities. During
the team session group members apply their knowledge‘and skill by app]ying
themselves to a reai problem situation. Each module concludes with the
performance evaluation which provides the individual or all team members
an opportunity to evaluate performance in the process module and to relate
the process to the overall EIC role.

Materials. Materials needed for the learning team form include

a Training Manual and the same audiovisual materials and model information

packet used in the course and institute forms. The Training Manya] is
distinct from that used in the course and institute forms, as it

incorporates all the materials necessary for self-direction of the ‘training.

-21-
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ITT. DESCRIPTIGN OF OPERATIONAL FIELD TESTS

Operational field tests (OFT) of*fhe course and institute forms df
the EIC instructional system were -conducted during thg Spring of 1972,
to (a) détermine the effectiveness of the revised design of the training
program for meeting stated objectives, and (b) assess whether the
instructional package is transportable. The training program would be
considered effective if it imparted the skills, knowledge, and attitudes
required to function in the EIC. role, and if positive attitudes toward
the training program were created in participants. To be considered
transportable the instructional package must stand on its own ;; a
self-contained training package. It must prove to be effective in
accomplishing the program's objectives when administered Qy an
instructional manager without any Qirect involvement of the developers.

The product development strategy of the Far West Laboratory was
observed during these tests in that no Laboratofy representative was
present throughout the field test and direct controls were not exercised
over the instructional manager's specific use.of.the content. They were
asked, however, to observe the suggested schedule as cloéely as possible
in their specific situation.

A preliminary main field test (PMFT) for the learning team form was
conducted during the same period to provide information on the ability of
the self-instructional format to achieve the stated objectives while

identifying ways in which parts of the program needed to be modified to

achieve the objectives.
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A.

Coutrse Form

Institutional location and arrangements. Four volunteer
colleges/universitiés.were selectzd as host institutions for the OFT:

University of Morth Dakota, Grand Forks; Kansas State University, Manhattan;

University of Massachusetts, Bdston; and Florida State University, Tallahassee.

At all four sites, the course was presented under the auspices of the
graddate scﬁgbl or coliege of educat»ion.6

Participants. A total of 67 trainees and four instructional managers
were involved in the OFT. The instructional manager at the University of
North Dakota was the Library Coordinator at the University's Resource
Information Center. The instructional manager for the Kansas site was
-a professor of Curriculum and Instruction in the College 'of Education.
The instructional manager for the Massachusetts test was the director
-of the Network of Innovative Schools. At Florida State University,
a professor in the Department of Educational Research performed the
instrustional manager role. All four of these instructional managers
had participated in a training conference at the Far West Laboratory in
November, 1971, to orient and prepare them for conducting the course.

The student-participanys at all four sites were primarily from
educationally retated fields. Some of the 20 participants at the
University of North Dakota were formally enrolled in the Ph.D. program.

The group also included librarians, teachers, principals, media specialists

and administrators. The 19 students at .Kinsas includéd mostly ‘teachers,

6Credit and Reimbursement Schedule for participants in all field tests of
all three forms bf the training is exhibited in Appendix B.
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principals and adminstrators, as well as several Ph.D. condidates. The
compositjqnigf the 19 students at the’Massachusetts site was approximately
one-third New England Telephone Company training department employees,
one-third teachers and administrators and one-third staff from a Title III,
ESEA, project. In Florida most of the students were enrolled in a

doctoral program in educational research.

Schedule. Field tests at three nf the sites coincided with the
regular second semester %or each school. The University of North Dakota
test began on Janﬁary 11, 1972 and was completed on May 2,71972. The
Kansas State test ran from January 17 to May 1, 1972. " Massachusetts
began on February 7 and ended on June 12, 1972. At Florida State, the
OFT was conducted during the spring quarter from March 27 to June 7, 197Z.

Method and instruments. Evidence was collected on three areas:

trainee cognitive growth, trainee attitudinal or affective response and
transportability of the course form. )

The proceduﬁe for measuring the cognitive effects of the training
involved the administration of an assessment exercise at the beginning
"and end of the course. The course cognitive test included multiple-choice,
matching and completion objective items as well as some short-answer
subjective items.

Affective respanses to the training were obtained by administering
a questionnaire containing a number of scaled items to all trainees during
Session 1¢ and again one month after completion of the training. These

questionnaires contained scales requiring trainees to rate the overall

usefulness, level of difficulty, and-applicability of the training to
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actual or eventual job situations. Items also asked trainees to rate the
quality of the modules and specific elements of the course, and to make
self-assessment ratings of the extent to which they had acquired skills in
thc major processes. Open-ended questions were included to elicit free
responses regarding the training program. At about the same time as the
administration of this questionnaire in Session 10,. a project staff member
Visited each site to observe one session of the training and to acquire
informally comments and evaluations of the training and materials from
students and instructional managers.

Each instructional manéger was asked to maintain a session-by-session
Tog of observations of student interaction, problems with instructional
activities and materials, scheduling or timing. difficulties, etc. AF the
conclusion of the course each instructional manager was asked to complete
a form evaluating their involvement and role in the training as well as
their grading and packet evaluations. The 20-item "Instructional Manager
Evaluation Form" ca]]éd for ratings and comments on the "operationability"

of the course package, tﬁe quality and sufficiency of the Guide to

Instructional Management, the difficulty level of the training in relation
to the specific group of trainees, the séquencing and. scheduling of the
modules, the role of instructional manager, etc. The form also asked for
responses about the cost, packaging, and dissemination potential of the
frajning;

Institute Form

The operational field test of the institute form was conducted to

determine the reliability of the training under alternate schedules and
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viith different target groups, and secondly, to provide training for a

number of personnel in two operating information networks.

[
T

Institutional location and arrangements. Four sites were selected

for the operational field tests of the institute form: Reno, Nevada;
Rock Hi1l and Ridgeland, South Carolina, both under the auspices of tne
South Carolina State Department of Education Research Information Unit;
and Cambridge, Massachusetts, under the auspices of the New England
Resource Center for Occupational Educatio: (NERCOE).

Participants. A total of 77 trainees and six instructional managers
participated in the Institute OFT. The instructional manager at the
University of Nevada was a professor in,iﬁe College of Education. The
two District Communications Specialists in the South Carolina Educational
Information Network were instructional managers at Rock Hill and ‘
Ridgeland. At the NERCOE-sponsored institute, thiree information consul-
tants from NERCOE alternated responsibility as the instructional man-
ager. The two instructional managers from South Carolina had participated
in the conference for instructional managers which was held at Far
West Laboratory in November, 1971, to orient and prepare then: for con-
ducting the training. The field agents at NERCOE had prevfoﬁs]r com-
pleted the Tearning team form of the training together. The only ex-

posure the instructional manager in Renowhad‘to the training was self-

study of the Guide to Instructional Management and a one-day conference

with a member of the development team.
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Schedule. The field tests of the institute form took place in

June and July, 1972. At Reno, Nevada, and Ridgeland, South Carolina,
the training began on June 19th and concluded June 30th. At Rock Hill,
South Carolina, the training Began June 19th and concluded July 7th.
The institute in Cambridge -took place-July 17-28th. ‘

Method and instruments. A reviséd evaluation plan was used for the

institute form operational field tests. Preliminary findings from the
course form field tests had indicated that the Diagnostic Exercise,
written pre/post evaluation instrumen%, measured primarily cognitive
growth, not skills. It was decided that this instrument was not
appropriate to assess this training. The rating of packages by the
development team was then initiated for the institute -and learning team
forins. )
Subsequently, criteria were established and an jinstrument was
developed for the purpose of assessing all the completed information
pqckets and the acccmpénying "Paper Trail" documents. These documents
represent a tangible product which demonstrated trainees' ability to

apply the EIC process skills and knowledge.

Three "Skills Self-Assessment” instruments were designed to be

administered -before training and again following the negotiation,

retrieval, and communication modules. These self-repcrt forms were’
intended to measure trainees' perceived growth in the specific processes
of the EIC role.-

A questionnaire to measure trainees' attitudes about the training,
the "Post-Training Feedback" form, was administered at the conclusion

of each institute.




Each instructional manager maintained an observational log,

noting those aspects of each session which he found successful or

problematic. Each instructional manager also completed an evaluation:

form at the conclusion of the training. The "Instructional Manager

Evaluation Form" was the same as that used in the course ‘form OFT.

One member of the development team visited each institute site

as an observer at some point during the training and recorded t,ans-

actional information such as interactions between participants and

effect of the locale.

Learning Team Form

The field test of the learning team form represented only the

preliminary main field test for this form. Time requirements for design

and development made further testing an impossibility within the confines

of the program contract.

ho<]

Institutional location and arrangements. The learning team: form

was field trsted at eight sites:

1.
2.
3.

Network and Innovative Schools, Haverhill, Mass. - 3 teams
Merrimack;EHucation Center, Che]msfqrd, Mass. - 2 teams

New England Resources Center for Occupational Education,
Newton, Mass. - 1 team

Evaluation Center, Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio
- 1 team

Social Studies Development Center, Indiana University,-
Bloomington, Indiana - 1 team

Center for Science Education, Syracuse University,
Syracuse, New York - 3 teams
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7. Tulare County Educational Resources Center, Visa]%a, .
California - 1 team

8. Instructional Media Center, Michigan State University, East
Lansing, Michigan -~ 1 team

A site coordinator, réﬁponsibie for the monitoring of team

progress was selected at each of the training sites.

Participants A total of 51 persons enrolled in the learning team

form of the training. Many of these were persons employed in one way

or another within emerging networks or in other types of educationadl

dissemination activities. Of those enrolling, seventeen fully com-
pleted the training. Six others submitted evaluations of the training,
but failed to submit the packet of information.

Schedule. The materials for the learning teams were mailed to

AUa K g A AW MR TR mRs SNY -

the field test sites during the final week of March,71972. Each learning

team was to complete the ten group sessions at their owﬁ pace within

—

a fourteen-week time frame.

Method afAd Instruments. The learning teams were monitored by a
member of the development staff through site coordinators located at

each of the team sites. The site coordinators were responsible for

e e o oy At DR S
LR Skttt e e A

collecting and mailing completed team materials to the development
staff for evaluation and feedback. Additionally, they were to monitor i
the progress of the team or teams at their locations.

Assessment instruments were the same as for the institute form.

In addition to these formal instruments, frequent communication by tele-

phone and letter was maintained with the site coordinator to collect

helpful information for revising this training.
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IV. EVALUATION RESULTS OF FIELD TESTS

Three assessment procedures were employed to evaluate the effective-
ness of the three forms and the trénsportabi]ity of the course and

institute forms.

Skill attainment was measured through instructional'manager and
staff ratings of the trainee-produced information package and the "Papér
Trai]."v These documents constitute the trainee output in all three forms
of the training. "Skill Self-Assessment" instruments were also adm{nistered
to trainees to record their perceived growth in skill attainment.

Attitudinal evaluation was based on the trainees’ rating of the value

and appropriateness to them of the various aspects of the training, as
recorded on the "Post-Training Feedback" form.

Transportability was investigated on two dimensions: thé trainees’

level of skill attainment when the matgria]s were administered by different
instructional managers without intervention by the developers, and the
Instructional Managers' assessment of the program. 'Each instructional
manager submitted an "Instructional Manager's Evalution Form" as well as
session-by-session transactional Togs to record attitudes about the
pertinent variables. )

A1l evaluation forms are exhibited in Appendix C.

A. Skill.Attainment

To be certified as an EIC, the trainee must accomplish each of the five
processes delineated for the role with at least a "Basic Skill" level

of competence. (On a 4-point scalé, Basic Skill level competence
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corresponds to a 2.0 rating.) Specific objectives for each of these
processes and the means used to assess achievement of each objective
are listed in the "EIC Process ObjectivesJMatrix“ (Appendix A).

Inspection of the Matrix reveals that accomplishment of almost
every training objective is demonstrated by completion of a document
or documents. The skills-oriented design dimensions of the training
prescribe that the learning exercises be actual operations which result
ih these tanéib]e trainee-produced products.

Thus, assessment of avtrainee's skill achievement in each of the
five processes would best be accomplished by examining the completed
documents, that is, the trainee-produced information package and
"Paper-Trail."7 Each of these documents must be coméﬁeted according

\

to preestablished skill criteria.

The deve]opers adopted the criteria that 90% or more of the trainees

-

would complete the training, producing an information package usable
by a c]ignt for app]icafion to a real-life information problem. When
these trainee-produced information packages are assessed for quality,
90% of them would be rated at a level of 2.0 (Basic Skill) or above
on a 4-point scale. Additionally, 50% of these packages would be
rated at the level of 3.0 (Proficient) or 4.0 (High Proficiency).
(These standards would be achieved when the training,was conducted.

according to the instructions given in the Guide to Instructional

Management. )

7The trainee-produced information package includes: a bibliography of

selected items, abstracts of -relevant documents, hard copy or fiche of
documents when feasible, and the letter of transmittal. The “Paper
Trail" documents are exhibited in Appendix D.
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Two different methods of assessing trainees' skills attainment
were employed as a result of improving the course evaluation plan for
the institute and 1eé}ning team forms. For these latter two forms, two
project staff members rated the information packages, thus permitting
a check on interrater reliability. For tH; course. form field tests,
the instructional manage; at each site evaluated the packages and
the developmental team then assigned ratings based on the instructional

managers' assessments.

institute and Learning Team Forms Results

For the institute and learning team ¥ield tests, the quality of
the trainee~EIC's product was asggssed by two ratérs, members of the
development team, using the criteria on a 4-point scale {See Appendix C)
to arrive at one overall rating of "how well the transformed packet
fulfills the client's requirements in terms of the neéot%ated problem
statement." The ratings were then compared for discrepancies. When
the two raters disagreed by only one scale value their ratings were
averaged. Where they disagreed by two or more ratings the packages were
reevaluated by both raters together and they arrived at an agreed-upon
rating. Out of a total of 186 ratings, there were eleven (6%) which re-
quired adjustme@; in this way.

Table 1 presents the mean scores of the adjusted ratings for the
institute and learning team forms. Note the high degree of consistency
of average trainee-EIC performance among sites and between the two
forms of the instructional system.

As Table 2 indicates, there was very high agreement between the two

independent ratings on both learning team and institute forms with
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88% of the pairs of ratings either in agreement or discrepant by

only one point. There were 11 out of a possible 186 judgments differing by
more than 1 score value. The distribution -of ratings by frequéncy and per-
centage is displayed in Table 3, and Figure 2 presents the percentage
distributions of scores.

Course Form Resul ts

The information packages produced by the‘cou;se participants were
evaluated by the instructional manager at eéEh site. Each instructional
manager applied the same criteria used by the development team ("How well
does the transformed package fulfill the clients' requirements in terms

of the negotiated nroblem statement?") in evaluating their trainees'

packages. They also examined the "Paper Trail" documents for evidence of
adequate completion of each component process of producing the package.
Each fnstructiona] manager assigned letter grades based on the completed
information package and the accompanying documents. These letter grades
and the package assessments of the instructional managers describe the
outcomes of the course form OFT. The development team did not themselves
collect and assign ratings to these packages, but did interpret the in-
structor's grade designation and the instructo;ﬂs verbal assessments of
Vthe quality of these packages to arrive at the data presented in!Tab]e 4.
From these grade designations and.the instructor's verbal assess-
ments of the quality of the packages, we conclude that 65 out of 67 course
participants completed information packages that evidenced they had
achieved Basic Skill level in the five EIC processes, Forty-nine of the
67 completed information packages demonstrated "Proficient" or "High

‘ Proficiency" level of attainment.
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TABLE 1

IEAN RATINGS OF TRAINEE-PRODUCED INFORMATION PACKAGES
FOR COURSE, INSTITUTE, AND LEARNING TEAM FORMS

Form § Site N MEAN*
Courses:
North Dakota ‘ 20 v/ 3.85
Kansas ~ 19 3.52
Florida 9 3.33
Massachusetts 19 2.21
Instituteé: .
‘ Reno, Nevada 25 3.33
\ Rock Hill, South Carolina 17 3.09
Cambridge, Massachusetts 22 2.95
Ridgeland, South Carolina 13 - 2.88
Learning Teams 17 3.00

*A four-point scale was used to tate the question, "How well does the
transformed packet fulfill the client's requirements in terms of the
negotiated problem statement?"

TABLE 2

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN TWO INDEPENDENT RATERS
IN JUDGING QUALITY OF INFORMATION PACKAGES
FOR LEARNING TEAM: AND INSTITUTE FORMS (FREQUENCY § PERCENTAGES)

Learning Team ~Institute

Amount of Form Form Both Forms
Discrepancy* N % N % N %
0 7 41.2 33 42.8 40 42.6
1 8 47.0 35 45.5 43 ~ 45.7
Co2 2 118 | 9 11.7 11 11.7
3 "0 0 0 o [ o 0

TOTAL 17 ' 77 9

*A four-point scale was used to rate the question, "How well does the
transformed packet fulfill the client's requirements in terms of the
negotiated problem statement?' These data are before raters reviewed
and re-evaluated packages where there was more than one point discrepancy.
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS OF TRAINEE-PRODUCED INFORMATION PACKAGES
FOR LEARNING TEAM AND INSTITUTE FORMS (FREQUENCY § PERCENTAGES)

Averaged ﬁearning Team, Institite Form Total
Rating N % N 5 N %
4.0 2 11.8 17 22.1 19 20.2

3.5 6 35.3 17 . 22.1 23 24.5
3.0 4 23.5 16 20.7 20 21.3
2.5 2 11.8 19 24.7 21 22.3
2.0 1 5.8 6 7.8 7 7.4
1.5 2 11.8 1 1.3 3 3.2
1.0 0 0 1 1.3 1 1.1

TOTAL | 17 77 94

MEAN _ 3.0 3.1 3.06

TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS OF TRAINEE-PRODUCED INFORMATION PACKAGES
FOR COURSE FORM (FREQUENCY § PERCENTAGES)

Rating N %
4.0 35 52.2
3.0 14 20.8
2.0 16 23.8
1.0 2 2.9

TOTAL 67
MEAN 3.22
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FIGURE 2

DISTRIBUTIONS OF MEAN RATINGS* OF INFORMATION PACKAGES
FOR INSTITUTE AND LEARNING TEAM FORMS (PERCENTAGES)
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Several factors may account for variations in the quality of the
trainee-produced information packages. Some of these-;actofs include:
the extent of resources available, the educational level of participénts,
and the instructional manager's handling of specific modules in the
training. For example, institute participants in both Ridgeland and
Cambridge had?a,very 1imited ;esource bank. Participants in Ridgeland
also had a lower average 1evel of education than other groups. In the
Massachusetts course, several factors may have combined to create a
generally poor "climate of interaction" among participants toward
completing the training exercises. The very discrepant training needs
evidenced by participants at this site were probably the major causes
of this. Training personnel for both managerial and clerical employees
at a pubiic utility company, as well as educational personnel and
graduate students, were mixed together in this group. Some participants,
aware of the experimental nature of the program, attempted successfully
to alter t:: program to accommodate ‘more specifically their perceived
needs. They also established themselves as critiquers of the materials
rather than as involved participants in the'training exericses. At
both sites in South Carolina, the instructional managers presented the
transformation process aEcording to guidelines established by that

State's educational information network, rather than according to the

guidelines presented in the Guide to Instructional Management, thus

altering the organization of the trainees‘ information packages. In
North Dakota, the instructional manager, a librarian, provided

considerable extra input in the retrieval process, thus enhancing the

L
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trainees' capabilities in this process.

To summarize, 97% of the course and institute participants completed
the training and achieved Basic. Skill level (2.0) competence. Moreoyer,
74% of the course participants, and 65% of the institute participants
completed inforﬁation packages that were rated at level 3.0 or 4.0,
indicative of "Proficient" or "High Proficiency" levels of performance.

Of the Tearning team participants who completed the training and submitted
information packages (one-third of those who began the training), 89%
completed packages that were rated at Basic Skill level, while 71%
completed packages that were rated at the higher levels of proficiency.

3. Perceived Change in Skill Level

To measure trainees' perceived growth in skills integral to the role,
a three-part "Skills Self-Assessment” instrument was administered to
institute participants prior to the training, and the appropriate part
was administered again following the negotiation, retrievai, and
communication modules. Table 5 presents the comparison of pretest and
posttest mean scores for each of the four sites of the institute training.
Analysis of these pre/post measures indicated significant statistical
increases in mean rating on t6;‘€hree skills self-assessments, except
the "First Skills Assessment" (negotiation skills) rating at Ridgeland,
South Carolina, where the perceived gain was non-significant. (In.
this instance, the pretest inadvertantly was not administered until

after several Tearning exercises in the negotiation module had been

completed. )
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. 'COMPARISON OF PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN SCORES FOR THE SKILLS .SELF-ASSESS‘JEN:I’

TABLE 5

i
!

Pretest Posttest
Site Part] N Mean S.D.] N Mean S.D. T t P
1125 16,76 5.608 25 27.72 6.63}0.40 8.00 0.G1
Nevada 2|25 12.28 3.80)25 22.44 3.24}0.50 14.11 o0.01
3425 24.72 7.64]25 38.48 6.0000.47 9.42 0.01
1|23 20.95 5.33]23. 27.43 . 2.84}0.16 5.40 0.01 |
Massachusetts 2 | 23 °13.82 5.31|23 23.39 2.5800.47 9.57 0.0l
3 123 30.08 8.00}23 42.217 4.16}0.30 7.26 0.01
1 f16 18.37 a.s2)16 25.62 3.7300.62 7.71 0.01
Rock Hill 2 |14 13.28 5.69|14 22.35 3.4500.09 4.74 0.0l
3 |14 25.21 10.58{14 36.00 6.3200.02 3.19 0.01
1|12 18.58 4.82112 20.66 4.7200.33 1.25 n.s.
Ridgeland 2 |11 12.90 s5.32}11 20.90 3.0000.59 5.67 0.01]
3 112 26.83 11.16]12 34.16 4.1700.47 3.88 0.01
3
..39...
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B. Attitudes Toward thé EIC Training

For the purpose of reporting the major findings on participants'
attituges toward the training, three questions were selected from the
"Post Training Feedback" form. Tables 6 through 8 display these data.

Each Table contains the information for a particular question as

follows:
1. Table 6 -- "“Overall, what is your rating of
° the EIC training?"

2. Table 7 -- "How would you compare the value of
this training you have received in
other college/university courses?"

3. Table 8 -- "Would you recommend that others

take this training?"

(The number of respcnses to these questions varies from the number of
information packages réporteq earlier because, in a few cases, packages
were not transmitted as requested or were not completed.)

In general it can be stated that the trainees' attitude toward
the training was highly positive. When asked to give an overall.rating
of the EIC training experience, 86% of the course and institute parti-
pants described the training as "valuable," responding at levels "5"
or "6" on a 6-point scale on which "1* is aé%ined as "useless" and "6"
as "valuable." Sixty percent described the training as having "much more
value" than other formal training they had received, responding at the
level of "5" or "6" on a 6-point scale that ranged from "Much less value"
(1) to "Much more value" (6). (An additional 25% responded at the levei

of "4" on this item.) Eighty-four percent would "recommend that others take

b
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TABLE 6

TRAINEE OVERALL RATINGS OF THE EIC INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM -
(PERCENT MARKING EACH RATING)

Question: 'Overall, what is your rating of the EIC training?"

-41-

- RATING
useless valuable {. No
cen : Response |-
Site N 1 2 3 4 5 6 (NR)
COURSE
Kansas 18 -~ — - — 72.0 27.8
North Dakota 16 - - - 12.5 31.2 56.2
Florida 9 - 11.1 11.1§ 55.5 11.1 11.1
Massachusetts 10 1 10.0 - 10.0 | 10.0 70.0 —
INSTITUTE ’
Nevada 20 - — - 7.7 27.0 61.5 3.8
Massachusetts“ 23 - - =~ - 30.4 69.6
PN
{Ridgeland, N
South Carolinal 13 - - - 15.3 15.3 69.2
Rock Hill,
South Carolina| 16 - — - 6.2 12.5 81.2
LEARNING TEAM -
Visalia, Cal. 3 - - - - 100.0 -
Michigan State
University 4 —_ — - - 100.0 -
NERCOE, Mass. 3 - _ - - 33.3  66.7
Mass. #1 3 - - - - — 100.0
Mass, #2 4 - - - - 50.0 50.0
Merrimack,
Massachusetts 7 - - 14.4 — 42.8 42.8
TOTAL 155 0.6 0.6 1.9 | 8.6 36.1 S51.7 0.6
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TABLE 7

TRAINEE COMPARISONS OF THE VALUE OF THE EIC INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM ?
TO OTHER UNIVERSITY TRAINING COURSES (PERCENT MARKING EACH RATING) 5

Question: 'How would you compare the value of this training to , s
training you have received in other college/university {
courses?" i

RATING j

much less much more :

Site N 1. 2 3 4 S 6 NR ;

COURSE .
.Kansas 18 - 5.6 — | 22.2 50.0 22.2
| North Dakota 16 - - - | 6.2 62.5 37.2
Florida 0| 11.1 1.1 - |'sss 222 =

Massachusetts 10 10.0 10.0 20.0} 30.0 20.0 10.0

o LA

INSTITUTE .
Nevada 26 - - 15.3| 30.7 30.7 23.0
Massachusetts | 23 - 4.3 — 1304 30.4 34.8 ;
Ridgeland, S.C.| 13 - - — | 23.0 23.0 38.4 15.3 ;
- 1
Rock Hill, S.C.| 16 - - 6.2} 12.5 56.4 18.8 6.2
LEARNING TEAM — -
Visalia, Cal. 3 - —  33.3| 33.3 33.3 - ;
Michigan State
‘University 4 - - — | 25.0 75.0 -
NERCOE, Mass. | 3 - e A A
Mass. #1 3 - - — | 33.3 33.3 33.3
i
- Mass. #2 4 - - 25.0 /50.0 25.0 — |
Merrimack, ’ !
Massachusetts 7 — - .= 28.6 28.6 42.8
TOTAL 155 0.6 0.6 6.6] 24.0 40.1 26.2 1.9
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TABLE 8

TRAINEE RECOMMENDATIONS TO OTHERS OF THE VALUE OF PARTICIPATING IN
THE EIC TRAINING (PERCENT MARKING EACH RATING)

Question: ''I would recommend that others take this training."
RATING
definitely no - definitely yes! NR
Site N 1 2 3 4 -5 -6 -
COURSE ' - .
Kansas 18 - - - 5.6. 39.0 56.0
North Dakota | 16 - - ~ | 6.2 31.2 62.5
Florida 9 11.1 11.1 - [T44.4 - 33.3
Massachusetts | .10 - — 10.0 | 10.0 50.0 30.0
"""" I R S S :
INSTITUTE , i
Nevada 6] - - 77|10z 27.0 46.1 i
3
Massachusetts | 23 ~ —~ - | 4.3 13.0 82.7 §
Ridgeland,s.C.| 13} . - - - - 30.7 69.2 ai
¥
Rock Hill,S.C.| 16 - — 6.2 | 6.2 25.0 62.5 1
--------------------------------- - - i
LEARNING TEAM - §
Visalia, Cal. 3 - - 333| -  66.7 - ]
Michigan State _ - -
University 4 25.0 25.0 25.0 |25.0
NERCOE 3 — - - 66,7 — 333
Mass. #1 3 - - - | - .33.3 66.7
Mass. #2 4 - —. 25.0 | 25.0 50.0 —
Merrimack, }
Massachusetts - - 14.2 - 14.2 14.2 57.4
TOTAL 0.6 0.6 5.2 {-11.6 27.2 51.6 3.2




this training, " responding at the Tevel of "5" gp "6" op a 6-point

scale, ranging from "Strongly disagree" (1) to "Strongly agree" (6).
(The Tower ratings from Florida participants might be attributed to the

higher level of education of that group. Af?‘parzicipants were -

e
doctoral students in educational research who were\completing their
studies and appeared to perceive the course as tooc eleémentary for
them. However, several stated tﬁey would like to hgie’taken the

_course at the beginning of their graduate prOQE;Z:lgﬂﬁ\th/¢,ﬂ,¢ff/f

C. Transportability

3

The most critical question in evaluating the transportability of
the training package was whether the Instructional Manager could success-
fully administer the materials not developed by himself yet accept-
able results in the tra}nees' Tevel of skill achievement would be ob-
tained. There are two meéasures of this attrjbut%: the Tevel of trainees'
skill attainment, and the Instructional Managers' self-reports on the
ease of handling the material. g

The evidence présénted in the preceding section showed that more
than 90% of the trainees who participated in the course and institute
field tests demonstrated at least a Basic Skill level of.achievement.
This finding indicates that the standard for trainee skill attainment
can be achieved when the training is administered!by different In-
structional Managers ip varying settings.'

Reports of the ten Instructional Managers for the course and
institute forms about the state of operaticnal readiness were highly

positive. In response to the question (on the"Instructional Manager's

Evaluation Form") "Did you find the EIC training package fully operational...?"

. | \
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nine of the ten instructional managers described the training as "highly opera-

tional" responding at the level of "5" or "6" on a 6-point scale, ranging from

~ "“Not at all operational" (1) o "Highly operational" (6). The following

selected responses present a clear picture of the Instructional Managers'
evaluation of the adequacy of the materials.

Course Form Instructional Manager--Kansas

“A fantastic job of planning. No difficulty at all. Directions more
than adequate--very explicit."

Course Form Instructional Manager--North Dakota

"Materials quite complete. Occasionally necessary to supplement
them. Personally found the background for the Instructional Manager
adequate. Would question the preparation for someone who is not very
familiar with information retrieval and the ERIC system. I think

you have developed a good course to satisfy a real need."

Course Form Instructional Manager--Florida

“Pleasantly surprised with the degree to which materials had become
operational since the Berkeley training session. Instructional
Manager needs a general background in library science or
dissemination/diffusion."

Institute Form Instructional Manager--Rock Hill, South Carolina

"Could have used more information on interviewing techniques and
knowledge of group dynamics. Excellent use of management by
objectives."

Instjtute Form Instructibna],Manager--NERCOE, Massachusetts

"Feel strongly that the materials gave the fﬁstructor a great deal
of support. Only problem, personal lack of experience in the field."

Additionally, to the question, "How do the EIC materials compare with
cther instructional materials you have used or taught," responses were:

"a pleasure to work with materials which were so complete
and well presented ' N

"superior to most others, better planned, bettér psychology
of learning -

"better than most quasi pre-packaged forms of instructions
"much betters

-45-

e — N " v s o A e S =
AT e e G - i et SN e




"much more efféctive, emphasis of course on trainee participation
and involvement (is) very effective learning devicen
"instructional manager's input excellent;"

"average"

"favorab 1y

"I was very pleased"

In conclusion it can be stated that the level of trainees’ skill
attainment, and the reports of the instructional managers, indicate
the materials apparently are "self-contained" and capable of producing
results under varying conditions when the training is conducted ac-

cording to the guidelines given in the Guide to Instructional Management,

D. Target audience

A fourth concern of the developers was the question, "Who is the
target audience for the EIC training?" Twe ways of Jocking at this ques-
tion were applied : (1) certain pertinent attributes of those who <=
participated in the fraining were recorded and their responses to such
questions as "how appropriate the level of the training is to a person
of their bgckgréund and experience"were examined, and (2) participants
were askedy after completing the fraining, to project who the appro-
priate target audience should be.

Table 9, "Descriptive Analysis of Test Populations by Form"
summarizes information pertinent to sex, age, position, aegree and
major field of study. From this tible several general statements may be
made regarding the composition of the audience relative to the specific
form of the instructional system. Generally speaking the composition of

the audience was evenly divided between males and females, of whom better

three times as many males participated in the learning team form. Whether

than 50% were between 21 and 35 years of age. However, slightly more females

than males took the course and institute foerms of the trainfng whereas almost

»
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TABLE 9

DESCRIPTION OF TEST POPULATIONS BY FORM

- —

» *
Course Institute Learning Team Total .
Male 26 25 19 70 |
x | Female 30 36 6 72 |
[-4
A | 21-35 32 24 14 70
G
5 36-50 15 18 9 42
51-65 7 13 2 22
Enfomation Spec. 1 2 8 11
Librarian - 6 11 2 19
P ]subj. Area Spec. 1 5 0 6
0 ) .
S Teacher 12 26 5 43
1 {Dept. Chairman 0 4 1 5
T }Principal/
1 | Assistant Prin. 7 2 3 12
0 JAdministrator 6 2 4 12
N |Grad. Student
MA) 0 1 0 1
Grad. Student ‘
(Ph.D.) | 16 0 2 18

Other - ' 8 0 15
C 47-
5




|
|
TABLE 9 (contimued) 1
DESCRIPTION OF TEST. POPULATIONS BY FORM §
‘ |
5 Course Institute Learning Team Total
— ,
p fLess than BA 0 4 2 6
g 15 26 6 Y
iy u.m 33 26 16 ~75
E Jed.p. 0 1 1 2 :
H HP !
E h.D. 2 0 0 2 .
L bther 0 0 0 0
Response 6 4 0 10 E
g
H
M . B
A lInfo./Library Sci. 9 7 3 19
J .
0 |Education 40 36 14 90 ,
R| - : '
_|Behav. Sci./
D } Soc. Sci. 2 5 1 8
E
G {Sciences 0 0 1 1
R
E {Hmanities/Arts 3 7 2 12
‘B
Business 0 1 1 2
F
I |[Other 1 5 2 8
E
L |No Response 0 1 2
D S - d




§ 1y
this is a function of form or of recruitment could be a potential question

for further analysis. Teachers were the most representative group of

|
i
;
:
!
!
|

the trainees, comprising 32% of the total audience. Librarians and
doctoral students followed with 13% and 12% respectively. Persons holding
master's degrees represented‘better than 53% of the total sample with
63% of all degrees in the field of education. Because of the uniformly
high ratings oqﬂthe affective items by participants in the training, :
a differential éna]ysis by educational level and occupation of par- 2
ticipants was not undertaken. Almost all participants rated the training ;
as “about right" for persons of -their level of education and exper-
iencg. (Fifty-three persons having a B.A. or less perceived the train- g
" ing to be slightly more difficult than those with a higher lével of }
education). They'found the value of tﬁe training to cé;;;re favorably %
with that received in other courses and would highly recommend that others
take the training.
It became evident through the field testing that the skills devel-
oped during the training relate not only to the emerging EIC role, but
to many other roles. Teachers, curriculum directors, principals, sdbject-
matter consultants, graduate students and persons from many other fields
of -work réporteduthgt they found the training "definitely applicable to
their professional sifﬁﬁtioql? and they judged the trqining to be
a worthwhile learning experienc\e\fo:‘pgrsons in a variety of roles.
"A11 persons in education, teathers,,prf;ETpalég\reseachers, audiovisual
specialists, librarians, curriculum specialists, gﬁa\anjnistrators,“

N
were some of the appropriate target audiences named by parf?bipggfs in

the field tests.
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Instructional managers also rated the materials valuable for a

-~

wide range of persons, as indicated by some of their responses to the

question, "For which types of personnel do you think the EIC

training is most appropriate?"”

"Tibrarians, media specialists, educators at all Tevels"
"curriculum consultants, teachers engaged in leading -
others in curriculum improvement"

“research/infermation linkers in public schools, Tibrary
services personnel, most Master Jeve] graduate programs
in education*

"people using it to solve problems "
"any educator who can realistically become an EIC or

field agent -- teachers,prinpipa]sq.]ibrarians, subject
area specialists®

"teacher aides with one to three years of college prepar-

ation, Tibrarians, media specialists, curriculum students"
"librarians, consultant types"

.~ "experienced teachers, Tibrarians or ‘coordinators’', (team
leaders, etc.)"

"consultants, media specialists, Tibrarians, supervisors"

"Libra;ians" and "teachers" were the two groups most often named

as “persons to whom the training is hpp1%cab1e." Administrators were
another frequently named group. However, administrators did not tend

to name themselves as an appropriate group whereas other groups did name
them as potentially benefitting from the training. (These data ;nd

other indications led to the conjecture that administrators pérhaps
wanted to "know about" the content of the training, but did not per-
ceive their involvement in the actual skills training to be as per-

[

tinent for application to their role as did teachers and librarians.)
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Conclusions

The primary purpose of the EIC training development project was
to create a training program to inculcate the basic skills and motivation
for persons to play a new role in education, the Educational Information
Consultant (EIC).

TInherent in the EIC role is a comp]ei web of human interact?on and
technical skills in information retrieval, processing, and distribution.
The intention of the developers was to create a flexible training program

in which the processes and content of the materials closely simulated the

real-1ife tasks the EIC would be performing, thus maximizing the transfer

of the skiils to eventual on-the-job performance.

In investigating and reporting the outcomes of the field tests of
this effort, the developers encountered difficulties similar to those
of applied researchers everywhere. One major reporting problem, -for
example, was accurate assessment of changes which took place in skills
developed as a result of the training, despite the relatively short time
period between pre- and post-measures and the "intangible" nature of
some variables (such as, ability to "communicate orally in order to
develop rapport with a client"). In deriving gonc]usions, the developers
examined a considerable volume of "transactional" evidence in addition
to the more concrete data presented in Chapter IV. This included the
instructional managers' logs, reports of visits conducted to each site,
and feedback from participants in a number of informi},discussions.

Conclusions are summarized in this chapter.
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The training program is effective.

The training program can be considered effective if performance
standards established for skill and knowledge objectives are met, and if
positive attitudes toward the training program are created in partici-
é}pants .

ghitl .

From the evidence presented in Chapter IV it was clearly established
that the training is effective. The notable record of comp{etion in the
course and instjtute forms, the general]yihigh quality of the traince-
produced information packages, and the participants' strongly positive.
response to the training in general provide convincing evidence of
the effectiveness of this training program.

The course and institute forms are transportable.

To be considered transportable the training package must prove
effective in accomplishing the program's objectives when administered by
an instructional manager or when se]f—adm}nistered, as in the Learning
Team form, without intervention by the developers.
The established criteria for skill attainment was achieved by participants

at all test sites of the course ana institute forms of the training, indicating

that the guidelines presented in the Guide to Instructional Management

were sufficient to enable instructional managers with varying backgrounds
and experience to effectively administer the training and achieve
acceptab]e‘resu1ts. In that sense, the”course and institute forms of

the training can be considered transportable.

The learning team form is not yet transportable

The learning team form cannot be said to be operaticnal (transportable)
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at this point because of the low completion rate for this form.

Some of the unexplored variables which mzy account for the failure
of this form to meet performance standards are: absence of an instruc-
tional manager to provide structure. and motivation, lack of incentives
in the form of credit, lack o% clarity and comprehensiveness in the program-
med format, ana difficu]tie§ in institutional arrangements, such as
gaining access to the resource bank and/or audio-visual equipmeﬁt.
Further investigation of thesc and othar factors needs to be undertaken.'
In addition, further developmental work needs to be completed before this
form can be said to be operational.

-~

The instructional package can be easily adopted.

The EIC training package is "self-contained" and can be introduced
into a system easily and with low cost. Specific conditions for the im-
plementation of the training are discussed belcw.

The role of the instructional manager. From all indications,

the Guide to Instructional Management appears to be sufficiently com-

prehensive and supportive for autonomous use by instructional managers with
various backgrounds. Further, the training can be competently administered

by a qualified instructional manager without extensive advance preparat{on.
(It is instructive to note that the highest level of skill attainment,

as evidenced by the completed information packets, was demonstrated by the

group where the instructional manager had ostensibly the least pertinent

background in the subject matter, and a minimum of prior exposure to the

materials.)

An instructional manager who has some background information

2

-53-

e e

P e L I

- o o,




retrieval and dissemination does appear to be helpful in- maximizing

the effect of the training. In-depfh knowledge of the subject matter, how-
ever, is not as important a consideration as having confidence in one's
ability to handle comfortably the highly interactive aspects of the train-
ing experience.

In fact, one factor seeming to account for the unqsua] pulling
power of the training in all forms is this highly interactive structure.
The frainees offered a rea] service to a fellow trainee and accomplished a
large portion of that service while working in peer groups. While a
few instructional managers and trainees initia11; experienced uneasi-
ness with this mode of training, almost all participants became enthusias-
tic about this approach by the completion of the training experience. A
commitment to the value of this mode of training would.seem to be a
prime requisite for the instructional manager.

An instructional aide to assist in the collection and distribution
of materials is a definite asset in managing the training; this indivi-

dual needs no training however,

Composition of the target audience. The EIC instructional system

appears to be app]icab]e‘to the needs of most educators, as we11'as to
librarians and persons working in education information networks. Re-
sponses from participants with a wide varie?;fbf educational backgrounds,
experience and training needs to such queriés as how they "liked," "learned
from," and "found the level of training appropriate to persons of

their background and experience," indicated that they perceived the train-

ing to develop skills which can be applied directly to research, information
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retrieval, and knowledge utilization tasks in-many roles. Through the

step-by-step explication of and exercise in the processes involved in
initiating and executing a thorough information search, and in communi-
cating the results of the search, it appears that each participant gained
important perceptions of the realities of the information-exchange
process between two persons, creating the.climate for widespread dif-
fusion of research information.

The level of the training appeairs to be most suitable for persons
at the Master's degree level, and can be used for either pre-service
or in-service training.

Installation costs. No extraordinary costs or measures are entailed

in implementing this training program. Four major categories of installa-

tion costs are discussed briefly and compared across forms: materials
costs, instructionai management costs, facilities and overhead costs, and
cost to trainees.

Materials costs would be approximately the same for all three

- forms.. Materials needed for the training include a Training Manual for each

participant and an Instructor's Kit containing the Buide to Instrucrtional

Management, two filmstrips, two cassette tapes, a set of "T-puzzles * and

8

several™ copies of the model.information packet.

The learning team form does not require a separate Guide to Instructiona]

Management, but the Training Manual is larger and more costly than that

8The number of model information packets needed depends upon class size.
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required for the course and institute forms. The Training Manual is a

comsumable item; it would normally be purchased individually by each
participant. The Instuctor's Kit is a durable item and requires no re-
placement or additbnalvparts.

Pt - N
Instructional management costs are probab];ghzghest for th2 course

form of the training. An instructor's salary for one-quarter time

for one semester could range from $1,500 to $2,500 or more depending

on rank and Ealahy of the dinstructor. Similar costs for the institute ‘
would be $500 to $1,000 for ten days. There are no. costs in this category
for the learning team form.

Facilities and. overhead costs to a sponsoring school or agency are

difficult to specify. The course form would seem to entail the largest
expenditure since it is offered over a_semestef's time and typica]ﬁy there
is no requirement that student fees totally cover such costs. The institute
form on the other hand, is a go/no-go situation ;epending on total anti-
cipated costs and enrollments. Institute fees are normally set to cover

all costs. The learning team requires no expenditure for faciiities as such;
but, as with the othar two forms, access to a resource centergaﬁd ERIC col-
lection is essential. Partic%pants must also-have access to a cassette tape

recorder and filmstrip projector.

Costs to the trainee -include enroliment fees, materials, and residen-

tial costs (for the institute participants). Enrollment fees for all
three fbrm; would vary only slightly. The course form, when offered
in a regular public institution would have the lowest tuition fees. The

learning team and institute tuition_fées would be approximately the same
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(between $60 and $80). Materials costs to the trainee for the course

and institute forms would consist only of the cost of the Training

Manual (about $10). For learning team participants, the cost of the

entire instructional package would have to be shared among team members,
thus making the cost to the trainee higher for this form. (A rental
agreement fbr‘the A-V coﬁhonents in the training package was - investi-
gated for the learning team form, but the sponsoring institution ascer-
tained that distribution costs for this system would be unwarranted.)

Loss of on-the-job %?me and residential fees would Se of most concern

to institute participants.‘Depending upos theée two factors, the institute

form of the training could be the most expensive to the trainee.

Some cost comparisons among the three forms are displayed in Figure 3.

FIGURE 3
COMPARATIVE INSTALLATION COSTS AMONG FORMS OF THE EIC TRAINING

Institute
_ ' - *%= Medium
Course k% *% Jokk * *= Low
- 0= None -
Learning Team 0 *k o *k

1~Inc1udes costs of residence at site during the institute.

biad
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Yet, the institute form appeared”to be the most appealing to a

large majority of trainees. Over half of all particiéants in all forms of
the training selected the institute as their preferred form for the
training. (This may be due to the fact that a greag numbgr of school
personnel expect to participate in“traihing institutes during the summer
recess and would value the opportunity to participate in thé:EIC train-

ing at that time.)

The training program is flexible

L}

The specific claims made for this product apply when the training
is conducted according to the modular schedu]g and guidelines presented in

the Guide to Instructional Management. Further, the developers believe the

training tc be most efficacicus when training in the Tive processes
evolves sequentially as presented in the existing modular design.
However, there has been sufficient experience testing individual

modules and elements to conclude that the package is flexible and

.adaptable to a variéty of settings, schedules, and target groups.

Considerations especially important to successfully restructuring
the program to match specific needs of particular audiences are: to assess
accurately the skill level of the participant, and to have an awareness
of the functional context in which they intend to apply the traiming.
It would then be possible 1o expand particular modules where more in-
depth training is aesded, or to present abbreviated "overview® versions
of the training when appropriate. ‘

Several modules have been field tested individually for this purpose:

i< iniroduction moduie; the introduction and simulation moduies togetiner,

>~
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the negotiation modules, and the retrieval module. Other combinations
appear feasible. For example, retrieval and transformation could be
combined into one module and/or expanded for particular reference to a
retrieval staff. Negotiation and cormunication, combined into tne module
and using the model information packet, cou]d'Be used for developing
interviewing skills among field agents.

A -number of elements from several of the training modules also have
been used individually or in combination in.a variety of settings. Such
elements include: the audio-slide presentation on "The Emerging Role of
the EIC," the "T-puzzle," "Negotiating a Client Problem" (a role- _
playing exércise) "Observing the Negotiation Process" ( a-simulation audio-
tape), “"Analyzing and Designing a Negotiation Checklist,” "Introduction
to Information Systems,"(audio-siide presentation on ERIC and DIALOG),
"Symbol{ Interpretation Exercise," "Exercise in Making Relevance Judgments,"
"Selecting and Organizing Information" (a simulation exercise using é
mode1‘information packet) and, "Evaluating an EIC Role” (an eva]uatfon
simulation exercise). Two items in the package received pérticﬁ1ar
attention for individﬁa]-purchase and use. These were the "Ecology

Information Packets" and the directory, A Guide to Educational Resources.

The module requiring the greatest adjustment to direct it approoriately
to the level of sophistication of the training group is retrieval. The
retrieval module included "hands-on" instruction in how- to u;é a number
of information-retrieval tools, including the ERIC system. Exercises .
demonstrating the “influence ‘of §ubjectivity in the retrieval process"

4

warn anpther important™aspect of the module.
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Observations during the field tests indicated a féﬁ participantg
were very sophisticated in retrieval skills, and had knowledge of the
ERIC system. On the other hanc, an astonishing large number of per3dns haQ
an insufficient experience in utilizing information resources of any
kind. Many (including librarians) were totally unfamiliar with how to use
the ERIC system. For those already knowledgezble about the ERIC system,
the section in thé EIC training on ERIC was too elementarys ln some cases
these persons desired iore advanced technical information about other
systems, such as operation oF the system and economics of installation.
A1l others appeared to need even more input than. the module provided to
familiarize themselves with the range of resources available and to
develop proficiency in the use of these tools. '

A spot-check of the "Post-Training Feedback" forms did indicate that
persons with a wide range of backgrounds both "learned a lot" and
"liked (it} a lot." It was concluded that elements of this module are
appropriate to be used by persons with very discrepant backgrounds and
roles, but the instructional manager must be prepared to design alternate
strategies and provide additional input here depending upon his assessment
of the level of sophistication of the instructional_group. ( This did
happen at several locations. In North Dakota, for example, an entire session
was devoted to a thorough tour of the resourceg‘center there, and the
instructional manager provided an aﬂdifiona] exercise in .seiecting ERIC
descriptors.)

Transformation is another module in which instructional input

should vary with the level of sophistication of participants.

— —

]
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In the transformation process the developer's expectations were that,
at a minimum level, trainees would be able to screen resources for specific
relevance to a client's request, and organize or categorize and display
the,selected information in an "actionable" package for the client.

Higher levels of achievement in this process would inc]ude the ability to
write an abstract of selected items in the information package, and to
synthesize informatioh for a client,

In addition to technical skills, the transformation process entails
judgment and courage in effectively organizing, analyzing, and synthesizing
information. This process (the ethical core of the EIC role) requires
under%tanding of and commitment to 5 particular pﬂi]osophy about -~
information-handling.

The developers adopted the philosophy thét if the role-of the EIC
is to be effective, some effort to organize the results of research prior
to its communication is an essential element to integrating that infor-
mation into practice. The‘yiew presented was that with the volume and
comp]exif& of informatioﬁ now available, it is not feasible tgﬁjmagine

that one can convey -all the infofmdtion that exists. In fact, judgments

about relevancy are made, and the contents are organized in pre- ~

senfing a éackage to the client.

Unguestionably, the task of objectively presenting the value-laden

information bf educational research is a more difficult one than presenting

such "hard data" as crop growth rate after application of fertilizer.

In the trainingrhowever, the effort was made to enhance the ob-

Jectivity of the information search by helping the trainee develop

d -
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a sensitivity to his limitations, bofh in retrieving and judging the
relevance of the retrieved information, and by he]p;ng him develop
communication skills so that he would be able £o assess and respond to
the .real concerns and information needs of the client. These two attitudes
appear to provide a stronger basis for assembling an information package
which- is comprehensive, objective, credible, and accurate tﬁan the
belief that one can give the client "everything there is."

Additional guidelines for adaptation of the training package to
specific conditions and audiences will be included in the dissemination
versioniéf the instructional package.

B. Recommendations

The Educational Information Consultant training package, the result //

of a well-conceived, carefully implemented two-year developmental efbe?:“f}
has been thoroughly tested and revised on the basis of field test data.
Ample evidence has been cited to support the-claim that the course and
institute forms of the training are operational and ready for release.’

This product is timely, responding to an important felt need in

-

today's educational world, that of disseminating and utilizing information
’ #

to improve practice. The numerous requests for the EIC package which
have been directed to the development team, although effort has not
Jbeen expended to publicize it, appear to indicate the value which users
attribute to this.product for training in thig area.

The deve]opegg recommehd, therefore, that the course and institute
forms of the training (combiped into one form, Course/Institute, for

cost-effective pfoduction) be produced and distributed.

Further, the learning team form, in which considerable interest has
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also been evidenced, shou]d‘underéo the additional develcpment and
evaluation required to bring it to operational readiness. Support
needed for the revision, field testing, and evaluation of this form
should be sgught.

Recommendations concerning the development of additional training

in educational information dissemination (a supplementary objective

of the EIC training development project), have been described fully in

the oroposal: B. Banathy, gg:gl, Development of Training.Resources.

for Educational Extension Services Personnel. Berkeley, California:

R e L

Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, March, 1972.

A v e s

In this document, a model of an educational extension- system
performing an "outreach"'rather than "responsive" function was projected.
A plan to select and train personnel to serve sutcessfu]ﬁy in maﬁageria],
retrieva]z or "extender" roles within this system was outlined. The ;
creation of an instructional problem-solving network to support the devel-
opment of the emerging Educigional Extension System was also proposed.

The EIC training, apprépriate for both retrieval and "extender" roles :
in this system, could provide the core for -the larger training program (

envisioned in this effort. ‘ i

.
u>
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EIC Process Objectives Matrix
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EIC PROCESS OBJECTIVES MATRIX
INTRODUCTION

1. Xime the five processes of the EIC role and describe the basic function of
each,

" 2. Explain how the £IC service can be {ntegrated into the existing aducational
system in terms of people and functions.

7 Express Intzrest 44 the EIC role as & productive spproach to improving
School operations,

4. Show & posftive attitude toward the potential of the EIC role, ot lesst to
the point of befng willing to complete & training course for performing the
role. |

SIMULATION
1. Critique an EIC/client interview in order to become conversant with the
R » nature of the negotietion process.

2. ldentify major elements of the retrievsl process by naming sources of
educational R and D information relevant to a given problem,

3. Choose appropriste formats for the transformetion of information to be
returned to the client.

o .,

4. Critique an EIC presenting transformed materisl to s client.

5. Express an unders*3.ing for the value of evaluation within the context of
the EI1C role.

6. Descride the seqence and relationship of the processes comprising the EIC
role,

7. Uxpress a willingaess to stric oward higher levels of performance in the
knowledge and $ii1ls req: " =d to function effectively an an Educational
Information Consvitans, .

8. Express commitmert to the Importarce of helping educators Improve
opportunities tu learn by providing well-tested ? and D inforration and
products.,
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EIC PROCESS OBJECTIVES MATRIX

NIGOTIATION g

Oefine the precess of negetiatien within the context of the EIC rele.

h’mn the offect(s) of the negetistien process on performence of the EIC
role.

%5 n
Ask questions about & client’s prodlem which elfcit {aformation ostential
to & precise formlation of the sesich regwest,

Cuide face-to-foce Interviews (n order to: (3) Interpret and clorify o
clieat's Information neads, and (b) set priorities among them,

Listen (a order te comprehend fully and objectively wnat 13 satd (a forsal
and 1n7ormal fnterchange with cltont(s).

Commnticate orslly in order to develop TR Vitk £ cllont and S0
transatt Informction ané icecs eviestivel).

Mato genaral (nferances os to the client's concerne, wtivations, snd 1avel
of sxpertise In terms of the preblen srea.

KX XXX X X

Compose procise written ond ors) dascriptions of » cliont's probien.

Formulate o sztisfactory conzract with a cliaal o 163 servicals) ta be
provided.

Fecognize whather the statement of & client’s pretlem requires further
clarification, snalysis, or redefinition,

Question, discuss, and secure relevant information from ¢ client when thers
13 & need o redefine or restete the predliem.

“

RETRIGVAL

-

Oefine ane explain the sigatficance of the retrievasl precess within the
contaxt of the £1C wle.

2.

Develop an efficient and comprenensive saarch plam oo the basts of
(8] fnformation obtzined sdcut the prosicx Suring negotfetion with the
client, and (b) (N chrectertttics of the resoutco 17310 to be wiflfred,

Know how to Conduct sadrchs 10 o varieiy of educstiane) Nuur‘i‘snl-l.
Including the ERIC system. .

Make Sudgments abeut and be oble“to 5015t the relevant (afermaticn from ¢
particuler syitus,

Recover the selected matertal.

XX

Z.

x > I

100k to ainfaize the sffact of thess facters to axpand the ebjectivity of
the search,

XX X | X

Recegnize the 1afluence of subjactive factors on the retrievel process, and x x

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S e s oy
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EIC PROCES® OBJECTIVES MATRIX

TRANSFORMATION

1 Dafine the procets of traasformetion within the contaxt of the EIC role.

2 fxplarn the effect(s) of the transfermation pracess on performance of the
€1 role

). SKreen resourcer and products for apacific relavence to 2 client’s reqest.

¢ Discrieinate detween 4nd Cevelop appropristn siternative formats and styles
for presenting screennd Inforsaticn,

5. Assess self-competence 1o synthesize tnformation foe o Client.

6. Abstract acCurataly tha contaats of o docudant.

). Organize and. dlsplay screensd taformation.

COMMUNICATION

1. Define the process of comsunication within the contaxt of the EIC role,

2 g;ghl? the effect(s) of the commnication process on performarce of tae
cole.

-~

). Frepire Doth an Gral and 3 written report transattting the trinsforwsd
tformetion to the client,

4. Convey to the client Judguents sbout the quality and spproprieteness of
snforeation to the client,

5. ldentify and dalineate weys In wilch the clfent can make offective ure of
the Iafcrmetion presented,

R e p——

t. Aitend to client responses In tuch o udy that comicetion tochniques can
Yo sdfusted,

IS Vcrﬂ{‘lmt Information provided satisfies the requast as regotiated with
tne (lient.

e
SVALUATION .
T 1 angw the rotionsle behind 1he aveluaticn procass. X X X
&
¢. Understand toe implications of the evaluation procass for the couplets EIC
role. X
3, Analyze snd assess one's own Darformsnce of ha proessas of magatiation, .
cetrefeva), transforsation, and communtcation.
¢ Cotain feeabick and follow-up uvidence from clfent as to tha effectiveress
erd utitity of the servics provided.
L. — ——
§  Syntresize and evaluate tagtruuentt used in this process to gein &8
‘gﬂ‘.’leu a picture at possible of the effoctivemss of the EIC role and X
fuacticn. hdl\]
6. Atsess the overal) value and effect of the EIL%s operedions to provide & .
basis for Improvement of services.
1. R fze thet functions,.roles, ar ndnfafstrative procedurys in the E1C ,
cg:ge: ::y s to by odj'unm 5r cherged 88 the cviult of evsfuntion.
e
s
Q
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APPENDIX B

e

CREDIT & REIMBURSEMENT SCHEDULE FOR FIELD TESTS OF EIC TRAINING MATERIALS

(Learning Teams)

Institution Instructional Manager Credits Reimbursement
_University of Mrs. Patricia Berntsen 2 Full tuition reimbursement
North Dakota k;ggﬁggec?ﬁ;g;;ggggn semes ter §$3?:59% paid to all par-
; icipants.
(Course) Center units P
Dr. Harvey Littrell Full tuition reimbursement
5i?32?sigate Professor of Curriculum 3 of $50 paid to 15 of 19
(Course) Y and Instruction semes ter participants. Four par-
ourse College of Education uniis ticipants paid .own tuition.
Florida State Dr. Michael DeBloois 3 Full tuition reimbursement
University Professcr, Dept. of .quarter of $50 paid to each par: -
(Course) Educational Research . units ticipant.
University of  Dr. David Crandall 3 Tuition fee, §80; no par-
Massachusetts Director, Network of semester ticipants received reim-
(Course) Innovative Schools units bursement.
University Dr. Charles Bartl 3 Tuition fee, $57; reim-
of Nevada Professor - semes ter bursement of $50 to all 25
(Institute) College of Education units participants.
Ms. Tamara Cansler Tuition fee, $60; 12 par-
Winthrop District Communications 3 ticipants received tuition
College Specialist semester ~ Feimbursement from local
(Institute) South Carolina Education units school districts. Five
Information Network paid own tuition.
Mr. Alfonso EVan;ii ‘ Participants were paid
Ridgeland, District Commurications Ci I???hei. $75/week by local schoof
So. Carolina Specialist erR] 1ca]1on district for two hours
(Institute) South Carolina Education cengwa work per day in addition
Information Network redits to completing training.
Jand Mr. Larry Brown
New Englan Mr. David Roy - ‘e . .
Resource Center  Mr. Robert Trombley 3 Tuition fee, $50; partici-
for Occupational Educational Information ot pants who completed train-
Education Consultants ol ing for credit (17) reim-
(NERCOE) New England Resource units bursed $25.
(Institute) Center for
. Occupational Education
University Tuition fee, $50; tuition
of California 3 reimbursement of $25 for
Independent quarter those completing for credit
Study Program units 3). :

-69-
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Appendix C

Evaluation Instruments. ' ‘ ' .

Biographical Information Form™

C-2 Skills Self-Assessment Forms !
C-3 Post-Training Feedback Form T -
C-4 Instructional Manager's Evaluation Form -

C-5 Evaluation Checklist for Trainee-Produced {
Information Package

- . i




APPENDIX C-1
BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION . . |

For our records and for future correspondence concerning our training, please
complete the fcllowing items: -

Name
Birthdate Male _ . female
Address
. No. Street Apt. No.
City- State Zip Cods

-

What is your present position/job title?

What is your highest academic degree?

In- what major field? . -

To what extent have you been involved in disseminating educational information?

- ' g

-

What previous training which specifically relates to information science,
librarianship, or to dissemination of educational research have you had?

What is your major purpose for taking this course?

-
s

Mhat kinds ofSkills, knowledge, etc. do you hope to gain from this training?
] - 1

s

v

Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development

-7-
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APPENDIX C-2

Name

Place Datee e

FIRST SKILLS ASSESSMENT -

The rating sca]es which follow permit a detailed assessment of your
strengths and weaknesses in certain skills associated with this training.
After reading each of the items below, circle the rumber which most nearly
corresponds with your opinion at this time of your ability to:

-

- - . Not at Ve

all vel

1. Help someone else define and plnp01nt a 1 2 3 4

problem statement in a consultant/client

relationship?
2. Ask questions about a client's problem which 1 2 3 4

brings out information essential to a clear .

statement of what he wants. - -
3. Guide face-to-face interviews in order to: 1 2 3 4

(a) interpret and clarify ;a client's information
needs and (b) set priorities among them.

4. Make general inferences as to the client's 1 2 3 4
concerns , motivations, and level of expertise ’ -
in terms of the problem area.

5. Compo.e clearly-phrzsed written and oral ) 1 2 3 4
descriptions.

6. Establish-a verbal or written contract for 1 2 3 4
services or activities. -

7. Recognize what a client is -saying.is clear, o2 3 4

on-target, or fuzzy or requires further
clarification.

8. Question, discuss, and secure relevant 1 2 3 4
information from a client when there is a
need for redefinition or reconsideration.

]2

o
|

T T oI T &




Neme -

P]aqg

SECOND SKILLS ASSESSMENT

Date

The rating scales which follow permit a detailed assessment of your
strengths and weaknesses in certain skills associated with this training.

After reading each of

corresponds: with your op1n1on at this time of your ability to:

(48]
.

Not at

Know. how to conduct information searthes in
the ERIC system.

Know how to conduct information searches in
other information systems.

Develop an efficient and comprehensive infor- é&?]

mation search plans on the basis of {a) in‘or-
mation obtained about a problem while consulting
with a client, and {b) the characteristics of
the 1nfonnat1on system to be used.

Make judgment; aboﬁt and be able to select

- relevant information from a particular data

or library system.

Recover material selected and determined to be
relevant to the stated problem.

Recogn1ze the influence of external factors
(i.e., training, bcckground, experience, etc.)
on the retrieval of information from the data
system and seek to minimize the effect of these
factors to expand the objectivity of the search.

Define and explain the significance” of retrieving
information pertinent to a specific educat1ona1
problem.

-

-73-

the items below, circle the number which most nearly

Very
well
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Name

Place . Date ’

t

i
-
]

|

|

¥

t

t

¥

-

THIRD SKILLS ASSESSMENT

The rating scales which follow permit a detailed assessment of your .
strengths and weaknesses in certain skiils associated with this training.
After reading each of the items below, circle the number which most nearly
corresponds with your opinion at. this time of your ability to:

YA

oW

-

Not at Very :
all well :
__ 1. Define and explain the significance of T 2z 3 4 . - :
= transforming retrieved materials into a ! ‘
language understandable to the client. ) \ >
- i
2. Screen articles, researches, and other infor- 1 2 3 4 i
mation resources for specific relevance to a ) ]
client's request. - :
3. Discriminate between different different ways - 1 2 3 4 ‘
for presenting selected information. _ _ b -
4. Assess own ability to synthesize -iﬁfonnation 1 2 ’-3 4 ;
for a client. / , . . !
- , s
5. Abstract accurately the contents of a document. 1 2 3 4 X
6. Organize and display selected informa_ltic‘r;. 1 2 3 4
7. Explain how good communi ;:ation'wﬂ] determine 1 2 3- 4

the success of consultant service to his client.

T ———————— . p—  pot o,

8. Prepare both an oral and a written. report trans- 1 2 3 4
’ mitting the sciected information to the client.

9. Convey to the client judgments about-the quality 1 2 3 4
and appropriateness of the information you have
selected and prepared.

10. Identify and delineate ways in which the client 1 2 3 4
can make effective use of the infor.ation .

presented. i "
11.  Attend to client responses in such a way that 1 2 3 4 '
communication techniques can be adjusted.
12. Verify that information provided satisfies the 1 2 3 & ;
client. by
k
O ) . - ‘74"" :




APPENDIX C-3

THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION CONSULTANT: -
SKILLS IN DISSEMINATING EDUCATLONAL--INFORMATION

- ' . Post-tra{ning Feedback

Your assessment of the EIC tra1n1ng at this point in time will provide
important information to help us evaluate the effectiveness of this

training. All information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
kY -

1. Location of EIC training:

Date of EIC training: 3. Today's date:

Sex: Male Fema'le 5. Birthdate:

e ~

2
4
61 Major academic field and deg;ees:
7

Present occupation/position:

8. Overall, what is your rating of the E-C training experience?
Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 Valuable

9. If the training did not meet your objectives for tak1ng it, check the one
‘maJorureason WY - L s
Advance déscr1p+1on of tra1n1ng misieading
- Prior knowledge of subject area not sufficient
Prior knowledge of subject area too advanced
Training not designed in manner sufficient to sustain motivation
Pacing of training experiences tco fest
Pacing of training experiences too slow
Other (Please specify.)

lll

3

10. Do you think that the job you now hold (or hope to hold) will requ1re
you to use the skills you.are learning in this training?

Definitely 90 1 2 .3 4 -5 6 Definitely yes

-~

In what way?

11.  Given yo.r background and prior know]edge how do you feel about the
level of this training?

) Considerably ’ Cons1derably
J too easy 1 2 3 4 5 6 too dTTf1cu1t

-’

Far West Laboratory for Educatienal Researcn and Developmert 6/72
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2
How skilled do you feel you are now in performing each of the
. following processes?
']
Unskilled ‘ Skilled
12. HNegotiation 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. Retrieval 1 2 3 4 5 6
i4. Trans¥ormation 1 2 3 4 5 6 .
15. Communication 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. Evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6
Check the modules of this training which you completed. For each
module checked, circle the number which most nearly corresponds
with your op1n1on of how much you feel you learned 2nd how much
yct 1iked each module. Refer to your Tra1n1ng Manual, if you wish,.
to review the spec1fﬁed modules.
Learned Learned: | Did Giked
very very not very
MODULE Tittle much 1ike ‘much
7. Introduction 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
18. Simulation 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6
i9. Negotiation 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 .
20. Retrieval 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5. 6
21. Transformation 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
22. Communication 1 2~3 4 §5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
23. Evaluation .1 2 3 4 5 &6 1 2 3 4 5 6
24. How would you compare th.e value of this training to other formal
training you have received (e.g., in co]]ege/un1ver51xy Classes;
university extension courses; professional seminars, institutess etc.)?
Much less value 1 2 3 4 5 6 “"Much more value
25. Nhat types of personnel do you think might find this tralnlng a
worthwhile learning experience? .
26. For persors in your occupatiZu and position, how would you recommend

this training be scheduled?
_____Semester course
___Quarter course

__Two-week (10-day) institute
_____ One-week (5-day) institute

One-day overview

Individualized study
(three-member teams)

Other (Specify.)

113
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For each of the following items, check the degree to which you agree
or disagree.

27.
28.

29.

31.

32.

34.

Strongly Stroﬁgly :

disagree --- agree
The pace of this training is .about right. 1 2 3 4 -5 6
Interaction with the other trainees .
during class sessions is a worthwhiile -
learning experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6
The team activities during training
sessions generally proceeded smoothly. 1 2 3 4 5 6
There is not sufficient time during . ’
training sessions to interact with
the instructor. 1 2 i‘ 4 5 6
The amount of time spent on the outside ) '
learning activities is about right. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Tne Training. Hanua is clearly - .
organized. o 1 2 3 4 5 6
I would recommend that others  -
take this training. 1 2 3 4 5 6

~x

I am interested in taking more ad ~ -
advanced training in this field. 1. 2 3 4 5 6

The fo]]oW1ng questions are about the aud1ov1sua1 materials used in this tra1n1ng

35,

36.

37.

THE EMERGING ROLE. OF THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION CONSULTANT
(slide- tape presentation in the Introduction Module} -

Was this presentat1on a good orientation to the major aspects of the

£IC's role?

-

Definitély no 1 2 3 4 5 &  Definitely yes

Did this presentation help to increase your motivation to leafn how vo
work in the EIC role? .

Definitely no 1 2 3 4 5 6 Definitely yes

How essential is this presentdtion to the overall effectiveness.of the
training?

-

Not at all Very
essential W] 2 3 4 5 6 . essentia]'_

- I - o - - R & ;)
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38.

39.

40.

4.
__ learning experience?

42.

43.

44.

45.

SIMULATION OF THE NEGOTIATION AND COMMUNICATION INTERVIEWS
(tape presentation in the Simulation Module]

Did Tistening to these interviews help acquaint you with factors
involved in a real negotiation and a real communication between an-
EIC and client?

Definitely no 1 2 3 4 5 6 Definitely -yes

How essential to the effect1veness of the Simulation Module do you
think these taped interviews are?

Not at all . Definitely
essential 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 essential

A NEGOTIATION INTERVIEW
(tape presenta+1on 1n the Negotiation Module)

_«.’
Did listening to this tape he]p you to identify skills involved in
negotiating an information problem with a client?

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 Very much

Do you think eQﬁ]uating this negotiation interview was a worthwhile
Not at all Very
worthwhi 1e- 1 2 3 4 5 6 worthwhile

How essential to the effect1veness of the Negot1at10n Module do you

think. th1smtaped interview is?

Not at all Definitely
* essential 1 2 3 4 5 6 essential

INTRODUCING ERIC/ChESS o
(slide-tape presentation in the Retrieval Module)-

Before you saw this slide~tape, how much did you know about the
ERIC information system?

-

Nothing at all T 2 3 4 5 6 Very much

To what extent did viewing this slide=tape help you “to l€arn how to.
use ERIC?

Not at all T 2 3 4 5 6 Very much |

How essential to the effectiveness of the Retrieval Module do you
think this slide-tape. presentation is?

ot at all ; ' De finitely
essential 1 2 3 4 . 5 -6 essential

-78= 2’
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46.

47.

48.

50.

51.

-

ERIC DIALOG
(s1ide-tape presentation in the Retrieval Module)

Beforeryou saw this slide-tape presentation, did you already know about
ERIC DIALOG? -

To what extent did viewing-this slide-tape help you to learn about
ERIC DIALOG?

Pt

Not at all 1 2 3 4 75 6  Verymucht -

To what extent did this presentation on 'DIALOG contribute to vour
overall understanding cf mechanized information retrieval systems?

Not_at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 Very much

49. How essential to the effectiveness of the Retrieval Module do ybu think

this slide-tape presentation is?

Not at all

Definitely
essential 1 2 3 4 5 6

essential <&

Please comment on your overall reaction to any of the audiovisual
presentations, and 1ist any suggestions for improving this aspect
of the training.

-

A Guide to Educational Resources (Directory)

To what extent did you use this directory in comp]etfng in-class
and outside assignments? ) -
Not at all 1 2 3 4 ES 6 Very much

To what extent did you find this direciury helpful for locating specific

educational information reso: +ces?

Not at all

' Very
helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6

helpful,

Please comment on your overall reaction to the directory, A Guide to
Educational Resources, and list any suggestions for improving it.. ~

—
-

~
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52.

53.

54.

55,

Lf the Training Manual were commercially produced, what would be the
highest cost you believe others would be willing to pay for it?

$10 $15 $20 $25 $30 . $35

Please comment on the ‘overall format of the Training Manual and note
any suggestions for improvement.

Describe the type of additional training in the -area of information
dissemination which you would Tike to receive.

List below any specific suggestions or comments you have .concerning the
improvemerit of any aspect of the EIC training.

A S L T B emo B U WO
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APPENDIX C-4 ’

THE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION CONSULTANT:
SKILLS IN DISSEMINATING EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION

Instructional Manager Evaluation Form

Your evaluation of the EIC training will provide important information to - :
help us assess its effectiveness. A1l information will be kept strictly f
confidential.

Name: ] : Date
Address ;
* Academic Degrees and Field O é
“Present Occupation/Position ' _ ’
) Form(s) of EIC Training You Managed Course ___ Institute i
" Location of EIC training . Dates of training - .

Please circle the number which best represents your opinion.

1. Did-you find the EIC training package fully “operational," that is, ' /~
were the training materials and your Guide to Instructional Management
in a form which allowed you to conduct the training effectively, without
needing a great ceal of additional input or assistance?

“pupee

Not at all Highly
operational operational
1 2 3. 4 5 6
Comments : .. . B

T e St o A A P P o8 0 T i g st e My
'
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In questions 2-6, please rate the Guide to Instructional Management on
each of the following dimensions:

2. Overall usability.

Di fficult Very easy
to use to use ’ ;
1 2 3 4 5 6 . )

Comments : ) - :

3. Direéfions for handling the module elements.

inadequate- - -‘Adequate- -
1 2 3 4 5 6
Comments : : \ S 3
(.; - B
4. Format of the guides to the elements. ) . ;
Unclear Clear *
1 2. 3 4 5 6
H
Comments : _

e e

5. Amount.of background or input on the elements for the instructional
manager.

Insufficient . Sufficient
1 2 3 4 5 6 .

Comments :

-
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Specificity of goals for the training elements.

Not specific Specific
enough enough
1 2 3 4 ) 6

Rate the difficulty level of the EIC training content for your group
of trainees. v

Too easy
Somewhat, easy
About right .
Somewhat difficult
Too difficult . .

Comments :

Were you able to follow the time schedule for the training, as
outlined in the Guide to Instructional Management?

Not at all Completely
1 2 3 4 5 6 —

Comments : - : .

Did the sequence -of modules and/or elements seem logical to you?
Completely rVeny
illogical logical
1 2 3 4 5 6

Comments :

U
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h¢f

10.

11.

12.

13.

P ’ |
{ 1 '
Were you able to perform the role of instructional manager as

describgd in the Guide?

Not at 11 - Completely
1 2 3 4 5 &6

Comments :

How comfortable were,you in perform1ng the role of 1nstruct1ona]
manager?

Very Very
uncomfortable comfortable
1 2 3 4 5 6

Comments :

How do the EIC training,materials7compare with.other instructional
materials you have used or taught?

7

e i 1
5 ’

If the cost of the student Trainin§ Manual were between $10 and $25
how would you (or your institution) make it available to your
students? (Check one.)

_____ Buy a Manual for each stulent

—__ Require each student to buy the Manual
Buy one Manual and duplicate thé number needed
~_ Provide copy(ies) in the 11brary

—_ Other (Specify:

-84-
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Comments:

-

L .
How do you think the EIC materials should be packagéd? (Check one.)

Each piece available separately

As a set containing one copy each of the Guide to Instructional
Management, the Training Manual, the -audiovisual presentations
and the Ecology Information Packet with additional Tra1n1ng
Manuals and Ecology Packets ava1]ab]e separately

___ As a complete package with materials for an instructor and 10
" students

As a complete package with materials for an instructor .and 15
students .
Other (Specify: i L . . )

For which types of persénnel (i.e., what occupations or pos1t1onsl do
you think- the EIC tra1n1ng is most appropriate? )

4

Would you vary the training approach or format to sﬁit any. or all of
the above types of personnel? If so, specify how and for which
personnel. X

-

Are you now or will you soon be conducting any training in which the
EIC materials. could be used? yes ___ no

Would you actually use the EIC materials in that training? _-_yes no

-85-
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19.

20.

If any difficulties or problems arose which in any way impeded tbe
effectiveness of the EIC training, what were they and how do you
think they could be avoidgd? 4

-

List below any suggestions or comments you have concerning any aspect
of the EIC training.

fam—

A ———
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APPENDIX C-5
EVALUATION CHECKLIST FOR INFORMATION PACKAGE

@M{m

Items -required for evaluaticn:

Transformed package
Letter of Transmittal
Paper Trail (completed)

Strongly
- Disagree
1. The negotiated client problem )
is narrowed and defined in .
succinct terms. 1 2 <3
2. Search terms have been formulated
to ensure a comprehensive and
efficient search. 1 2 3
3. The ﬁetfieved material has been
redefined by the EIC into an
" actionable package for the client. 1 2 3
4. The retrieved materials are organized
in such a vay as. to best serve the
client's stated problem and need. 1 2 3

5. Relevant documents have been summarized
‘to permit the client a .oncise
perspective on the contents or .
nature of .a document. 1 2 3

6. Th2 letter of transmittal includes:

a. A restatement of the client's

problem. 1 2 3
b. An inclusive description of the
contents of the information
package ‘ 1 2 3
c. A st&tement relating to the
Timitations of the package 1 2 3
* d. Recommendations and conclusions 1 2 3

7. The transformed package fulfills the
client's requirements in terms of the . =
nigotiated problem statement. 1 2 3

-87-
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Appendix D

Paper Trail Do;gments . -

EIC Negotiation Checklist

bserver Checklist for EIC/Client Negot1at1on

Search Referral Form

Search Procedure Form

Transformation Checklist )
EIC/Client Communication Checklist ST
Client Feedback Form

EIC Self-Evaluation Form

DOOUoD 0D
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APPENDIX D=1
EIC Negotiation Checklist -

Client: ‘ : A Date of Request:

Position: =~ ) , -Date Needed:
School/District:

Address: ) _ . i Phone:

Prop]em Area: ] - _ . I

Age/Graqévﬁestriction:

Other Restriction(s):

Purpose of Request:

Type of Request: ‘
[ ] Specific Reference: [ 1 Theory

[ ] Methods [ ] Research and Evaluation
[ J Programs ) [ J Other (Specify: )
[ 1 Special Resources

Depth of Search: Level . Back to 19

Additional Information: 4

Type of Materials Requested:

Statement of Problem:

Ve

Search Terms:

Person taking request:

;897
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APPENDIX D-2

Observer Check]jsi for EI¢/C1ient_§égotiation

Notés on

~ ~(EIC"s name)

LY

- Instructions. For each of the following items, circle the letter that most
nearly corresponds with your observations concerning the interaction

between EIC and Client.

~N
.

o0 of

~
aagy

Did the EIC help the Client
state what. his problem was?

No, not at all ‘
Yes, helped soméwhat -
Yes, helped considerably

Yes, actively helped

Cannot say

oo o
e s e e e

Did the EIC .help the Client
clarify what he needed?

No, didn't help at all
Yes, vaguely

Yes, somewhat

Yes, a great deai .
Cannot say

oo oo
e ¢ o o .

Did the EIC listen to- tha
Client's problem?

a. Didn't pay attention

b. Listened, but seemed to
. be easily distracted
c. Paid close attention

d. Don't know

Did the EIC communicate to the
Client that he understood the
problem?

Communicated this very well
Mostly communicated this
Partially communicate this
Didn't communicate this at all
Don't know

Qs T
o s e e e

To what extent did the questions
asked by the EIC actually help
the Client to clarify his problems?

Didn't help at all
Helped somewhat

Was extremely helpful
Couldn't tel

-90-

o ao oY

Be sure to answer each item.

Did the EIC-ask questions
which indicated that he had
a clear-grasp o what the
Client had said?

a. Rarely

b. Occasionally

c. Frequently ~ )
d. Regularly

e. Can't say

. .Did the EIC make any effort

to find -out about the Client's
personal motivation, feelings,
or attitudes toward the problem?

No effort

Little effort

Some effort

A great-deal of effort
Cannot say

oo o
e+ e e .

Did the EIC indicate through

_his general demeanor, posture,

or gestures (such as nodding

his head, murmuring "uh-huh,"
smiling, etc.) that he was en-
couraging the Client to continue
to .elaborate and discuss the
problem?

Not at all
Intermi ttently
Frequently
Very frequently
Cannot say

oo o
o o e e e

Did the EIC ask the Client
repetitive questions?

Very frequently T,
Frequently

Occasionally

Rarely

Don't know

(over)
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10.

12,

During the interview, did

- the EIC restate or, paraphrase

the Client's problem .correctly?

-Completely, correct
Mostly correct.
Partially correct
Not at all

Don't remember

OO T

Did the EIC ask whether the
Client was familiar or had any
previous experience with this

type of problem? )

a. VYes

b. Hinted

c. No

d. Don't remember

Did the EIC ask the (lient what
assistance -he expected to get
from the, EIC?

a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't remember

13. Did the Client and the EIC
agree on the course of action
to be taken (that is, agree
on what information was needed
and when) before terminating
their interview?

a. Yes

b. Partially

c. No

d. Don't remember

If "Partially" or "No," explain-
why:

14. Did the Client agree that the
search terms suggested by .the
EIC were descriptive of the
problem they had discussed?

No, none were descriptive
Yes, agreed some were
Yes, agreed most were
Yes, agreed all were
‘Don't remember

fD a0 oo

The following questions concern the Client's reactions to questions asked by

the EIC.

15.

16.

-

How did the Client react to

the EIC's questions?

2. Unresponsive

b. Slightly responsive
C. Responsive

d. Extremely responsive
e. Don't remember

How well did the Client appear
to understand the EIC's questions?

Clearly

With some understanding
Vaguely

Not at all

Cannot say

[1* I =W o R e gy - 1}
* o L I

Circle the. letter that most nearl
of the interaction between EIC and Client.

y corresponds with your opinion

PR

17. How did the C]ient)appéar at
the conclusion of the interview.

a. Lost
b. Not fully satisfied
c. Satisfied

. d. Don't remember

Corments: (Use other side, if necéssary.)

-91-
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APPENDIX D-3

SEARCH REFERRAL FORM

- [WAE OF UsER : - DATE OF INQUIRY

- . a—t

INQUIRY (BRIEF)

SEARCH TERMS ' o ?
GENERAL REFERENCE BOOKS N EDUCATION -
-
Dictionary of Education Interational Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences
Digest of Educational Statistics Personality Tests and Reviews ) .

Education Dire:tory A Selected Guide to Lurriculum Literature
The Educator's Encyclopedia The Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook

] Reading Tests and Reviews . .
Encyclopedia of £ducational Research H Sources in Educational Research

Fundamental Reference Sources The Teachers' Library

Handbook of Educational Research Who-khat-Where-When-How=Why Made Easy, a Guide to the {

How to Find Out . Practfcal Use of Reference Books
Human Behavior: An Inventory of Scientific Findings

b
ﬁhoocunentation in Education
§

INDEXING & ABSTRACTING SERVIVES:
i BIBLIOGRAPHIC REVIEWS

] America's Education Press [174009 Bocks:for Secondary School Libraries: a Basic List

} Book Review Digest ] Gaicde to Periodicals in Education

] Books in Print’ Index to Conputer Assisted Instruction .

} Curreat Contents: Education J Monihly Catalog of United States Government Publjcations
Current Index to Journals fin Educatfon (CIJE) 8 PREP (Put~ing Research into Educational Practice) ey
Education Index ~ Psychological Abstracls

[].Education Selections from ERIC and RTIS 1 Research in Education (RIE)
E1-Hi Textbooks in Print, 1971 ] Senfor High School Library Cataleg

i The Elementary School Library Collection Statistical Abstract of the United States

1 Forthcoming Books in Print [] Suject Guide to Children's Books in Print, 1970-71

GUIDES TO MEDIA & CURRICULA PRODUCTS

] The Audio-Visual Equipment Directory [] The Guide to Simulation Games for Education and P+aining
] Audio-Visual Market Place: a Myltimedia Guide “1} Learning Directory-19723-71 :
J Audic-Visual Source Directory for Services and Products L] Hationa} Information Center for Educational Media . . i
J AVI Guide to New Products (NICEM) series
] Basic Reference Shelf on Myseums ond Media [ Hew Educational Materials, 1970
£ducational Product Report [] Report of the International Clearinghouse on Science and
J Educator's Prograss Service Series Mathematics Curricular Developments
1 Educator's Purchesing Masters. Vol. 1. Instructional Materials [] Social Studies Curriculum Haterials Data Book
J Educator's Purchasing Masters. Vol. 2. Instructional Equipment [] Telecourse Catalog 1971. Fzctbook and Fact Sheets
1 Elementary English - [] U.S. Government Films: a Catalog of Motion Pictures and

. ] Free and Inexpensive Leaming Materials ) Filmstrips for Sale by the Mational Audiovisual Center

GUIDES TO HUMAN & INSTITUTIONAL RESOURZES

Agency Resource file [] £RIC Clearinghouses . . |
Averican Association of School Librarians (] Handbook of Information Sources in Education ard the .
Directory of Educational Information Rescurces Behavioral Sciences
J A Directory of Information Resources in the United States: il Human Resources File . .
Social Sciences (1965) Institute for the Development of Educational Activities (IDEA)

[] A Directory of Information Sources in the United States: il Leaders in Education
Federal Government Hationa™ ‘Faculty Directory 1971
[] CEDaR Catalog of Selected Educational Development and i Regizaz) Educational Laberatories

Research Programs, Projects and Products Research and Developmeat Centers °
[] Educator’s ¥orld Science Teaching

INFORMATION RESEARGH SERVICES

[ DATRIX: (Direct Accecs to Refurence Information: ] National Education Association
A Xerox service) ;il National Refevral Center for Science and Technology
[ ERIC: DIALOG (Online Retricval System) L) Science Inforration Exchange (SIE)
ERIC Searches (Horthern Colorado Educational Board of } SOC (Systems Development Corporaticn)/ERIC
Cooperative Services) School Research Information Service (SRIS)

EKTC . -92- ’
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APPENDIX D-4

Search Procedure Form

STEP ONE: DEFINE PROBLEM

STEP TWO: DERIVE GENERAL APPROACH

SELECT RESOURCES

I — - e

e

STEP THREE: DETERMINE SEARCH TERMS
Initial search terms:

Added search téfms:

-93-

(over)
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SYEP _FOUR: CONSULT RESOURCES

REFORMULATE PROBLEM (?)

STEP FIVE: LIST CITATIONS

EIC




APPENDIX D5
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Instructions.

APPENDIX D-6

The EIC/Client Communication Checklist

Notes on

(EIC's name)

Observing others as they convey information they have
gathered will sharpen your own communication skills.

Heightened awareness

of how others handle transactions of the type we have been studying will
lead to more accurate perception of one's own performance under similar

ciuhstances. -

Familiarize yourself with this form before the EIC and Client begin.
Listen carefully when information is exchanged and also observe the style

with which the EIC communicates.
do not understand.
of the interview may occur to you.

Perhaps you will observe something you
Questions about techniques or comments about the progress.
Jot them down in the space provided.

Do not let this distract you from observing, however.

"

After the interview is over, check the one response to each of the
following questions which most closely approximates your observation of
how and what took p]ace during the EIC/Client communication 1nterv1ew.

During the communication interview, did the EIC. . .

1.

Attempt to restate the client's 4.
problem?

a. Ho, not at all
b. Yes, made a brief attempt
c. Yes, restated

.d. Do not know

Maké reference to the "contraq}"? 5.

a. No, not at all

b. Yes briefly

¢c. Yes, clearly made reference
d. Do not know

Explain the organization of the
information in the client's 6.
"package"? '

Gave a good explanation

Made some effort to explain

c. Made no apparent attempt to
explain

d. Cannot say

o

-96-

Suggest wé&s to use the information?

Not at all

Only a few

Some suggesticns made
Excellent suggestions made
Cannot say

oo oo

Explain the limitations of
the packet?

Gave-a complete explanation
Touched on the subject
Made no mention

Bo not remember

Qo oo

cxplain how client can obtain
addi tional information?

a. HNo explanation made

b. Briefly mentioned other
possibilities

c. Explanation of other
possible sources

d. Cannot say

(over)
WLERD 1/72
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7. Make evaluative Jjudgment(s)
about the quality of this
- specific packet?

a. Yes, explicitly
b. Yes, vaguely

C. No, not at all

d. Did not notice

8. State his level of competence
to select, make Judgments
about relevance,..and trans-
form information?

a. Clearly stated

b. Mentioned briefly
“ €. No mention made

d. Cannot say

-~

I

im= < .=
9. Offer additional help™to™ -

client? —_
a. HNo, did not offer

b. Mentioned casually

C. Made a definite offer

d. Cannot say

12.

14.

15.

-10.7 Listen carefully to the client's. -

questions?

a. - Paid clese attention

b. Seemed somewhat distracted
C. Did not pay attention

d. Cannot say

11. React positively to nonverbal
communication from the client?

a. Had a positive reaction
b. Had an occasional

reaction
C. Had no reaction whatsoever
d. Cannot say

16.

Convey the information in:a -
confident and believable
magper? .

a. Yes
b. .Haltingly
c. No

d. Cannot make a Jjudgment

Conduct the interview wizh
ease?

a. Yes

b. Somewhat nervously
c. No

d. Cannot say

Did the extent and the -depth

of the search seem consistent

with the client's request?

Yes
.~ Apparently
No

ao oo

. Cannot say

-D}d the client express,

verbally, satisfaction with
the service he received?

a. VYes

b. With some apparent
reservation

c. HNo

d.' Cannot say

Did the client indicate
dissatisfaction, non-
‘verbally, concerning the
service he recejved? o
a. Yes, strongly indicated’
b. Apparent dissatisfaction
C. No indication

d. Cannot say

Suggestions to the EIC for more effective communication:-

-97~
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APPENDIX D-7
Sample Client Feedback Forin #1%
(PTease respond to all questions) -

Title of Position . Name (optional}

1. Which of the following best describes the reason for your request?
(More than one choice permitted) - ’

Classroom needs as I deal daily with students

School or department working on educational improvement in thie
area of my request

Professional- growth (writing, reading, or further schooling)
necessitated .additional information ’

ety

H o,

Interest as a result of attending a meeting, conference, etc. N
Other (specify) - ! . -
2. Which of the following best describes how you used the information
received as. a result of your request? (More than one choice permitted) {

To complete the-original-pursuit
To investigate new pursuits it suggested
To re-evaluate the direction of the original pursuit
To assist in .decision-making about educational practices
__Other (Specify)

—

2

- - . ¥ .
3. One of the objectives of the Information Center is to provide "one- ”; !
stop" service where referrals to programs, printed materials, and
consultants aré available frem one source.

a. .Are you familiar with other institutions, individuals, or agencies
which could provide this "one-stop" service?

Yes No (If yes, please’ indicate the name(s))

From what source(s) did you obtain information prior to your using
the Information Center?

o

4. How would you rate the services provided by. the Information Center?

/ / / / /: _/

‘excellent . adequate unnecessary

) ~ *Adapted from User Evaluation Questionnaires, designed by the
MOREL Information Ceiiter, Detroit, Michigan

-98- é
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10.

11.

wl

What activities would you suggest we
a. start?

b. stop?
Regard]ng the projects and programs referred to you, did you
review the background information supplied?

Completely
Somewhat
Not at all

None provided
Did you write, telephone, or visit a project or program?

Yes (specify) Mail Telephone Visitation -
No

How would you rate the contribution of the project or program you
wrote to, telephoned or visited?

Provided many new ideas i

Provided some new ideas B ’
Provided very little that was new

Reinforced present thinking

Irrelevént

Other (specify)

|

|

|

Regarding the printed materials (bibliographies, articles, etc.)
sent” to you, were they

a. read

/ /x- /_- / / / /

/

extensively in part ) not at all
b.” relevant to your needs? ’
o |/ / /] /

Concerning the referrals to other Agencies for add1t1ona1 information,
were they contacted?

Yes

No

No referrals given

If agencies to which you were referred were contacted, to what
extent were they able to assist you?

~vorla
P e, —ame— -

/ T A / / J_J

extensively S somewhat ~ not at al]
-99-
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APPENDIX D-8
EIC Self-Evaluation Form

NEGOTIATION
1. Inferior: Does not adequately Superior: Successfuliy negotiates
negotiate the client's probiem . clignt’s problem and formulates a
in either written or oral form. precise written and oral descrip-

tion to guide further analysis
and information retrieval.

[] [] [ ] [] []

Inferior Below Average Average Above Average - Superior !

~

Action Needed to Close the Gap
e
= P
2. Inferior: Misses the real ‘ Superior: Narrows down and T :
purpose behind the ciient's pinpoints the real purpose of the :
request. client's request. g
[1 [] ] [l []
Inferior Below Average - Average Above Average Superior

Action Needed to Close the Gap

17‘

‘ -100-




o - RERIEAD '

1. Inferior: Poorly develops Superior: Develops an efficient
search plan, creating problems . ang comprehensive search plan.
with the search and summary {
procedures. ‘ '
[ ] (1 - [] [] [ ] :
‘Inferior Below Average Average Above Average Superior

.

Action Needed to Close the Gap

! 2. Inferior: Poorly assesses Superior: Accurately assesses
the contents of applicable - the contents of the applicable
' documents, missing the documents fulfilling the client's
: information needs of the client. need in terms of the  negotiated
. problem definition.
[ 1 [] - L] [] [] s
Inferior Below Average Average Above Average Superior 1

Action Needed to Close the Gap

l
l
t o
t

o -101-
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1. Inferior: Organization of
resources inadequate.

[1-

Inferior

Below AQerage

o4 e T T TEVTRETR T T W

[IRANSFORMATION1
Superior:

[]

Average

Above Average

Exceptional

organization of resources.

L] []

Superior

Action Needed to Close the Gép

information not adequately

capsulized.

[ ]

Inferior

Superior:

[] ]

Below Average

Average

Above Average

Retrieved information

well capsulized. .

[ ] S

Superior

2. Inferior: Retrieved

Action Needed to Close the Gap'
/.

A
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3. Inferior: No effort spent in -Superior: Expends considerable
determining how material effort in determining how client
assembled for client meets his uses the material provided and
needs in terms of potential — presents alternative methods for.
utilization. > utilization.

[1] [ [] [1] []

Inferior Below Average Average Above Average Superior

Action Needed to Close the Gap
~ !
{OVERALL PERFORMANCE]

1. Inferior: In general, overall Superior: Successful performance
performance is not adequate 4 throughout the interaction with
because strengths in one or the client.
more processes unable to
compensate for areas of weakness.

[] [] [ ] [] [1

Inferior Below Average Average Above- Average Superior

Action Needed to Close the Gap
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[COMMUNICATION

1. Inferior: Poor oral and Superior: Excellent oral and

written communication. written communication.
[1° [] L] [] []
Inferior ~ ‘Below Average Averige Above Average Superijor

Action Needed tc Close the Gap

2. Inferior: Little insight ) Superior: Insightful grasp of
into client's potential use of client's potential use of the
materials retrieved. information provided.

[] L1 - [} [] R

Inferior Be]ow-Average Average Moove Average Superior

Action Needed to Close the Gap

-104-




6
2. Inferior: Does net attempt to Superior: Adjusts techniques to
readjust strategy in-order to deal satisfactorily with client.
deal satisfactorily with client. SN
[] [] [] [] [1
Infericr Below Average Average Above Average Super1or‘
Action Needed to Close the Gap
3. Inferior: Work is generaily Superior: Satisfies the client.
below par; fails to meet )
client's needs.
[1 [] [1° [] [1
Inferior . Below Average Average Above Average Superior

4

e

L

Action Needed to Close the Gap
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