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The burpose of this study was to attempt to investigate )
emp1ri¢ally the process of 1nstructional systems design in . .
supervisory trainipg. The ITU mogel presented by Holden
(1953), was initially proposed as thé basis for this ~ ©
investigatlon. ‘The rbility encountered in the work :

environment, however, nacessxtated some radical departures
from this model which ware sufticient to -invalidate any such
'ipvestigatxon. The\proposed method and actual method aro
coimpared and.the rrmifications of the differences between 7.
them are discussed in relation to the literature 6? .
instrupyioﬂal design. Althouéh the instructional product
vas perceived as successful _by the client, it is the
autbér's view that it could have been still more effective
) if instructional systems design principlas had been adhcrcd
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' organiz;tions coupled with the fact that we are moving more

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION P

COmpsnies have been aeserting "people are our greatest
asset" for so long that, as nany employees could attest, th

statement has practically ceased to mean anything at sll.

Recent vritings, however, indicate that while in the past \/,)

,such a statement may have been\ little norJKthan~a piatitude, h

the situation is now changing. This may be because the

F

importance of managing and developing valuable human 3

resources erfectively is considerably more obviongb;nd

pressing at .,a time when the quality of .personnal can mark

the difference betweenazuccess and failure for an” ) ,,

organization. The following discussion axplores this

concept in mqre detail and considers the ramifications of )

such an idea odern human resource development (HRD)
degartments. ] * \ -

Baird, Schneier, and\&:i:d (1983), in the introduction

to The Training and Developmeht Sourcebook, state their

heiief that this renewed’emphasis on the importance of human-

resources is a result of the increasing complexity of modern’

and more towards an informafion_and service-based economy.
Organizations are finalfy beginning to recognize that poorly
motivated, poorly trained personnel can be a liability in
the current economie';n;ircnmentl - The fect_thgtwiﬁey are

-
becoming more cagnizant of the necessity to train and

~develop their personnel is e#idenced ny the spectacular

growth of the{tield of HRD in ::ec:eni:‘_yesrs.l Estimates of

- ’ ’

/




ennuel training expenditures in the United States alone
range anywhere from $31 billion (Amerioen\gociety 5} ‘
ining ana Development, cited in Kahn & Buchsaun, 1986) to
-~ $60 billion (BSonnenfeld & Ingols,_198g), and $100 billion

dollere (Gilbert, 1976) it corporate and government

° ':ﬂgggtion! (i e., companies dbsorbing the cost of

univeYrsity degrees, for example) and treining as well as
hidden coete are combined.
The .latest estimate of direct training expenditures in

the United 8tates from Training Magazine's S8ixth Industry

Report are in the region of $32 oillion for 1987, an 8.4
percent increase over 1986. Fuftpermore,'direct
expenditures - comprised of everything except trainers!'
salaries and overhead costs - increased 12.2 percent. S8uch
findings ied the eesociete editor to comment "... after.
decades of ‘intoning that 'people are our best asset!?,
employers actually maf be putting their money where tneir
platitudes are" (Geber, 1987 p. 39): In ah excellent new
book, ‘Naisbitt and co-author Aburdene also maintain that the
.money oorporatione are spending in this area is a A
ekgnificant reéognition of the value of employees to the
corporation. ﬂThey state "corporations are finally willing
.ﬁp invest in people and their skills through training and
education to the degree that thaf have always invested in
equipment" (Naisbitt & Aburdene, 1985, p,_165):

While the training expenditure estimates presented
above vary widely, the most recent ones of $60 and $32
billion are probably closer than they wouid.appear since the

smaller figure does not include the hidden costs of training

'y ’
\
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(i.e. trainees' salaries etc.) and only covers organisations
with more than 50 employees. In any event, it is.obvious
that, huge Sumsm?f money are spent in this area every year. g

While these figures are for the United States, it can .. ™.

rd

be agSumed (as with many North American issues) that the

samé situation prevails in Canada, albeit on a smaller

scale. N

<

Peter Drucker;s statement in his latest book ent{tlcd

| Innovations and Entrepreurship,\retlects th%s gg?vth in the
HRD field, "... the.continuing education and professional
development of already highly educated and highly achieving
adults has become the true 'growth industry' in the United
Btates in the past twenty years" .(1985a, p. 265). Thege is
reason to believe that this growth trend in HRD will
continue. The renowned futurist, Alvin Toffler, predieted -
at the 1982 Annual Conferénge of the‘Ameriggﬂ Society for,
”Personnel‘Administration that trainifig and development - not
computers or genetics - will be_the fastest growing, ‘most
critical industry in the future (cited in Phillips, 1983, p.
vvi). Even as far back as 1977, experts at the U.S8.
Manpower éervices Commission were preeicting that managemene
development was‘the key ‘to future prosperity (cite? in
Boyle, 1981). If these predictions are correct, éﬂen the
American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) '
projected estimates of half a million jQyﬁ/in the tield and
‘budgets that could reach sspo billion (cited in

Us_News and World Report, 1985, p. 44) may not be as

incredible as they seem ‘now. -y '
Somewhat ironically, considering, the amounts of money. ' ~
- a7
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involved, even companies described as 'best managed! or
'excellently managed# are unwilling or unable to assign a
fidure on this impoftant investment (Sonnenfeld & Ingols,
1986). A 1984 study of 1,200 major compamies by Hay
Associa;ls erorted that less than one company in a hundred g
fpven purport to assess the millions of dollars they spend on
education a£nua11y ¢cited in Sonnenfeld & Ingols,_lseé).
This cou{d well account for the difficulty noted earlier in
obtdfhinq iccuxafe figures concerning training expenditures.
If, in general, companies do not really know how much
they spend ip this area, how do they assess the worth in
terms of contribugion to the cérporate profit structure?
For the most part, it appears that tﬁey do not (or caﬂnot).
Very fe§ éompanles "... have any idea what they are getting
for all the money and effort they spend on training, let
alone whattthey sho:?h be getting" (Drucker, 1985b, p. 30).
The same conce}n has been voiced earlie;. Tosti (1980) |
states. that organizations "typically fail to analyse [the]
purposes, costs or effectiveness [of these expenditures]®
(p. l). Worse, he balieveg that over half of training
buddets are waséed, and tﬁat this waste is mostly related to
the myths surrouﬁding vhat training can and cannot do.
Romiszowski (1981) agrees, stating-that wﬁile training is

rarely a complete solution to a problem in industry, .

/)industrial organizations often tend to expect more than is

reasonable from their trainzng departments (p. 32).
;zvsinglgggininq as a panacea for all of an .
organigation's problems obviously results in much wastage of

time and monéy," yet this approach is prevalegt. .ﬁany

3
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authors (eig., Holden, 1955} Romiszowski, 1981) heve
observed tﬁat'training is often used to ‘solve’ everything .
fréﬁ motivational issuee$tq performance problems regardless
of whether or not it is an appropriate strategy. The be;id
problem, according to Tosti (1980{, appears to be/phe
confusion over the inherent differences between inbwledge

\\

and beheviour: t

-

Training means'changing behavior, not acquiring
nowledge. While a worker may acquire knowledge,
here s no guarantee that behavior change will

occur or problems be solved ... simply put, the

definition [of training] does not relate back to

.the classroom situation with which most people are

» familiar (p 44).

He is not alone in th%s view: "there is‘e‘n;ive.belief
that the giving of information will change attitudes which:
in turn will change beyaviour. .This is a nonsense which
bears no\relatiop to our experiegpe of life" (Crawford &
Jones, 1986, p. 225). While this may be the most prevalent
problem,'it is by no mpeans, _the only one. \some of the other
exampleg\of the mi;usz\htjDLeininq dollars which have been
cited include~ meking training more complicated than it
.needs to be; over-training,\trainlng personnel at the wtong-
time (Tost1,‘1980): and ""spectacular but~non-epecific"
tnaining experiences (Crawford & Jones, 1986)

Compounding these issues is the fact that few
organizations attempt to evaluate (except in a superficial
way) whether theeﬁraining programs they provide actually do
‘what they Qere deeigneu to dor Have they met,theirl
objectives? Do they need to be moditied or improved.in lome

way? nas tnp organization benefited? B o

Nym
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‘ It is well knonn that, historically, management has not
seen the need to ask these questions, taking instead a \
philnnthropic attitude towards training - the assumption
-being that training, rather like a unifersity education, was
valuable, that 'sometﬁing was better than nothing'. This
attitude is all the more amazing when one considers that it
is contrary to other aspects of a business operation where

all departments are required to contribute ana substantiate

their actions in relation to profits (Belasco & Trioe,

197&) 3 !
As the knowledge of this fallacious attitude gained

widespread attention, increasing pressure has been placed on

Vs

training departments to produce measurable reSultsﬁto
justiﬁy their continued existence. As a result, training
management have made A great effort to comply'(ifofor no
“.on§§3 reason than to protect their own jobs). This
increased interest in the subject is evidenced by the
proliferation of 'how to do it' articles on training and

———avaluation, especially for management programs, in 1ead1ng

journals and*magazines s*gh as Training, and The Training

and thelopment Journal, - although some of this increase is

undoubtedly due to the overall growth of the economy in.
general, and the HRD field in particular. N " ) s
—While there_ is certainly 'quantlty', the qualzty of
many of these articles is questionable. In an early review '
of the literature on management eftectiveness Campbell L
(1971) states that, “by and large, the training development
literature is voluminous, nonempirical, nontheoreticel, -

poorly written, and dull [as well -as] faddish to an extreme' f

[

]*.} R ) 6..
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(p. 565). A sioilar rovieJ\by Goldstein (19;;;\bubliahod
almost ten years later, indicated that in the interim
pariod, the vast majority of literature on training was
still not theoretical, empirical, noﬁ, or thoughtful.
Goldstein goes on to bemoathho fact that a large, proportion
of this literature was dominated by anecdotal presentations
of little value. ‘

.Goldstein (1980) does acknowledge, however, that there
is'a smallnbut increasingly significant litoraturo’that
focuses onﬁ}mportant issues and suggests that futoro
,lresearch include some of the following oonsigorations.

1) Researchers of training should consider all aspscts of

!
the 1nstrucb1ona1 process and develop theories of adult

instruction. i
2) The creativeﬁdevelopment of evaluation models which
~ would peroit the sﬁrraotion of the greatest smoﬁht of
'information.yithin,tho consbraihts'of rps environment-
‘.Rosearchers‘oonnot artord to be frozen intolinacrrétty.
sy the spectre of threats to validity. | ﬂ
3) A further understarding ond recognition that traihino (
is a process within an organization must be:rotlooyod\,

within the study o( instructional-sysyems} We nust

,.cbnsidsr training as & system within work orqanfzitions

'rather than simply tr&at 1nstruction as a soparato )ﬁ

- A\

’technology.

-+ -

4) .There is a desperats need for high quality onpirioal
investigations that oxamino'the usefulness of trai g

techniques -(p. 262-263). o

¢

or
i




"It is; somevhat surprising that the problems and issues

. discussad above shouid continue to be so widespread vhen the

& scienbe associated with training and evaluation methods has
become so refined. .The techniques for tront-end analysis,

&

production, and evaluation of training programs are

‘ available in instructional design (ID) models through rields '
such as.gducational Technology. Although some companies -

for example, Arthur/Anderson (Miles, 1983), qtnadian

National (Bchmidt, 1987), and Bell (Rosenberg, '1981) - have

reported a great deal of success using In techniques, many o

;mhers are.not even awvare such techniques are available.

_ why ‘is it that systems approaches, particularly with

" , regard to ID, are net the standard for the field and in

widespread use? . The answer may lie in the fact that because

these techniques require a more systematic approach than

J‘{ conventional instruction, trainers may believe they are too

. contusing, difficult, time consuming, or costly to apply.

‘ More likely, they simply do not know of them or, if they do,

B have not, been properly traineg in their use..

,“ ’ Whatever .the reasons, it would appear that there is
olearly a need for the mors‘rigorous application of the
principles ot instructional design models, if .industry.

training is to become more effective and (cost) efficient.

This‘thesis attempts to documeat the application and
:useﬁof the systems approach to. instructional de;ign in an
organization not currently using such technigues. While
‘:recognizing that sometimes it is not possible to apply such
principles stringently in a ‘real vorld' environment, it

‘ should certainly be possible to make concessions to the
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needs of industrf hiinodifying the established ID models
without necessarily detraoting from the logicdl ana
conoeptual rigor of the original model.
,' . ' '1 The study, also attempts to show that the use ‘of suoh a
’ : *hodel, far trom detracting, can contribuite to ensurinq the
- production and evaluation of quality training programs‘whieh
meet' real needs while also meshing with organizational goals ’;
- an' approach which coincides with Goldstein's (1980)
sﬁggestions for future research. o i}
In .the following Chapter, the instructional eysteme *
design concept will be examined and compared with .
'traditional approaches to instruction. Some examples of ID
models will alsd be presented and explored with speoial
emphasis on their use in-the’ indpstrial/organizational
training env;ronment. )‘ ' , ! ','
A comprehensive model will be explained in more detail
L, in Chapter s. The investigation process and results of the
' application of this model, as it was applied in a projeot
involving cargo supervisors ihn-a major Canadian airline, %

will be documented in Chapter 4. The results of this
-application will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6,




: Traditional Approaches

L

’deciaions, thougﬁ:)were LU 1ikely guided by a set of

cm\p'rza 2 .0
TRADITIONAL V8. sts'rzns APPROACHEB ‘7O knnszcnmo msmucnou v

'a

G 9. . 1 &% .

According to Qannum and Briggs (1982), Anstructors have

traditionally been reeponsible ‘for all aspects of course

development and delivory, usually ‘because of their superior

knowledge of the subject concerned.. Generally, the first e

thing an instructor woula do in developing a course would be
e

tovidentify the content Deqisions concerning specific

content were ‘based on several Yactors: the cohtent the

”ainstructor thought was - important, the content he or she was

most familiar and oomfortable with' the availability of
materials for eaoh of the topics, the 53ntent covered by
major texte ih the: field, and knowledge of previous course

eyllabi. ‘A major additional factor “was the amount of time ‘ . //'

whioh needed to be 'filled' - a. 30 hour course required more ' /

content than a 16 hour course. Instructors also made - ' ) '//

decieiona abodf’how to oonvey the information.‘ These’

aaeumptions about instruction that had“ ‘been incorporated /

- into’ operational pnooedurea by the 'school or training ‘/ N

.
/ ~

" . institutionn (uannum & Brigqa 1982, p. 9) . . )

Thia view is typical and fairly representative of what
happena when the traditional approach to designingf ) ! ,
inatruction is used The emphasis on the teacher, or B ‘
instructor, is paramount - as an expert on the subjeot he or

she is expectod to be able to 'teach' it.

Y

- »
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// While "this approach is still prevalent, it does not
A/ . M

-//’necessarily lead to good instruction, poihaps lofding to

.some of the problems already d;aeussoﬂ. Knowledge of
subject ma;%ar does not automatically translate into the

xability to teach it f'as anyone who has been a student can
attést.y The result of such a traditional procotg/és often

popr.quality insfruct;cn: .o J i

Some persons have been able to design and deliver .
effective instruction using such an lpgroach but
this 1is not the usual case. The 1limitation of
traditional approaches to course and program dev-
. elopment is not that they never work, but ° rather
that the qualitI of instruction developed ...
varies widely, s usually unpredictable, and is
often never determined at all. Developing and
. delivering quality instruction in a traditional
manner is in large part an art that unfortunately
is practiced by only a limited number of instruct-
ors. Thus, uneven quality results._ _ Even ambdng
exceedingly talented instructors, there is the
problem that their talent is not passed on the
others who could in turn become ‘'artists®' in the
design and. delivery of instructiol (Hannum &
Briggs, 1982, p. 9).

v
-

While the traditional approach can work, it is often a
hit or miss affair: it is not necessarily effective or

LY

efficient -unless the instructor is particulary talented.

gyatemsggpproadh .

o
+
r o

Contemporary views of the instructional process, on the

other ﬁand, stress a more systematic approach:'"iﬁstructfon

is a systematic process in which every component is oréc%pl

to successful learning. This perspective is usually

referred to as the ggétéms point of view, and advocates of
" this poéition typically use the systems approach to design
instructionm [emphasis added] (Dick & c;riy 1985, p. 2).

—

11




This systemic approach has its theoretical under-

-

pinnings in general syste'ms theory. While there are no

4

*laws!’ gucl&is one would find in fystems Qciences,v there are o
g 'so’ries of concepts and orientations which can be used '
by many disciplines to organize and sh6w the relationships
between the various parts of the empirical world" (Richey,

1986, p. 34). According to Richey', the interest in such an
ax;proach éeems/ to lse an ext.:ension f the value which lfuman
beings place on order in their/lg:s: "[it] is an attempt
towards understanding relationships and the effects of /a l

given process,: attitude, or oquct upon other people and.

LY

other events" (p. 34). -

'gsystem' describes an abstract
L
1981)/ has rejected the usual ,\>

set of compongnts or elements,

Beca{xse the \te
conc;pt, Romivszow‘ski ;
definitions such as
interacting together to ards a common goal' as too far »
removed from everyday understanding to be much use in
comprehending the concept. While acknov;lkdging that some
syksteins define themsélves by their very nature, (the example
he gives ‘is that of é'bicycle) , they can always be viewed as
. part of ano:ther sfystem (a bicycle, for example, can be
viewed as a man-machine syste‘n;' or as a component In a city
trans'pbrt% system) . sigmilarly,\ a given system is made up of.
smaller systems (for ~o'xamp].e, the gear or braking system of
a bicycle). As a result of these considerations he

. conclﬁdes that:

A system exists because we have chosen to consider
it as that. We have drawn the bounda that
limits the extent of the system, thus defining the
components, or sub-systems that compose jour 'sys-

12
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/tem- of interest'. once defined in this way, we

can .identify the principal connections between
this system and its environment, the inputs from
the environment to the system and the outputs from
the system to its environment (p. 5).

It is only when a system breaks down that there is a,

-~

'probl&{. Once a problem exists, the system may need to be -
analfsed in order to distinguish what 'should-be' from 'what

isgr. slinge effective proﬁlam-s'olving involves choosing

74

solutions from :im’onqst': ﬁlternatives, it follows that "the

criteria for such a selection to be made must Asprin_q from

the specific problem" (p. 10). iccording to Rouflszéw;ki

then, thinking innsystems terms helps to:

.‘)

b)

c)

a)

o)

T'eéhnology (AECT) uses the term ‘*instructional de\‘rolop'mont'

defimne the problem; . _
analyse the problem to identify possible alterémtive

_ solutions; g (
’ Y

select amongst the alternatives and develop the most
viable sqlution 'mix'; .
implement the éolution; and

evaluate its effectiveness. .

The Association for Educational Communications and

/

to describe this systems approach to designing inatruptionai -

*

solutions. They define .{nstructional development as:

y &

A systematic approach ,to the design, production,
evaluation, and utilization of complete systems of
instruction. including all appropriate components
and a management pattern for using them" (cited
in wWallington, 1984, p. 496)..

AECT further breaks down this term to dittcro}xtguto
- 4 . Yool ﬁ
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& Carey, 1985, p. 4J.

o

A}

I'd v
" sinstructional development', which is the broad app;ication,_

e

from 'instructional product development' which is concerned

with 'isolated products', and 'instructional design' which is

* concerned with only one phase of instructional development.

As Wallington (1984) comments, these latter two terms could
presumably be used interchangexﬁly. In thjis thesis the
term instructional design (ID} will be used eonsistently Tor

“the whole progcess ip&olved in the systematic desiqn.gf

instruction. ’
The term 'systematic' needs to be qualified here as it

. would' be wrong to assume that talented instructors using the °

traditional method outlined eanlier are not systematic in
the conventional sense of the word. The term systematic as
it applies to the systems approach in learning situations
consists of a whole set of# procedures or proqesses which
interact effectively to ensure that the’eutpdts_of an
instrueticnal;sysfem areibeople who‘pessess certain know-
ledge and skills. 'Their knowledge, skills, and ability to
perform are measured at the output of the system itself and
fed back to modifylzhe inputs or the processes of ‘the
system. The benefit of viewing instruction through the

' systems appronch is that the importance of each component in

the process is hithiqhted- "they must all interect
effeotiVely, ..+ there is not an overemphasis of any one

' component in the system, but a determination of}the exact
contribution of wach one to-the outcome eé\the system" (Dick
»

™ wnile fﬁe preceding discussion reters to education in

general, it is equally epplicable to training since, in

14
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~outlined- eerliet‘ugd the American 80ciety for Training ana

/.r‘\.'

-~

principle, there is little difference in the utilisation of

any systeﬁs approach to education and training, partioculary e

in the design of the instruction itself‘tgemiszovski, 1981).

_"‘

Furthe:more, there is little qualitattve difference (in
terms of the process described) betuyen the hEé&*ﬂit:nition

Development (ABTDT*aetinition of training and development.
Walliﬁgton, (1984) finds only two visible differentes, (1)

The X8TD defipition explicitly ingludes the:rinitial step of
determining the aetuel skills required, and; (2) it relates

this training to jobs: . - )

Indentifying, assessing, and - through planned
learning -~ hel ing develop the key compentencies
(knowledge, kill, and attitudes) which enable
individuals tp perform.current or future Jjobs
(ASTD, cited in Wallington, 1984, p.- 496).

At

The apparent similarity hetween tﬁe<two defin%t ns
belies some subtle distinctiens, Earticuiary in terms of the
goals that education and training attempt to accomplish.
While ‘the ultimate outputs of an 'educ;tional e&stem' are
people tﬁat cannrunciion and contribute to society in a
broad senée, the immediete outputs of a 'tpaining system'
are people who can apply certain knovledge and skills to a
specific job. 'In other woras, the focus in training is
generally much narrower and job related. oObviously, prior
'education' coupled with specific training equip people to-
perform effectively and thus dontrigute to the
‘organizational society'. _ B -

The success of an;\trliniﬁg program.(}nstruetional

s§stem)xthen,-depends on successful transfer of learning to

'
- ’
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the job} Assﬁming no organizational oonstraintsz\if

employees can actually perform the job in qguestion the
U o

“instructional system is considered to be successful; if not, .

then changes must be made to ensure it is more effective in N

t

bringing about the dosipod‘learning outcomes.
L}

Instructional Design Models

g

roundaﬁions’of the systems approach to instructional
design models are based heavily oot only on systems and .
oommunioation theory but also on'learning theory and
research in tolatod‘disciplines, particulﬁrly instruction.
According to Richey, (1986), this knowledge base for
instructional design has beep expanded through practical
applied experiences which have been based on thege four K
theoretical foundations. ofie of the products of such L

™

applications has been:

A series of procedural models of design. Like
all models, grooodural models simplify complex
process and interactions, and synthesiz each:.
detail into an easily understood -~ . In
essence, these models convey recommended design
techniques .to thq practitioner (p. 93).
The models developed from this approach are therefore
a result of many years of thinkihé; and research, aﬁa the‘
acoumulatod _experience of the last twenty five or so years
(Kemp, "1985) . , o
Howevor, as @as boon noted by many authoers g..,
Andrews & Goodson, 1980; Romiszowski, 1981; Dick & arey,

.1985) thoro is no single systems qpproaoh model £

designing instruction. Instohd, there are various models

. 16 Y o
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which bear the label 'systems approacht, gho components of
which are basically the same. In a relatively recent study,
Andrews and Goodson (1980) reviewed some 40 descriptions of
instrucxion;i.design models and their analysis shows this
similarity. Commenting on the data provi&od by Andrews and
Goodson, Dick (1981) states "... rather than diverging, we
appear to be c¢gnverging on a common consensusrgt what
instructional design modelg or theories will be. It is
highly unlikel t there will be a significant shift away
from this paradigm. If such a shift were to occur, it is
unlikely that it would be considered an instructional design
model , but rather would take on sém; new label" (p. 30).
Any such systems model consists of a numbef of
essential stages (idaﬁted from Dick, 1981; and Romiszowski,

- kS
1

1981) :

a) Front-End-Apalysi
Problem ght;>qénation,

-Condideration bf alternative solutions,
Identification of training needs (if applicable),
Identification of constraints; ,

o

b) Stfatégy Formulation

) Analysis of;Zréining needs,

Formufation of broad goals and subgoals (or
objectives), ) -
Determination of learner characteristics,
Design of instructional methods, 3 -

Media selection to implement strategy: .,

#
4

c) Development and Production of xaterialé

Determine specific content,
X Development and production of materials,
' ' Test development based on materials;

d) Formative Evaluation v

Implement experimeftally,
Revise accordingly:;

17



e) summative Evaluation

— Evaluate the overall results.

It can be argued that these generic instructional

design models constitute a theory of instructional design
which includeés a description of a series of steps; steps
which, if properly executed in sequence, will result in
+ predictable learning outcomes (Dick, 1981).
CQrtainly,‘there.has been much research emphasis on the
sfages which form the basis of\any iD model, (see fbr )
‘example, Kaufman, 1982 on needs assessment, Mager, 1962 on
Writing object%vbs; Kirppatrick, 1976 on evaluation) - after
all, these models are based on theory to a certain extent.

- However, this concentration on the 'parts' of the model has

been critized by some writers because less and leéé emphasis .

has b;en placed on'thg-'tbeoretical glue' necessary to hold
the pi:§?s~together°(nurt?q, 1981). Others would hrghe that
& this is not néé%ssarily a ﬁrob}em as long as the components
| hav;“been researched and are based on theory. Dick and )
Carey‘(198 for example, -state tpat their model (described
| a little lEier) ig "an outgrowth of over twentf years of
research into th? lgarnihg process [and] each component oq
the model is based upon theory and in most instances |
research that damopstratgs the effectiveness of éhat
p coméonent.".(p 4).
While the components to greater and lesser degrees have
‘ been demonstrated to_béieftective there'is, admittedly,
little in the way of formal mgsearch studies' that wouild
. ipdiéhtf the superiority of the overall approach and

°

¢ ~ . - ‘, N Q 18 r

LAN



’ . -

y ' : :
validateﬂ;h‘ltheory. Dick (1980) states that this situation
is cgntéary to other 'sciences' in inch a given thoory~is
test;d by a great number of empirical investigations, but
believes that in this case it could be due to the .

difficultiés‘involved in doing so.

Perhaps the reason for this situation is that it
is extremely difficult to empirically compare one
instructional design model or theory with another -
because of the.difficulty in locating sufficient
numbers of designers who are equally qualified in
using two or more models, and who a willing to
design the same instructional materials. When one
seriously considers research of this kind, the
time, costs, and difficulty in locating partici-
pants make such research almost impossible™ (p.
30) . -

- 7

. --However, the studies that have been published (part- -
icularly primary studies that have used the process and ‘
\ dacuﬂ:ntéd their results) provide strong support for the use
of such an approach (see Rogers,. 1982, for an example).
" pick and Carey (1985) report that there appear to be
three main reasons for the effectiveness of this systems

approach. These are: !

1) The emphasis placed on the 'front-end' analysis. That
is, the importance élaced\at the outset on what cg?ctly‘
the learner is supposed to kpo;, or be able to do, at
the conclusion of the instruction. Doing this
clarifies what the planning and implementation progess

¢ must effectively accomplish. " .

2)' fhe carefgl linkage between each"compcneﬁt of the
model, particulhrg,the relationship between ihc .o C T

instructional strategy and the desired outcomes of ‘the

4§



leerning. Care is taken to ensuie that instruction is.‘

einedwspeeiticeily at the skills and knowledge to be

learned as well as ensuring that the eperdptiete .

.o conditions exist for such learning. '

3) The eystems approach is a reliable end replieeble
process. Proper evaluation techniques ensure thet the
instruction "does what it is designed to do". 1In

o addition, since the instrpctien developed. through such

a process is designed‘te be used many times, it is

- worth the effort to use such an approach (p. 7).

/

Briggs (1982) provides a slightly more elaborate view

)

concerning why the systems eggfggch is succvessful. He
believes that the strengths of current design models X,
include: the use ef*theory and reeeerch as a base for the
models; the ;se of taxonomies of outcomes for instructional
objectives; a choice of cemplex or simple models; the
flexibility of techniques“and formats; an emphasis on
evaluation; the use oi practice as a guide to research; and
the fact that learning objectivepg are matched to the

. instruction (p. 19). Andrews and Goodson's (1980) ;eview
also indicetes that. ID medeis_pfohuce effective instruction
in a variety of settings: ''the general tesxs'constituting a
model of instructional design, though diffeiing in sequence,

.‘are generic in that they may be applied across differing
purposes, emphases, erigine, uses, and settings. This -

attests to the robust quality of ‘the systemic or systematic
_.approach to instructional design" (p. 13). B

From this discussion, it would seem that ID models

A4
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appear (albeit based on somswhat-circnnstsntisl evidence) to’
be ressonsbly effective. In addition ana more inportsntly,'
it hss also. shovn rather more convincingly perhaps, that it
_is, in- genersl, supe:ior to most traditional approaches tor
. producing quslity instruction. While this is undoubtedly N
the case, ghore is still the need for iurther empirical
. study ot_{P models in ordei'to try and validate the 'theory'
“< 7 (Goldstein, 1980). g | | | i
N ‘The fo{Iowing discussion examines some instructional

&esignﬁmodels in(more detail.
T, ,

gxamples of-Instructional,Desiqn Models . L

As Andrews d/:/ooodson (1980) have shown, éince ID
models are essentially simikar, any differences are ususlly

. apparent in the degree of complexity of the model (a mors or
¢ - )
. Kless detaiﬂed breakdown of the stages for example), the

g theoretical bsses, and the wsy in which the msthodoloqy is
D) -8
presented, rather than in the general approsch itselt.

-

Some proponents, Dick snd Carey for exsmple, prefer to -

. use’ the flowchart form of presentstioe, (see Figure 1). , i‘
v This particular model does not include-a major front-end
. needs snalysis, but assumes this to have already heonj j::>
- ‘sccomplished. S " a ' .-
' While this gives a gﬁtg visual picturs of tbs overall
process, and is easy to follow, some misgivings have been -

noted. Romiszowski (1981). states that there are three main
° problems with this prasentation of the methodology. . '

.

1) Thsy give the impression of a more ‘'or less
lineqr,\stggrﬁyistep process vhere ons step is

]

-~ -
- P o , ‘
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_-,completed before the next one is commenced.

) & This is not in fact the case. Problem-solving

involves ‘a 1lot of jumping forward based on

sudden insights, and feed ng back to eon lete

or alter earlier steps. The flow arts

should have arrows (perhaps dotted to indicete

the ‘occasional use of these paths) from every

. block to every 'other block, both forwards and

- backwards. But . this would make the diagrans
. 80 cluttered as to be unressonable. ©

2) They ive the impression that most of the

- enelys s hapgens at the beginning, the synthe-

sis or  design stages about the middle and

- evaluation nainly at the end of the process..

In reality, - systeme thinking (the application

. of the systems approach) involves the exercise

. ©of ‘these three types of intellectual activity
o at all stages throughout the process.

3): 8uch -flow. cherte have tended to give the im-

‘ pression: that the procedure is mechanistic,
that there are ‘precise rules' for the carrying
out of each stage, as in the case of a flow o
chart of-a computer prgcedure. . Some rules.do
“exist but these do not cover all eventuzl-
ities. Some step-by-step procedures exist but
these are more to guide one's. thinking rather

than to take over the thinking process. “ The ..\

- systems’ approach to problem-solving' is not
W algerithmic; it is heurietiov(p. 18).

L4

Illustrated in Fiqure 2, instead of a flow chart,
Romls:owski simply 1abel) the steges and provides detailed
1nformat10n for each one. Althouqh his categories seem

]
almbst too simple,‘it should be remembered that he includes

‘ an enelysis, syntheeis, and’ evaluation at each stage.

nolden {1983) presents the Training Developmen sggndards
trom the Bell system in the United States and tHe Training
Develppment Guidelines of the International‘

te;ecommunicetions Unign (ITU) of Geneva as examples of

- wori&“wide"ceurse d?veloﬁﬁent models. .He himselt uses the

ITU app:oach.- These models are _compared along with-

23
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Romiszowski's in Figure 2 which illustrqtee (as the Andreus
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72) Job Analysis 2) Job ‘study
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* * and Belect * Analysis . : * and Training
Bolution .o , .Design)
4) Training Needs
< . S) Determinati®n of
S0 . Objectives )
’ 6) Design of Tests -
7) Validation of
decctives,
8) Determination of ' v
Entry Regquirements
------- .-------------b-----.~-;----‘-----T-------:—/-\---------------:-
3) Deveélop the 9) Determination of  4) Materials
Solution . Methods and Means -Development
] .- 10) Material Product- -
< . » ' ion .
'4) Implement and 11) Validatipn 5) Field Test

Test Solution
12) Remedial Action

13) Implementation

. "
5) Evaluate and 14) Evaluation © 6) Training
Revise - . ) . . - . Introduction
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'L Analysis, Synthesis, and Evaluation aro'oxpliciily included in

[

each of> Romisowski's stages.
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Figure 2. A COTESTison of the Romiszowski, ITﬁi and Bell

Models of Instructional Design.
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& Goodson study predicted) their similarity. -

While-ther; are upwvards of 60 models presented in the
literqéhre\and probably countless others, primarily in
industriq@ use, which remain unpublished (S8chmidt, 1987,
prcvides an example of an individualized industrial modol),
the three that are presented here can be considorod a
representative sample. To present others would add bulk to

’thia thesis without contributing siginiticant additionQI
information.! Readers interested in other examples should
refer to,the Andrews and Goodson (1980) article. ] '

As this review has sﬁown, for designing insfruction per
se, ID models provide a good framework from which to
proceed. If used properly, it is geneially acbeptga'that
they can significantly increase fhe qﬁality of a given
instructional package while ensuring that it is an
Appropriate solution £6 a given problém. As such, their use
in industry (in con]unction with a well articulated training
strategy) should contribute significantly fgﬁfeducinq the
time and money wasted by inefficient and/or ineffective
training solutions to corporate problems - problems in the
sense of perceived @iscrepancies in human performance bntwg;n
'what is' and ‘'what phould be' .

To reiterate, then, while common_ sense would indicate
that corFain modifications may need to be made to sich
.modelé;;n order to use them ig_individual settings, the

C:brinciples inherent in these.models are generalizable to a’
wide variety 6:.situa€ions. There is a nepd, however, for
‘further field research to attempt to address some of gh‘i)
issues suggested by Goldstein (1980) which were putl;nod in

cr o
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the Introduction to this thesis.

- The current study undertakes to investiéate the use of

" ID principles in doVeloning a solution to a perceived
— problem in human performance amcng superv}sors in a

-large Canadian airline. 1In so doing, it will address the
. b}

- following. o :

‘a) The process of aépf@ing an instructional. systems design
model. ) ' '

b) The issues and suggestions oﬁtljned by Goldstein.

c) R The issues ¥nvolved in using an ID model in a
cofporation\not currently familiar with such
techniques.

©) The adaptability of the model to the unique situation

in which it 15 being usead.

o : . While any one of the models d1scussed in thls Chapter
probably could have been used with equal success to describe
. the process involved in such an investigation, an arbitrary
A decision has been made to use the ITU model explained by
_ Holden (1983). *4his model was .chosen because it is easy to
follow, and because of the clarity such a detailed breakdown
of the steps nrovidaa. In addition, it was developed
apaciticalli for a training application. This simplifies
the axplanation and understanding of the process since there
are no references to general education. The model also
;/’ atrasqas extensive front;end analysis (unlike Dick's &
Carey's for onampie) which the author considars to be a
critical component in industrial training; , '

« !’\“' ' y ’
The following chapter provi&bs more detail concerning
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how.this model should be uihgthnq the methods which Holden

£

recommends in implemgniinq/oach stage in the th,l.
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+  CHAPTER 3
PROPOSED METHOD

o
o

Holden's (1983) description of the ITU instructional
dcsigg_zgdol was selected as the intended generic method of
appfoaching this supervisory project. Buch a generic

» approach was proposed for two -reasons. Firstly, without
having started work on the project, I was not in a bosition
' to specify a detailed situation-specific method of

proceeding and, secondly, ID models are, by their very

*

nature, generic and therefore supposedly applicable to any 4

siggation. Essentially, this Chapter presents a more
datiilnd conceptual overview of instructional design in
relation to the specific model together with the intended

, procedure‘ﬁolden recommends;\ It is not, however'aﬁ
exhaustive treatment of the 'hov'io' approach since, at this
point, such a trea;ment would be beyond the scope of tﬁié
thesis. Rather, it is presented aa’a general method as the
ﬂauthor envisioned it would be implemented prior to starting
the project. Readers interested in more detgif are referred

to Holden's book, Training For Performance and Profit.
)

'"His explanation df each phase in the ITU model is B
paraphrased below together with some embellishments for

purposss of clarification gleaned from general reading.

These embellishments are necessarily few in order to avoid
1Ptgrt;ring with the model as Holden presents it.
For readers unfamiliar:'with the ID concept, the

explanation is divided into two parts, (a2) the rationale,

-~ which explains why what is proposed should be done and, (b)

<

-
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" the suggested process, which explains how it can be - -

accomplished. For easy referral, chapter numbers from the
gsource book are included under 'suggested process' for each

phase should more detail be required.

-

Phase 1 - Preliminarylstudy

Rationale

_The preliminary study is essential in ascefthining
whethef'a training course is actually required. This front-
end analysis determines if ‘training is the solution to the
problem and, if so, provides a clear idea of the scope and -
cost of such a progr;m. If this analysis inaicates that
training is NOT required (for example, it may be that a
chang\\in procedure is all that isrnecessary), then
obviously one does not proceed to Phase 2. This kind of
initial study is essential if one vishes to avoid the .
innappropriate use of training to solve problems and issuesk
that are more cheaply, efficiently, and effectivoly solved

by other means.‘

-

Suggested Process (Chapter 3)

1) Arranée-a preliminary interview with the client

other interested parties in order to ascertain: -

o~

afs what they have. observed which vo@lqlindicatc tha
there is a problem;

b) how_they believe this problem is atfbcting the
operation; and K : L e

c) qpatlfhay fesl should be done about it.

3 , o ' ‘. &
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Ask for permission to observe the operation by being

. . )
assigned to twé separate supervisors in different

locations for several weeks. Look for the following.

a)

b)

c)

q)

o)

Dutieg, standgra;, expected accomplishments - are i
they clear and agreed upon? '
Work environment - is it conducive to satistact:{?“
pefformance? ‘Are the necessary tools available

Are sbeqitications clear?

Feedback systems - are they adequate? Do
supervisors knéw when tﬁey have ggrformed well or
badly?

Reward\systems -’ are rewards perceived as

adequate? Bo they discriminate performanceﬂand
non-performance? yhat~are the morale and/or
motivation levels?

Barriers to effective performance - environmental?
Personnel? Availibility of information?

Planning?

In addition, duriﬁé this observational period

arrange to speak with several different supervisors,

managers, and employees in order to golicit the&r views

regarding what constitutes satisfactory supervisory

performance. Ask for input on how these three

different groups see the problem and what they would do

about it. .For example, ‘do supervisors believe they are

(or are they perceived as):

a)

Lacking knowledge and/or skills; and/or

30
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(
b) .cCannot perform adeguately because of environmental

constraints; and/or .

c) A combination of both.

By epeeking Jith the client who requested help,
the managers, supervisors and employees involved, and
through direct observation of the job over a period of -

tife, one should be able to determine the following:'

a) Whet‘is not going right;

”

b) Who is not performing as expected;

c) Why; and

d) The effect on the organization - customer service,

morale, money, etc. o

The results of this analysis should be interpreted
to determine if training is the correct solution or
pafi of the solution. If it is not, then report to the ' =
client on your‘observetiens‘end make recommendations for

other solutions (change in procedures, job aids, etc.)

Phase 2 - Job Analysis

_Rationale

once it has been ascertained that some form ot training
is epplicabih (that is, if the source of the problem is
rooted in the lack of some knowledge or ekill, or both), the
job analysis pinpoints exectly vhat job skills are to be
taught. The enalysie must be suftieient in detail to .be
able to determine the when, why, and how of each task in
order to enable the designer to estimete its dittieulty, )

. Y . .
- ‘ * : A}
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frequency, and Importance to the job. This knowledge is
extremely important as it formsiékhe basis of decisions
concerning how to teach a specific skill or piece of
knowledge as well as providing a common checkpoint as one
proceeds through subsequent stages. '

.If training is identified as ths solution to the
pbsarvad-psrtormanée discrepancy, then it is esssntia; that
the job be analysed as this forms the basis of determining

‘what should be taught in the course. "

suggested Process (Chapter 4)

From data collected under Phase 1, information should

be available for the following:

~ . . , \

a) Purpose and products of the job; 4

b) Job standards (formal and informalf, and discrepancies;

c) organizational fit, lines of autpority/responsibility;

4) Working conditicns/environmental constraints;

e) Required characteristics to perform tpe job/role of job
_holder; and B

f) éanaral idea of the-tasks‘in%b;ved.

Task Analysis

A more detailed analysis is rsquzred for the task .
analysis and would ‘include arrang;ng access to subject-

‘matter experts (SME's) in order to ascertain' the :cllowing:

.
« ““ -

ab The importance of a given task .to the job. That is,

4

vhat are the consequences if it is done improperly?

b) How frequently is the task performed? Always? Often?
’ ‘ o ‘ N, '
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Rarely?
c) How difficult is the task? ’ ’ -

"This ‘inforn;,ation is es:senfia‘l in using training to
reproduce these same skills in a person who does not yet
possess them. , -

The DACUM approach with the SME's is‘ one of the most
effective ﬁays of aquiring an initial 1isting of tasks.
Basically, DACUM (an acronym derived from "gesigniné A
curricuig_lg") is a form of "structured in;ervie‘w th a small
group of experfs. Its purpose is to deriv.e a concensus on
how a job should be done correctly. The process involves
asking the <‘;roup‘ to name as ;mny tasks associated with the
job as possible. These are written on cards and placed on a

wall. For each card, the group is asked to identify how 2

.they know wilen to start this task, and when they know it is

complete, as well as all interveping steps. .For each of
these steps the instructional desig'ner asks questions |
regarding thei; frequency, difficulty; and importancg. The
;:'esulp of this prccéigl which can :.::jup to several .days,
is a list of sequenced, colour-cod J'lasks which all members
agree constitute what a competent performer would be al?lo‘ to

do.

If neccessary, this information can be supplemented
using other methods such as reading documentation about the

job (if it exists),:and interviewing people currently qung

‘the job, or associated with it. At this point, congprohcns‘ivo

information about what makes up the job should be clear and

available.

1
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Phase 3 - Population Analysis

- -
t : -

Rationale T

<

A population analysis simply provides informa?ion about
the prospective trainees - the 'target audience'. Only °*
information which is relevant to how the course or program
is to be taught should be gﬁthered at this stage. For
example, educational level,‘existing knowledge base,

, limitations, and cultural characteristics are useful.
Obvipusly the teaching strategy will depend u;on thgse
characteristics. \

This analysis of the target populafion provides
'information conéerning theacharacterggtics of the potential
trainees as well as some of the differences that may exist
between them. oOnly informatio? which is directly relevant
to the ability of trainees to learn the mgsgriai is
required. The‘analyéis is done in order to tailor (or
customize) the course by ensuring the material and learning
methods are at"the appropriate level. 1In addition it alqo
h§1ps idegtify the éhtry level knowledge and skills already
acquifed by the t:aineé aﬂd what will have to be taugﬁt}

fhevgnalysis should be ‘'in suf;icient depth to answer
" the following qués%ions. ‘ : ‘

v,
v

a) . What experience do trainees have?
b) What can”traindgs‘currdhtly do that is relevint to the
course? |

c) ’Whatyate the attitudes and habits of trainees?

-
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' Buggested Process (Chapter 5) X e

A

Some information about the target audience will already
be available from the observation stage and from the SBME's
during‘the task analysis. If more information idlroquirod,

there are two main options:

a) Administer a p;e-tést of items from the task analysis

to a sample of people from the population;
b) Collect demographic data on general characteristics\\;
such as 'age, education, sex, languaée, wofx experience,

past training courses taken, work location.

This comparison between the skills and knowledge
already possessdd, and the skills and knowledge required for

entry into the course provides the basis for the next step -
*
what to teach. o

Phase 4 - Training Needs x

Rationale

In this phase, all the actual knowledge and skills that

will be taught during the course df@?idgntitied. These come-

.

from the initial job analysis and are plaéed in one of four
A .
a) ' Those items of skill and knowledg® that can

be considered as prerequisite; i.e., already
acquired by the trainee. .

categories.

b) Those items which do not have t6 taught be="""
cauge they are too simple or because they can

be acquired by simple observatidngand common
sense; ’

c)- Those items which can be acquifid by other )

35
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means than the course in question. This will
include the use of job aids and informal

teaching;

a) The items which will be included in the for-
mal course are those remaining trom the orid-
inal list (p. 23).

A

N

suggested Prqpoéa {Chapter qi

; I\
¢ e

The content of the course is determined from studying

the results of; the task an&lysig perfornmed in Phase 2.. Each
main task represents a complete pertorﬁance and consists of
a number of sub-tasks. 'From this list 1dentify what it is
" thatsthe trainee would .need to know or be able to do in
\order to succasatully perform the«task. /
Background information such as theoretical principles
ahou{d be taught only when they have a‘di;ect bearing upon ’
the sub-task or task which needs to be performed.’ Th&tlis,
only information which is essential to 'learning or which
taailitatikvloirning shouid be taught, information which
does not fulfil one ot these functions is extraneous,‘_
uateria1~that consitutes background information should

perform one of the following functiong.

v
-~

¢4 )
-

a) 'Task introduction - provides rationale or context.
b)- Bxpianation of rclated’voc;bulary.‘ |
c), éonnocpion.éf previously learned tasks. -
a). Preparation for future con;octions for t;sks‘still to
be learned. e

®) Add a 'fun'usiement. ' .
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Phase 5 - ﬁetermrnation of Objectives ,

\ﬁationale ' . v

The writing'of.good objpctiv:: is one of the major keys
to the success of the project and is required for all tasks
identified in the task analysis. Objectives are
behavioural, and are stated preciselya' The particular
format popularized by Mager (1962) is to specify what the
learner should be able to do at the end of the learning
gession, the conditions under which he should be able to
perforin it, and to what standard. To be useful they must
reflect the tasks and requirements of the target population

because any evaluation attempt depends upon them.

Ssuggested Process (Chapter 8)

o

Write behavioural objectives fot each ef the tasks and
sub-tasks identified in Phase 2. It is important that these

objectives express precisely:

/
I3

' N

a) " the type of behaviour already identified for the
(guecessful completion of the t :

b) ‘ the conditions under which it must be pertormed, and

c) the criteria for behavioural assessnent.

It may be necéssary to write eeveral objectives to
describe adequately the types of behaviour for a given task °

if it is particularly difficuft or. ¢omplex. Review each
. "

objective for clarity. Ask the question 'could I observe a

learner.doing this?' for each objective. Avoid terms such

as 'know' and 'undpretand' as it is impossible to observe

kY e
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. ‘A .
someone knowing or understanding something.

Phase 6 - Design of Tests

rd
7

nationafo &‘ '

w -
B, ~
Based on the objectives written in Phase 5, tests '

should be designed for each task which is included in the
training. B8uccessful completidn of these tests qenérally
indicates that the instruction has been successful. I?.
other wo¥ds, tra;neeg are in a 'can do! positién. 'will do!
depends on faéfors outsidé the scope of such a tra;ning

»\Q

coursae.

3
ﬂq=\§
'

Ssugqgested Process (Chapter 9)

»

Tests should be based gn the objectives outliﬂed
esarlijer and written to ensure they fetlecb these objectives.
A test must be written for each objective and a final test
for each major cluster of ?bjgctiVes which gormfthe entire

-

task.

Phase 7 - Validation of Objectives
P

Rationale O

This stage is included as a final check to ensure that one

is plnnning to teach the right things.

™ .
- Suggested Procedure (Chapter 13)

W}E Provide a list of tasks and sub-tasks together with
their appropriate objectives to S8ME's in order to get ‘

- &
concensus on whether the objectives are a fair and accurate

= =
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-assessment of skills required for éompetonco.

Phase 8 - Determination of Entry Requirements +

Rationale

-

The prerequisite knowledge and skills identified in
Phase 3 should be formalized at this point to ensure they
match the target audience identified in stage four. -

suggested Process (Chaptef 3)

%

.It,mayabe necessary in some cases to use entry tests to
determine if pre-course remedial training is required. 1t

¥ .
so, these testslﬁmould be constructed at this:point.

- , »

Phise 9 - Deteimination of Methods and Means

Rationale

This’ phase involves decisions regarding how the
material is to be taught. the vverall strategy to be
employed, the detazled learning strategies for ‘sach taak,
and the choice of media (or combination of) that vi;l be
used to convey the material. . e

",  Much df'thé work required in developing an

instructional strategy. has a;rea&>‘been completed since:

a) . the pbjectiveg havé already been identitiod:'
b) prerequisite skills have been identified;
c) seéu;ncing (in terms“of a(pierarchy‘of tasks) has been
decided£ A ‘ '
a) content has been determined (trom.ﬁnowledgo and skills
N L
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N } Student participation /o

‘anaiysis)f

N

_e) appropriate tests have been developed and designed.

4

Buggoutoq Process (Chapter 10)

?

wWith this intormition as input, make decisionp

rdgirding the five m;jor components of an instructional

#

1) - Preinstructional aotivitiéé"’
- consider motivational level “
- atéraqtion to the instﬁuction | |
- propﬁration for the following instruction -
2)  Information presentation |
- sequencing from the task anaﬁysis,

~

- exact content of information, concepts, principles

- size of each chunk of material

4 .. ete.
- examples.

- . type of presentation e
- group or ;ndividual work (cr‘doqbinatidn)
e éractice N i
- feedback ,
= reinforcement - A sl
4) ‘Tosiing | - .
‘: - pre-tests
- oriterion-referenced tests
- ~§dminst§ation of tests l Lo

5) Learning Theory(ies)

o
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Phase 10 -Vnatorial Producéion

Rationale .

At this point the materials are chosen from among
existing items or are actu;ily produced in-accordance with
the design stfategies determined in Phase 9. Important at
this stage is feedback, regarding the effectiveness of what.
is being produced. This can be obtained in several wvays.
Developmental teséing wifh members of.the taf@qt group or

.subject-matter experts is one possible approach. )

suggested Process (Chapters 9 and 12)

a) Rébiew instructional'strategy for each objective.

b) survey qvailable information/materials (SME's can
provide input).” . ' \ )

c) - Identify any existing materials which can be used as is
and’ which can be used vith modifications. '

a) Détermine Vh&t ney materials need to be designod.

e) Beiégt the best medium for materials presentation for

each lesson.

£) Plan ,the general bresontatioh format and procedures for

each lesson. ' T
g) .Produce _rough drafts of materials and-ovaiuato for
ci@rity and flow of ideas. %
h;' Produce rough draft of the instructor's guido.

A}
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Phase 11 ~ Validation

Rationale ' \ “

At this point, if all thevpreceding stages have
progressed smoothly, the training course is in next to final
form and is ready for field testing with representative;

*

from the target population.

Suggested Process (Chapter 13)

1

Conduct a field trial for the formative evaluation of
the final course. The conditions for this trial 'should
duplicate as much as possible the conditions requiredfin the

* K

final training.
3 S
Pre-Trial

M

Ensure the following.

‘a) All materials are prohuced and the necéssary edﬁipmqnt

is available.

P) An appropriate number of trainees are available and

‘ . willing to participate. These should comprise a random
sample of the target population. ' -

c) A lit;xis available which has similar conditions to the
real site. , o s ‘ . )

d) ' Instructor. documentation ahd materials for the running
and administration of the cd%iée are produced and ready
for implementation. s A

oi Bvaluation sheets have been developed and produced.

~

.

e v >
p .
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During the field test

a) Reassure the ;rain§§s and instructors that there is no
risk involved. It is the training materials, not
themselves, that ar? under test. Trainogs should be
encouraged to provide feedback by reporting alfﬂ

.difficulties"encountcred as well as what they consider
to be good. Explain that changes will be made based on
this feedback so that a better course will be availabl,-

for future students.
b) Collect the following types of data.

1) Results from the various testy. .
2) Comments made by trainees and instrucfara about

difficulties encountered at particular points in
the materials.

©3) pata on attitude/questionnaire evaluation forms

(including debriefing comments) in which ;oarndrs

reveal their overall reactions and vhqggﬁ;ﬂfw;;_

difficulties lie with the materials and the

instructional procedures in general. o

4) Time requi:ed.for completion of each component of

instructfon. A i )

5) Reactions of BME's and other observers.

Phases .12 and 13 - Remedial Action and Implementation

Rationale

(3

From information gathered in Phase 11, in which the
. - ' . :

\\ B ;3 ‘ ‘ , ¥4
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course was evaluated by the trainees, SME's gnd designers,
all noted revisions in content, process, or testing are now
incorporated intb. the final course. For some changes this
may enta@l‘very little modification, in others it e
noccs'aary to repeat some of\ the stages. (This phade i more

generally known as the formative evaluation).

g8uqgqested Process (Chapter 13)
g — EQF

a) For major modifications this may involve re-walidation
with the SME's. : o
b) Produce final versiop with attention to appearance as
w;il as content. ‘
c) Ensure sufficient copies of materials etc. are
“available.

d) Establish implexﬁentation measures if re_'quired.

Phase 14 - Evaluation

Rationale

After the course has .been in operation for some months,
a sum;tive evaluation is conducted to see if the knowledge
and skills taught are being transferred to the job
situation,. Ydeally this is a statistical evaluation and
acceptable results indicate the training is doing what :i\.t
was d‘siqnea to do,.. This summative evaluation should be
designed with the Jﬁlggr tests in Phase 6 in' order to ensure .

it is appropriate. ¢



\\‘
N,

Suggested Process (Not Explicitly Addressed)

Follow the four—level evaluation process suggested by

Kirkpatrick "(1976). Collect datg\?oncerning (a) reactions,
(b) learping, (c) behaviour change, and (4) benefita to the
organization. The evaluation design should follow an
experimgntal paradigm as closely as the real-life ;ituntion
permitsfin,order to be sufficiently rigorous to provide some
kind of statistical evidence concerning effectiveness or
non-effectiveness. 1In addition, some cost-benefit analysis

techniques should be applied if at all feasible.

45
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CHAPTER 4
ACTUAL METHOD AND RESULTS

»
- L]
St

» The preceding chapter outlined the méthod for using ID

-

techniques in the context of tue ITU‘modol. Although E?e
auuhor, from her academic background, énvisioned this type
of. process, the reality oncounterod in the workplace '
resulted in a different approach. 1In g%ms cases, this
reality necessitated a radical departure from the model,
whsther'in‘oontsnt, sequence, approach, omission, or

. process. Inqother instancgs, the author was shle to follow.
certain stages quite closely. As a result, this Chapter
reports—the results of the process in the context of the
actu311=:thod used. What follows then, is a chronology of
the events. which took place from the beginning of the
author's involvemsnt to the production ana 1mplementat1on of
the final course materials. Where possible,.tlose events
vhich correspond to the phases of the' ITU modsl outlined in
the previous chapter,’ are identifisd although it proved
impossible to force the myriad of details into’ such a
framework and still keep the flavour of the actual situation

as it transpired.

Chronology of Events

¢

Al

When the author agreed to undertake the respohsibility"
for this project, it was on the understandiég that a course ‘
would, in fact, be developed. As a result, sho vas not
roquirod ‘to portorm a preliminary study to clarify and

4

define the problem as supervisory training haa alroady been

46



identified as tho lolution.

»

Although not prosont while ‘the analysis was being

conducted, the events 1oa91ng up to this decision to produce
a supervisory course were explained and these, as the author
understood them, are presented below'together with relevant

. \ r
background ipformation. '
Y 4

»
T
v

»

Background Information o C

»  From 1982 through early 1926, the Cargo function in the
airlino was growing at the rate of 15 - 20 percent ?nnuallyw
and contributing significant dollars to the revenues of the |
Company. This was due, for the most part, to the growth ot
tho‘cnrgo industry as a whole and the introduction of new
products to remain competitive. Paradoxicolly, this growth
was occurring at a time when supervisory positions were
being reduced (in some instances this ratio was as high as 1
supervisor for 70 employoes) and the training function
vitnin tho Branch had been practically decimntod.

In the 8pring of 1986, the Cargo Vice President heid a
general conference to deternino the future direction of the

Branch. As a result of this Confarence, many issues were

'disoussod‘and'rocomnonuations mnade in all aspects of'Cargo

oﬁorntions. In relation to training, two very clear needs

emerged:

1) A desperate nood\tor technical training at all levels
~ to ensure employeses were ndo&uatoly trained in the new
- products and tochnologion in order to maintain the ‘
spectacular growth record; and J .

4
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2) A need for specific supervisory training.

w . ————While senior managenment vasldigesting the informétion
and recommendations that came from this Conference, an
increased awareness of the importance of the customer was
also emerging - emerging from the idea that cargo was not in
the shipping busingss, out in the service bnsiness. -This‘
push resulted in the formulation of a document called the
'Customer Core Value Commitment’® wnich outlined 10 ‘'core
values' related to customer satisfaction from which the
Brench would operate.\ e ‘ .

A copy of this document was given to each employee and,
in addition, a decision was made to make a training film,
the objective of which was to impress upon empldyees the -
importance of customer service, In order to provide input
for this £film, the Management & organization Development

(4 & OD) Department conducted system-wide interviews with

S emplqyees.

.

The Need for Training

The result of these interviews was approximately 35
s hours of raw film footace and it became increasingly clear
from the comments ‘made by employees, that they vere greatly
" disillusioned with the Company's activities ana support in
the critical ‘area of training. ‘A viewing of this raw

footage convinced Cargo execvtive mamagement“that both the

quantity and quality of technical and management' training

“\ .needed to be greatly and immediately increased.

As a result, ell supervisors system-wide were brought
1 ",

48 I : “/



togethen in May 1986 for a three-day Supervisor's
Conference, the goal of which was to identify the specific
training needs of supervisors "in order to achiava profits
through satisfieg customers and compotant motivated
amployees." In a follow-up letter after this conference,
the Vice President of Cargo emphasized his commitment to
ameliorating the situation and promised’/to "ansure that
Human Resources has developed (in conjunction with Cargo)
the necessary training courses and schedule to provide you
v;thothe knowledge and skills required to carry out your
evolving role",

%n addition to'the commitment of providing training to
' supervisors, a new training organization was established
within the Branch to Qrovide.updated technical training to

all Cargo personnel.
¢

The Need for a New Supervisory Course

Although a basic supervisor'a course was available as
part of the corporafe curriculum, it .was of a very generic
nature and therefore did not reflect any of the issues and
problems unique to the Ccargo situation. In consideration of
the fact that the M & OD Department was dedicated‘to )
management development trainihg, Carl Johnston[ a managaf in
this department, was asked to participata in the development .
of a new program which would meet tha needs idantitiad
during ‘the Conference. The author was hired on a gnntract ’
basis to work with him in conjunction with the cargo
fraining hanager to design and produce a course tgpt would

meet the specific needs of Cargo supervisors syptem-wide as

.\

"~
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identified in a follow-up questionnaire after the
conference. \ ) »
: b

Rplo and Job Analysis iPhase 2;-3ob Analysis)

Also prior to the author's {nvolvement, substantial
effort had already been expended Si Carl Johnston in-"the M &
OD department to Yry and model the supervisor's role in théf
Company as it currently existed rather than as an ideal

state which might eventually evolve. The resulting
-~
'Supervisor's Role Constellation' (8RC) reproduced in Figure

3is a compilition, adaptation, and synthesis of information
published on supervisory roles and.tasks. His explanation
of this model is reproduced here in its entirety because of

the importance supseéuently placed on it in being used as

the foundation of the course. e '

’

As Is evident from the diagram, the Supervisor
occupies a pivotal position.in [the cargo function
of the airline]. The role is- multidimensional,
complex and demanding. The knowledge and skills
required to fulfil gt are varied and continually
changing.. Primary (survival) skills are the ab-

l1ities to plan, organigze, problem-solve and com-
municate, regardless of the particular job in a
particular situation. )

The planets (major ares of responsibility) in the
supervisor's constellation are four and each con-
sists of a number of satellites (tasks and activ-
ities) that must be‘comgetently carried out. The
ability to make decisions is inherent in all of
these tasks and activities. The major areas of
responsibility are:

Planning and Administration
Customer Service

Operations N ,,—a/\./1§

Personnel

As well, the supervisor has to deal . effectively
with his/h;r superiors in the 1line _ organization
and a varying number of other members of manage-

A\
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ment who provide support services or control fun-
ctions to the line (e.z. training, mangower plan-
ning, ' accounting, engineering, facilities, 'labour
relations, etc.). Bomeée of these staff are people
positioned within cargo, others elsewhere in the
‘Company (e.g. C & 88, Personnel, Legal).

Another dgroup of employees with whom the super-
visor must interact (often on a daily basis) are
Union officilals. This set of interrelationships
demands a comprehensive understanding of the Union
Contract and well-honed negotiating and conflict
handling skills. § .

In the model, it is assumed that the supervisor
already possesses some background knowledge and
experience to function effectively in his/her job.
such knowledge includes an understanding of the
nature of the Cargo business, how it ig organized,
its products, tech , philosophy, policies,
systems agg procedgres. Gaps and weaknesses in
any of these areas wild jobviously impact on - the
supervisor's ability to darry out his/her role and

are, izrg)rt, the respongibility of the manager to

ident and correct haps through formal train-
ing, Zlthough more likely through consultation and
guidance. N . .
As a second-level gupervisor, the role of the
managér is very much the same as that of the first

; line supervisor. The miajor 4ifference being that
he/she has additional responsibilities (e.g. bud-
geting, .cost control, public relations) a longer
time horizon (i.e. planning) and a greater amount

of accountability for all aspects of the business.

. In a Cargo setting, the second level supervisor ig
responsible to ensure that his/her deputies (i.e.
supervisors) are properly trained and equipped to:

a) Effectively manage day-to-day operations;

b) Provide “the best possible customer service;
and,

) Develop and lead a competent, motivated work
-force. As the first line supervisor must
plan, organize and coordinate the tasks and
activities of his/her team, so too, must the
manager for his subordinates. o

As specialization (i.e. division of 1labour)
increases,. the problem of coordination be-
comes more and more difficult).. .To survive,

“the manager/supervisor has to delegate more

and more responsibility to.-his subordinates.

In-effect he/she becoges increasingly depen-

dent upon them to manage and coordinate the
?
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work amgng themselves. Team-work, particu-

" larly in a changing environment in which:

standardized procedures, rules and regulation
become rapidly obsolete or insufficient, is
the order of the dai. The role of the super-
visor under such circumstances changes from
that of controller and ‘boss' to one of coach
and planner. Emphasis shifts from diroct?ﬁg
vork to developing people so they can direc
themselves.

Information flow becomes extremely important,

communication takes on a new gorspnct ve and -

performance feedback, coaching and counsel-
ling. (the most difficult of the supervisor's
many tasks) ‘becomes the new imperative.

But this opens up a whole new can of wornms.
The guestion becomes not simply one of 'does
the supervisor possess the necessary skills
to coach and counsel successfully?' but also
one of 'are we structured properly to enable
him/her to do s0?' And will our systems and
grocesses permit or hamper operations?' This
ntroduces questions of span of control, job
design, reporting relationships, shift work
and a host of others. .ot .

Because of the nature of the Cargo business,
the differences in size, work 1load, sched-
ules, etc. from station to station, the ans-
wer to these questions can only be found in
each individual situation. In effect, ‘this
means that there can be no rigidly specified
role for the Cargo supervisor that will fit
all situations (i.e. where and when . he/she

should spend his/her time, what he/she should

concentrate on, what problems/ issues he/she

must resolve, what decisions he/she must
take). ' Flexibility and adaptability become
in—creasingly important personal character-
stics.

Nevertheless, there is a set of basic, core
skills that the supervisor must possess 1if
he/she is to survive and propser. And re-
gardless of the particular situation, as the
Company places more and more emphasis on
customer service, a greater degree of emp-

- loyee involvement will become increasingly

necessary. . _

The role of the supervisor is indeed chang-
ing. As ‘the Vice President [of Cargo] so
aptly put it: "The essence of the super-
visor's 3job is to achieve results through
others. To plan and organize work, and coach

§
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and motivate people, not to do their work or
make decisions for them. A coach does not
score goals, he/she enables others to score
goals. He/she manages wihning teams." )

Course Concept (Phase 4 & 9, Training Needs, Methods)

From this explanatioi of the role model, it was evident
that any course (or program) should focus on geneg}c
'management skills such as communication and problem-solving
which permeate all aspeé£s of the supervisor's role. 8Such a
course should also focus on instruction in the various iasks
and activities - both direct and indirect - under the four ’
main areas-of responsibility outlined in tﬁe Bﬁc wpich a
supervisor should be able to competently carry out._ In
addition, the course shﬁu{d be designed in such a way as to
ensure that the trﬁining }s transferred to the/jobisituation
in order for the Branch to reaph‘its ultimate géal of
improved customer service through pfoduct inte&rify and a
competent, motivated vorkforce.

HObjectiva and Guidelines (Phase 5 & 9, Objectives, Method)

Y K\ f

Based on this BRC model, Carl Johnston had written an
objective and guidelines (already approvéd by the cargo
trainiﬁg'department) vhich were to be strictly adhered to as
they would form the bfsis of the course. These were:

s

Objective

-

To provide the newly appointed supervisor in
cargo with the basic knowledge and skills he/she
will require to competently address 80 per cent of
the problems he/she will face in his/her first

weet;jf the job.
*
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Guidelines

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

As is evident from the objective and guidelines, these

kinds of decisions would normally be made much later during

|

Course should be designéd around "gSuper-
visor's Role Constellation" as framework and
constant reference. Generic skills are com-

munication, problem-solving and decision-
making.

Course should focus on core (or survival)
knowledge and skills, the context and. the
nature of the business itself (enabling know-
ledge and skills); secondary or ‘'facilitat-
ive' knowledge and skills will be either -
picked wup on the job or obtained later in
other courses including CC8P [Cargo Customer
S8ervice Program].'

Courses should be extremely practical 4in
nature, and minimize any theory or models
which do not have immediate and concrete
application. Focus on diagnostics rather

"than theory.

Should be complementary to, but not include
materials covered in CCSP or Coaching & Coun-
selling. ([CC8P was already in existance and
Coaching & Counselling was to be developed by
Carl Johnston concurrently with the BSuper-
visor's Course.] :

Course should maximize learning through <the
agplication of adult 1learning principles:
discovery learning, discussion, cases, video,
self-awvareness exercises, simulations, role
plays.

Programmed instruction should be usedq to
convey factual, straightforward information
in order to minimize lectures and lost time
i the classroom. Rule of thumb 2 - 1 (self
learning vs. classroom time).

Course should be designed so that it can be
taught by trained discussion leaders - i.e.,
other supervisors.

R

Stage 5 (Determination of Objectives), and stage 9

{Determination of Methods and Means), if one was following

the ITU instructional design model.
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Project Organization (No Explicit Phase Reference)

This administrative issue is not explicitly refeéred to
in the ITU model but it is crucial in 'laying out the gfound
rules', determining who rcportQ to whom, introductionms, anﬁ
Qho is responsible for what so that everyone knows where
they stand from the beginning. ror'b;ample, althéugh I
reported directly to the M & OD representative, I was
responsible for the project and was in constazt contact with
the Cargo Training Manager, the Advisory Group (subject~-
mattgr experts), and other people involved to a lesser -

degree in the project.

As the following diagram showg, (see Figure 4), the
Design Team (DT) consisted of the newly appointed Training
Manager for th; Cargo Branch (EB), a member of the M & OD
Deparfment (CPJ) , and myself,(JFf as consultant. The
Advisory Group (AG) to this team consisted of four current
supervisors and one manaqgf who had.gurrently been promoted

from a supervisory'position. These subject-ﬁatter eipertS'

vere hand picked by the .Training ﬁanager (himself a former
aupétvisor) for their communication skills, technical/x -
managerial competence, and perceived ability to make a’
significaht contribﬁtion to the project. They ail agreed to
take part in this project as members of the Advisory Group

-

‘}with the approval of their managers) even though their

involvement would for the most part be in addition to their
regular duties. Initially, these supervisors were told to
expect approximately two to three two- or three-day formal

meetings over the duration of the expected six month project
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to qisc ss matters such a; strategy, design, and course
content. However, .they were not aware of what their oxﬁct
role would be, that is, they were not told what specific
tasks they would be expected to accomplish. This was not an
cmi:-i?n. ‘The DT was not quite sure, either, as it was a

. new v‘hture - BME's hgd not really been used to help develop

: ?
courses in the Company in this manner before.

First Meeting

Prior to the first meetihg, I wanted to prepare the
S8ME's for an in-depth task analfsié‘using the DACUM approach
= after the administrative issues had been dealt with (since
DACUM is a technique of task analysis, this would normally
have been atiempted during Phase 2). It was generally feit
'howévor, that this might be too‘demanding a?d scare ghe -
aupofvisors. As a result, a memo vas ;ent Ye}coming and
thanking them for their pirticipation and asking them to try
and think thrbughﬂsqme of the problems' and issues which they
‘felt a new supbr;isor would face in his o;,hér first ;hék on
the job. | ~
The objectives<for this first meeting as.they were '
given to the SBME's were:

1

a) To.iérao on the model [BiC] and strategy to iccomplish
the main objective of the supervisory prégram.
b) Identify the major problems and situations a new
‘., supervisor will encounter. I
e) ‘Idontify thé modules which will comprise the pre-course
work (commonly referred to as the 'pre-work').
_SF

.
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d) Discuss/review/identify the most appropriate methods

’ ‘for delivering this program. ) .

e) Identify the individual role and responsibilities in
the project and how the group intended to proceed.

£) Review the Coaching and éounsdlling Course [CCSP] and

determine the next steps toward finalization.

)

A review of the minutes of this firsé meeting indicate
that the dbjective and guidelines were considered valid by
all members an tg@retoro should be golldwod. -My role wvas
also clarified. \\8he was to: communicate with~tho AG and the
Cargo Training Mapager but report directly to Carl Johnston ,
in M & OD; with input from all memﬁgrs I was to produce the
pre—worﬂgmodules and course material (where apprbpriate),
instructor notes and guidelines; and, evaluate and revise
the program as neéessary. The other members of the tean

would - -be assigned work as necessary.

Overall Btrate Decisions (Phase 9, Determination Method

¥

Based on the SRC model, the objective, and guidelines
outlined earlier (particularly guideline number six which
_stressed the importance of providing participants with
factual information prior to the course in orller to free
‘classroom éime),(yhe first major strategy decision was to
split the program into two parts: Part 1 was to consist of
pre-work while ﬁarf 2 was to consist of the‘ti?o spent in

the classroom - i.e., the course itself. \




Ay

‘the job (tentatively called "A Day in the Life of Joe

‘ér otherwiser o awy decisions taken.

)

+ Part 1 (Pro-work)

A

This was to consist of a number of oelf-instructional
modules containing the knowledge that a new supervisor
ahozld know. These wore to be completed and reviewed with

the supervisor's manager prior to aétending the course.

Part 2 (8kills Building during Course)

v

¢

Basic instruction in the generic management skills of
problem-solving/descision-making, and communxcat1on EE to

be provided : %\ . : '

_Phrt é (Evolving Scenario)

A scenario of a medium-sized station - XY) - similar to

-~

one in the airline's system was to be developed and cases or .

vincidents' were to be built around the problems and issues
. . ' A

that a new supervisor might confront on his first week on
Fixyt")., Emphasis in class time to be on solving the
incidents with particular attention to the eftects (monétary

Yo

The idea was to have the trainee apply the knowgedge

and. skills from the prb-woik modules, and the generic skills

learned, to the ~eal life situation outlined in the casos.
™x M . : f
. . .

Part 1 Content of Pre~Work nodplos (Phase 4, Training Needs)

+ | In qrder to determine tﬁe subject areas for‘these

vmodules, the Advisory Group was asked to try and 1dentify

tho major problams and issues, of whatevar kind, they

60 N
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considered critical for a new supervisor to be able to
competently address. These were to be taken from each area
of supervisory responsibility in the S8RC. While the generic
management skills were congiderod important, "and thorot;ru
ghould be included, other sdbject areas were also identifiead
‘ whigh the Advisory Group coésidored equally impdrta;t if the
program was to be extremely practical. The’DesigP Team
agreed that these additional areas; while not sﬁrictly
'management', should be included since the quective of the
cpﬁrse was to teach a supervisor to survive his or her first
week on the job. Survival meaﬁ£ being able to deal with -
‘problems, whether managerial'dr.techniéal, and it was

1

recognized that many of thekérqb;ems he or she would-
. encounter would, at least to some degree, be technical or
specific to the job. As a result, the pre-work modules vere

loosely divided into three major cateéories:

1) © generic management—type 1nformation.

2) information specific to the job itself; ana .

3) *information concerning some of the more technical
)aspeqts of the job from the poiht of view of a

sﬁperdisor (as opposed to‘tye person actually doing the
. 3eb.)

-

These nodules (in order of,prgsentation)gwere{
. ~ ’ 5

-

Generic: . Role of the supervisor
) ' ”Dealing with Employees ’
Cémmun cation, Negotiation, Power & Influence
Planning & Organizing ,
“ "+ Problem-8olving & Decision—uakinst .
Corporate Personnel Polices ,nd ocedures

8pecific: ~ Union Contract



: ; ) ' N

‘ Dealing vith Customers
Cost Appreciation

Technical: Products/s8tandards/Procedures
) Planning of the Load . t
Computer Bystem ' .

L

Since the‘intestion of this pre-work material was to.
include anything thet a sup;rvisor could easily learn on his
or her own, many of the theoretical concepts were included
in'these modules, since it had already been decided that

class time would be devoted to the practical application of

these concepts to simulated real-life situations. 8ince it
was generally accepted that‘people learn better'by (doing'?
this_}pﬁroacﬁ had the double benefit of reinforcing the
general concepts, end showing ‘how they related to the
specific job. . . '_

The outcome of this meeting,wesdﬁgzt-the author wes to |

start production of these modules and the AG was to send in

£

information (in rough d;gtt form) 'of cases associated.with
real euent-problems ana issues that a new supervisor could
conceivably face during his first week. Ihcidentally,.for\
the purposes of this course, ALL supervisors ‘were considered
to be new because the AG believed they needed to take a
proper course in supervision. ‘

 The Des{gn Teamn continued to meet regularly on an
inforuel basis and periodically with the Advisory Group on a
‘more formal level throughout the duration of the project.
. The author was required to cheir all'meetings subsequent to ’
the_?irst one-and, additionally, she was responsible for ali w

edministrative issues associated'with the project.
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.Module Production (Phase 10, Material Production) -
S v . :

Great effort was expended'to relate the material
contained in the more generic moduics both to every day life
and the job situation (the term used we used was
'cargoized"). Wherever possible, the necessary theory was
put in practical and easy to read terms which a supervisor .
would readily be able to upderstand and asply. .

As an exsmple,'in theaﬁidule entitled 'Dealing with
Employees', a section covers wsy peggégjggrk and what they
need .from their jobs. A theo;etical concept (that of
usslow's Hierarshy of Needs) was appropriate here but it was
not presented as a 'thesry' per se. Instead, under rubics
such as 'What Employess.Nsad From Their Work!, *What A
Supervisor Can Do To Fulfil Those Needs', ahd 'How Those
Needs Relate To The Job And The supesvisor', the theory was
explained - without actually referring to it - using '
-everyday examples. In addition, the reader was asked to
think back to what his supervisor did or could have done to
.make hls time on the job more rewarding. In other wvords,
the message was to make the reader think about the things he
himself needs firom the job, and to recognize that his
subordinates have those.same general needs. At the very ‘
end, anddn brackets, for. those that may have been ¢
interested, was written "Incidentally, it was a famous '

‘psychologist named Maslow who first fgsmulateq‘tgis theory
o

of a Hierarcy of Needs."

_ 'While I wrote the generic modules, (using various

reference materials) the technical ones such as the’ -



~t

”

Ay

-information differed depending upon the countr

Computer Systqm, which gave specific factuai information,
{for ciample, computer codes), were written by those heg}_
qualitied to do so becauso of time constraints. This
resultod in several difterent 'styles' of writing in the
fina) bound document, something which would have been better
to avoid if possible. These technical modules were wel}:
suited to a programmed instruction format but time ]
constr%ints prevented the author from producing such modules
from the information provided. As such, these modules were
printedl}g ;asically the same format as €hey were given to.
the author.

For these factual modules, in cases where the

involveaq,
)

(for example the Teamsters Uniom in the United States and
the IAMW in Canada), Canadian information was wriltten for
the éilot program. This would bé‘updated for specific
target audiences for later offerings.

Quegtions and exd&cises at the end of each Module were
included where appropriate to ensure that potanfial
participants would have to think‘about ‘the iqformatioﬁ .
presentediﬁrio: to attending the course. These éere not
‘tests' per se but would have been déveloped in Phase 6 of

\

the ITU model.

Some Concerns Regarding the Pre=-Work

The major concern identified with this pre-work package

vas to ensure that, the supervisors did in fact read it and

_.come to the course prepared. Students and trainees are

P

*‘notorious for not doing assigned work before classes and,
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while this is a problem in any situation, it was ospoéially
important that they read pr{br to this course because no (or
very little) time wpuld be spent in lecturing in these

areas. 1In additicn, we wanted to convey the fact that this g
vag a serious course which required hard work. B8imilarly,
anyone who was not prepared to take it seriously was
considered to be exhibiting the wrong attitude (and perhaps

. not the kind of person\who,shouid be a supdrvisor).

In order éo address this issue, it was decided that
supervisors would need to have their work tsigned off' by
their respective managers to prove that they had completed
itfsafisfactorily. From this idea, the concept of involvinq -

" managers more actively in the prq-work was formulated. This
approach was particularly attrgctive since, another issue
identified as problematic could also be addressed, ﬁamelyl

the notion of maragerial support of supervisory training.

“Role of the Manager in the Pre-Work

A\major aspect of this pre-work then, became the
involvement of the supérvisoi's manager. His involvement
vas expanded to include the coaching and counselling of the
f;articipant tﬁrough di§cussion ;nd correctién of the ‘\
‘ exerciseﬁ. Involving the participant's manager in a‘
., training program was a new concept for the airline. It was
considered an essential new component by the Design Team

.(including the Advisory Group) because, during the

lsuperwiaory Conference, one of the key problems identified
was the lack of support given by manag&rs to their

supervisors. Traditionally, some of tﬁe reasons why

P -
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training programs have not received support are:

a)

b)

c)

Trainee's supervisors'did not fully uhderstand the
nature of a given course that their subordinatées were “
taking and how it was supposed to improve their .
effectiveness on the .job. S8ince managers often could
not see the benefits, 'some had res}sted employee
involvement. Often, these same managérs had little
training themselves yet 'still made‘it' and feel their
employees should be able to\go the same. However, maqy
of them succeeded in spite of the system rather than
because of it. ' ' ' T .

Once training was over, phrticippnts would go back to
the workplace\and cog;d not apply what thgy learned
because the work environment and atmogphere remained
“the same. Thé& would get discouraged and revert to the. .
established wdy.of operating.

As a result ofj{the above, coupled ﬁith the facf that
manaéers were sometimes reluctant or unable to release
personnel from the line for training, courses were

often viewed either as a 'holiday' or a waste of time.

The oiqanizntional Development Aspect

S

This basic supervisory course was designed not only to

be extremely practical but also to try and 'avoid these tyﬁes

of pitfalls principally by involving the manager from the

at

start. '

Because garticipants vere expected to work their way

through the modules before attending the course, it was

o
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A ..
critical to the success of the program that tmoy have a ‘
resource person.with whom to discuss the material as well as
any problems they encountered. The questions and exercises
_ at the end of each module then were included as both testing
material and as a basis for review and discussion between
the participant- and his manager.

The manager was to be provided with the answers to
tesfing\material (vhere applicable) - but in order to coach
effectively, it was necessary that he or she be tamiiinr
’ witm the material, and become involved in the process by
applying his experience in Cargo to the questions and
exercises in the pre-work. As a fringe benefit, it w;Q
hoped that this meeting and discussion with the subordinate
would set the stage for their :mture relationship by giving
the manager an oﬁportunity to  see what the employee vas \
learming and how it would apply’to the job situation. (In
other words, by showing the manager how it might benefit him
- through superior work by the supervisor) . Similarly, the
employee ﬁes given the opportunity to discover his manager's
approach to problem situations brought up in the pre-work
exercises as well as knowing that he was receiving some
support and therefore not alone in the training.

As a result, the oourse'was seen as having not only a
management developrient component, but an organization;i one
as well. Although too early to tell, it was hoped that as
supervisors move into managerial positions they would be

more likely to take this philosophy of their role in
employee development with them.

67
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It was recognized however, that simply building this
second-level involvement into the design of the course was
not enough to make it happen. ' For the managers concerned it
meant not only a fairly radical change in the approach to
the way they manage their suhorqinates, but also posed a
certain amdunt of risk: risk in terms of possibly appearing
inadequate in the coaching and counselling function.
Aaditionally, the new role involved more time and work on
their part. 1In general, wyile the Advisory Group agreed
ihat the'approach was a big step in tﬁe right direction, and
was optimistic that most‘hanagers’aould be both willing anad
aﬁle to take on this new résponsibility, some concern was
expressed that&certain individuals would dbcline to be
involved for various reasons. Consequently, a certain
amount of ;esistance'ﬁas expected.

It was considered critical by everyone invqlveh to

overcome this resistance by the minority of second-level

managers. This was because, even though the pledge of
support and the commitment to training showed that both
senior management and supervisors were solidly behind this
prgject, it was realized that the prbgram would have a weak
foundation if the middle and lower management (the peoplé
whs would have to adminiséer ahd coach and counsel
participants through the pre-work on a day-to-day basis)
were not similarly committed. ' .
Supervisors under those managers not committed to the
concept were considered to be at a disadvantage not only in
terms of the course itself, but also from & management
developmeﬁt standpoint. It was extremely important

\\e
S
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therefore, timt all second lcvel managers be involved in the
pre-work process, and this could only be accomplishod if the
. senior management team could "sell it" by showing the
benefits to those involved.

Obviously, attempting to change the prevaiiing ‘
philosophy of coaching and counsal-lihg in a company is not
an easy task, and is not something that can be accompl:lahod
overnight. However, it was evident that the first stops
needed to be taken if senior management wantod to .
.demonstrate the commitment made during the Supervisor's
Conference to improving supervisory training.

Attempi:ing to ga_in second-level support for the basic
course was therefore seen as a way of showing employees that
management were serious about that commitment. A posi”tion
paper on this subject was submitted to the Vice President,
cargo, by myself and he indié“ated that he was in full
agreement wj.th the proposed approach in accomplishing this
objective. As is obvious from the preceding information,
thig OD component was as’ much a political as a course

strategy consideration.

Work Load for Managers

rior to the course, it was anticipatod that ‘a manager

wouldl have to spend approximately S5 to 8 hours, over a

periodof 3 to 4 weeks, with a subordinate doing the pre-

work. It was also anticipated ‘that some managers ‘would
probably spehd longer than -this depending upon their level
of interest and current work load:. However, if two

subordinates under the same manager were taking the course,

.
%

-~
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it would not be nocessarxffor him to éoaqh then ihdividually(
as sngll group sessions‘wsre considered to be equally °
effective. '

Although coaching and counselling is supposéd to be
part of a manager's job, apparently there were many who did
not perform this function because thay'simply dia not know
how. In order to make it easier for a given manager, the
prg-vqu questionadand exercises wvere made very sﬁecific and
job oriented, thereby requiring little more from him than

applyihg his experience.

Managerial Coaching and Counselling . 3

~ In order to try and prepare the manager for his role in
the course, it was decided that each manager of a
parflcfpating supervisor attend a session on S8ituational
andership (; program developed by B;anchard & Hersey) pfior
to the participants receiving the bre-york. 8ituational
Leaderqh%p is a pre-ga?kaged diagﬁogtic instrument ’hich ’
essentially helps a manager to determine the 'readiness' of
a given subordinate to undertake ceftain assignments. Once
the manager has diagnosed his subordinate's abiliwgy for a
certain task, he can choose the appfoach most likeiy to bé
effective. o "

Bituat10qa1 Leadership was chosen as the vehicle for

achiov}ng this because the M & OD Department had recently

received a presentation on the subject and decided (after

checking with various other Canadian companies already using —--

it) to pilot test it in Cargo as the Coaching and

Counselling course. Since both M & OD and Cargo were having
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trouble in determining the content to develop their own
coaching and counselling course, using Bituational
Leadership in this capacity was sesn as a case of killing
tvo birds with one stone. There was no analysis pcrtornod
regarding what the managers thought they needed in order to
upgrade their coaching gnd céunsolling skills. The decision
to uselsituational Leadership was purely corporate.

The session scheduled to brief tho_mﬁhagors on their

" role in the Bupervisor's Course was to be added to the end

of this two day course in order to proﬁide a comprehensive
orientation for both the organization and managemeﬂi
<

development'componentg of the program.

Part 2 (Class Time) Identification of Content

The second part of the program, five days of classroom
time, focused on the practical application of the knovledgev
and skills presented in the pre-work (as well as additional
in;truction) to 'real 11?&' simulations of problems and )
decisions which a supervisor might encounter in his/her
first week on the job. A course length of five days was
considered to be an‘appropriate amount of time; this was an
arbitrary decision by the AG and DT. |

‘As previously determined, in .order to accomplish th;
practical application of the kpowledqe and skills presented
in the pre-work material and set the stage for class

exercises, for the duration qf the class time,.oach

participant would experience “A Day in the Life of Joe

Fixyt" by playing the part of Joe (a newly appointead

supervisor) in a simulated cargo terminal. It was necessary
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to create a tictitiousv terninal because the supérvisors were
from various cities located both in Canada and the United
S8tates (and would eventually include trainees from B;u:ope).
8ince stations vithin the system vary in ksize, and therefore
complexity, "the duties associated with the supervisbry
position also vary. For example, in a smaller station the
-upowi;or is generally responsible for more situations as

the operation is not as busy or complex as in a‘larger

station. Larger stations tend to divide up responsibilities ‘

amongst supervisors. g

The fictitious station w;$ medium sized and supervisors
were required to solve problens during the course within the
context of that station.in orggr to 1ensure ali participants.
were referrin§ to the same informational/contextual base.
This was considered to be an acceptable solution and not
thought to detract necessarily from the transfer of training
because the concepts tauéht vould be the same for everyone. °
Of course, as with many types of management training, these
concepts remain to be applied to the specific working
conditions with‘ii which the trainee is requirél)to work.

This simulation of the station was included in the pre-
volrk,—together vith the rationale, to giv'e; participants the
chance to famil,iarize‘then;selvea with it prior to
at'tcndanco. Bssentially; this *'module? ccnsisf'.:dnof °
information concerninq such things as sizo, schedule, maps,
' number of empfoyeos » 6tc.

Though several meetings with the Adﬂ‘sor_y Group,

critical cases (or *incidents') were developed around the

problems and issues a supervisor might confront on his first’
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veek on the jgb.f Bssontialli; as lt;kod'ptcvioualy,
suporvisors’were.roquirodito actually 'live' at the S8tation
(XYT)"and go through a day in the life of a supervisor
managing this station. The emphasis in class time was on
““solviné these inc¢idents wi;h particular attention to the .
effects (monetary or otherwisﬁ) of any decisions taken. 1In
other wqQrds, the concept during class time was not go title
any exercise '‘problem-solving' or 'time management!' }or
example, but to incorporate these elements inplicit1§ into

the various cases and exercises - an approach which more

closely approximates how these concepts are used in real

life)\ .

Case or 'Incident' Content (Phase 2 & 4 Task Analysqu

The contént for thes; cases was péovidod‘by the
Advisory Group in conjunction with the designers. This was
déné by taking the four main areas of responsibility as
identified in the 8RC and sub-dividing them 1n£o their
céﬁponent functions. Each function is associated with
certain knowl;dge, tasks, procossoa,*actiziéi;s and common

< situations. By identifying the uifuaticns that "a supervisor

would deal with under these functioﬁs, (vhether *normal? qrf

‘abnormali) together with the tasks, processes, activities, -

etc. which would need to be performed for each one, a .

" detailed list was compiled of the areas that would need to
be addressed during class time. Once the infornation'vau:

available it was possib{: to: dotcrn%no the best htrltogy‘to

teach each one; produce th;\iatoriali; sequence tqQE’po

ensure they built naturally on one another, vere consistent,

-
Q

-
73
v ‘ , T

<



.

.
AN

2

-
»
- . * . s \
\

4

"¢
LN s
* R \

and also made the best use of class time.. It was important.
that the Design Teem and Advisory Group identify and include
ﬂ‘ as many items as poesible which a new supervisor would have
to deal with if a comprehensive training course was to be
produced. ' _ '
2 As Figure 5 shows, this initial job analysis produced
an extremely long and detailed list of tasks (i.e., problem
"%ﬁ situations). There were eimplv‘too many items under each of

. the tunctionel headings to be able to address each item

L

separately - that is, using each item .as, the major emphasis
in ebgﬁven case or incident - in the timeframe aveileble.
It was therefore necessary to di:tinguish them. according to
importance.: ln'order to reduce this to a managéable size,
'  ‘the Advisory Gnoup‘ves asked to chdose the most important
. items for major pmphasis in cases that would incorporete

several of the less important items if possible. "

-~
’

- As an example, under the heading "Custdﬂer" an issue
" ., that a supervisor otten has to deal with is a lost package.
. This might involve an irete customer who needs to be calmed:
'downr end the peekege found. Of fourse, there ere other
tagks and agtivities from other areas which have to be
‘ pertormed\in order to satisfuotorily resolve the situation
. (using the\pomputer system, delegeting tesks, determining
- whet to do neﬁt,ketq ). ‘The major emphasis for this
pertioular cesé or role plmynwould be on the custemer and
,deeling with the probiem - with .the supervisor talking to
him face to fece, explaining what he is doing to solve the
'y ."problen, all the time remaining friendly, professional ang

L

. calm. - . '* T L o .
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L cusrouen '

Lest shipment (irate)
Package cannot be shi

w

Clain dispute

Form of payment unacoeptable
Mo ezedit arranqements

The wivdys ‘rush® deal

Complaints re: ag wvait time

handl
on flights h ,

rielding calls for ths manager
Damaged shipment

Giving reasons for delay or damage
Chatting (drivers, shippers)
Tracing goods

Ruds/Drunk/Knov it all/tirsc timer

ed as Zcheduled
Package a-safety/security vioclation

© Performancs probleas

Special hndung (delicate/valuabls)
°

“ Interviewvin
Customer oocapliments/recommendations !uq
. ¥hone guntiou re: disposition and

ng of goods or booking space

Reducing or cucolnng/uoruq-o charges

QPERATIONS

Shipping

Lats scceptance of goods 3

Late air¥craft arrival

Delaysd departurs

Missing documents

Unacceptable goods

Computar systhea

Custons detantion of goods

Security deslays

Comnodity restriction

Trouble shoot aireraft or facility
problems .l

Dangerous goods ' ’

TYPe of service not ID'd on AWB

TYpe O0f goods not .ID'd on AWB

Delivery service drivers deliver.-
29043 without complste
orvardiang information

. Interfaces

Ranp
R {.ond lq:nzl

s C servigin
luintcuﬁccq
Customer !uvieo (phones) .

. Cargo salés

. » Qontract OAL
Other stations

OQuttide agencies o

cardo movement
Central site
Btoc *
Plight Dilkpatch
Weathexr office
Personnel -
visiting sirline employses -

Emergency =

spill (uUnknown substance)
ver failure ,

Alreraft fire .

Jersonal injury

Weather alerts

Criminal situations (police)

3rd party accidents

oC spill

Joub scare

Alreraft crash -

:uu.dinq fire

Ater pump rupturse

Yire I«glﬂ N

Bquipment accident

' Customer injury onm presises

Nedicrl emergancy ’

-

-~

JERSOMNRTL,

DIRECTS _
rsonal N

Confrontation
Discipline
sotivation .
Letter writ
Géiving wvork assi

ents

-Jeedback (pos and neg)

Performance reviews

Bxit intervievs

Trobationary intervievs

Biring of SA's

Coaching and aounselling

Mviging om career moves

‘Being there to talk®
stsning to suggestions .
porting initiatives

open ddor/open minds/closed
south )

vaion

Contract interpratation
Grievances

Documenting facta

conducting investigations
Local Union/Management meeting

granting time off for Dnion
business .

rou .

8iving vork assignments.
initori.ng group perform
Crev meetings

Disseminate information '
Morale \

Going through lsads

BOSB/PRERS/ I'EAYP

Manpowver levels

Dnoleping shift schedules
Consultation (meetings)
*Training sessions
Referral/refarence
Yeedback/input to manager
Management meetings

Dail ;!onuonu neetings
Monitoring staff performance
Self carser planning

X N>

JLANWING AND ADMIMNISTRATION

Qperation . *

Load plaaning

Table of priorities

TAAP ' -

Jumping 4

Pallet-building rules

load trpn and AC types by
destination

Lack of equipmant

Papervork

.

Loads avail. to ramp when nec.

roject’ vork .

krsure functional equipnent
Safagy

Monitor RYS scheduls -
Monitor P & D drivels
cntto{.\tntua thru puilding

hggongo; '

Yacation planning

.8hifte planning

Tean mestings

Dsveloping subordinates -
Calling overtime

Time recording

Reduced overtime (RO)
Cospassionate leavs

N,

w

5. <JInitial Job hnal&sis of the Bupervisory Position
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_ Under "Load Planning", however, a oaaa night‘ho'built ‘
around the Table ot~Prioritias; In this case, the
' . . e
supervisor would have to dscide which packages have priority
and this would involve contacting a customer and letting him
know that the package will not leave on a partioular‘fliqht.
Tho case could show that an alternative would be equally .
aoohptabla. In other words, the major emphasis “for a case
of this kind would be maxinq a decision regarding priority,
evaluating altornativos and deternining how that vould
affect tho'opmration. Only minor emphasis is placed on the
customer. N | ~
;;aip, undar "Delayed Airoraft", the pallet may already
be built, but contains a, carton of frozen shrimp (amongst
other things). In this case, it may need to be unloaded and
pni back ;n the freezer for tno delay time. igain, the
customer must be contaotad‘to inform him of the delay. The
case, then, could show that this is-not a problem ainoamp &D
(Pick up and Delivery). could still make the transfer to tho
truox}ng oompany on time. The emphasis here might be on
planning with 'the customer only one stage in the total’ ’
proooas. o ' ’ -
» - Prom the items listed in Figure 5, sixteon"nain ' -
‘\\\anphaaia' ‘cases/ simulations/role plays vere developed.

Thoa. varo T

1) Bhitt Planning LT
2) B8hift Turnover T
3) Planning of the Load - T
4) -Late Aooapﬁanoo of Goods -~ . fﬁ ) L T
5) Unacceptable Goods ‘ . A % s
6) Operational Emergency — v
7) 8afety/Emergency e , . .
8) 'aathar Alert - S ’ T
0 o " O & ' Lt . / . ,"’\
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9) Aircraft Handling -
10) Performance Problems
11) cContract Interpretation
12) Lost shipment
13) @Giving Work Assigﬁﬁonts -
14) Daily Operational Meetings

_'16) Leadership

Each of these 'incidents' was considered by the
Advisorymszoup to be among the most importang f?om the main
list. 1In ndditioo, seVeral other tasks were inootporutod
from the list when and‘nhoro applicablo. ihilo all the
tasks were not addressed, the Desi&i Teanm and Adviaory Group .
felt comfortable that the most common problomatic ones - and
therefore the most imporﬂ.bt - were adequately ooyord&. The

rationale for this decision was based on the assumption

. built ;nto the objeotive. That is, 20 percent of the

important 'issues 6r tasks are responsible for 80 per cent of'
the problems on thé job. 0
This comﬁonent,~that is these cases or 'inoidonta'ithat.
a‘%upervisof'would likely gncounter on the job, took
approximately one halfaof the total classroom time and
pd!ticipaots worked on them in droups:~ Through a rotation
system,gtho members of oac% group changed every day both to
enable participants to work with everyone in the class and
to ensure that any cne group was not at an advantage or
digadvgnge (in tefms of group Qynamfcs) for the entire

duration of the course. The instructional design of these

cases varied aééording-to the cohtoot. Some were true case

_vggydieolAxequiring,reading_aﬁnwgroup“disounsion,_othors_uo;oq_

role plays, and yet others were paper simulations :oquirinq

individual input and group consensus. Often, but not

77
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always, a presentation with the rationale was required.

The remainder of classtime was devoted to sqi; 8= 3
building exercises on general management issues (; le plays,
simulations, videos etc.), with some brief lectufos.
Approximately 20 percent (spread out over the 5 days) of
the course was devoted to these 'lecturettes'. They
consi-tod‘of gd;st speakers, that is, subject matter
experts, from Labour Relations! the Employee. Assistance
Program, Security, and Cost Appreciation. Where poésiblo -
these lectures were tied in with appropriate case material.
In addition, the Vice President of Cargo agreed to introduce

_the course. Whilg the original idea was. to have him
int:qduco the course to give it more credibility (and'also
because he wanted to 4o so), this introduction evolved into
a 'talk sq;sion' in which he discussed some of the
challenges to the Branch"ﬁnd answered questioﬁs on a wide
range of issues. His presence was so ‘well received that it
was decided to allow time for this interaction in subsequent

courses.

Preparation for Implemertation (Phase 13 Remedial Action)

8ince it was considered critical to the success of the
program to ensure th;f the various supervi;ofb' managers
were completely briefed regarding the ratiénale behind the
désign'bf tQQ supgrvisgry Courso,thow the program was to be , .

evaluated (i.e., the ﬁse of the questionniires), and their

roles and responsibilities concerning the content and

G

administration of the pre-work, and in order to, ensure

consistency bhoth for the explanation and inihfhctions,‘a :
. . . vy
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meeting was arranged which all the managers involved were
.required to attend.

After the decision was taken to prepare_these ..i.
menagers for their coaching and'couneelling role by
“providing the course in Bituatignal Leadership, it was
considered a good idea to taketfige opportunity to
incorporate the e;planatione and -instructions by~ex£endinq
&;he course for half a day .9& scPedule the briefing session
at the same time as intended ffor the original meeting. This
course and meeting was schedﬁf:;,_tﬁen, te take plaee one(
month before the eupervisors we;e'to attend the course. It
was arbitarily determined that this wouldyie sufficient time
for participants to meet wl‘ﬁ}their managere and complete
the pre-vork ‘package. . s

Managers were to receive the appropriate number of
copies of the questionnaire (for.summative evaluation
purposes) and pre-vork packages‘ae this meeting to take back
te their respective stations and, upen their return, the ;l
guéstionnaire was to be administered é&§ then the pre-work
packages handed out to those supervisor attendinq the
course. It was suggested that they discuss and work out a
schedule forlmeetings at this time. Managers were also
asked to remind participante that, in order to be aceepted
into the course, they would have to ﬁroduce a signed

statement testifying that the work had been completed

——e&tis%actezilyr——Qhe-Design—@ean—ehese—$0~edd—this—cenponent—~——4———~—

as a way of ensuring that the program was taken seriously by
prospective participants and their respective managers.

fowever, due to a 'crisis' within the Ccargo Branch just —
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prior to this :ta;o in the implementation, it was impossible
to pull these managers froq the field as scheduled. Because
of this crisis, the suggestion from the field was to cancel
the s8ituational Leadership course completely. The Vice ‘
President of Cargo, was fully supportive of the program and,
much to ﬁis credit, insisted that the managers should attend
.as soon as it was possible. As a result, the scheduled
S8ituational Leadership course was cancelled twice in a row
and was finally scheduled only one week bhefore the
supervisors were to attend theif course. S8ince this would
obviously leave no time for th; pre~work package to be
completed properly, members of the Design Team and the\ 5
consultant flew to each station involved and spoke to the
manager individually concerning the program, explaining the
rationale, his role, the quesionnaire, and the pfe-woék
pdckage. Thgs was done about one weeksprior to his
aftending Situational Leadership so that the supervisors
would have at least 10 days to read through the material.
Obviously,'this seriously compromised the design of
this particularly important aspect of the program. It was
clear that participantg had met with their manaqer‘ver?'iew
times, not read all the material, and had not ggne tge
exercises prior to arriving at the course location.g All,
however, said that they had read the material between their

arrival and day three.

Class Administration (Phase 13, Implementation)

w
It was decided that'gge,entire Advisory Group attend

the course in the government training facility in Cornwall
. N T
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since the progfam would be handed over to Cargo to
admihister in the future as they were potential instructors
(together with high potentiai graduates) for subsequent |
courses. Because of the technical nature of some ot‘;ho
problems and issues raised in the cases, it was essential
that line personnel facilitate this aspect of the course.
Obviously, unqualified people, while able to present the
case and provide the "expert's rationale" could not field
questions‘and provide an insight into the issues at hand.
The Training Manager for Cargo xwﬁo*also had
considerable supervisory experience)xwas to take o§or the
more iraditional managerial concepts from the M & OD
representative as he was also qualified in Situational
Leadership. The author did not have much responsibility for
stand-up teaching as she was not going to be available after
the pilot. Her role and responsibility. was to‘conduct a
formative:evaluation by making detailed notes during'the
course concerning participant reaction, time frames,
,poéaibie additions, deletions, and chdhges\tor the second
offering. ;11 participants were aware that it was a pilot
and a personal letter from the Vice President included in
their pre-work stressed that ‘they provide‘teedback in order
that it ‘could be improv;ﬁ.

)

Credibility

Because this course was the first manifestation of the
Vice President's promises to supervisors, it had a high
profile within the Company. As such there were many

additfons which were made in order to give it a special
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status. Tﬁoso,inciudcd:

f

¢ pre-work binders which were designed so that each
individual's name appeared on the front; ]

* on the squosticn of several people, the title was
changed to 'First Level Management Training and
Dcvglopmont Program' to reflect the fact that (

'sup;;visorg are first level management, and because of
the second level involvement, it v;s was really more of
a prcgr;m than an isolaé;g°course; ’

* a '‘graduation ceremony!' was‘planned for the last
afternoon with speeches by guests and the class
valedictorian; and

w framed certificates personally signed by the Vice
President, Cargo, S8enior Vice President, Human

‘ 3esogrces, (and subsequently, the President of the
Company) attesting to Qatisf;ctory compliffaﬁgzbre
:presentpd to esach participant. ?hese.certificates were
presented by the guests - Senior Vice President, Human
Resources and a Director from Cargo since the Vice
President was unable to attend. (For the second
offering of this pfogram,'the President's signature was
also included).

* the ceremony itself was video taped. .

'h}le these additions can be considered to be bells and
vhistles, there is no doubt that they contributed enormously
to the success of the course and the sense of importance.

attributed to it by the participants.
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Reactions - ' R

In spite of the fact that many small revisions needed
to be made, the reactions of both students and management to
this pilot course were astounding. It was considered a
turning point both in the qu‘lity of Cargo training and
managerial support. ' Several recent graduates even

~submitted their names to become instrpctora for tutqfo{

Lcourges. I was presented with a éortiticato and a pewter
mug (which were extremely thou&htful gestures and much \
appreciate&) in recognition of her contribution to the
project. These events.are_pgrticulary interesting in so far
as they convey the assumption that, because the course was
extremely ﬁell receivod: it was also doing 'what it was
_designed to do' - information which would not be available

until after the post-test delay peridd.

N - »
Formative Evaluation Design .

.At the end of each‘day, participating stlpervisors were
" asked to comglete an evaluationltorm for each exercise given
- that. day rating each one 'in terms of how much they felt they
learned, whether it was practical/applicable, whether th; i
method of instruction was appfobriato, etc. An -example of
this evaluation form from Diy three is shown in Appendix A.
-Overall ‘means from these forms for each activity for the
full five days are summarized ii Table 1. Because
participants tend to rafa'activitics highly (hence the term
'smile sheets'), all activities rated below a six - out of
seven - were either reworked or dropped complcéely based on
verb#1l comments made during discussion or written comments
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CLASS ACTIVITY

OVERALL MEAN#

] <~

Simulation (Problem-8olving Case)

Employee Assistance Program (Lecture)
Unorganized Manager (Pilm 4)

Operational Emergency (Case)

Baja Praderia (Generic ;gercise)

Emergency/safety (Case/ROl% Play)

Vice President (Talk)

Unorganized Manager (Film 2)

Load Planning (Case)

Unacceptable Goods (Case/nole Play) '

Shift Turnover (Case/Role Play)

Union Contract (Lecture)

Play Your Hand (EAP Film)

Late Acceptance of Goods (Case)-

Lost shigmcnt (Case)

Blight M sunderstanding (Geheric exercise)

Unorganized Manager -(Film 1)
Performance- Problems (Case/Role Play)
Unorganized Manager (Film 3)

Weather Alert (Case) :

Pygmalian (Film and lecture)

shift Planning 1 (Case)

8hift Planning 2 (Case) -
Contract Interpretation (Case)
Work Assignments (Case/Role Play)
Cargo Customers (Airline Film)

Headbands (Role Play)
Customer (Film)

Bituational Leadership (Video)
Cost Appreciation (Lecdture)
Performance Problems 2 (Case)

Allocation Charts (Homework exercise)
Joe Doodlebug (Generic exercise)
S8ecurity (Lecture)

e s e o & * 8 8 8 8, s ® s s o ¢ s s s s s « s s 8 * s o o s
= W Auao [ BTN O P = e WWWwWwWwhs o OO R®Oo

Wead UL VLLLLLLLL OO0 OO OO aononN

s st e

* Overall mean scores for all 8 cate 6ries of evaluation

(learning, practicality, applicabil ty,,appropriateness,

usefulness, process, leader, enjoyment).

Table 1. Overall Means for Class Exercises from the

Formative Evaluation.
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subnitt;q on the evaluation forms.

' "~ At the end of the coufac, participants were asked to do *

an overall evaluation on both the pre-work and OIII; time

(see Appcndix B). .This information was incorporated into

the rovisions of the cogrse. Although these results ~

consisted only of means and written comments (see Appendix
//;7J \i>p), they were hufficient to make revisions.

‘Once the revisions, which wefi fairly minor (i.e.,
slight changes in process, the addition of a test in the
pre-work, etc.) were made, th@ course was formally handed
over to Cargo management for ownership and further
administration. The author!s involvement with the project
ended at this point, although she was still allovod ncco-n,’
through the Cargo Training Manager, to collect duta for the

summative evaluation and submit these results at a later

date.

Summhtiveﬂnvaldafion_ : -

- )

- The design chosen for this evalugtion is aunmgrizcd in
Figure 6. It ;as considered quasi-experimental because,
while‘the téaditional twvo-group, pre-post test was used, it
was impossible to control all confounding variables in a
ra;l-lifa setting. For example, because of the lack of
'nev' supervisors, it was not feasible to h;vo completely.
equivalent groups because caigo‘nanagomené w;ntod to take
the opportunity to train the most recently promoted poopt(/
during tﬁe pilot course. This was undersiandablo‘qivon'that
the second offering would not be for anothaer six to eight

months. Additionally, while the participants were chosen by
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'EVALUATION DESIGN

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP (TRAINEES)

CONTROL GROUP

© 12— 15 SUPERVISORS

12 — 15 SUPERVISORS

QUESTIONNAIRE TO:
— SUPERVISOR TRAINEE

-~ BOSS
— SUBORDINATES

NO DIF*RENCE

PRE WORK

FEEDBACK

SUPERVISOR TRAINEE

COURSE

(3 MONTHS)

QUESTIONNAIRE TO:
— SUPERVISOR TRAINEE

— BOSS
" — SUBORDINATES

’g‘

L)  SUPERVISOR TRAINEE

QUESTIONNAIRE TO:
— SUPERVISOR

— BOSS

— SUBORDINATES

g X X X
.g .
SUPERVISOR
X X X
& MONTHS).

————QUESTIONNAIRE TO:

<]
— SUPERVISOR
— BOSS
— SUBORDINATES
SUPERVISOR
OIFFERENCE ’

+ e

<

3,

Figure 6. ' gummative ’xvalua‘ti\on Design.
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'~ nine people were identified to be in the con

\

o

the Cargo Training Manager (both from the computer 1ilﬁing

and his knovledgc of nost of the- suporvisorsr' the managers
of these participants were asked to designate nnoth.r
sypervisor under them as a \control'. 1In the majority of

cases, zﬁhwpesign Team was simply informed of who this
individual would be.

Subjects

. -

Subjects were 21 supervisors, (20 men and one woman) in -.
~

the Cargo branch of the airline. [ Twelve supervisors, 11 men

and one woman, participated in the experimental group ~ this

accounted for 17.39 percent cf the tot l\popplation of cargo

supervisors system-wide. For reasons 1ar§31 unknown only .
i}él group.
These subervisors held permanent supervisory positions
within t§e Branch (i.e., they Qad been formally promqtbd)u
There are however, considerably more ‘'acting’ |
supervisors in the system. These are people who tagofﬁg the

pgsition femporirily for a maximum of six months in any-

b ]

year.
8ince the course was originally designed. to help new
supervisors cope with the problems and issues they would

encounter during the their first few weeks in the new

. poéition, it woula havofbean logical to have included

subjects who had actually been promoted but vho would not
i

have commenced their new duties until immei&z%ely aftcr:x

completing the course. Eovevor, there are two main problcms

with this:

4
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The airline does not ﬁsually promote directly from rank
dmployae to supervisor without that person having haa
some ‘acting’ shporviaory oiﬁorionco. This is .
.ssontially a temporary assignnont vhoro a rauk
employee assumes supervisory rcsponsibility vhen the .
permanent supervisor 4s away from the job tgr any L 3
reasoi (such as sickness or vacation). Usually an
employee will take an acting assignment after a brief
orientation but certainly with no formal trainiﬁq.

AS a result, an employee with no formal training
(perhaps with as little as a feﬁ days of
familiarization with a permanent Suporvi;or - called.

flumming) is given a supervisory position for as short

as a day or for a maximum period of six months within

any one year. Over a period of years, an employee can .

accumulate quite a substantial amount of iup-rviiory
experjénce before he actually gets promoted. As a
result, it is difficult to find a 'new! -uporviyor in
the tiue sense of the word. Obviously, a &;ur-c of
this nature should be available to'rank employees
before they upderégko thq}fﬁfirst acting assignment as
it ;;—at this time that éh;y are truly new supervisors.

It was 1n{tia11y thouqht that enough ‘'new’
supervisors vould be lvailablo tQ‘participatc 4in thiv
study, but a computer check of longth of -crvicc .
rcvq;lcd only five vhich ‘met tho original critorion-ot
1oss than one year of pormahont sorv@co.“ An nddttionul
five had between one and two 4ears of permanent

service. However, of these 10 supervisors, two were °

’

4
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lubjoot nattor experts and members of the Advisory
Group to tho S:ZIEE'T.an. (Although rolativoly new to
the position, these two had been identified as having
higu potontial and were appointed on this basis to the -
Advisory Group. ) ' ’

Bince’ only eight<;vailablo suporv;sors out of a’
total ot 69 could be considered for the purposes ot the
ltudy.to.bc nevw, it was necessary to choose the ‘
remainder from pooSI;\vho had progfossivoly longer
lengths of seriyce.

2) Even if'enough new supervisors were available, Fo'use
__them ;9 this pilot program would have seriously impeded
an in;dopth évaluation since it would be impossible to

- obtain a baseline pre-measure of performance.

w

gsummative Evaluation Proooduroigstaggflil o

The major question for tho summative evaluation vas

"thave tho indivi&uals{vho attended this course shown any

POBITIVB behaviour change" (i.e., were the principles and
skills tauqht during E;:scourao, transfered-to the job ’
onvironnont?). L )

In order ‘to addross this, a quostionnairo was developed
(soo Appendix D - "xanagor's COPY”). Ihich asked questions
relating to the suporvisor's bohaviour.on the job in the
four major oatogorios under the headings in the BRC and

subjects covered in the proqran. human relations,

‘oonnuniontion, problom-solving/dooision-naki&g, and cortain

specific job-related functions. This_quosigoiﬁnire was

formatively evaluated by ropro-ontativo members of the
- .

v
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target audience not inciuded in the sample. Their responses
and comments were used to modify the final inltruiint. The
‘same questionnaire (but worded differently depending upon
vho was to f£ill it in - 'my supervisor ...' as opposed to
‘I ...') was then completed by the supervisor himself, his
manager, and five of his employees in both the experimental '
and control groups prior to'the p;c-vork,bcingygiv-n out. -
The purpose behind soliciting the three different viewpoints
vas.that a person's perspective o( himself or h.rlilt can be
very different from that of others. The true test of
" ‘positive behaQiour change,” then, was considered to be in the
perception of those people that work with him or her. 1In
addition, the researcher was interested in seeing how wide
-~ apart (if at all) these differing pércéptid;ilvorﬁ.
éince_changes.in attitudes can only be observed by
changes in behaviour in gi;on situations, it vas decided to
, -do a follow-up study three months after completion of thn\
veek-long course (in actual fact, this period was cld;or to
four months). This doley was chosen in order to provide
enough time for a supervisor to be -prsod to many diftorcﬁt
situations, and to give his manager agq—dibloyoo- the chance
to observe these cﬁanga;. The second quastionnairo qtttlrod
only in the adqitén of sqme glebal questions fcqarding
perception of positive change in each of the main question
- areas (see Appendix D). These gquestions were added in order
-to allow respondents to comment on more intuitive typoi of
| change that were perhaps not cov;rod in their responses to
'specitic qucstions. “In addition,hbocauso the scale for

. these questions was from 0 to 5 on the posltiﬁc'sido, where

3
>
1
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o‘repreeente nc change (since it vas considered unlikely
that -upervieorl would have chenged for the worse by taking
this course), it'would have been possible, in conjenbtion
with reeponeee collected from other questdons for each f
"supervisor, to determine vhether a 'no change' response
meant thet.the course has not had a positive impact or
whether a supervisor rated highly in the beginning eimplyjfﬁ
cannot improve to the same debree as ‘ona rated as poorly.
Additionally, a euper@ieor rated as poor initially who
mproved drastically, may still not be as good overall as a

supervisor rated as good initially with no improvement shown
in the posttest measure. .

The original design'celied for feedback to both groups
of supervisors after the pre-meesdre and then again after
the post-measure. This feedback would hqve consisted of
;SQ. rough etetietice”%n\hgw the supervisor was perceived by
his eubordinetes. For example, "75 per cent of your
subordinates feel thqt they can approach you with problems"
or 10 per cent og‘your subordinates fee%,ther you‘
communicete your expectations clearly". . The cuperviso%s
involved would then heve ﬁad the opportunity to compare..
) iheir own perceptions of 3epproechebility', for examﬁle with
their eobordinetee' perceptione. This idea wes not well.
received however, and wvas subsequentlyvdropped from the
design.

Appropriate statistical procedures were:to be conducted
on the pre- and post-measure in order to determine vheiper
the coufiF/;ed any positive effect on behaviour change.

While the author received a .good return on the pre-teet

‘. \
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Costs ‘ ' _ . ~ -

. development costs. B " .

- v

1hstrﬁnont, the return rate was so low !or the post-test
questionnairo that insufficient conp@Fativo data existed for

any kind of atatistical analysis.

As a roault, the only hard data’ on effectiveness came

from the formative evaluation during the pilot course. o

Obviously this information ccnstitutob:vhat Kirkpatrick
(1976) calls 'react;on"data - the least effective and

reliable. ;
J . L}
Overall Project Stages

The major stages involved in this project are
diagrammed in Figure 7 together with the approximate time

frames.

-

It should be noted that the total cost to the company

for the production of this course was in tho‘rcgion of

$13,000 which accounted for direct costs paid to me.

Because of delays for which I was not responsible, the

project was three months late and consoqu.ntly 83, 006 over.

" “the $10,000 budget. 1In additiqn to these Airegt costs, suz

and other managoment time and salaries on a periodic basis

throughout the duration of the project, (together with

.u ;ncidontal expenses) should be calc@iated into the

‘l -
’
The following Chaptor 'discumses the nothod und results

in the context of tho literature of in:tructional do-iqn.

s
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_DISCUSSION 4, - / :
. »

Had this study bocn couplotod as originally' nvinionud,

“~ -

tho purpose of this_chapter would have ‘been .to djscuas the
results o: tho analysis of tho summative c{&luafion data and
to draw conclutions regarding tho overall ottd?tivcncss of
the course. These conclusions would have been examined in
light of the 6xpoctgd'hodificat{on;.to the IP model
necessitated as concessions fo the noeas‘qf"industry. The
purpose of this analysis would have been t try and ‘
’ascirtain the relative importanco of esacly/ ID phase in
producing an effective: product. novevo7 since the
summative evaluation dgta is not available, and the

geviabions from the idealized model were so largg tha%:tho )

produccd. - '

Such an invcatigation nnq/;nalysis is necéssarily ,
auhjectiva and, as such, cog}d be considorod to be based on
plrticipapt observer oas.-gﬁudy ncthodology It is not an
intention ‘to. discuss thcéyarious viovpoiﬁtg for and against
oasc-atudy nothodoloqy hdro, as this haa been cxtonsivcly
debated elsewhere (for A good agfcinct summary ses S8chmiat,
19874/ suffice. it to say that while criticism does exist,
\ this kind ?f nethodaiigy has become an acéeptable uppronch.

In fact: - /t g_ 2 ‘ o
- / , 3
./‘ 94 ] . . .
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Thiiparticipnnt observer, :by virtue of being act-

ively involved in the situation she is observing,

often gains insights and developes interpersonal

relationships that - are virtually impossible ¢to

achieve through any other method. (Borg & 6all,

1983, p. _490).. ) o }

Boéaqse the proposed ITU model was essentially no;
followed, and the ;hronoquy of the cvdnté as they
transpired would make it too complicated to look at these ,
deviations in the sequence with which they happened, 'this
discussion will follow the ;;r; gch‘ al stages of the .
. generic ID model oétl&nod fE_EKF’I;::ratur- review. These
are: front-end gﬁhlyéisu,atratqu formulation, &eveldpment
and production of natorialﬁ, fornativa;nvaluatipn, and
summative evaluation. 1In additi;n,‘a section on team
coﬁpﬁbitién and seloétion is included'after the front-end ~~
annl&nis. This asp‘ct of the instructional ;eéign procesg
is often overlooked as a di?g}nct step or phasé in its owi/ N
iight (see SBchmidat, 1987 for ;n exception), yet is crucialj E\j;
to the success of‘thc,prpject.‘ -

' The proposed ITU model will then be examined in light
of the author's experience regarding its adequacy as a baéis,
for instructional do;ign. The Chaptkf-vill conélude with ‘
- ‘some obsorvatioﬁs of intrédqcing ID as a basi; for traiﬁing
andgrganizntion not cﬁgrcntly using the systems approac?,anq

some advice to students seeking an internship or work in

instructional design in industry.

1) Front-End Ang}yais \

We define needs analysis as a formal process which
determines the. gaps between current outputs or
outcomes and required or desired outcomes or out-

.
.
&
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pnts, places these gaps in priority order; and
"selects the most important for resolution. :'Need‘:

» is defined as a ,gap between current oucomes or -
ouptuts and ® .desired. (or required) ( outcomes or
outputs (Kaufnan & English, 1979, P ).

Pl

This dotfgition of a need as the differencs between
h

‘what is and should be?, and the annlysil of that

diffaronce o det rmine how it can be bridged, is shared by
many authors (for ' gmplg, Romissowski, 1981; Holden, 1983!
Burton.& ‘Merrill, 19 ;: Dick & Carey,“1978). This omphaaiu‘
on solving fhe right problem lppoars to be more éronouncdd—p
in training applidhti ns than in oducntion. For. ciamplo,
Gango & Briggs .(1979), in a book considered to be a

%

cornerstone in the fie aof 1nstructiog devote less than two

» ’ - ;
pages to the consideration of this front-end analysis. It
is not that it is any less important in educational

contexts, of coufse, just that perhaps the ‘business', and

therefore pnofit motives, oxor://pro influence in'indﬁatry.

Needs analysis can be a cobnfusing concqpt bocauno the

—

term is used throughout the ID p;occss from the beginning
'is there a problem?'- right through~§: the needs analylis R

A“basqd«ong}nstrucﬁional objectives for a in.n task or topic

area. Romisgowski (1981), in moting this problem, suggests
w
that-the term should be qualified by what exactly is being

analysey. For example, front-end analysis for initial needs

assessmgnt, job analysis for the job, and task analyuip for

the task, etc. As such, in this thesis, needs assessment

"means the thing being analyscd:’in this instance the front-

end or preliminary study.
. Kaufman (1977, citod in xautlan & Bnglish, 1979) has




) front-end analylia simply bocausn of its objectivity.

 0? ’ '\/\

-proposed a taxonomy of needs assessients which roughly

parallel the ID Process. At one end, an Alpha needs

E ]

- ] 4
assessient makes no nl-unpgipna about the system under

-tﬁdy. norovlnd more é:sunptioﬁ; afo made as one prbgrass;s
throuqh the Béta, Gamma, zpsilon, and Zeta dssessments.

: Obvioully, the 1.-: assumptions ' made about the system under
. invoutiqation, thc more objcotivo the outcomw of the needs‘

assessment. More obviously still, an Alpha assessment would

appear to be the lost appropriatq needs assessmsnt for a

L3

of course, any assessment, roquir.s an initiating event.
In this projcet, the initiating event was a general belief
that more and botter training was required }n order to meet .

the brcaont'and future requirements of -the Cargo Branch.

»

Burton and Merrill (1977) would classify this as a 'felt

need’ in'cqnﬁination wvith 'anticipated or future needs'.

~

A felt need is uinonynous with want. This type of
need is usually ldentified.by simply asking people
what they want. Although this spproach has a
goertain amount of democratic appeal to most of us,
it also has some inherent problems. What people
say they want is affected by their perceptions of
what is possible and socially acceptable as well

- . as what they think is available (p. 22).° Y-

&

‘Am ia evident, &lthough a felt need is a goot

initilting factor, it in not noccsaarily aufticient, in and

of ;tlclf, to generate a truo nccds analysis. ‘'For example,
tglt need for more training, spocifioa the. means to an

oqd. What this inpli.s is that, by providing«such‘t:aining,

~

"fhe end has been met and the problem solved.:

Confusing the means. and ends in this way can result in

\ ) ~
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useful éoncoptl and téoll failing for the wrong rolioﬁl.

'prccoas (means) to

~

For oxanplo; a brilliant tr‘inipq program can be developed
and provided, bm&fgf the original need is a uﬁhnéo in job
structure it will not be effective. In tontrast to this
"means -> ends" approach, Kaufman and English suggest "you
have to define the problem and specify the roquirnd outcomes
(onds) before you OZ: make sensible judqcnont‘)rbout the
lve those problonl" Xp. 9). That is,
take an "“ends -> means' approach.’ Pailing to pgoo‘nd in this

vayf accorging to_Xaufman, is 1nviting disaster: M

'y
4

We suggest that it is the inappropriate or incor-
rect selection of needs which is at the root of.
-much educational failure; and, further, we strong-
ly suggest that the use of appropriate needs an-
alysis tools, techniques, and. strategies .can
greatly improve educational success (p. 8).

Althouqh Alpha analysis is rccommgﬁg;d, xautmpn and

. zngu-h acknovlodgo that the most difficult part is

obtaining comnitmont, approvali\::d resources in order to
'got going? bdéauso pecple have a tondcncy to resist change
even when it is not 'for changes sake'. '

~Briif1y, for conducting an Alpha analysis, it is
suggested that thfoc partner groups (i.s., groups that wil;
be affected by the analysis) construct a chart or matrix
listing all the raiivant 1!!“‘! stated in terms of what is
and what shouid be. In this case it io;ld have been lodicnl
to choose reprosont@tivornanagors, iuﬁcrvilorl, and
employees as well as. the Cargo Training Manager (Eliont)
It is important that these listed 1tona are stated in terms

of th. ends or rosultsa(tor-.xalplo, 'halt of all

98
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supervisors do nét in;orprot the collective agfoemont

propirly‘). o .
///6350 there is compntiﬁiiity and aqroemeé; between the _

three groyps, two qﬁostioﬁs should be asked for each item:

-

% 1) What does it cost to meet the need?; and,

" -

2) . what does it cost to ignore the need?

yaa . ¢ -
Costs, of course, are not limited to financial |

considérations. _

once the discrepancy between 'what is' and 'what shoula
be" has been defined in results terms, and a definitive
d:ainion that the need must be met has been reached, further
analysis through qpservationf interviews, and other
technigues can be conducted (as both Holden, 1983; and
Romiszowski 1981 suggest) in order to:

a) consider all solutions (not just training):

b) identify training needs if training is the appropriate
solution; ’ ¢

c) identify any constraints that may have an impact on the

. scope of the training solution.

\
'This may seem ligo a lot of extra work when one thinks
thatitraining is the solution, but the extra effort to be
absolutely sure vili pay off in the loﬁg run: *'an
nppropkiatoly designed and executed needs agse7sment can
help us ta achieve reliability, validity, and utility. We
can- be effective as well as consistent and afficientf' We
caﬁ aohi*vqﬁfoaults which are also worthy and important®

ho :
(Kaufnan“g English, 1979, p. 14).
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conclusions and Recommendations

-

Although sthe author was not present du;inq thi&‘phac. -’
of the project, the events leading up to -the decisiom to
produce suporvi-ory‘iraininq course indicate that this
decision was based on a 'felt' need rather than data from
formal, oodsranalysis. Ihi}c Fho liéuation certainly seemed
to point to training as a solution, a more thorough analysis
such as the Alpha assessment technique in conjuq;¥ion with
the n;thods outlined by Holden and Romissowski would have

confirmed whether this assumption was indeed correct.

2

2) Project Team Selection

\ | Although nuch is said about the use of teams in

foalising an instéuotional design product, veryllittlc is
said\togarding how. such t;ams.should be put toéothor. over )
aﬁq above the designer(s) themselves, vh;ﬂqhoqld be -
. inyolvod? And at what level of involvement? -The 6n1y,.
‘consonsus appears to be on the éuostion of subject-nmatter
experts (Holden, 1983;~ﬁ;ionborg, 1981; Cram, 1981; Coldewvay

& Rasmussen, 1584i Kemp, 1985; Ropiazovski, 1981, Dick &

Carey, 1978). Almost 11; writers advocate fho‘uuo of ggg's

in ‘'working with the designer to Qorify the ‘actual content of
the materials produced although they differ as t4 the ixtgnﬁ‘_
of the role they maintain SXE's should play. At one |
oﬂtrcio, Bolletino (1980) argues that the role of an SME is .
. mainly that of a resource person. 8he ltaédufth;t kpow},dqQ
of the content per se is not only.rolttivnly dnfigo;tait.in
the dosi@n stages, ‘but aluoiih thd‘produ;:I;n staqoziﬂ...
S *
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developing instructional matérials, is carried out on the

" basis of the task analyliz; the design, and the performance
‘cxnningtlon. Little additional information is needed." (p.

pl).l Although her article is mainly concerned with why a ,

éoaignor does notkneod to be ltlubjoct-natter expert, one

‘gets the distinct jimpression that she ﬁeeds to know

practically notﬁinq about a subject in order to produce !
effective natorials: ":ggn the point of vieﬂkot traiffng
aovolopm%nt,"all subject matter is the same" (p. 28).

At the other extreme, Clark, Elam & Merrill (1983,
cited in 8chmiat, 1987) prefer to have the SME's develop the
materials under the watchful eye of the designer wgo
provides job-aids and“guidolino; and acts as a consultant.

DeWeaver (1980) goes even turthor;—she feels that the

_dcsignor should also be a subject-matter expert in order to

ada arodibility to th. terials. This is surprising given
thag, the wholo point of using BME's is to ensure credibility
- not to mention the lim;t.d career path of a subject-matter
expert specializing in ID. ‘

In my experience, none of thoso'approaches are

satisfactory except for perhaps extremely simple

‘straightforward akiil-buildigg instructional materials.

While I probably could have dcaiénod the course after
ausiétanco‘vith the job/task analyafs, it would have been

impossible to produce anything other than genmeric muteriéis,

without substantial SME assistance. On the other hand,

" while they were oxpoctod to act as developers for the cases

during 31133 tinsgvit quickly became clear most of them had g
difticulty functioning in' this capacity. This does not

s
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appear to be an isolated case. Schmidt (1987) also to&ﬁﬁ
that, in reality, using SME's as developers was |
dunsatistactory. Howvever. these results: are hardly )
surprising, for hltﬁopéh master performers on iho-job,‘thoy .
had no experience in writing instructional materials. ‘In .
adgition, being master performers, they probably would have
had troubldyﬁetermining hierarchical steps in dovoloping
skills (although could have done so yith prompting from a
‘dcsignof). On the other hand, they d4id an excellent job of
pgpviai;;\the raw material from which I was able to produce
final drafts and helped snormously durigq the quasi job
analysisfstage. In addition, I believe that tho§ could have
provided valuable input in toining 1nstructiona1Ahtorarchiod
and setting objectives, had this been required. ‘
As a result of thesl oxporicncos, I vould suggest
middle ground .proposed by Roqonhorg (1981), where Buz'ﬁfh ‘
would leirn the basi;s ‘of ID, and thd designer would have to
gain an unde:standinq and appreciation for the contont areas
that SME's work yithu t4 be- the most plnusiblo approach.
i\ths does not need to be a protrnctod affair, since BME's
need only have an understanding gt‘ID in general. .
More detailed information can be given for only those areas
vhere they will be directly invoifcd - job/task analysis,
and ;bgfing objoctivoi for example. It certainly would have
wade my job much easier if the SME's oh the supervisory team
had had some kﬁbwldﬂbo about ID. As it was, they vere
working in the dark most of the tiyb because it was
‘impossible to give them a crash course during valuable’

- meeting time. S N

£
3 i
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Although I knew considorably more about the supervisory
po-ition by the end of the project, it would have been very
helpful for me to have had more knowledge of the job at the
beginning. I was lbl; to spend a day visiting two stations
‘to get a fesl for tho‘oporation', but it was too

' superficial to gain any real appreciation or'underatanding.
Combining the observation period at the pre-design level
(preliminary study) would have provided not only th;

.- traditional information sought at this stage, but also the

‘Opportuﬂity to learn about the job content ih more detail
for development purposes.

Rosenberg (1981) states that Bell has tormﬁlized such a
cross~-training system which apparently works well.
Obviously, providing a crash course in ID for SME's, and:
providing time for the designer in the field could not be
costsghstifiod if instructional dosign was not an on-going

concern in the organigation.

BME Boioction— -

——

»

There appear to be no 61d£r guidelines concerning how
to select SNE's for a project (reading the literature would
indicate they appear out of thin air), althougﬁ schmidt

———

(1987) reports a formal process in Canadian National. ﬁThislgﬁ'

procols'involvos: (1) a request is sent to the various
regions stating the goal of the project and soliciting
suitable cahdidntca} (2) the request is passed on to -the
target population group, (3) in;;rcqtod employees view an
audiovisual prcﬁontat}on’dxplnin the ID process and read the

latorial‘outlin@ng the working conditions of‘the'projoct.

[
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If interested, an employee fills in an application, and his
supervisor also fills out a 'supofvisor'l Comments Form',
(5) a short list of candidates are chosen and interviewead.
The various supervisors are informed of the successful
candidates. '

For the project which is the subject of this éhcsis,
the SME selection was vorf much more informal than at CN
(perhaps because it was the first time SME's had been used
in course development and ID was not an established
process); In this case, BME's were chosen by'tho,Cargo
Training manager prior to the author's full involyement. .
His criteria were simple: from hisicxtonsivo knowledge of -
most the individuals available, .he approached five who So ' !
felt were, (a) most able.to make a contribution to the |
project; and, (b) would fairly represent the various
stations in the system. All the contacted persons agreed to
voiuntoer some time to help develop gh%- course. The

?

problem of proceding in this wvay was not in choosing 'good’

peoplc{k(whore possible candidates afo‘knoyn to iho ciiqnt

or d.siqnog, this would appear to be a viaslo approach)., but ‘
in failing to ad;QQaioly prepare them 'for the c;pofionco .
they wof; aboutvto enter. ' At the time, such proparition~wa9
1npos§ible, since nohoﬁo really knew the cxgc; sequence.of

what was to happen. This 1nclq§nd mysel, as I had nét'« _
worked with SME's before. As a result, they,came to the 4
first n.eting, (a) not really knowing what to expect or what

‘vas expected of them, (b) with no clear idea of -how ;any ' _
. ,tlimqs they would ha\'n to mest as a group, and, (c) assuming ‘

very little work would be involved.
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In retrospect, this was clearly a mistake. Firstly,
,Fhoy knew nothing abougrin either as a concept or a process,
.1§ secondly qﬁcy thought th,j'vould'bo givingfadvice, not
actuaffg engaging in ncgivitioa‘{uch as producing and
reviewing materials, activities which would:take a fair
amount of time (liice they were volunteers, any work was in
ndd{tion to their regular duties). Bscause the design teanm
~vau'i;ilati;oly poorly prepared, the first few meetings were
somewhat frustrating fon the sxx's,:x tﬁink. More care;df-
preparation in line with Cram's (1981) suggestions (e.g.,
'afR the right questions' -~ elementary but often oveilookedi'
would have helped to alleviate this situation. They seehed
to foa;ly ‘catch on' wﬂon it was time to pgrtérm the- job
' analysis and this leads me to conclude that if the sequence -
" of the n&dcl had been followed and explained, they iouid
have had a better ﬁnd-rataﬁding of what was involved and How
they could yavo contributed. [ ' '
Lgatly[ in an cxccllcntfarticlc, Coldeway and Rasmussen
Q984) explain some of th/g reasons why the instructional
development ﬁrodé;s‘can be difficult, threatening'ipd
demotivating for a BME. .Although too involved to relate
here, an undqrstanding of- these behavioural and social-~
plycholo§10a1 frameworks as they relate to vorkihg wiih ’
BNE's vodld‘hnvo been beneficial at tﬁe beginning of the

project.

¢ L]

Conclusions and Recommendations

Although the impression may have been given that this

aspect of the project progressed in a less than 1de§1 way,
k .
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this was only the case at the beginning. - Aé the end, as is

‘so often the case, everyone involved felt they had both -

enjoyed and benefitted trinondously from the experience.

From a process and administrative viewpoint, the main

. gdcoﬁnondat@oh would be to assign one SME full-time to the

project. Having meetings iycrf two to three months breaks

the continuity of the project and the workload involved in

.additidn to regular duties proved difficult for these

. supervisors; their jobs, and rigﬁgly so, came—first. From

the designer's viewpoint, having an Bnniavailablo to work

with fulltime would have been more effective and efficient.

, In addition, SME's should be prepared by providing them with

the opportunfﬁy to learn noro"nbout'5677:2\3;r through
audiowisual or printod material such as used by CN. I would :
reiterate that this orientation should be short and only

contain information absolutely nocissary to their function

. as BME's. This would be _helpful both from the dosignor'a

this o

information prior to selection vould enable potontial

onployoes to at least have some idea of what would bo

., ‘'involved. ' Preferably, cross-trnininq could be providod tor

\

both the SME and designor. novovor, each individual

instructional designer should weigh the advantages and
disadvantages of providing ID«infprmafion beforehand. Bome

of the disadvantages could be that the SME's might be

tscared off', or may fesl pressured to perform in a certain

vay. Additionally, they may feel real or imagined

constrainta on their ideas of vhat and how something should
be taught. : T )
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- " The selection nth«;a should be left as is. An
informal approach when S8ME involvement is not the norm is
perfectly adoquatq. 8hould ID become more prevalent in the
orginilaticn} then a system such as the one described at CN *
— could be modifiea fc; use.
Lastly, in agroonont with Bchnidt (1987), SME's should
be usea fully for job/tnsk annlysis, instructional analysis, 0
setting objectives, and reviewing:materials but one shoulad R
not_bxp;ct them to pro&uoo instructional materials. They
can prdvig;‘thq information for such materials put it shoula

beiyp to the dosignor to naiually write and produce.

]

3) = Btrategy Formulation

v -

Strategy formulation is perhaps tho‘c;ax of the 'pure’
instructional dosign process., Once training has been ‘,
) \‘1dontifiod as necessary, it is this phaso which will
4 deternmine the quality, appropriatonogp,‘nnd‘eftectiveness of . //

i .
! . - VA

~—%hc—£inal—i$pt:nctionnlmpngkaggi__gggg;gl;y, strategy -t Vs

L .’ formulation relates to_ several areas and can be broken down -

into:{job and task analysis, popplation-adalysis,«objective //
setting; inptructicnalfit:atcgicl: and media selection. ,/
Bach of these areas, of.siopi, will be discussed as it

relates to the production of the supervisory course in -

question.

. a) Analiafs of Training Needs (Job/Ahalysis)

Job lialysi- essentially involves the breakdown of a v '
particular job into its component tasks so that ihese tasks

can be analfsod for instructional purposes. 8ince the



,

conc‘ft of tasks is central to this undortagggq, it is
oeyious that we must be able to recognise a tn-k vhen we pee
;t. : Lt
A task is a small unit of bohaviour (or perform-
39Q9) which:

a) has . a specific identifiable triqgorinq ,-{ox
stimulus) event which starts 1t off. /

b) is' composed of a series of nctions {steps, !
operations) which are related in some way

. ~ (sequence, time, purpose). : SN
c)' ' has gccitic iaontitiablo final result (or
2 B terninat ng event) whioh indicates that the

task is complete (Ronialownki, 1981, p. 123).

The most comprahonaivo approach to job ahaliaia in the
literature is providod by Romiszowlki (1981). As such, his
tcchniqﬁ%s and procedurhs will bo .xaminod hcro. ’ L

In order to ensure all relevant data .are incorporatoa,
hc'guggests aeyd&al collection nothods from-  existing

- .do entation such as the job description,. through to
interviews, obscrvation, input/output nnalyais and DACUM

.methods. The purpose of luch infornltion is to anavcr throb

questions about each task identified as part of tho job.

e D

* - how" important is succossful complotioﬂ of the task to

&
A )

— the success of the job? : o

.

* how froquontly is the task performed?
* how difficult is the task to porfofn?

P

Ansvors to these questions, hc nnint(inl, will cnlblo
the designor, tcgcthor with the. other tean nonhor-, to

establish a priority anong't all the tasks. i



Tasks scoring lov on all counts (particularly on
importance and difficulty) may not need any fur-
ther action-at all (e.g., new trainees will learn
them rapi on the job, without any formal train-
ing). Tasks scoring generally high ratings will
ro?uiro training or other action to be taken and
« this will usually require further analysis of the
~ task (task analysis) (p. 129). ° T

. In terms of the job analysis performed for the
supervisory course, the Buporvisor's Role Constellation was

developed 1n'ordc: to model the role of the supervisor as it

currently existed and to serve as a basis for identifying

— I

tho‘variouditisks pﬁit a supervisor would have to perform

under each major area of responsibility: planning and

admiﬂistratiog: customer 86
In addition, problem-solvj hision-makinky ana
communication were identi[
area. This model was cot Ictod from a}plethora of

information collected on supervisory roles, tasks, and

roéponsibi;itios and it does effectively convey the role of

_fho‘supervisory position as vell as identify the major .

gpqponsibilitios.assoéiitad with that role. In additioen,
not only is it base&,on published research, but it also
;rﬁpakis intuitive sense. PFor these rigsons{ the model was
accepted by Eko SME's as being representative og their jobs‘|
Howoyor, while it is a good gon,ral(gpdol of what a
supervisor's job consists of, (it is not a job analysis in
the systenms Qonso because it is not specific enough. Job

anilyiiu techniques from ID could have helped to validate

&his model and expand on it suffiéinntly for it to have been

much more useful as a basis torfidontifying and determining

which tasks needed to be tguqht during the course. As
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hold-n states "the job analysis 1npointg‘.xac;1y‘v§at

" skills are to be taught ..." (p. zz). Through structured

,1ntorvicv bochniquas ‘'with SME's (such a- DACUM) and in-depth
obn.rvntiop in the field, a much more -pccitid*li-t of tasks
for tho'pafgicuf;r supervisory job in quostion‘could have -

. been conpilod. Thi- list could then have’ boon*shown to (f
socond-lovol nxnaqamonf (and possibly onployool) to qain
some kind of consensus as to whether the tasks liatod vere
representative of the job from their perspective. Once
consensus had icnn r;uohod,~tho SME's could have céntinuud
with the Dosign Team t@~portotn an analylis on each task (as
outlined in the nodol) in ordor to determine vhich tasks
were worth teaching and which could ke droppod or addressed

in other ways. As it was, the assumption, at least 8
1nit}a11y, was that more or less everything in a general
scnsa.;oodod to be taught from' scratch (which mﬁy 6r"niy not

have bséen the case). .

N
3

Task Analysis : ' I Coe oL

Task analyuis s n¢€hing more than .a dotailod
inquiry into the actions that need to be taken in
the performance of a specific task or -job. b 4 -
involves making an inventory of what has to be
*done. Such an inventory would include not. only
information about the knovlodqo and motor actions

F - that are required, 'but also the skills and

. _ attttudos that are nocossary (Davies, 1981, p. 8). v

. However, of éﬁo tasks ‘identified during gho job .
inulysis;-thd only ‘ones for which a task analysis is

- performed are those which are vorth teaching and those vhich
aro either not xnown or not n;-tprod. This task. §nalysis

providos information concerning the -tructuro of tho tanki*/
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"in order to dotorlinos wvhat to to&ch (;EG tcrninnl, .
1nt-rlodinto, and enabling objoctivos): to What standard
(evaluation critonia): and in what sequence (Romiszowski,

1981). Additionally, the tests themselves can: be devised
and producod tral luch an analysig. -
The inportnnco of a detailed’ taak analysis cannot be
unddrcstimatod bocauso thn results of sﬁ;h an qnalysis nﬁ§'
holp, in tho llttor stagts of the ID procoss, to establish.
The implomontation/-valuation plan.
Instructional nothoda/atratggiea.

An instructional sequence.
The content of .the course. (gomiszowski, p. 85). .-

s

. e A . &

Such a detailed analysis would iave identiried exactly
vhlt the 1nstructiona1 activitiol would ‘comprise, both in
the pro-work and claus time, so.that cbjectives could be

. written for each. Knowing exactly what needs ‘to be taught

\1s particularly 1mportant since, in agroomonéywith ;e

.pomi-zowski, Holden (1983) states the job analysis “forms
the Bilis Qf oviryﬁhing that ia.QOnc 1atof and ‘provides a
oomnon _chsckpoint for .ach subsequent step" (p. 22).

"I was able to do a qut&i-job analysis later on in the
.q.aiqn process for the instructional activities duriqg ‘class
time but this was very ;ntanal and éoéter;d morefon the
problems and issues rather than a task analysis on what
should be done from ancinstructional point of v;ew;_ This
problqns-nnd-issuos';pp;oach, while not négating the need
for a proper taqx‘analysis, does have some support in the -
.literature. Davics (1981), reports that 30 to 50 percent of

111 proooas interruptions in Anorican industry are the
- o * . '
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rosult of human errdr. The -ituation is similar even

outside the manufacturing sector. The lujog‘typoc of error

LS

‘reported by Davies (p. 8) are:

* selection -~ the performance of an inapprop~-
riato set of actions.

,/__4

* storaqo - foggotting.~

disorininatioaf/ wrong decisions are made and
the wrong actions takon.

\_/’,.

test - breakdown in tho verificition or check-
out process. )

An additional factor in looking at tasks, then, is to
seek out root causes of orrors _that interrupt the
continuity of a task or tgsk onvironmont. Davies states

‘ "whi{o root cause analysis is a key tool for examining
-situationa ggggg errors have occured, task analysis is the
key for holping preveht them t:on happening in the tirnt//’
. place" (p. 9). Thus it was not 1nnappropriato to loof’nt
the problems and issues that a supervisor could encounter,
because such situations ughaily cause error - whether in
_selection, atorggo; discriﬁ#nation, or test classifications.
ihot was inappropriate was to concentrate on this factor to

the exclusion of others equally important to the ID pfooos:.

‘\ - B
.~ Conclusions and Recommedations

.

.This ‘phase hay‘havo'boon the most poorly executed inﬁ
the whole project sinp;; because of the ranifioations of not
roally undor-tandinq the natu%o of ta-k: that made up tho
job.. This, of course, influenced every other stage in tho

ID procoss and many of the failures in these: lubloqgont

fd
-



stages can be traced beek to here. Hindsight 13'23720, but
the obvious error was that simply too many assumptions ve;e~,
made - about the job, about the teeke; about what needead to‘
be éeught, and what was required from an igstructional point
of view.

-Obviouexy, stricter edhe:eece to these ‘factors by .
following thegin'procees for this stage outlined by
Romissowski, as well as Davies, and Carlisle (1983) may have

resulted in a more solid foundation from which to proceed.

4 .
b) Objectives ) 7 L {

The _whole concept of objectivea is generally

recognized as integral to the eystems approach of desiqning
instruction (Kibler & Basseth, 1977), and flows naturally
from analysis: " - '
Once the needs have been identified, verified, and
prioritized, - you are ready to translate thesé
needs into useful statements for the urpose of
designing instruction. Needs ident ﬁied~1£roq
valid needs assessment procedures aré translated )
£

into ([goal statements, and then) statements o
objectives (p. 53).

. ihe initial front-end enalyaie fof the suéervisoiy
project had identified a gap between 'what is and what
- should be', and training was identified as the solution.
The qoelhof this training was to ensure that supervisors
vere 'better traihed' to- cerry out their evolving role in
the organisation. A general goal stetement is not an
- ohjeetive, of course, because it lacks specificity and
!eeeureebility ‘(Romisgzowski, 1981; Holden, 1983; Dick &

Carey, 1983 and ‘others too numerous to 1list). The fact that
L
. b R
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this general gdllistat.-ont hagd already been translated into
into an ovetall (or terminal) course objective before I (and
more formal IDnid-ns), became involved, would seem to
support Dick®s and Carey's assertion that setting objectives
21is arguably the best knovﬁ;conponont of the ID proco:l.‘
| 'To reiterate somewhat from the chapter on Proggscd i
Method, an objectiive must consist of three components: (1)
terminal behaviouk; (2) tcat.ccﬂditiona; (3i standards
(Davis, Alexander, elon, 1974). 1In other words, it must
sfocity wh;t thd‘t:agneo is expected to 4o, under what
conditions he shoulé}hp able to do it, and to what standard.
While the terminal performance objcctivo starts out by
saying "to provide the supervisor with the basic xnpyl;dqo
and skills ..." which is technically incorroct; it dooa“gé 6n‘
to qupifﬁ the performance and criteria for assessing that
p;rfcrmanca for new suporvisorqg "to compot;ntlywaédicsa 80
percent of the’pfbeems ‘he/she will face in ‘his/her first
week on-the jab." -Althaugh the phrase ‘competently addrcsu'
could have been clarified, the objective can be considered
to meet the re irements for a torminal bohavioural : ! -
ohjﬂstivo (fha )is, an instxuctional system obj.ativo) .;"
suggested by Mager (1962). Roniszovuki (1981), hoypvor,
suggests that it is insufficient to simply write an -
" objective. 1In order for_auch an objective to b? useful, it

should be considered in terms of whether it is:

LIRS
-

1) Relevant. Ehat is, will the chosen objective -
contribute to the wider alms of the larger system?
\=2) Vviable. Are the means available to achieve the .

&
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supportcd by supervisors and top management.

objective? Is there any conflié{ between this
sobjectives and the objectives of the system? (p. 29).

Looking at the terminal objective with regard to the
* L )
first consideration, it was relevant. Relevant in‘;he sense

that, ifr acheived, it would contribute to general

uﬂgrqnnizationnl goals. - Obviously, the more operational and

personnel pfﬁbicnp'auporviséra_cah solve on the front line
in an efficient and effective way, the greater the benefit
to the company in terms of puhizzﬂ;klations (customer .
lafisfaotion), qmpfoyoo ;nlatiop;;fanq reduced claims. Tﬁe

objective was also viable in thdtgéﬂséAthat the resources -

"SME's, designer, management devoloﬁment specialist, money

ete. - vcre'availahlo to produce a course which was

’

nov.vg#, the objoctivo, qs stated, was somewhat

difficult to moasur’wgnd this po-ed a slight problem since,
v \ @

by q-finition, an objective must be measurable (Mager 1962;

Romiszowski, Jos1; Davies et al, 1974; Briggs, 1977; Holdéen,

1983;. Gagnc’iggtiggs, 1979). The basis for this objective
(that supervisors would be ahlo to solve 80 per cent of the
problems and issues confronted in their first week on the
job) was tho~ab/zo Pareto rule which btatgs that 20 percent
of sdmething-is ﬁsuallf abcountablc'tor 80 percént of
scnothinégolso. (ior‘oxamplo, 20 percent of customers are
ronpongiblq for 80 po#c;nt of businoss); Appl}cd to the
supervisory situation, this would mean that 20 per cent of
the tasks and issues a supervisor must deal with would

account for 80 percent of the problems encountered. By
’ q b .

. ; |
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identifying and addressing (toaching)';uporvilor- how to
deal effectively with those 20 percent of 1aauo; and tasks, '~
it follows that ti;y wvould automatically be able to solve |
the 80 percent of the problems generated by that 20 pcroont. afe
Such an assumption obviously places considerable
egphasis on the validity of the job analysis and subsegently
the 20 percent. of tasks closen to be included in the ' )
instruction. While a quasi-job analysis was performed at
the 'determination of class content gtaéo', it is unlikely
that ;t was rigorous enough to really support the terminal
objéctive. ‘ ”
Just as .there are systems within systems, there are
also objectives within objectives (Romiszowski, 1981).
Obvioqsly, an overall or terminal obje;tivo, will require
' that other sub-objectives willjhnve to be formulated for
each task in order to enable it to be achieved. These sub-

) objectives at the unit/oxorciso lavel are derived from a
detailed analysis of thc tasks to be taught. Apparontly,
tﬁis is particularly true for traininq;'lnccording to
chhm{dt»(1987), ID models designed more for industrial

- applications, such as th; EBT'10601 used in Canadian“ -

National, tend to place more emphasis on using taqk.analysis

- as a basis for creating ;b]octivc-, wvhile 'academic models!'
tend to viow task analysis as a "subsidiary activity to be =
perfornod aftor specifying objectives" (p. 34). This
enppasis on nnalysis'cntailing objectives in a training’

\ application is consistent with the sequence outlined in the

\ITU nodcl oriqinally proposed for this project.

Perhaps the most tar-ronching deviation. tron the In



process in the whole projict was tho‘l;ck of objectives for
oaoﬂiindividuhl unit/exercise. Because no objectives were
written at this level, it compromised the choice of _
instructional ltratoqini since these are derived directly
fran such objectives. Becondly, without the f;:me of
reference objectives vould have provided, it was .not . .
possible to really test the effectivaness of the
instructional materials, that is, to measure the raﬁd&ts,
for each unit on a formative evaluation level. 1In
retrospect, I am surprised that I could have overlooked (if
one can use such a light iorn in this gontext) such an
important part of the ID process. Yet at the same time I am
‘at afloaa to explain how such a situation came to be. I
think that it may have had something to do with the fact
that (at least during class time) the instructioﬁal units
were for the most part bas;d'on real situations put into
case format. Perhaps the 'learning objectives' were so
obvious (in the sense fhat in expert would debrief) that the
whole issue became cloudy. The inplications in terms ot
vhothor the course 'aid what it was :upposod to 4o’ from a
flcarning perspective:could be extensive, {;Ithppgh there is
no way of knowing torﬂsuro). - _
_ However, since the 1ntorcst‘val on vhether the 1carning
transferred to the job, thin situation was rectified in part
by {pcludinq-quostténs on the summative evaluation

kﬁuclgionnairo that related to the ipptruotioi during class

time. Perhaps this consituted an acceptable compromise

lincq "test items are another way of stating the objactiVeQ,

or rather giving an example of them. [A Mager type . -

L[4
>



6bjocti§.] is almost a test item." (Romiszowski, 1981, p.
46). The data-would have booﬁ'-ubjootivb, but_ this wdula
have been offset to some extent by the three different
viewpoints for o;ch qut-tlon. ‘The duo-tioﬁnilro also asked
for, a subjective assessment of the percentage of operational
and personnol'brobxins the supervisor was_able to solve.

For these data to be valigq, hovcv.r,«gq:aggnmativo
ovaluation vould not have actually been summative in the
true l.nI. betause tho data would have been fed back into
. the design.process. Rather, it would be a second stage
tormativc cviluaéion. Even so, the qucstionnairo which was
constructod was not suftiz&ontly specific or detailod to
colloct meaningful data oh the specific loarping objoctivos‘
for each instructional unit to see if it had been
traﬁsforred, This is because the qu.stionnaird was dgsiqnqﬂ
td&provide more general data on the overall effectiveness of
the whole instrﬁcticnal system rather than provide feedback
data from which to make further -odlticntion-. Ehat is,
summative evaluation data "sums up the results or outputs of

a course. Jgt normally takes place after the course is over

0

a

and has no‘cttoct on the ltruct%ro or ptocosu of the éours’"
(Romiszowski, 1981, p. 369)..
However, while the emphasis for evaluation was on

v

transfer of learning in the job situation, it does not

negate the need for ;pecifying instructional sub-objectives.

[

Conclusions and Recommendations

This aspect of the procoll was probably the no:t tlavod
tro- an instructional dqgvgﬁf51ovpoint although traino. and

/
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" SME rolctiont to the latorialn, both pro-vork and class

'exercises, were oxtrancly positive. oo ) .
0bvioﬁl1y, given tb- support for objectives in the

. literature this is something which should not be compromised

in any future course dovolopn;nt. Particular emphasis-

should be placed on the measurability of such objectives.'

©) Determination of Learner Charactoiistics

r

Acoording to Romiszowski (1981), "the clianﬁﬁlo or
target population {:ﬁfﬁo one most oygrlookeh .«+ 8tage [qf
" the ID process]. Yet it is obviously important to verify
whether the topics or tasks we ate idcntifying‘rqally need
~to be taught." (p. 83) (In other, vords it is essential for

ftho course acsignurs tc knov the current level ot knowledge

and skills possessed by the target group so that this can be -

matched with the list of knowledge and skills identified in
the task analysis. In 'a'ddif,iqrggg‘r aucy an analysistpromvides
information about students' learning which might effect the
instructional atratogies employed (Kemp, 1977; Holden,

1983). VFor the aupervisory project under consideration a
fornal population analy:ia vas not conducted because the

‘ Ad@isory Group consisted of four current supervisors and two
other ex-supervisors. The author bcligvhd‘that the word of
these SBME's could be taken regarding: what they, (i.e.;‘the
tarqof population), had done in the past-(ixperience); what
they can do now (thdt'is ro\pvant); and, what they tend to _.
do (attitudes aﬂd hagIts)? (Ronidgéwski, 1981, p. 140).
While perhaps not truly roprosontativo, the Design Team felt
that these :‘Porvisoqp did know and understand the ézqu:, :

\»
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iy
population voll cnough to provido valuable input on these
questions. 1In addition, because the Cargo Traininq xanaqor
(vho was paying- the bill for this projoet) vas nllo an ‘ox-
supervisor, there was. also little rilk o! tallinq into vhné
Romiszovski‘calll,thn 'dog food- lyndrono' (that 1-,
saéistying‘tho clicnt at the expense of the consumer).

. Romiszowski and Kemp suggest that part of the
population analysis should take into conaidoration the

related oxporicnco, social cuatonl and pnrsonal/vork habits'

which traineos have‘ sinco thoao factors should 1n£1uonco
the course design, the choice of meaningful

cxamplos/anilogios, etc. ‘In accordance with' this

suggestion, all aspects of the instructional matorials were -

"cargoizcd" in ordor tﬁ-onaurc they were rolovant to the
target population. Real events were used in the. cases and
tho generic pre-work modules .also rdfqg;od.to the cirqo ’

situation. This attention to spocific‘natoriqla vas

. » C ’
appreciated by trainees - one commented “this is the first

time-I*ve had a training course that talked about things I
" can relate tor - alth;pgh it is daifficult to tell from this
statement whether he was referring to the writing style,
‘cirgo content, or both. In any event, it was cloar tron
. trainee reactions that, at least in the atfcotivo domain,

their needs had been taken into consideration. Less clear,

.however is how much the target population needs were taken .~

into consideration for other aspects of the course with *

regard to course structure, sequence, methods, and nodia.\

.think the Advisory Group (S8ME's) tended to take the Design~

Téam's suggestions for decisions fiade about these issues
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l) ) . ¢ .



Ay

[

no formal analysis was roquirod.‘<1dditiona11y, the -

’ ) .
.
. "
\ - ‘ '
v

. because they vere not cxplicitly awvare of the 1natructiona1

L]

design implications of their input. For example, thn author

could have made them more aware of the ID inplicatiqns hy

. asking such quostioﬂl (-ugg.-th by Roni:zowski) as: .

- do learners prefer -to study in groups or individually?

- when a topic must be learned in its parts, will the L

*

learner prefer a synthetic (from the parts to the whole)
or an analytic (from the whole to the parts) sequence?

- what amount of new information can the target bcpulat;on SR v

- “
r 8 - .

-

~ digest at one go?
- is the’ target populatiﬂn principally visual or aural

3

lcarnors?
Conclusions and Recomméndations , -~ o

. o ' . . ’~
Given that four members of the project, team were L.y

uuporvisor;, and two were ox-supcrvisors,dtheir insights - . .

. :
into the target popuigtion were sufficiently accurate that

attention to the specific cargo situation in the pre-work , °
nnd’class materials, as well as'sd;h adaptatioqs as the.

informal writing style, is evidence that they were not

developed }n-lsalation from the £1n31 'consumer'. Xis such I .
would not recommend cianqca in this ;pproabh.e S8ince using

SNE's in this dual oapléity gavo-'projid% time and money, I

would n;é rucomﬁond changes in this approach unless either

there is roaaon to believe the SME's are not rcprosontative,

‘or that they do not fully understand their peers. N AP

—~~

. xovovor, lonolgg the techniques outlined above should.

-
@ . ‘ ! ' . :
’
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bo-udbd to :olioit ihfornntlon from sﬁx'-'lﬁout the

. nonbors ‘of tho tarqot population.'

- d) ,Deoﬂgn.of Instructional Btratggioa

.oceur. ’ Intornal conditions refer to’ "aoquisi;ion nnd "'\'\

]

classes ‘of per:ornance¢ Further, difforont sota of

P

instruotionﬁl design i-plioltion' of thoir knovlodqo of tho ’

-

-
.

.;‘\
§7

‘Giéns & Briggs (1974)'ﬁavo:oios-ifod hunao loarning
into tivoﬁpifforont cntogorios, vhioh they call a 'taxonomy
of loarning outoopos' to indicate that loarnod onplbility is
not observable in and of it-olf.

- a) intollootual skills - uaing oonoopta ‘and_rules
. to solve problems; responding to classes of

stimuli as. diatinct from roonlling lpooitio
oxamplos. K - -

o———

b) otor skills - oxoouting bodily novdmont-
** smoothly ana in propor sequence. A

c¢)- . verbal. intormation - statinq tntormution.

d) cognitive . strltpgy - originating novel lol-'
- - utions to problems; "utilizing various =means

f.. . for controlling one's thinking process.
.. /. e) . attitude =~ ohoosing to behave in a //1f£oront .
vay. .(Aronson & Br ggs, 1983). P
- ! . ) ’ . " ' .
R Buch oatogorios nro importnnt fok designing : "
zsinstruotional Btratogios booauso eac)’ is hypothosiioh to ‘4

rnquiro differontAtypqa of instruotion since these '

dtftoront datogorios of outoomos involv. ontiroly dittoront

conditions qro roqui:cd to: the ‘various types ot'loarninq to

-:storago of prior oapabilitos that tho learner has toquirod

that are either o:aontial or -upportivo of -uboquont

;oarning." thornal oondition- refer to "vatiou: ‘ways thlt -

- - -* v b
»
e s ’
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] . y . ‘
1n-£ructional events outaido the lnarn.r“function to

activato and -upgort the intornal process of loarning"
(Aronlon & Brig@u, 1983). .

. In addition, for thc lonrning of intolloctual skills,
thoy huvu shown that the ossontial proroquisitos and thcir

v,

relationship to one another for achieving an objoctivo, can

. be diagrammed in the form of a ;oarnin§ Qicrgxchy. Buch a

hiofarachj provides the blueprint, if you will, for

d PR

_instructional sequencing.

Romiszowaki (1983), finds the Gagne and Briggs model '

“there are d great variety of strategies but does not

id.ntity many of than; and it downplays knevlddge ‘or

intornatdbn' to be analy-od. \ ,

. In a moditiod -approach,’ Roniszowski clearly .

domonatratoa hov Eb analyse each task and its suhsequent

qudctivgs in terms of the knowledge (information the

' learner already knows) and skills (the ability to be abie to

pcrtot;'haing that kﬁcvlodqo) required to perform it. He -

.'clussifios knovledqn into four categories: facts,

proooduros, concoptl, and principlos. '8kills are classitied

s -a clalaitlcation is nuch ‘better suitod to tho nanagomant
, training onvtranmcnt since it incIudes vhat Romiszovski

1
_calls “the ni-:ing domain" (p. 216) - the social, ’

intc;poraonal, interactive skills essential in the

,: ll: coqnitiyo, paychonotor, reactive, and interactive. Buch

industrial ‘context. He suggests the following method: break

down the objectives into their component knowledge and

A e

skills; determine vhothcr‘hxpogitivc, discovery, or a

» -
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combination of both 5£R¥dqias is ‘appropriate; and then

>
~decide which type of tactic within these two broad areas is

acceptable and feasible. More -ppcitidallyz' i

i 1) Determine fron the opjectives’ vhlt we are
. dealing wit

a) An intorl;tion problem (thn need to
instill knowledge). . « - “

b) A performance problenm (tho need to
develop skills)

c) A combination of information and por-

ot formance problen. ‘

! Bach objoctivo should be considered in
turn. '

2) COnsidor, for each objoctivo, the basic‘
category of knowledge or skill that we
intend to teach: )

a) If knowlodgu, is it factual inform-
ation, concepts, procedures or prin-
ciples (or what conbination)?

b) If° skill is it basically a "-implc
roproductivo skill or a more complex
productivo skill (or a combination)?

k

3)In light of considorations and 2, decide .
i whether expositive or di-covo methods
N are more IngianQE for the 053oc¥ivo.

4) cConsider the practical oconstraints.... . )
These might includo such factors as: /

a) Rosourco-...
b) Target pcpulation...
s c) Wider systom...

Consider what restrictions these con-
straints impose of your selection .of a;x
sp.citic instructionsl method. ‘

5)- BSelect a method (or several alternative
methods) that- is (are) both appropriate

p and viable, in the light of tho {practical
- constraints] ... (p. 306). . i

Given the immense emphasis on instructional strategies

- by ID models, the progortion or‘Eho author's time spent on

o

"
3 R v .
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the dc-ign'bt instructional strategies was relatively amdl}

. compared to the amount of time spent on the production of

the content. In addition, gi#\n the fast that instructional
ttratoqi;l are at least as important as the c&ntent, this
was also ;~?;u1tyo£ this product design. o - e
Based on the guideline provided, the cour3§ was to .
"maxinixe loarnin§ through application of adult*l;arning
principles: discovery learning, discusqi;n, cases, videos,
self-avareness exercises, Qimulations, role plays."
However, defining an overall strategy for all aspects of an
instructional program ahead of time runs counter to the
syat}ms approach in designing instruction. sinc; a course
of instruction usually has various aims anﬁ objectives one
would expect to see a variety of both expositional and
-xpifi-ntial strategies (Roniuzovski,%1981, p. 296). The
quostion.thin.becom-s when’ should each be used? In order to
answer this qucétibnj;t is nbpcssary‘éo return to the
termindl obj;ctiv. fo:ﬁoach.;nstéuctional task. ‘In this

ficult to determine

3

case, because of the lack offp;cifly~§;fined objectlves for o

the cases and incidents it was more 4
npocitic:ihstructiongl strategies for each one. What this -
means is that a case was developed around a given "problem"

rather than arounﬁ tﬁo tasks that would need to be done to

* resolve that problem. 8tudents were generally asked to read

L)

the case, and ansver ‘'what would you do' type questions
vithin a group framework, followed by expert debriefing
(developed in 1line with acccp%od case study methods adapted
J :ébi anis:bw:ki),' 8ince case studies are considered to be

true discovery learning, this was the basic strategy

. 125
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» apparontly holps dosignoru in media loloction. "The

Fid
- B

employed. Expositive learning in the form of ioctutc.. vas

.tiod into similar types of cases. The only difference was ¢

that trainees were givon information boforohand.

]
. v
- '

Conclusions and Recommendations

While this appfoach (diacc§ory learning in the form of
cases) may have been -pggépfiléi for so@q ot’tpouo incidents
(tasks), it was probably applied too generally. Tirat is,
case studies were chosen as the main tcachihg}loarning
strategy and the content was structured to fit, gven if it
could perhaps hava‘becn taught more effectively and
efficiently using another strategy. More impqrtantly, I
think that these problems stem from tho'fnilurc to perform a
conprchgnsiii task analysi;, and'luhioduigtly set

ohjccéives. As a result, the class time was dcaiqnod more

"in accordance with traditional approachol rather than with

the systems approach.

' The recommendation, obviously, involves the adoption of
aﬂfapproach similar to Romiszowski's whoroﬁy ;ach objective
is broken dowvn into the skills and knowledge required to
aphi‘vo(it. The type of knowledge and/or skill should then
be determined and the appropriate strategy and tactics .

chosen which most facilitate the teaching/learning of it.\

\

o)' Media Selection to ‘Implement étrathx s e

Reiser and Gagn‘ (1983), have published a model which

designer uses the model by answering qu.-tionl about th. BRI

skill to be taught, and then follows a flow diagram to_%ho‘

o
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point that several media are suggested. The designer can
then look-at the praqtical aspects associated with the use
of what are referred to as the candidate media" (cited in
Dick & Carey, 1985, p. 168). While some media may be more
of!octivo for teaching psychomotor skills, and some for .
verbal skills, for example, to go through a whole flowchart iw o

to get to several choices seems to be wasteful, unless the

designer knows nothing about media, especially since there
appoari to be no real consensus on media choice questions in
the literature (Schmidt, 1987). 1In fact, in a article
sumparizing the research evidence, Clark and ciarx,(19q4)

state categorically that. thers is no evidence to. suggest

‘media choice makes any gihd of aifference: "media do not

under any circumstances influence performance' (p. 1).
Certainly, during the supervisory project we varied the
media and dofivorf metthod, utilising print, lecture, video,
etc., but this was primarily té.'chango tﬁe pace'.
xxisiipq materials were used vhirc'apéropripte,(videos for
example) and of course thoao_viroous.d in their original
medium. Most media choices v‘fo based on simple
availability and economy.

Yor oxnngﬁc, a problon-sélving s{nulation was c:e§§ed
as a print-based exercise. This exercise could have been
adapted very easily to an interactive computer-based format;

in fact, it would have been much more efficient (although

‘ngt necessarily 'better' from a learning sﬁhndpoint) if we

had bo.ipziii;zg\do 80. However, to write the software
would have réquired a ﬁ}ogranncr. Even if we could have.

produced a computer-based version, there is the difticulty'

127 . ' &W



of trinqurting and setting up oonpuéors in a classroonm

arranged for group work. Also, since the ﬁrojoot vas a

combined individual/group effort, the logistics of

sdministration would progfbly outway the benefits.

wvhat

Conclusions and Recommendations

°

navingran understanding of the various media types,

they are capable of, and which i-_goqprally better for
a given learning strategy is laudable. . The final decisions,

though, (unless resources are not an issue) should rest -

primarily on praéticql'nnd -conbnic constraints. Of course,

this

* - J . N .
should be used automatically. These constraints should only

is not to say that tﬁd cheapest or most practical media

aﬁply to the extent that. they do not detract from the

quality of the inst;uétiopal product.

“
5

\4) Development and Production of Materials

~

Phase 10 of the ITU model 1nat-riai Production) as

pxp;gincd by ﬁoldeh.(lsas) is: 7;~

The °'work' phase as well as the 'fun' phase of the
whole process. It is here that you begin to see,"
for the first time, the fruits of your efforts.
You write, you draw pictures, you take photo~
graphs, . you .record scripts, ou shoot video or

. f£ilm segquences, and then put the whole thing to-

gether into a training programme. You don't do
this blindly however.. As you go through this

* phase, you need some fesdback as to the effective-

ness of what you are producing. This feedback
comes - from developmental tostingugbur materials.
To do this you find any willing subject available
and try out each segment, as you produce it, on
him or her. Then you correct your materials ac-

_cordingly and try it out again (p. 25).

( .
extensive Qupt? is reproduced here because it

[
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captures the o:-cnco of what occurred during the

development/ production stage of the supervisory project for

' both the pro-vork modules and the classroom exercises. In

addition to the development, great emphasis was placed on
the appearance of the final nctcrialc:' Special attention
wvas paid to such items as, personalized binders, detailed
directions, noot printing, and general layout. While these
aspects may seem trivial, they are important -in creating a
'professional’' image to the trainees and do not seem to be
lpocitically addressed in the literature (although Hamilton,
1983) , does consider their importance ‘in his article on
competency-based -education).

There appears to be some ovcrlap between this stage in
the ID process and instructionai strategies. Whilc Qflden
evidently means development and production.in the literal
sense, Romiszowski (1984) devotes a whole book, Producing

Inctructionnfysystcms (as a continuation ot his first one,

Ddiigning Instructional Bystcms) to this cubjcct. It

covers, as cno would oxpect, all manner of instructional
$ltrntogios at the micro-level. More, spccifically, these are
inctructional_tacticc auch\as individual vs. group work and
gho dovolopncnt of lesson plans. )

As is evident, this phase of the supervisory projec;
vas a liforal"intorprotation of the ITU model. While
'instructional tactics were addressed - it would, be
Vimpoc:iilo to actually give a_ course and not pay attcntion
‘tc‘tho-o - at no time were the more qonoral strategies
outlinod above translated into nicro-lovol tactics in tho

kind of cctail which Roniszowski advocates. Presumably, ‘one

a
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" would have a better product with this much attention to
instructional tactics, but much more analysis at the ﬁigﬁii

-level is heeded in 6rdor';o derive them.
Conclusions and Roconninditions
Q@
This phase of the project, (i.e., the literal

developmént and production of natcriala) took a long time.

' More specifically, I worked on this phaa-, on and off, for
the entire ﬁ;n‘-ndnth duration. The main reason that so
ﬁuqh time was devoted to this‘pha;o was because I prpduo.d
in the region of 90 percent of the materials qyiolt (albeit
with inﬁut from ‘other members of the team). Producing
written‘matorials from scratch takes® an inorediblo amount of
time and effort, and in the author's oxp.rioago and
Bchmidt's (1987), since SBME's are holptul in d.tcrmining
content_but not in actually vriting, thorc are fev
altornativos to the designar playing-all roles if it is a
‘one-~man team?’, However, pure production (such as shooting
film, typcsoéting, programn ng) should be Jelegated to.
qualifried profcsaiongls ither within Egg,z; tean or
outside. Obviously, maintaining aroativo contral is more
ditticult wvhen such tasks are doloqatod but, vith clcat and
prociso instructions,. and final npproval by the
instructional desigp,r,lthis method is more efficient and

producés quﬁlity (pré:ossional) materials. *-\;;

5) formativu Evaluation ,

One of the alitinguishing toaturcs of the -ystmna

npproach to dosigning instruetion tron ‘most traditional

130 : - i}
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methods is the formative evaluation -'that ia; the testing

. and modification of tholinutructipnnl materials béforc‘tho
final product 1: prodﬁcod. It il.thiﬂ feedback loop during
the dﬁro;opuont phese which ensures the constant improvement '
"%t éy- 1gqtrp§t{onil materials as they are developsd. This a
" testing and modification is critical because it is "almost
certain that many problems ... ocour in the classroom due to

thauiinitod ottdctlvonosb}of first draft materials" (Dick &

carey, p-. 197).

_ Dick (1977) sugqesta a throe-phnse formative évaluation
using ono-on-ono with a potential trainee and cne—on-one
with an snz,»-nall group evaluation of approximately eight
to 12 nonbors from the target population; and a field trial
of approximatoly 30 students. This type of approach seems
to be d.siqnod much more for programmed text type
"1nstruction or, sclt-instructional materials where students
are tont.a on tho knowledge they havo obtained. During a
f;nld trial evaluation for classroom instruction where an
insttﬁctor is used, Dick suggests that "the designer
'vithdru?irron active involvement in the instructional
proéoll" (p.‘317) — While I would not disagree in general, ;
.it seeny that obaervation by the dosigner during the class
makes & lot of sense in dcternining the process ditticulties
"as théy occur rather than havini,f::/fnstructor remember and '
report them latﬁr. . ' ‘
. In addition, Dick seems to think that cvoryono.has
‘unlimited resources (in time and porsonnel) to be able to IR
.complete thir kind of evaluation as described. A programmed - -

toxt'vhichiwill ultimately bs published for use by thousands
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ot-stud;nts is certainly worth this type of time and ottdrz.
However, the economic feasibility of such an undertaking for
training within an organization where the total population
is relatively small is quite another matter, as Bastian,
Edward, Medsker, and Schimmel (1983, cited in scpnidé, 1987)
ﬁoint'ont. ) |

COnpromié- was certainly a factor in fh. formative _
evaluation conducted for this supervisory course. It would
have been totally inpbsaiblo, for cxnlpli, to run a field 'h\\\ ‘
trial with 30 students (not to nonticnﬁtho course was _~ -—
dosignod for,snall grouﬁ‘dolivory lo;that three or four
groups of four was the maximum) as their number constitutes
almost half the population of supervisors sy-t.h wide. The
largest comp:dmise was the use of ‘the field trial as tho‘
first 'real course' because, economically, it 4ust did not
make sense to bring 12 (éut of a total of 67) supervisors
into town for a week, to not recaeive training. As a result,
these trainees did not receive final materials, ulthouqh*ﬁbw‘
much thig affected tﬁe learning process is unknown.

This phase of tho.ID process- followed the ITU nodoi
faifiy closely in terms of an evaluation of the process
(tests were not used as per the pg,vious discussion) and .
support~for such an evaluation was high from allﬂ-imbors of
the Design Team, SME's, and ‘rainocsl The modif#cations
made through various toqhniquoa from one-on-one and small-
group consultations with S8ME's right through to the field
‘test undoubtedly contributed .to improving the final product.

During the field trial, apart from observation and

informal discussion, the more formal evaluation form was
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used to collect data about caqh instructional activity as
well as overall inpfoi-iqnp and suggestions for change (see
Appendix A). This daily cviluation sheet vas_deéignqd to,
pr&vidi information for sach activity ‘on several dimensions
such as learning, appiicability, enjoyment, and so forth.
However, in rctroapcct, these dimensions woroﬂgQ? finaly
divided for trainees to make discriminations on such similar
but differing aspects for rating purposes. To have done '
this properly would have taken a great deal of thought and
offort vhen completing thiuo-torﬁ§ at the end of the day.

p: a result some (but no;;nll) traingca tended to pick one
number thdt seemed to represent their general overall
impression of the exercise and put this in each column. In
order to overcome this, the number éf dimengions should be

reduced to two or a maximum of three. In addition, each

_instructional activity could have bgcn rated immediately

following its completion while tpo experience was still
fresh. This would also have cut down the aniount of work
required by the trainees at each evaluation 'sessién' and
may have provided more valuable data. ‘
Tho results of this ovaluation identified mostly
content and process changes which nro very specific and will -

not be discussed here in any detail. Except when apecific

‘ conn.nta were made regarding change for activities rated

hiqhor than six out of a total of seven on these forms, they
vere left as is. Because trainees tend to rate high on such

forms (hence the term Vsmile sheets') any instructional

_ activities rated between five and six were re-evaluated and

re~worked with attention to specific comments.

o . 133 s .
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In my opinion, this actively encouraged participation

lfhnd evaluation from trainees contributed onornouily to the

. 'ownership' of the final product. v ﬂ{fszéb/
. , ' | | . \ )

Conclusions and Recommendations d'r

’ . .
In view of the linitation., thiI ;has. proceeded 4
smoothly. The feedback from students was excellent, and the
course deemed an unquaiitiod cuocoaq‘r The prestige editions
were particularly lpprociatog - fina }’ a course had been
produced which actually met some re need in the Branch.
However, no data could b.»coll;ct for ro;ision of
materials regardiﬁg 'insfructionnl effectiveness' due to the
lack of—objactiVQs~and test items. More atteiition to the 1D
process dqrihg the earlier stages woul& have sét the

foundation for evaluation on th{s'moasuri.

6) gunmative Evaluation

The need for rigorous evaluation is a pradmatic ¢
one, for employee training programs funded simply
on the presumption of effectiveness, with little
in the way of hard evidence to support that pres-
umption, seem dspecially vulnerable in times of
scarce Tresources . (Ammons & Niedzielski-Eichner,

9 1985, p. 211). ‘

summative Evaluation Model o ’

- —

[

xirkpatricé*s (1976) four-level approach was chosin tdf
this ovaluation'because it seems to be the most widely used
framework for classifying areas of cviiuation‘and i- { ’
rccgmnendod by humerous other authors (e.g., Weeks, 1986;

Ammons & ﬁiodziolski-xichnor, 1985). It has also been
adapted for. use by many othor<;}gqg_g;nnplo, smith, 1980;
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! Hamblin, 1974).  Essentially, in his model a conceptual

truovo:;: is developed to n-i‘-,t in determining what ,da'ta’
are to be collocgo.d. Each lovpi answers different types of
'quolt:l.on- and more vn‘lu-blc dai':a are gonoiatcd ‘as ono‘ ‘
progresses throuqh'thbn. -#_ihcso levels from the lowest to . °
h:l.qhnt are Reaction, Loarging, Bo‘haviour: and Resﬁlts, and

are dqicribot briofly below.

P
)

Rcacéion Were the parﬁi:cibants-ploascd with the program?
%tton the reaction of participants :I.; crucial t6
the continuance of the program, so. good raaég‘ions
are important. Additionaﬁy,“ initial
receptivity prov'idos a gco:l atmosphere for )

learning but does not necessarily lead to high | N
. levels of learning.’ _ 4 o
Learning What aid the pa_rtie:lpants' learn' in the program?

This level méasures objectively what has been
learned J,n.the classroom situation - principles,
facts, techniques, skills, etc. It does not
necessarily fmasur,o whether these will be
transfo;rod to the job. ’ @ '

'B.hav:lour . Did the participants change t{xoir behaviour

’ | based on what was learned? This level measures

behaviour on the job and takes into

consideration that just because a participart's .

learning in the classroom is not a mea.ﬁu;o of

performance on the job. Evaluations in this

cato&ory may include: before-and-after o

comparisons; observation frolmr superior‘s,'

13s . ' 3
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.ubordinnto- nnd p-orl; statistical oonparilon-:
' | and long-range follow-upl. - b
Rosults} Did the change in q-pawionr positively atf.qt

~ the organisation? BEvaluations at this level

.relate the behavioural change to organisational

1npro;;mont and typically take the form of
analysis of cost savings, work oﬁtput, quality

changes, etc. ‘.

’

It was decided that data at tho Rosultl lovol would not
be colloctod because of the ditticulty of doinq so. Yor
example, data ‘on claims would not n.cgasgrily'r.floct
incroasqd~supcrvisory portoriancc because there are many
"&ifroront factors which could account for iost or dnmagc&,
packages. Similarly, efficiency of the operation can be
affected by a whole host 6f factors outside the supervisor's
control: snow storms in some stations, for example. —
Finally, there is little objoctivo data on the whole

operation which would distinguish performance between

supervisors Qinco there are three on shift on any given day.‘

Reaction datf was also not ;o be collected at this
point Qinco féedback from the formative o;aluation had
ansverid many qﬁostiona from this pof%t of view. To have
added furth;r quo;tions on this aspect would have
complicitod aﬁd lengthened the questionnaire unnecessarily
and wvould ﬁavo provided no further useful informationm.

Data collection on Learning was contemplated but therse were
no objectives for each instructional pct*vity and therefore
no tests with which to quantitatively. assess classroom

a
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" their' subsequent performance.

loarnigq. 0 . ‘ c
The main thrust of this summative evaluation was on

behavioural change on the job for two main reasons. (1)
"Measures of bchavioural change usually‘bqgt satisfy «the
oondition- of effective- cvaluation. They represent the best
conbination of rigor, rolavanc. and oconony" (Zenger &
Hargis, 1982, p. 12). (2) fiﬁ overall course objective
stated that supervisors should be able to solve problems and
issues 'on-the-job'; therefore it Qould seem logical to
collect data which vould'dototnino if this objective haad
been met. The design of the summative. evaluation then,
oncentrated on this third level - behavioural change. - |
5 It should be recogniﬁed here thaé this eéalugtion was
designed with the knowledge that there were two fundaméntal
flaws which might affect the data.

1) Because 'e field trial was also 'the course', trainees
were learning under less than optimal conditioqs and

with less than optimal materials which might reflect in

»

2) The supervisors were not new. They had been working as
;up.rvisors for varying longth;,of time andq, as-such,
llthSugh the results would provido some information
with rogard to behaviour change, it might be difficult
to oxtrapolato those results to poople who had never
been in a uuporviaor? positipn but who were likely to

be promofod (the main future target audience).

‘In relation to this second point, even if all new

supervisors would have been available, such a pfc-post study
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would ‘have been impossible because of the lack ot:beeeline_

measures. In additioh, since all supervisors were to be

recycled through this program, it would be valuable to know
. ]

if behavioural change occurred with this group.

Selection of Evaluation Design

o p Lo In this instance the deeign was what Cempbell and
Stanley (1963) refer to as the 'nonequivelent contrql group

design'. This involves:

An experimental group and a control grou both
given a pretest and a posttest, but in which the
control group and the experimental group do not
have - pre-experimental sampling equivalence.
Rather, the groups constitute naturally assembled

' collectives such as classrooms, as similar as
availability permits but yet not so similar that

' one can dispense with the pretest. The assignment
of X to one group or the other 'is assumed to be
random and under the experimenter'e control (p. -
47).

“ -

It was not poséible to have teo groups of supervisors
- from different 'neturallyboccuring collectives® because
cargo management wanted to take the field triei opportunity
to actually train some of the newer supervisors and theae
. trainees came from varioue stations across the system.

. Additionally, to have had one group from various etetione.'
and the cont:ol'gfoup fro; just one would heye made the
éroupe even less equivalent. More importantly, it wouid
have been.impoeeible: a) te find e~ptetion that ves'not L]
represented which had enough supervisors to create a control
group; and b) to expect nenegere and emplo;ees to rate each
‘one. As such, managers designated a control-to ensure that

- a control was available for each station. Because the
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author had ‘no say in who was designated as a control
(although this ioﬁld have made little diff;ronco), the two
groups may have biop radiqilly hq’quivalont. Demographic
data was collected from both groups but this was incomplete
and no conclusions regarding equivalency can be drawn from
it. l '

Having the experimental a;d control groups .from the
same station may well have affected the second sat‘of
po:tt-st results (had they boo; available) through the so-
called Hawthorne Effect. This phonomanon Jis well known -
essentially it states that people may change becpuse they
feel inportanttnnd special by being singled out to receive
training and this can change the nature of such 1earning.
sinco it wvas not possible to provide any kind of placebo
training for the control group, this was something that was
considered to be an uncontrollable factor for tﬁe between'
qroup results. bl ’

However, namblin (1974), nakoﬁ\a valid point about this
phenomenon for experimental groups which may have
implications (over and above this .'one-shot' evaluation) for
future offerings. He naintains‘that the Hawthorne Effect
cannot be eliminated altogether as long‘as the trainee knows
"he is being. evaluated. 8ince it ca%hot also be ignored, he
states that it is better to put it to positive use. B8ince

evaluation cnﬁ affect the results of training, it can.be put

to use as a training aid. "Evaluation is not merely a way of

finding out whether training was good or bad; it can i%self
be an important part of the training in the sense that it
helps people to learn ... knowledge of results faciliiaties
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learning ... the evaluation stimulates the trainee's
loaining and directs it along the correct paths" (p. 15).
He goes on to say that the effect will be present even
with continual feedback but is. less 1ikoiy to be beneficial:
"the evaluator who fails to feed evaluation data back to/:;o
trainees is not making the maximum use of the nnw;hornp
Effect" (p. 18).

-

Although the original ovnluation doaign callod for such
feedback to supervisors precisely for these reasons, thi:

feature vas rejected by management and subsequently dropped.

o However, perhaps this aspect should be reconsidered with the

use of a much simplifiead qucqtionnairo OOﬁtring key issues.

Feedback to supervisors on their strengths and weaknesses
'nay well have contribuyted to changigg behaviour. The major
drawback in providing this feedback is thp.ox;ra
administrative work involved.

*

Questionnaire : A

. The questionnaire route to data collection was chosen
because of its relative ease of administration, given the
large group size (148 different responses in‘all\tcr the pre
and posttests for both groups), and its economy. ﬁhil}ips
(1983) states that questionnaires are probably the most
common form of evaluation instrument since they can be unod >
to obtain subjective information about participan;g'
feelings as well as to document noa-urablo results.
Gold;tcin (1980) would agree, although he gives the
,inprossibn that this popularity is not necessarily for thoi
best, "the field is in danger of being svaipod by

— \\ . -
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quontionnniro type items" (p. 240).
Ohv:loully, because of their vornt:l:l.:lty and popularity,-
questionnaires should be designed to-avoid the principal
problems of improper wording and faulty :lntcrprotation
(Phillips- P. 70). The questionnaire developed was geared
towards soliciting information on a general level based on
supervisory behaviour in the areas addressed both by the
course and t':h. pre-vork pncfuéo. Before use Auring the
field trial it was formatively evaluated tvice in order to
remove nmfaii;uity. The first evaluation was with the BME's;
the ncond, vas vith approximately 12 supervisors who vwere
not in either the oxp.rimental or control {roup. (
Ruponn-shi‘ft b:l.u has also been identified as a
potential problem with questionnaires since “pre-post
comparisons commit the error of presuming a uniform
reference frame for each participant (pre to post) which may.'~
not exist (Mezoff, 1981, p. 58). In other words, training
intluo'ncts the participant's (and to a certain degree the
othor' raters if they knov the person has been on a cpufse)
reference frame t6 the item in question. xezotf suggests
"the use ot‘ the pro-then-bost approach to limit the effect of
this bias. An additional questionnaire asking the
Iup.rvilor to re-evaluate his or her orig nal assessment of
himself/herself in tho light of his or her aurrent knowledge
wvould have roqu:lrcd too much work (both for tho respondent,

_and the other raters). Instead, some qucstions vere added
on the post lusuu asking the rospondant to identify
lp.c:lfic dif!or-nou since the courn. As a result, this

bill would have had to be taken into consideration during
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the anlaysis.

An important feature of this Qquestionnaire was that it

was presented to the supervisor hig:olf, his manager; and

five of his employees for both groups in order to oonpi:o

differing perspectives and come to some kind of conclusion,

based on aggregate or overall data about improvements in on-

the-job performance. . This was in line with the d.cisioq

taken at the design stage which identified behavioural

change as 'tﬁo most important goal'ot the course. 8uch an

approach has pnn recommended by many authors:

Supply the supervisor's employees: and managers
with questionnaires about specific supervisory
behaviours. Inproving relationships with subord-
inates is the most reasconable objective of super-
visory skill training. We believe this is the
optimum means of gathering data (Zenger & Hargis,
1982, p. 12).

Bupervisors [i.e. managers], peers, subordinates
and trained observers can also assume a role in
the evaluation process ... once trainees have
returned to a job site, they can report on imp- -
rovements or (in the case of a poor training.

program) the lack of improvement in participants'
performance (Weeks, 1986, p. 22). :

Goldstein also i’econmonds using managers and

_subordinat;a in adadition to supervisory nlt-rqpoﬂ:s.

commenting on a 1977 article concerning mental health

"settings by Strupp & Eadley, he states:

In’ a cogent analysis, the authors discussed ' the
outcomes in the assessment of individuals when
there are varying degress of agreement and con~
flict among the three perspectives [society, ind-
ividual, and mental health profession]. S8imilar
analysis concerning the nbilitg of trainees when
there are disagreements among the trainees’, the
trainers', and the supervisors' perspectives would
be very interesting (p. 240). - ’
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~ 8ince the author was oxpocting to find differing’
porooptions from the three pornpoctivos,‘suoh an analysis,

as Goldstein says, wwould have been interesting®. ..

gummative Evaluation Problems

&

To reiterate, the najor diasapointmont was the lack of

'summativo evaluation data as there is no q:rstfon that this

inforuation could have ansvered many questions concerning
the ottootivono-s of the course with regard to transfer of

training. This was particularly distressing since it was

the one aspect of the model which the authot had complete
control oﬁor and tried to do 'by the book'. Although the
doaign of the evaluation attemptod to follow accepted
methods, and thoorotioallf should havouvorked, some

una cipated events occurred.which comhromisod tho data -
ool]:ition. Compounding tnis situation was the fact tnnt

tho nuthor made some major 3:§\fs in its administ:ntion.

' Thc pro-toat questionnaire yielded ihfticiont data to
serve as a baseline level of performance for both 'groups.

,The high return night be attributed to the high profile of

the course at the tino (i.o., just before its introduction)

when the interest level was high. The post-test.

- quostionnniro wvas diatributod four nonths later and, as

luoh, intgrost may have tnporod.' In addition, the airline
vont through a strike ‘situation just aftor the follow—up
questionnaires were distributed and nanagors dnéysupervisors -
were particularly busy at this time. Employees, bf ‘codrse,
were simply not available. -~ . N

&

Aithough several attempts were made by the Cargo
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Training Manager to collect fho qusstionnsifss after the
dtrike was over, thsrs was simply no interest ‘and it proved
impossibls to collect nors than spproxinstsly ono-sighth.
S8ending out new questionnaires was also considered, since it
was possible that after several months the dgiqinsis may
have been mislaid. nsweysr, the general fssling'wss that

&
interest was so low'that we should just drop the whole idea.

“F‘“iﬁttaithersﬁﬂnn»J&nL;mphisns,yith-rstﬁsn of the pre-

measure questionnaires, I feel that the design of the

éanclusions and Recommendations

administrative procedures for data collection was seriously
flaved and may have been, at least partly, to'blams‘for the
lack of return op the post measure.- For sxampls, some
employee questionnaires were returned blank or did not have
the supervisors name written on them and therefore could nst
be identifisd. This could have been rectified if they had
been properly coded. soms managers also forgot to which
enmployees they gave the first questionnaire - another i -
problem.the author should have anticipated beforehand. A
better method would have been 'to call each individual _
msnsgsr and ask him tor the ' names of five ‘employees who
would be able to rate the supsrvisor in question. All
questionnaires would then havo been sent individually with a
"covering letter to a11 rsspondsnts. This would allow ths
author to be able to contact individuals and woyld have
taken the pressure off the nanagsrs to administer and manage
this aspsct. while they were expected to do this, thors

were no rsal conseqguences for not doing so, especially since

o
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they probably felt it ya; ‘an academic exercise' and
therefore of low priority during the aifficult strike
pericd. o

In summary, removing the adninisirative responsibi}ity
from each n;nagor by mailing éuostionnairos individually ’
wvith a covering letter to each person would probably have
greatly increased both the Eontrol of. the admihistr ive

.process and the response rate. C )

o

~~—Adequacy of the Model

Even though the pfoposed ITU model was not followed in

this instance, some observations can ba‘n;de'boncerning itg

' ‘doquacy in this situation - i.e., regarding its ability to.

fulfil tho:function for which it was design;d, and to adapt

to;a.uniquc training situation. In terms of the model '
itself, although it is not presented as a tlo; chart is

still has a somewhat linoar?appearance whiéh implies that

Phase 1 must be’' done before Phase 2, Phase 2 before Phase 3,

and so forth. This is not necessarily a bad tping and
1ntﬁitivoly it might make sense, but in actual hse it
becomes extremely rigid (as R&piszovski pre&icted).‘ This is
not a criticism of the front-end, where it‘obviously makes
sense to-do a,proiiﬁinary study before a'task'analysis;
However it becomes much more evident as one moves through
the various phases. Perhaps this rigidity is in fact simply
a function of the number of phases involved. In other

words, it may be that the very nature of explaining a

process necessitates this kind of linear approach. The ITU °

model, powover, makes no mention of the fact that the real

Al
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world situation may not fit this pattern.. 'In rotroipoot,
th;s model represents more of a systematic approach to
instruction than the systemic approach which 1Ipli.; van
inquiry and discipline, complets with theoretical
underpinnings and a developed methodology" (Hayman, 1974, p
495, cited in Andrews -and Goodson, 1980). Romiszowski's
descriptive model, in contrast, prlicitly{-tgtoa that while
there are genéral stages, they are dauigp.d to be guidelines
or heu;istics more than anything else. In addition, he
presents cloaély the theoretical undqrpihninQn and
methodology which comprise the model. In the times of the
'One utnu?e Everything' it is certainly easier and less time
consuning to follow a cookbook style noé;i such n; the one
presented by Holden. The problem with this easy route L
through is that, taken on its own, ié is not ébmprehonaivo
enough go p;ovide a proper understanding of Inisutficicnﬁ
that the concepts can be applied generally in any situation.
The author feels that any model which is followed too
rigidly (rather as one fould.follov an.élgérithm) may result
in disappointing results. Aithough such models miy not be
prea;ﬁted as recipes, their very simplicity and prescriptive
(i.e, step-by-step) tend to invite blind adherence. . _ )
As a 'basic model' then, I would suggest the use of
Romiszowsksi's descriptive model over Holden's prescriptive
.ohe. However, even it does not explicity ;ddrill in"any |
depth or detail one other critical component. It does not
take into consideration the complex interpersonal and
mﬁnagemené aspects involved in the wider application of

instructional design techniques within a larger system -

P
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training oopartnonts in a corporation, in this context.
These aspects consist df everything from managing the. r
smallest adliniutrativonotail to the acknowl&dgement of
existing intangible goals such as individual and corporate
politics which may jor may not bo made oxplicit to the
designer. Tyﬁicall , gaining support, 'selling' the ‘
product, and makin oonbronisos in the design of the package
to accommodate ioy people can influence the instructional
design methodology. Qttor her experience, the author would
argue tﬂ;t,ID models which do not take these factors into
consideration are just simply not comprehensive Qnougﬁ for-
application in the largor system. However, this is \
obviously more important, perhaps, for a manager who is in
charge of an entire project thon for a designer working on
one aspect of a product. : . ’ . -

For reasons not clearly understood, prior to commencing

this project, the author was unacquainted with any ID models:

vhich explicitly take these factors into consideration.

While not the reason for the author's ignorance, it is only -

oomparat;vely recently that ID practictioners have focused
on these additionallaspecta of instructional design
(Bohiffman,nlsas), particularly on interpersonal skilils
(Coldeway & Rasmussen, 1984) and the management of the ID
process (Weston, 1982).

The rocontly developed models reflect these additional
aspects yet, in keeping with Dick's 41981) comments, do not
inherently change the basio models: they simply incorporate
and expand upon them. In the application of ‘ID to

industrial training departments then, they are much more

{
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i outcomes"‘(p; 16). The function of managerial and

L 4

appropriate. .
The models adapted by Weston (1982) and produood by
Bchiftman (1986), are particularly inclusive and are shown in

Figures 8 and 9, respectively. As is evident, over and
above the basic ID stages already explained under the ITU
model (which are included in different but essentially

similiar form), they both take into consideration project

management, interpersonal relations (consulting),
communication, diffusion, and dissenihation, althdﬁgh
Weston's is less comprehensive in this respect. Weston
(1982) ;réﬁes iﬁat the management and communication aspects
cannot be considered independently: "while the inlﬁructiogal
product develoﬁment c&cle‘[i.eo, the 'basic' ID model] is
self-contained, neither qsp;ct of the 1D process can operate

independently of one another if success is to be expected"

Schiffman's hodél ‘Ggoes even further, referring to
instructional systems design as "a synthesis of thoor§ a
research related to (a) how humans preceive and give meaning

to the stimuli in their environments, (b) the nature of the

.information and how it is c§p§830d and transmitted, (c) the

concept of systems and the interrelationships among factors
promoting or deterrtng\accomplishmont of ‘the desired )

b
consulting skills, she maintains, is essentially to glue the
points (a) through (c) together. The condopts of

diffusion, interpersonal relations, and proﬁoct management
are partiéularly volconc‘additions to the basic model as

they reflect the realities of instructional design in ,
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industry (and in oducafion for that matter). However,

“these skills are often presented as poriphordl or even

optional to ISD skills. This iq‘rnfortunato because the
| *. :
field is made to appear less than it is unless the mutually

~d‘pondont interaction of these areas is dmphasiéad"

(8chiffman, p. 20). N

Since a brief discussion of the literature on
educational theory and r;search, and system ahlaysis has
bpen presented in the context of a basic ID model, we will %
now look at the concepts of diffusion, interﬁersonal é
rclations; and projéct management and their importance in an
expanded view of instructional design since 'in short, the
proper practice of ISD brings all the skills, knowledge, aﬁd
attitudes [shown in Figure 9] to bear on the proﬁléms of a
particular system in an orderly and precise manner...
Furthermore, there is (or should be) a symbioitc

relationship between the major categories" (p. 17).

Diffusion ‘ .

schiffman's,addition of diffusion to the modél is based’

" on°the six stepd necessary to bring about change in an

orqanizition proposed by Havelock (1973). 8She states that a

" well-designed system analysis incorporates four of these

Shnps:
a) a goot relation;hip with the client is built
- and the designer's credibility established;
b) - the problem(s) of the system are diagnosed;
c) :11 relevant resources are acquired; and

d) ers of the system potentially affected
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by the innovation view the idea favoradly
because they (or at least key psrsonnel) have
been involved in the system analysis phase in
some way. Once the solution for the project
is chosen, the designer must see that tho new
instructional product or program c¢an be
maintained easily by the system (p. 19).

- : * -
Gaining acceptance, however, requires an understanding

of the procadq of change, gnd resistance to change, so the ﬂ
designer can work sensitively and persuasively with the-
various people involvod, from the client to production
specialists.

Acco;ding to 8chiffman, every designer at some point
will jbe faced with the task of trying to assure successful
ad<§§§2§ot whatever thef have produced. Therefore the
importance of diffusion cannot be under‘stimatod. "While
luck, persuasiveness, and managerial mandate may aid the
1diffusion~-less' designer, the hist;ry of innovation would .

suggest these as highly unreliable techniques" (p. 17).

consulting/Interpersonal Relations

b
While interpersonal relations skills are certainly not
unique to the ID situation, it is critiéal they be addressed .

in any comprehensive model because of the prevalence of this

. type of activity in instructional design work. Such skills

~ prepare designers to’ work successfully with subject-matter

exﬁerts, clients and other designers or people othervise

q .
involved in the project. As for consulting, Schiffman says

'that the phases involved in consultancy parallel somevhat

tha aiffusion steps but emphasise the protossional, and

.pousihly ocntractual, relationship between the designer and
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client. The ioat.i-portnnt of these skills are "determining
the style of consultancy for a particular client, and

knowing -how to alsongago from and conclude a consulting

agreement” (p. 19). - . \

Project Management ’ .

The five ltagis of project management listed by Knirk

and Gustafson (1986) are 1nc;pde§ in S8chiffman's model.

These are planning, organiging, staffing, budgeting,

- controlling and communicating. General writing ability

rounds out tﬁiéo minagaqorial, organizational, and
communication competencies. Again, these skills are not
unique to the ID situation. As in other positions, they are
an 1ntogra; part of 'doing the job', particularlf in
1ndustry.' ‘ ' |

sdhiffman:makes the point fhat, usually, no single
designer is cxpécted to have ALL the knowledge ;nd s{ills

shown in gigurd 9. However, wvhen instruction is being

designed, all the major categories (educational theory and

research, system analysis, diffusion, consulting/
interpersonal relations, .and project management) are,cqlled

11“:0 pl ‘Y . - -

e .

)Obviously, therefore, the smaller the design team, the .

more skills each person must have. In the case of this

’

projcét, Carl Johnston and I had more knowledge about
educational phoory and research (he has an MA in Psychology)

‘and systems analysis than the others. At the beginning of

the project I was notably licking experience in the other
areas, pnrticula;iy relationship building, gaining
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acceptance for ideas, working with sME's, and controlling

certain areas of the project.

Conclusions and Recommendations l
. ‘z ‘
Basically these models sensitize the designer to the

importance of project management, communication, and
dissemination. Had I realized the extent to which these
factors influence the basic instructional design nodi}
(because they account for such. a large portioﬁ of th‘ dquties
involved), I would have been b.ttgﬁ prepared to tacklo.tho

projeqt. It is simply naive to enter a corporate oo

environment with an idealized vision of implementing an - //'

academic model and expect it to work as it might for a
coursefproject. !
This realigzation, although obvious in hindsight, ties '
in with Goldgiein's suggestion that‘training cannot be °
developed in isolation, separate from the larger system.
ATthough Holden's explanation of the ITU model
attracted me because of itswapparent simplicity and ease of'

application, in retrospect it doces not provide the same

' detail and background information which rounds out the model

Romiszowski (1981) proposes. "Without a broad-based
toupdation «e. the practico/gt/;:b becomes narrowly focussed
on means (the steps in the systems model) rather than on the
rightful end (1ea€§ing)" (S8chiffman, 1986, p 18). In
conparision,.vhile the Romiszowski descriptive 'model' is not
prescriétive and therefore arguably more difficult and
involved to 'follow', I would suggest that its comprehensive

approach provides a superior theoretical and practical

-

154

——




foundation in instructional design.
I 'would recommend, therefore, that the 'expanded?’
Schiffman instructional systems design view be used with

Romiszowvski's model in place of the more systematic

-
L}

flowchart she uses to represent the 'basic' ID process. 1In
fact, although I would recommend the Romiszowski model in .
this context, kparticulariy if trainers have no formal ID
background), if instructiopal designers have tested and feel
oonfofélbio with other uodutsT"thon;forhaps<thoy should

X continue to use them and simply expand upon them by

K incorporating these additional aspects. -

This modification to the 8chiffman m;dal do;s not
change it sufficiently for me to claim to have created
anything new (although as Andrews & Goédson, 1980, state
tqis heavy borrowing and subapquent creation of new m?dels
’ hds‘contrihutod to the confusion of oducaters faced with ”‘
such, a "bewildering array' from vhi;h.to choose). As such,
I will not present an amended version or refofﬁhlaﬁion of

r~

“ the model to reflect this rqbommendéd change.

-

Use of ID in Corporations Not Using such Techniques

Although‘corporations are beginning to use a more

systematic process in solving human performance problems,

LN porhaps'noro 80 in the United 8tates than Canada,'there are .-

many who continue to use the more tradit%SﬁtI‘iﬁproaches -

particularly in the area of needs analysis. For example,
Mmli£§ qf these coppanths still have a 'qprpbrato curriculum's
o that is, a set of available management courses for which

" employees can register. Such a cu;riculun apprbach aasuﬁ;s

-~
\..
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that auploYQQs and their nauauara have sufficient interest
and ability in naada analysis, since they are tlie ones that
dctarnine the nead and how to bridga it. This, is obvluualy an
inadaquata approach (Romisszowski 1981).

The problem with this, and other aituat;;ua like it, is
that if a company has traditionally used these methods and
they are entrenched i the ganization, then attonptrnq to
change this prevailing philosdphy of iif it ain't broke
don't fix it' is extremely difficult. This is particularly

true if the proponents of Such traditional methods view new

- techniques as a thfeat. New techniques are a threat, of

course; not just because they .are new but because, by using
an ID model and axpounding its virtues an inpliéit statement
is’'made about the adeguacy of the existing system. This was
particulary sticky 'in this situaﬁlon aincp there was an
oxisting course in basic suporvision avairablo in the
corporate curriculum. It was difficult to explain that the
course {which was very generic and supported mostly by
lecture naterial), while good as a theoretical base, was
somewhat less. than idea% in addrosaing a suparviaor'a needs
on tha.job. As a result, some dapartnant -anbara not
directly'ingolvad in the projoct certainly tali thraatanad
and this caused some tension. | o

An additional issue in this project was that no other
menber of rna department raally knev exactly what vas

trinapiring'during the project, although some presentations

were naaa ‘at a later date. Ihilo this was not dcliborata in

- any way, it -ay have appaarod to be ovorly -ocrativa.



Rocomn.hdations to Other Students

<

Based on my experience, I would like to offer some
-ﬁgo-ttons for students écntanplat:lng either an intermslip

or permanent work in instructional design/ evaluation in

industry.

! At éhis point in -time, the term instructional design
(and more particularly educational technolbgy) are not. '
household words in the majority of industrial settings. ™\ \
‘Many xhanager'a in tpese departments simply do ‘not ‘kngyg
‘. understand what instructional .design c;xtails or how it can
‘banetit' them. .When a cgmpany” t,:.iainks they want a f‘trainer’
for example, they are gencra;l.ly lﬁlooking for a subj%ct-matter
expert who can write appropriatl:e'materials and t;ach rather
than an 'instructicnal designer'. While :h:ls situation will
tinevitaﬁly change (we are prob"abiy in the region of five to
_tan years behind the United sStates in this area), in the
meantime there are only tvo choices; either try to find vork
in an organ‘ization currently using ID techniques qr attempt
: to adapt in an -organization that does nct.“Ohviously, if you
enter a company :i;:re the instructional systems approach is
the morm it will be much easier to practice. This first
choice is the only logical way to proceed if the integrity
qt the .ID,proccs‘s is a paru}gun'f consideration for you.

‘ In the second option, the éossibiiitie:s as a change
agant- are huge and potontiuly very exiting. WwWith little or
no work experience g\owever it :ls vcry difficult to act as a
such a dhgnga agent because as a atudont or recent graduate,
.you have littlc credibility (at least initally) and no

\
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fornal or informal po;or base. - A

One possible way around this dilf;nn might be to try
and convince the person hiring _You, of the merits of '
designing and producinq training materials using the Isb
approach. The basis of your appointnont may then be your
eiﬁertise in the area, ahd vith the backing of the manager,
you may have enough credibility to implement ohangos‘1£
necessary. ' '

‘More likely though, you will be hir.a on the basis of

the manager's perception of what you do. In this case: .

1) . Avoid being overly critical, you can hope to acheive
notﬁfhg by denigrating the current system which has
probﬁbly.been in place for a long time and may bo\'
fypctioning adequately (or at least is seen as . . a

/,/fz:;tioning adequa;eiy)é =

2) Attempt to educate other people in the dopartnint
withodt being too aggressivp 6£‘too ﬁodantic. For
example, it may be possible to explain the types of
information which can be .collected from a needs -
inalysis and how this could be’usaful in‘th- cﬁrront
qystem: N ' ’

3) 'Implehent any ID process you can and fotgot the

. rest. \Instegd,of,iorrying about what you are not

N doing, learn everything you can from c;po; members

who are more experienced in’ 6ther areas..
F 4

~
.
% . - ‘
©
.
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' 1858 ‘ N \ ' e .




e CHAPTER 6

CONCLUBION

'1nvostigatlo of the effectiveness of an ID model: Bacause
it was recognized at the outset that concessions to industry
might invoive adaptations to the model, particular emphasis
was to be placed on the final evaluation ph;s- in order to
ascertaiﬁ,ihothor thogo conco?sions had any overall effect
(detrimental or otherwise) on the product produced.
However, as is obvious from the chronoloéy of events
cﬁtlinod in the receding chapter, the proposed model was
not follbweﬁ'ﬁitﬁ sufficient integrity for this thesis to be
a real invqgtigation éither qf'model itself or its . .
adzptability to adapt to‘hﬁy project. B8ome of the reasons
fof this were explored later in ‘the last Chapter.- As a
result of these deviations and the subsequent lick éf
complete summative evaluation data, it is extiemely
difficult to draw any siqnificant conclusionL regarding the
effectiveness of the product that resulted from using this
modified model/method.
' Having said that, however, éhire is no doubt that the
concepts, however loosely applied, did produce a product
vhich was new, exciting, and very well received. 8o well
received’ in fact, that it has become a prototype for similar
courses not only in Cargo but also in other departmants-
within the airline. .The fact that -other departments were
even avare that the course eiisted attests to its high

hY .
“ e ——P . §

profile during the development phase and the subsequent
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dissemination of the reactions to it by the people involved.
. In? the author's opinion, the main reasons for Mn

success of the course are as follows.

1) That fact that it was specific to the target audience.
2) | It's practical approach, that is, t%at it focussed on
issues diroétly relevant to the job jdentified as

problenatic by subject-matier experts.
3) 'It's gmphasis-on.iho application of knowledge and

skills in an active way. That is, omphasié was on

doing rather than listening. .
4) CIient/supefviaory input and ownership ot tﬂd product -
together with the additional high protilo addition§

which gave it prestige. .
5) The attempt to provide trainee support b§ including an

organigzational development component.
@

fhese reasons, wvhile not particulary revelational to
anyone involved in ID, were brand new concepts . in traininé
at the managerial levol\;n the company since a corporate
_course curriculum appgo;ch had traditionally been utilized.
As,a’result; the contrast between the basic supervisory
course offered through this curriculum (which was lecture/
theqry based de taught by a train;ng nanag;r) and the one
developed specifically for Cargo was huge. ‘

While many of the points outlined earlier rcgard%nq why
the ¢course was so successfuﬁ‘aro nosily.;ommon sense (for
exadple, Carl Johnston wrote the guidelines for its
production with less knowledge of ID than the author) some

of this success can be attributed to the author's
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sensitiszation to instructional requirements through her
exposure to instructional dinign theory and methodology. - °
However, an important point needs to be made here. The
impression has been given that the course was extremely
successful. Given that there is no hard summative data to
substantiate this claim, what is being discussed here is, in‘ ,
fact, perceived succcess based on the reacgions of the
individuals involved. “

~
~
/
4 #

Whether this perceived success is true success remains
moot as far as the CBmpany was concerned since everybody
involved was happy with the product because it va; superior
to the type of courses offered in the past. However, this
perception of the quality of the course does not addx;ss the
type of questions that need to be ;;swered from an acadenic
(6r indeed corporate) viewpoint. The obvious questions
remaining unanswered concern whetﬁor the course actually met
its objectives. Were supervisors able to solve 80% of the
problems and issues they conf#font on the job? Was there any
pasitive beha;ioural change as a r,sult of the course (1.q.,
where the knowledge and skills taught trinsferred to the
job)? ' ' ‘

'hilo"thg Design Team memba;s were dedicated’ to helping
provide the séatisticql data required for guch an analysis,
the lack of commitment principally from the managers in,thé
field (perhaps as a rcsult'of poor adminstration procehures
by the author), together with the strike situation (in the
Fall of 1987), were probably the main reasons for the lack

of the second set of summative evaluation data. Somewhat

surprisingly, this lack of follow-up data was not perceived
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as a najor~problen by most of the people involvod with'tio
projcék. The foaling seemeéd to be that 'cvoryond lToved it,
.theretore it nust be good' - a perpotuation of ‘the fallacy
that reaction data is sufficent. As Kirkpatrick (1976) has
pointed out, of the fourjlevels of.evaluation daéa
(Reaction, Learning, Beh viopr, Results - from a corporaio
viewpoint), this type of\data genérally has little, if any,
meaning for a true evaluation.

Although the importance of conducting a summative
evaluation was explained, I think this continuation of the
evaluation procedure'was perceived as interesting but
essentially unnecessary. This may have been due to the fact'
that the project was also the author's thesis topic. 1In
other words, although the éontrqct_stipulated an

. vevaluation' of the product, the in-depth quasi-experimental

desién proposed was perceived as providing information )

required only" for the thesis. That is, it was, considered

merely extra information which was collected in order for

the author to fulfil an academic requirement for her, thesis

even though it is an integral part of instructional design
and would have provided 'valuable 1nfornation for the Company

.

as well. .
T This type of reaction to in-depth evaluation is not a
unique situation: in fact, it is far from uncoﬁnon. Many
articles have pointed out the absence of adequate

ovaluation, especially of managonent and supervisory

Y training programs (Smith, 1980; Zenger & ‘Hargis, 1982).

Phillips (1983), reports the results of a Xerox Learning

Systems study (date not given) on management training
P “ .
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practices. Of these results an editorial by Xerox states:

" Amaging but true. Hard-line evaluation of manage-
ment ' trainipg is not being pursued on any wide-
spread basis by training executives of Amerciag
companies.

Only about 24% of the more than 3,100 respon-
dents to the recent Xerox Learning Systems Manage-
ment Training Survey say they evaluate results of
management training by measuring on-the-job per-
formance change. More than 52% rely on the highly
questionable (from a.reliability standgoint) prac-
tice of personal feedback from perticipants in
training programs (p. 6). '

-~

Catalanello and Kirkpatrick (1968), in ; survey of 154
firms, found that of the 110 respondents, Y percept .
attempted to measure trainee reaction. Evaluations in terns
of learning, behaviour, and results w@ée being attempted?g§
approximately one-half. Fifty percent seems fairly high but
this may be atypical when one takes into consideration the
fact that these firms were selected in the first place:
yecause of their interest in evaluation by their use of a
instrument developed by Kirkpatrick for evaluating human-
rclstions training problems. '

. Although the course produced v;s successful because it
was superior to what was already available, it is the
author's opinion .(albeit without hard data to support this
assunmption), tyat a more rigorous use of the a basic

instructional design model could have resulted in a product

. superior again to the one produced. An examination of the

differences between what the model proposes and what was
actually done showed that some of the most critical aspects
of the design process were compromised. These.included the

preliminary study (to a lesser extent), the job/task




analysis, Sbjective setting, and the choice of instructional

. strategies. Other, perhaps less critical divergences,

included arbitrarily deciding on the course lgngth
(resulting in 'filling' a prescribed amount of time): making
assumptions about the target population, i.e., not doing a
proper pépulation analysis; and the failure to make proper
use of subject-matter experts. In the author's opinion, the
reasons for such a situation were twofold: the lack of
knowledg; of ;D amongst the pecple involved in the project
because it had not been used in fhe organization up to thgtv
point;k and, Perhaps more importantly, the failure of the
author to adequately communicate.the concepts (and therefore
the importance of the process) of the systems approach to
them. This failure may have also been due to the fact that,
as a student, I had little credibility in,térna of expert

knowledge, and was there more to learn than to 'teach’.

This thesis has shown, through the l;teraturo, that the

flexible use of expanded ID models can produce superior

solutions to human resource performance discrepancies
(through structured preliminary analysis) than traditional

course curriculum type approaches. In addition, should

'training be required, ID models (even if not followed
" faithfully) can at least increase the odds that the products

produced are efficient and effective. Efficient in the
sense that training is only provided where necessary and

only after other solutions have been considerod.thua

"bnsuring that the money spent is justified. Effective in

terms of ensuring that the course developed does what it was

deéiqned to do. Effective training contributes to corporate
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goals and, in so doing, ultimately contributes to profiis.
However, it is equally obvious that the use of ID in
isolation is not as effective as when it is used in
conjunct@on with a coherent, well-articulated training
strategy. Basic decisions need to be made about the role .of
the training department; for example vi}l it essentially
prévido internal ccnsulting to line personnel? Once the
strategy is in place, the r;le of ID within the'dopartment
_ can be formalized. Will ID modeis be used as a basis for
the production of trainfng courses or also as a pfobleﬁ-
soiving/neods-analysis tool? 1In the author'siopinion, it is
not necessary to adopt a single model for use all the time.
Rather, proviqing everyone in the department is familiar
with the general conceth\of ID, it is possible to mix and
match in order to tailor one's approach for a particdlar
situatioﬁ. This provides more flexibility because in some
cases it may be better (and even necessary) to provide a
leas than perfect solution for a given problem. From a
corporate perspective (i.e. the larger system) it may
sometimes be necessary to compromise on a full blown
gpplication of an ID model if this cannot be justified
'bccau-o/of time and/or money constraints. For example, ID
ér;nciplos can be usged to.crcato good job aids as an
lternative to training (if training cannot be conducted for
some reason), or as stop-gap measure until a training
program can be implemented.
b .
Instructional design then, is~not an end in itself, it

is the means to an end.

¥
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Lastly, in terms of this projoot,ftha two most

important outcomes were: '

1),

2)

of designing and‘pruductnq training materials.

" benefited tremendously from their knowledge and

The training department learned something from the

iuthor; principally that there are alternative methods '

{

In turn, I gained insight from a variety of people in
the department about how organizations function ana

oxperichce in translating acadepic ideas into concrete
real-world processes and products. In particular, I
gained valuable experience from them in ﬁrojcct
management, and ;htorpersonal/communioation lkillt..:

For which, I would like to thank those people involvaed.

. °

- ' - *
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© APPENDIX A | .

Daily Formative Evaluation Form and Instructions = 4
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EVALUATION / FEEDBACK
‘ INSTRUCTIONS .

Your feedback/evaluation {s IMPORTANT. It will help us to improve
this course for subesqgent participants. Please take the time to £fill
it in carefully. Above all, blqug be honest.

o
.

Please rate each gctivity,on a scale qg 1 -7 in terms of:

LEARNING The extent to which you felt you learned the material
presented. :
S * .
"PRACTICALITY . WVhether the - material was something which you felt,

needed to be taught.
APPLICABILITf | Whether the material can be-applied back home.

APPROPRIATENES@ Vhether the méthod that was chosen was an appiopriaée
way to present the material (e.g. case, role play).

. : 1 4 .
~ " USEFULNESS :  How uscful‘the material was for-you to know.
PROCESS . How easy or difficult was 1t for you to understand
- . wvhat you had to do. Were the instructions confusing
for- example? .
LEADER : The- extent to which he taught and explainéh, the
N : * material in an interesting and easy to understand
way.
e - '
ENJOYMENT The extent to which you enjoyed the matezial.
/

OVERALL y, In general, taking everything into conslderation, how
) you would rate the material. .
Q@

-

1 = LOWEST -> 7 = HIGHEST
EXAMPLE

If you thought that CASE 1 (Shift Planning) oxcellcnt in terms of what
"you LEARNED, you would put a hlqh rating, perhaps 6 or even 7, in the
column under LEARNING. /' - .

I£ however, you found that it vas difficult or confusing to understand
tgc instructions put a cozzespondlngly lov number (say 2 or 3) under
PROCESS. . . \ :

Do the same for each of the cateqorioi of evaluation. If.one or more

»

gt the categories does not apply to a partlcular activity, simply put.

/A in the appropriate spacc.

.
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. APPENDIX B I

e - overall Formative Evaluation Form /




. FINAL EVALUATION OF COMPLETE COURSE

INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the number that you think best answers the
questian.

1) The amount of pre~work was: (Circle one).
|2
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 ) 7.
Not enough Way too Much

Comments

2) Was the pre-work. written in a style that'waé appropriate?
1 2 K I | 5 6 7
Not at all vt ) Extremely ~

Comments

3) How many times did you meet with*your manager?

1 ) 2 3 4 5
. . L
‘Comments — ’
~ » . N '
,.* ., L]
4) How much time IN TOTAL did you spend discussing the pre-work
with your manfger? (Write in the appropriate space). .;$ , -
Comments z ' -
- ~ . '/ e !
" 5) How much' time would you have liked to have had to /éz;slotg '
: the pre-work?
1l week ; 2 weeks‘ .3 weeks 4 wockl_
Comments . _
' i ]
- ”“\Tﬁah*- -

17¢



h

6) Did you benefit from talking with your manager about the
material in the pre-work? ‘

*

1 2 3 4 5 6 - 7
Not at all - Enormously

/Comments

«, . -7T) Do you think that i{ncluding the manager in the supervisory

course should be kept as a feature of future program
b offerings? -
No Yes . . Don't Know
Comments

8) Was yourﬁmanage: supportive during his role in the pze-ﬁof&? .
3 4 5 6 7
S S <
Not At All Very

Comments

- ‘ - \

9) Rate the 12 Modules below from BEST (1) to WORST (12). (Place
the number 1 next to the Module you thought was best, 2 next
to the one for second best, etc.)

: ~

Role of Supervisor a

Working with Employees

Communication

Planning & Organizing -

Problem Solving ' .

Personnel Polices and Regs.

Union Contract , g

Customers ' .

Cost Appreciation

Pzoducts

Planaing of the Load B

. JCCESS . 4 : -

T

Comments __ . N - — -

i

P



10) which Modules (1f any) would you’discizd in future "offerings
of the course and why? . b

¥

11) What (if any) other information/materials would you recommend
be included in the pre-work andfor course itselt?

12) Were the exercises at the end of each Module appropriate

1 2 3 4 5 _ 6 7
Not at all ' Extremely
Comments
! 13)”" Did "this program meet your needs for basic supeivisozy‘“ 3
training? ’
1 ~ 2 3 4 5 | 6 7
Not .At All Cbﬁbletgly ‘ o
Comments |
~/

14) wWhat overall rating would ydu give the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7. J .

Very Poor . 8 Exellent

 Comments _
15) The piopo:tlon'of'p;g;!ggl to course work was: -

o * , . = N
Too Much . Too Little - About Right -e N e
Comments - -
Ty L 178 - - - - e
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’b )

16)

17)

. 18)

19)

20)

R

+Z

=

. Comments

Did you like the way the material was presented during the
course? (l.e. less emphasis on lectures and more on applying
skills to ‘real' sjtuations).

Yes f“j‘ No pon't Know

How much of an impact do you expect this course will have on
making you-a ‘better’ supervlsor?

1 2 3 4 5 6 - 17
L4 L.

None at all . , . ' A Lot

*

Comments : A

How much do you think this course would have helpéd/pzepated
you to do a better job if you had taken it PRIOR to your
first acting supervisory position?
1 2 3 4 + 5 6 7
None at all ' . A Lot

Comments

Do you think that this course could.eventually be used to
help managers determine whether a direct would make a good
supervisor?

3

Yes No Don't Know

S

Comments

A

Do you think that this course would beneflit supervisors whs
have. many years experience? -

Yes No } Don't Knaw

Comments ~ ' . o b

i Y4
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S

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

-d

s

3

FINAL EVALUATION SUMMARY

AMOUNT OF PRE-WORK WAS (1 = not enough 7 = way too much)

Av = ¢ * A

- -

PRE-WORK WRITTEN IN APPROPRIATE STYLE? (1 = no 7 = extremely)

Av = 6
|

HOW MANY TIMES DID YOU MEET WITH YOUR MANAGER?

Av = .Q

-

TOTAL TIME SPENT DISCUSSING PRE-WORK WITH HANAG#F

Av = 80 mins

HOW MUCH TIME WOULD YOU HAVE LIKED TO DO THE PRE-WORK?‘

. Ave = 3.9 weeks

DID YOU BENEF;T FROM DISCUSSING VORK WITH YOUR MANAGER’
(1 = not at all 7 = enormously) .

o

Av = 3.2 L P

NQTE: Many comments re: not enough time available.

. .

SHOULD INCLUDING THE MANAGER BE KEPT AS A FEATURE OF FUTURE
COURSES.

'Yes = 11 ‘ ’ S , ‘c

No = 0
Don't Know s ]

'WAS YOUR MANAGER SUPPORTIVE IN HIS ROLE IN THE PRE- VORK’

(1 = not at-all ! 7 = very)
Av.s 4.7 o . .

Note: Tlm@ constrai in! 5'




9) PRE-WORK MODULES RATED FROM BEST TO WORST (1 = best 12 = worst)
o .

& ‘5. .‘:‘? ~I .‘:?. 4
VoM N 2P 7 3 d I ,;’ Sy
BEI:7EGHFFIHEE
RATING A
1 M IV W) lwe v
2 W 1 v v (W v
2722220 v
- M| |V v/
> v v iwl Wiwlw |V
i ATAvarAZ2N ANt
« 7 v %7rﬂz’ wiw |/ |V
8 wiwlvlviwlv |v [¢ ,
+ 9 v I | ¢ V4 y
10 A rayAan
i | </ a4
12 ‘ v/ W \vr 'g’
. ) .

10) WHICH MODULES SHOULD BE DISCARDED?
10 = None

1 = Access (only applicable to Cargo Agents)’
1l = Questions on Motivation ‘

11) OTHER INFORMATION/MATERIALS WHICH SHOULD/BE INCLUDED.
--1 = More on Labour Relatlons

1l = Agenda
1 = Costs (how to read the charts)

12) EXERCISES AT THE END OF EACH MODULE APPROPRIATE?
( 1 = not at all 7 = extremely)

- Av = 5.5

182.




13)

14)

15)

16)

19)

20)

Av = 5.8
A

"Yes = 10

DID PROGRAM MEET YOUR NEEDS FOR BASIC SUPERVISORY TRAINING?
{l = not at all 7 = completely)

Av = 5.5 \
(

OVERALL RATING? (1 = very poor 7 = excellent)

Av = 6,)

PROPORTION OF PRE-WORK TO COURSE WORK WAS: ¢
. . ..

Too much = 0 . , :

Too little = 1 A S
About right = 11.

DID YOU LIKE THE PRESENTATION OF MATERIAL (LESS EMPHASIS ON
LECTURES AND MORE ON APPLYING SKILLS TO "REAL"™ SITUATIONS?

ow =~ 0 . ' . .

*.

HOW MUCH OF AN IMPACT WILL THE COURSE HAVE ON MAKING YOU A

U "BETTER" SUPERVISOR? (1 = none at all 7 = a lot)

»

e v TR At —— T IR v @

:HOW MUCH WOULD COURSE HAVE HELPED IF YOU'D TAKEN IN PRIOR TO 18T

ACTING POSITION? (1 = none at all 7 = a lot)
AVO' 6.8 .. ) « [ '

COULD COURSE BE USED TO DETERMINE 1IF A DIRECT WOULD MAKE A GOOD&

SUPERVISOR? '

Yes.= 10

No = 1
Don't Know = 1 - .

[N : “

DO YOU THINK THIS COURSE WOULD BENEFIT SUPERVISORS WHO HAVE MANY
YEARS EXPERIENCE?

No_= 1
Don't Know = 1 . -

<Lm ’ t ' ’-‘M n‘,.



,\) .

Mentioned

-

’

PARTICIPANT a COMMENDATIONS RE SuPERVISOR's collrse

HIGHLIGHTS -

# Times

‘Bernie Miller '

3

3 'Labour Relations : .

3 EAP '

1 Baja P:aderia .
1 Operational Safety

2 Cost Appreciation

27" "Unorganized Manager

1 Group Discussions
1 Emergency Procedures

ADDITIONS 1'

More time for Labour Relations
More time for Cost- Appreciation
More role plays

Coaching and Counselling

Time Management ‘
How to handle your manager!

N

3 Security lecture

2 Discussion (tighter ccntrol needed)
1 More pré-preparation for role plays
1 More time for pre-work

1) Pygmalian , S

DELETIONS

1 Joe Doodlcbuq : ’
2 “gituational Leade:shlp vldeo

. . ' . ' '
. . o N . .
' 4 . ’ ‘ o . N
s . ! . . "
. o, . - ‘ > J '
- ' ‘ 184
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APPENDIX D

Summative Evaluation Questionnaire (Manager's Copy) .

¥
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QUESBTIONNAIRE
(Nanager's Copy)

~

This questionnaire is to try and determine the effectiveness of
your supervisor in doing his or her job. It will alsc help to
determine the type of supervisory training provided in the

future.
NOTE
- /
You should be filling out this questionnaire
on THE BAME supervisor you completed it for--
originally.
b It you d4aid not —complete a similar

Qquestionnaire before, or if you did so but are

now being asked to evaluate a different

supervisor for whatever reason, please do not

- £ill in this qQuestionnaire, please 1let ED

' - BOWNES (Manager, Training & Quality) know.

o U

Whan completed, please return in an “envelope marked
"CONTIDENTIAL" to: :

JULIE FREEMAN, CARGO, PAC 26€3.
You should not show the completed questionnaire to anyone élse.
kK

' {

186 -



INPORTANT

All ’quntio? relate to the jobd classification wrnvuo‘ (1.e.
the shift sSupervisor working directly under you) agd, not your
direct superior. . :

i

y -

1
R - 4
What you write here will NOT be seen by anyone
else except the person doing the evaluation.
It is COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. DO NOT put -
YOUR name on this shest unless you want to.
4 .
/
YIOUR BUPERVISOR'BM.‘...ll....l.....l....l.......'...'..;....'
HOW TG ANSWER THE QUESTIONS
EXAMPLE - ’
My supervisor communicates well.
o 1 "t 2 3 4 5
Never ‘ . . . Always

»

The 0 alvays represents NEVER, and the 5 represents ALWAYS.

[
-

8o, in response to this statement, if you fesl that your
supervisor communicates well about half the time, put an X on the
part of the line that represents: 2 and-a half.

You can put an X on any part of the line.

o~

-

In this case, if you put an X on the line above the serxo, it
would mean that you think that your supervisor NEVER communicates
wvell.

< o

If you put an X or the line between 4 and S, it would mean that
you think your supervisor communicates well almost all the time.

-

187 ' ) ) ’
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uy supervisor is positive and non-critical when giving nogativo'
feedback to his subordinates.

o ‘y 2 '3 4 s
'lovc: © Always

supervisper -ak-- SURE his -uhatdinlt-- fully understand. vhat .

h tgoy are proctod to do.

0 b | . 2 3 4 \ ‘ 5
Never .Always

Mi supervisor allows his subordinates to make decisions without
3 express authority in certain situations.

D D D R I D S G S G G G O P ED D e P D D D G G S D D G P D G S G G R D S R S G e R D S G SR A S

0 1. 2 ] 4 5
‘  Never Always
= , ° )
My supervisor impresses upon his subordinates the importance of
treating customers well.
.\--------—---—-----------—--‘—‘-‘-------——--——--—-—. —————————— - -
. - 0 1 2 . .3 4 5
Never. . . * . Always
My supervisor lets his subordinatos know how they are doing on
the jcb.
e 0 1 N - TR A 5
Never , } ) . . Alvays
!y -supervisor's subordinates know the difference between when he
is "joking' and when he really means what he says. N
. — 0 . A 3 PR 5
: Never - Always -
My supervisor passes relevant information and explanations down
to ?1: subordinates so they know "what's happening” and»vhy.
) . 3
R .0 1 2 ' -3 _ 4 ' 8
- Never i ‘ . © Always
' - L .
. > 5
. : \ Pl .
" . 188
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P

My supervisor allows his subordinates to use their initiative in

Jhen my supervisor gives instructions,

results which he expects.

‘helping a’' customer even if it means "bending the rules." -
0 ’ 2 2 - 3 . ;'8
Never Always

a

heé also specifies the

- e o & o .

0 1 2

My supervisor adjusts how he
is he is talking to.

3 4 L]
! ) Alwvays

says something depending upon.uho it

¢

L Y D e T D S S €D T SR G R D S G D G G G S O S 5 S D G S S D e e G s e

0 1 2
Never

My supervisor encourages-his
do not understand something.

3 4 5
Always -

ouhordiﬁn:ogjto question him if they

=

0 b1 "2

3 ¢ 4 5
Alvays

My supcrvisoz finds it hard to deal- with “difficult® cu-tonors.

-_-‘---_----------P----’---------------—---------.’------------

o - .- S 2

_Nover

He finds himself apoloqizinq tor boinq the bOll whon he has

assert his authority.

-----——--------‘----------‘h-&-------------q-‘--ﬁ------------—-

0 b 2 -
Never.
o

~

He is careful to make sure that his tone:

is sayinq.

0. 1 2
loyor

- -

LU T s P T Y YLy

3. ‘ 4 R 5
) Alvuy-
to

‘. 3 4 .5
* ’ ?lIVCYI

of voice matches what he

' . T Always




N .

-

E-J -

When he is~@ealing with a bustomer he treats him as though he is
-important. . ‘ -
- oo - - - i - -
- - -
0 b § 2 - 3 4 s

Mever : ‘ ' Always

He encourages his subordinstes to gé to him for help and advice.

! e -. - - aw me G o e - - - - an En an G D G GD G G5 ED 6B WP o an OF \

0 1 2 N N 4 kSO,
Never - Alwvays

He sets a good cianplo tor‘hi-‘subordinatcs when hoaliqq vitb

customerss ’
'------------—-'-------------?-----------7P-----b‘----------h:.
© 0 . b 2 3 . 4 ‘ 5

Never ' Always

He gets impatient when he has to repesat himself.

«
. e P S e P B WP D @ Y D e I G SR S D RGP G T R G G Y D G G TR G b G SR T GD ED G T5 G S EP U S SR Gn W AD B G S G G D W .

o 1 2 3 N 4 : 13

Néver 4 . o Always

He' makes sure that his Cargo Agents r:ﬁho-.nt the best possible

ilnqo of the COnpany to custonmers. - .

0 - 1 .2 3 4 s
Never _ - . Alvays

- ’ <,

He knows and oould use thé procedures for tracing 1ost ship&onts
if he had to. .

Y

D I D P D e e T O U G D O D B0 D A A D N S I T G O TR O A G A O D G G S D S G P S G G S D S

0 i 2 - 3 4 .5

‘Never - 3 : + Alwvays

A

He praises his subordinates for work well done.
0 ‘ 1 2 s ;e . 's
Never o Ch Alvays

Lo * 190’
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A

find that ‘he says things like: ~\. .

b ¢

"...but I thought I made it oclear that og.hnd to..%
“,.. if only you'd listened more carefully...”

... vh-t do you mean you thoughbt that... "

0. 1 - 2 3 4 L
Never ' - , . Alwvays

- S G b WS W D SR G S G e e ----’------*---‘---_—ﬁ——----~ ---”------.---,ﬁ-
0 i 2 ' 3 4 , 5
Never &= .Alvays

I would say that hc has a qood vorkinq elationship with his

subordinates. i ‘ / (
0 ‘ i 2 3 4 5
Never

He clearly: describes the standards of erformance he cxpoatn from
his suborainatcs.

o 3 2 3 4 - 7 s
Never ' ) Alvays
Ee shows customers that he cares about their problems. .

o - Y L2 3 o 4 : . s
Never : o

Always

He is able to give work as ignments and instructionn ‘without
causing resentment. ,

L e A T T A Y T T P T T ) Y -
S v

o . N o } 3 . "4 5
Nevaer ' B . .




o —
.' He has a tendency to act unnoccularily 1lportant, as thcuqh ho is
"above' his subordinates. ) ,
' 1 2 s 4 s
Never. ‘ . . ) -+ Alwvays
His subordinates respect him. ’
. ---—---h------------q--------‘ - an = - an o 0y ------d?--
0 b § 2 oo 3 ' 4 ’ 5
Never o -, - . oo Alvays
He éx.;' bis subordinates talents and abilities to the fullest. B
'\ ceacooacoowmmicaame e Ly - - o=
' 0 1 2 3 4 .5
Never . - Always

/

He responds .quickly to aircraft typo or guage changcs when it
affects the -ovnncnt of carqo. "

' 2 &

.o 0 O -2 3 4 5
Never- . , Alwvays
‘ ' o | ' ‘
He is able to potiv;to his subordinsgtes. . -
- ' . .‘----------‘_--’---P----P-‘----’----'-------------P-------------
~ o . 1. 2 ¢ . 3 4 5.

Never - - . - . Always

’
L}

If at all goasiblo, he tries every other approach before
N -+ resorting to formal discipline. Y

[

0 3 2 .3 4 : s
n":f . Always

' . He asks his crew for ;ugqnltion- and t-.dblck roqarding what
. happened during the shift if it wvas not a normal operation.

N , .« -----------d------\ L 4 -
. 0 ' o 8 2 . - 3 4 o 5.
- Never : T : Always
— -7 » "~
L] il
4 k3
¢
x’\ Y N
]
x N o ‘ . : '
. . oo . 192
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o p—

-

I have confidence .in his problem -olv:lnq\:qbility.

. - -

-oman - ey e -

0 1 2 3 4 s
Never . - Alvays
‘He meets vo:lg-ulatod .doadliho-. ’
-~ ------------—----£-~ : —;- - - G . e W S e
- 0 . 1 2 ¥y 4 L] .
: , " . Never ¥ Alvays

When necessary he can }at infomution he needs out of the ACCESS

., ~_  system himself. . .
-—------—---—h-—-,b.----.-—----- : - - - -------&--—--‘
- ) 0 1 2 . 3 , e 5
o C Never b T N Alvays
< P

He explains things clearly and concisely.

3

T WS TP G @D ED S G S G G D I G e D W S ED SN G G W P D R R G S A G5 G G G S AR G ED RS G G G 0R 0P B U G SR 0 S G S S G5 G0 G GV & e
3 . v

0 1 2 . 3 4
Never ( —— '

The decisions he makes ner _rignt. ‘ones ’

. circumstances.

"

{

e 1 2 3. 4

. Never . ’
™

Heis able to dctcmino ir ho has "lost" someoOne

5
- Alvays

under ‘the _

—_—

—-----J------------?—--

.5
Alwvays

vhen he is

> b talking.
- . V ’
"0 1. . 2 I | N
Never “\v - B - Alvays
> v
,.;‘ The feedb he gives his -ubcrdinatu is related strictly to
_ thcir work portonuoc. — .-
P V . ‘ - :_ L T - 5 b -‘----
" , 0 1 2 3 4 s
Mever : Alvays
~ 2 - -
- - oy . A ¥, \
) 4} . 193 I - _




»r "’J

~ ' ~ L
AN \ /' ¢

He often 3jumps to conclusions lbent'thinga bocau-o he doesn't

have all the facts. -

D D P A D GP G s a S S B S D G D D YA B T S S5 S G .y e -~ o el -‘. » .- -

0 2 2 3 4 . 5
Never - \ Always

n: --qou to bat" for his subordinstes when he thinks they're
right.

0 o 2 3 - 4 . 5
Never . . Klways

He makes prompt, firm decisions.

0. ‘ 1 2 , 3 4 5
Never A | - _ Always
He treats his subordinates fairly.. o

0 -1 2 ‘ "3 4 5.
Never ' . Alvays'

¢

-

He seezs to have more crilos on hil shift¢ than other supervisors
bscause of poor plnnning.

--~‘&--------------.-------------------—------‘----------------

o- - 1 - 2 3 4 s
Never — - Always--

-

He closely -monitors the ULD oquipn-ﬂt control process.

. —————— - - 1
o 1 2 3 4 S
Never. . - , ) J Always

»

he is warm-and friendly to those who work under hin,

0 Y 2 ] 3 , 4 - 5
Never ’ . L Mways |

[
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. ~

He monitors thé pallet build-up prooo-- to ensure ottoctivo
dowaline connection.

0. 1 2 -3 . 5
Never . ' . . Alwvays

Ee encourages his subordinates to try and -oiso work ‘related
problems before going to him. .

- o e o8 - ap o O S e " - . -----hp---- ----- —---------—-------L-&‘—'----’---

0 1 . 2 3 4 5
_Never ' . ‘ .,§,Alvay-

He - often has to__push his people to meet schedule deadlines
because of poor planning. ' '

---‘----‘---%—------:---------6----_ ----- ----;:-----h---------
0 | -2 3 4 | L3
Never Alvays

Hle is open t6 feedback from his subordinates rogatdinq the kind’
of job.he is doing as a Bupervisor.

----------b ------ - S e S S S S S A S O D D D G S S &S Gl R G O G e S G SD SP G 00 S G D G G D G5 D G A M
0 1 - 2 3 - 4 L] -
Never . — ' . Alwvays

N 8

He --knows when to refer someone to the Employee Assistance
Program. - ,

1 2 - 3" _4 5
Never = ' Always

-

He knows and can apply the rules-laid out in the Union Contract.

) 1 2 3 T s , s .
Never ¢ . . . Always

P \

.He puts off 6ﬁtios that he doesn't like doing.
[nd

---—---—------‘ - - e e e -ﬁ-----‘.-—--------_--—--
0 - S 2 AN .4 5
Never . Always
' - > ) s © -
7 ' v 4 2
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'/M‘~ & ) Q
He informs bhis subordinates of’;xactly wvhat ‘is going to  bs
happening (to his knowledge) du;inq the lqitt. -

.

1 .2 4 3 4 s

0
Nevet _ Always
e " .
- He spots deviations from "‘normal' gquickly.
o 1 2 3 4 5
Never . - . Always
Wheneyer possible, He "regquests" his subordinate do something,
5 oTather than “order" it.. )
—— 0 b § - ‘o2 3 4 - 5

- Never - o v - Always

- s -

JBe will go back on a decision he has made if one of his
. 'subordinates shows him a better one.

L e Y T LT - - oS - - T o S - - - - - - -

o 1 2 . 3 4 5%

I find that I he .has confrontations vfig his subordinates.

- e ae e - om dn - e an - ol o= Ld - .- - ae - am

1] 1 2 3 4 5
Never . . : Always

- s
- -

A He makes sure his crev is fully prepared for every aircraft

arrival. .
--'}---_ - 1 :—-------’-&—-
0 B 2 < 3 4 \ 5
QCVQI' ‘ . - > . u"Ys
) In general, I would say the morale of his work group is high.
o " - 1 2 - s 4 ‘s
Mever - . ‘ - Always
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0 1- 2
Never "o
»
, . -
He tends to "blow his top'" when something goes wrong. 7
0 . 1 2 s 3 4 5
Never Always
He is in control of the.situation during his dﬁ‘tt.
---—--t —————— —--------—----——T- ----- - on D Eb o b w G " S a o h---—-------‘- -
0 1 2 3 4 S
Never . Alwvays

He treats his subordinates with respect. |

- -
- G G S S S G P D D D P R D WD P S D G e G A D e G A D S G - S D G e G S e

) 1 2 - 3 4 - L]
Never ) . Alvays

.

LY

He is willing to "bcnd the rules" in order to help a custonor ir
the situation'warrants it.

R L]

.0 1 T2 3 .4 .8
_Never . : © T Alvays

He can solve any work related problems that '21'314// s

o - 1 . 2 . .3 4 8
. Ngver < ) . ) Alvayl
I would. say that ho successfully resolves per: cont of

tho QPERATIONAL problems and issues that he coi:ront- un‘thc job

-

3 - ,\)
&

»*



A

v/

y -

L 4 e =
I would say that he successfully resolves per ocsnt of
the PERSONNEL probla:s and issues that he cdnfronts on the job.

In the last 4 months (that is, since the beginning of June 1987
until now), pledse indicate whether you have noticed any POSITIVE
change (if any) in the way your supervisor does his or “her job.

For the tollovinq'-tatoncﬁt-, simply put an X on the part of the

“line- tl'“et you think represents tn‘ degree of change.

0 represents no positive change (i.e. Yyour supervisor acts the
same way nov as he did before June.)

His gonornl attitude towards the people working under him (his
relations with employees).

- e D O D e G e e e e e e - . - ow an = o - w ----—-t--—b---—---- ----- - s s o o o -

o b § 2 3 4 5

nii'ability to solve problems and make decisions.

~
D P D A D D G W SR AS S W G TS e G O S - e oo e o .- - T T T T T Y Y - e o

o 3 A 3 4 5 -

[ 4

His communication skills.

1

0 1 : 2 ‘ 3 4 5

His ability an@ willingness to handle difficult customers.

" D G Y D S S G T A S SR Gk P G R R G S G G G D GG S G B G G D G S A M S GP S T S S W I S S S G an G b e

0 _ 1 ", 2 3 4 5

" His general effectiveness as a supervisor.

- - - . o - - - anan o - - - e e e S - . . e -

] b B 2 .3 4 . 1

If you have any other comments, or would like to expand/explain
our responses tv the above questions relating to any change you
ave noticed, please feel free to do so (anything you write here

will :osgin co-pl:?oly confidential).

(Plesase use the next page for your written comments). Even 1if
you have no comments, pleage answer "pre-work" guestions at end.
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PRE~WORK
\———-———-—-—

While it is ‘understood that the circumstances at the time
compromised using the pre-work package as outlined, we would like
to receive your toodback on this componcnt of the ctourss.

'xgov nany weeks prior to the\upn}visor': course should the

aterial Dbe roceivad in order to give you time to work with youg,
supervisor?

-
eeee 2 veeks

cee. 3 weeks

cogee <-4 weeks

LI I nor. thm ‘ 'OQKB ~ \

Did (or will) the course on Situational Leadership help you in
your coaching and counselling role?

S0 9.

Yes C . Mo . . Don't Know

pl.... .’.’pl‘i.n .........I..l..‘..:‘.;’.....'..0'.....;ll."...‘.....Q
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Do you feel that you as well as the supervisor benefit from being
involved in the pre-work?

-

Yes No . Don't Know

A »

How many hours of your time do you think it would take to do a
good coaching and counsclling ob with your supervisor on the
pre-work material? '

“ve 5 or less
es e 5-7

' ot

es e 7-9

cee over nine

Hov many (hours would you being willing/able to devote to this
task?

cee 5 or less
[ N ] 5-7 ] "

3
ces 7{:;; -

s over -nine

Pl.... .xpl'in ...0.o."o.o....‘...!‘....c.Oontucooioooootgiojv...

» ad

‘.“...............l..'.....‘..ﬁ.......'l........I..."..‘......
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o

Do zou feel that being involved in the pro-vork in the mannet
outlined at the time should be kept as a future feature of the
course?

Yes ) Yo Don't_Know

. ¢
i
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o
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