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I. THE EDUCATIONAL MEDIA INSTITUTF PROGI AM:
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The Federal Role in Education

Until 1954 the prime role of thke United States Office of Education
(USOE) was to collect education-related statistics for the United States
Congress. In 1954 the 83rd Congress passed the Cooperative Research Act
to provide educational research and development funds for colleges,
universities and state education agencies. In the same year, the Natiornal
Science Foundation (NSF) was authorized to support curriculum revision
for elementary and secondary science and mathematics.

Funding began in fiscal 1957 for the USOE's Cooperative Research
Program and for the NSF's curriculum projects. Thus, the precedent for
federal support was already established when Russia's first orbiting
Sputnik precipitated a crisis in American education.

Many parts of the educational system were ready for overhaul:

"One of the discoveries was the gross inadequacy of the instructional
materials available to teachers. Textbooks were found to be attractive,
readable, but usually badly outdated in content. Many students

were studying material already cbsolete, unimportant, and in some

cases frankly wrong. While the process of creeping obsolesence

was of longstanding, it became conspicuous and greatly accelerated

by the explosive growth of knowledge after World War II."]

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA) expanded the work
already begun by the Cooperative Research Act and the National Science
Foundation. NDEA kecognized several needs which demanded immediate attention:

additional trained manpower,
curriculum revision,

research, and
information and communication.



The several Titles of NDEA ’Public Law 85-864), as originally
enacted, included:
Title I: General Provisions

Title IIl: Loans to Students in Institutions of
Higher Education

2/

Title III: Financial Assistance for Strengthening
Instruction in Science, Mathematics,
Modern Foreign Language, and Other
Critical Subjects

Title IV: National Defense Fellowships

Tit]é V: Guidance, Counseling and Testing;
Identification and Encouragement
of Able Students
Part A - State Programs
Part B - Counseling and Guidance;

Training Institutes
Title VI: Language Development

Part A - Centers for Research Studies
Part B -~ Language Institutes

Title VII: Research and Experimentation in More
‘Effective Utilization of Television,
Radio, Motion Pictures, and Related
Media for Education Purposes

Part A - Research and Experimentation
Part B - Dissemination of Information

Title VIII: Area Vocational Education Programs
Title IX: Science Information Service
Title X: Miscellanecus
_In October 1964, NDEA was amended to add Title XI, Institutes for
Teachers, These were directed at teacher education, and the first educétiona1
media institutes were launched in 1965, funded under this new Title.
The injection of federal funds gave a new prominence to media in

education. How did this come about?




The Development of Educational Media

Films, a development of the last fccadn cf the rinrteenth century,
géined widespread acceptance in ntu-ztior at the end of HWewld War II.
Educational radio and disc recordir~s c=m: with film srd vere supplemented--
in some instances replaced--by televi«ion and audio tape recordirgs during
the 1950's. Also in the 'fifties' t-- ianguace laboratory was introduced
and programed instruction made its cducatiornal debut. In the early 1
'sixties' 8mm sincle concept films, .retructional packages. and educaticnal
uses of computers were in various stages of research, development, and
implementation. Funding from the NDEA greatly accelerated adoption of
the newer media.

A major thrist for educational media came with the implementation
of new curricula: curriculum projects were faced with the problem of
obsolete teacher training programs, the need to retrain teachers, and
the need to re-equip schools to implement the new curricula. Media
provided an ideal delivery system to meet the needs of teachers and
students.

For example, the Physical Scienceg Study Committee (PSSC) introduced
jts curriculum using films, a textbook, and laboratory equipment which
could be improvised by the student. Had the curriculum design been
successfully implemented, the teachers would have been retrained by using
the new materials. Héwever, the films were either not available or
not used by many teachers. The textbook was widely adopted, but standing

alone was not sufficient for successful implementation of the new

/3
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curriculum. Other curricuium groups faced similar problems, and, in
g

almost every instance, they chose instructional media as a key element
2
in disseminating and implementing the new curriculum,. .

Heinich observed that in these projects the choize of instructionral

inedia has moved from the classroom teacher--the implementation level--
3

to the curriculum planning level. Figure 1 depicts this change:
q
Figure 1
curriculium curriculum
determination determination
'S 3
curriculum curriculum instructional
planning planning technology
P , >
cTassroom P_Jtrad7t1onal classroom
implementation audiovisual implementation
The Entry of Traditicnal The Entry of Instructional
Audiovisual Aids into the - Technology into the
Instructional Process Instructional Process
(Traditional Paradigm) (New Paradigm)

The new paradigm has another aspect. It avoids the excessive time
Tag in development of curriculum materials. The media/materials are
integral to the curricula when it is introduced. The trend is to consider

curriculum, not as a conventional paper outline, but as a systematically

designed set of instructional materials and teacher gquides.

For a time it was projected by some that the classroom teachers
could be replaced by the new instructional materials, but it became
increasingly obvious that the teachers and materials complemented each

other. In the process, the teacher relinquished some control over



selection and presentation of content, and assumed a greater role in
the management of instruction. |

Because the new curricula needed media for implementation, the
training of teachers. and the tra%nirg of teachers of teachers had to be
revised to adjust to the changed materials and methodology. The new /5
techniques required new kinds of classroom environments, new kinds of
materials and equipment, and teachers with skills in utilizing educational
media. Personnel were also needed to2 generate the curriculum materials
and to design, produce, test, revise, and disseminate them. The role of
libraries began to change from the warehousing of books to learning
resource cenfers. And the conventional egg crate school gave way to
specialized learning areas including laboratories, open areas, individualized
study carrels, and a renewed emphasis on the use of community resources.

The tremendous changes which were taking place in education in the
early 1960's as a result of NDEA created a need for special training of

educational media personnel.

Othei Suurces of Federal Support

NDEA was the major intervention into education: The programs
initiated set trends for subsequent pfograms to provide media training
for different sectors of the education community. For example, during
the 'sixties' the Captioned Films for the Deaf program assumed a

variety of education programs for the handicapped, including the training



of teachers. The major federal laws which provided support fer educatinnal

media are listed in Figure 2.

Figure 2
6/ Federal Laws which Provided Support.
for Educaticnal Media

Year . Title of Act Pubiic Lew
1958 National Defense Education Act 85-8%4
1958 Cantioned Films for the Deaf 85-905
1962 Manpower Development and Training Act &§7-415
1963 Vc-ational Education Act e8-z1c
1964 Elementary and Secondary Education Act 89-10
1965 Higher Education Act : 83-329
1966 Adult Educatior Act _ 89-750
1968 Education Professions Development Act 90-35

1967 PuirTic Broadcasting Act . 40-129

The two Taws which have provided the most significant funding for
training of media personnel are:the National Defense Education Act (NDEA)
and the Education Professions Development Act (EPDA). The lattér (EPDA)
provided five specific programs to support areas of professiona1 training
not specifically included in other legislation. EPDA also assumed some
training responsibilities phased out under the NDEA. EPDA programs were
grouped as follows: |

1) Teacher Corps (Part B, Subpaxf L)

2) Attracting and Qualifying Teachers to Meet
Critical Shortages (Part B, Subpart 2)

3) Fellowships for Teachers and Related Educa+1ona1
Personnel (Part C)

4) Improving (Insekvice) Training Opportunities for Personnel
Serving in Programs Other than Higher Education (Part D)

5) (Inservice) Training Programs for Higher Education Personnel

'IERJ!:‘ (Part E)




The educational media institutes program, with which this report
is concerned, was funded under NDEA from 1965-68, and from 1969-71 under
the EPDA. The total expenditure through Fiscal Year 1971 for educational
media institutes was approximately $14 million. Figure 3 indicates the
number of institutes, numbef of participants, and funding for each year,

1965-71. It should be noted that funding decreased during this period.

Figure 3

Institutes for Training Personnel in Educational Media
NDEA, TITLE XI and EPDA, Part D.

1965-1971

Fiscal Number of Approximate Number Sum of Grant

Year Institutes of Participants or Contract
1965 36 v 1371 $2,110,638
1966 38 1518 2,691,848
1967 34 1267 2,014,305
1968 34 1472 1,781,740
1962 16 1132 1,047,515*%
1970 17 5006** 1,989,765%*
1971 34 6004** 2,253,401**
Total 209 17,770 13,869,272

* Leadership Training Funds may be included in this figure.

**Figures include participants and funds for Special Media Institutes for
Directors. .

/7



A similar number of institutes were offerad in each of the first three
years, and the number of participants remained about the same. The
number of participants increased in 1970 and 1971 due to the addition
of the Special Media Institutes 'muitipliers'--the Instructional
Development Institutes. These wefe short-term institute§ for teachers
8/ and administrafors to accelerate the acceptance ¢f media and the newer

methods of instruction.

The National Center for Educational Technology (NCET) currént]y
administers the educational media institute program (now called the
Educational Technology Training Prdgram).' The media institutes were
initiated to develop additional manpower in-an area of high priority;
they have produced school and coliege teachers, administratorﬁ, and media
specialists with a wide range of high-level media competencies. .

A variety of studies, projects, and programs provided the needs
assessment data for the design and implementation of the institutes.

Some studies of special relevance are listed in Figure 4.
Figure 4

Federally-Funded Studies Relevant
to Educational Media Training

Principal Project Year of
Investigator TITLE ; Final Report
Ashum, L.E. h Education & Manpower 1968

for Librarianship

Bloodworth, Mickey DAVI Media Survey: 1967
Highlights of Schools Using
Education Media =

Brown, J.W. and HEMS - Higher Education - 1968
Thornton, J.W. Media Study

-~ continued



Figure 4 -- continued

Principal
Investigator

Project
TITLE

Year of
Final Report

Cogan, M.L. and
Lancour, H.

Case, Robert N.
Finn, James D.
Godfrey, Eleanor

Hall, R.0., and
Harcleroad, F.F.

Harcleroad, F.F.

Larson, L. C.
McMurrin, Sterling

Martin, Ann M. and
C. Walter Stone

Milkman, R.F.

Noel, F., et al. .

Perloff, E., et al.

Stone, C. Walter

Wasserman, P. and
Bundy, M.L.

Professional Education
of Media Personnel
(University of Pittsburgh)

School Library Personnel
Task Analysis Survey

Technological Development
Project

The State of Audiovisual
Technology (1961-66)

Seminars on the Training
of Educational Media
Specialists

Development of an -
Educational Plan for

the Library-Audiovisual
Services-Administration
Building for the California
State College at Hayward

Survey of Graduate Media
Personnel Preparation Programs

Rebort of the Commission on
Instructional Technology

A Study of Regional
Instructional Media
Resources

The Professional Audiovisual
Education Study

States AudiovisuaT Education
Study :

Project Impact: A Pilot Study
Evaluating the NDEA Summer
Institute Programs

AV Task Force Survey Report

The Maryland Manpower Project

1964

1969
1963
1967

1964

1964

1970
1969

1965

1969
1963

1970

1970
1968

/9
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Studies Related to this Manpower Study

Of major importance to the LTI study are four related studies

and their associated reports: The Educational Media Institute Evaluation
5 6

(EMIE) Project, the Knapp School %ibraries Project, the Jobs in .
Instructional Media Study (JIMS), and the Media Guidelines Project.

The Educational Media Institute Evaluation Project {EMIE)

The EMIE Project, directed by James W. Brown For the NEA's

Department of Audiovisual Instruction and funded by the U.S. Office of

| Education under Title VII-B of the NDEA, was assigned the task of

evaluating immediate and delayed effects of short-term Title XI
educational media institutes. Data provided by the EMIE study was
used to strengthen educational media training projects. EMIE also
pointed directions for graduate programs and certification efforté
throughout the country.

The EMIE Project ran for three consecutive years (1965, '66, '67)

with reports for each year relative to objectives established by the

EMIE staff for the particular year. Three major coencerns were:

How does attendance at an educational media
specialist institute change participants--
immediately, and over a period of time?

In what ways do these institutes influence
- professional programs for the preparation
of educational media personnel?

What makes a 'good' educational media specialist
institute?



The data base to supply answers to these three questions was
gathered pre-institute, during the institute, and post-institute. Of
specfa1 interest to the LTI study are data gathered on the following:

a) participants characteristics (age, sex,
experience, degree), :

' , : ) /11
b) institute programs (objectives, content, activities), -

c) adequacy of resources (facilities, equipment, staff),

~d) change in participants competencies (responsibility
Tevels and functional areas of media).

Findings of the EMIE Project team show institutes did much to
change and improve participant's educational media competencies. The
appropriateness of institute objectives was considered adequate by
participants and the training received.via edqcationa1 media institutes

was viewed as "better than anything" or "better than" much bf the college
10
instruction received in previous. college studies.

Post-institute on-the-job activities performed by the majority
of the participants included:

"a) 1implementation of media program plans developed
during the institute or since the institute,

b) increased media responsibilities,

-¢) increased time devoted to media activities,

d) ...increased and improved uses of media by
teachers with whom they work,

e) 1increased purchase of media, equipment and
supplies,

f) increased influence upon the thinking and actions
of teachers and administrators with respect
to new media mattey?, and

g) 1increased salaries.”



12/

Data gathered reflected positive changes in institutional programs
directly attributable to the media institute program: there was increased
attention.to regu1ar professional media preparation prugrams, improved
course content, increased enrollment, change in instructional organization
and teaching practices, increased attention by 'content' fields, and
an increaéed need for instructiqna].materia1s.12

Among the desirable qualities 6f a 'good' educational media
institute as identified by the EMIE team were two of particular importance
to this LTI étudy: First, the institute was 'varied' as to types of
instruction and learning activities; second, the institute was 'innovatiVe’--

13, 14
often employing quite different instructional procedures and formats.

The School Libraries Manpower Project

Funded by the Knapp Foundation of North Carolina, Inc., the

.School Libraries Manpower Project was planned and carried out by the

American Association of School Librarians. The project staff was to
investigate and make recomménaations concerning three aspects of
development and utilization of school Tibrary manpower:
task and job analysis of dutieé ﬁerformed
by 1ibrary professionals,
education for school Tibrarianship, and
recruitment from specific manpower pools.
As a final step of the task and job analysis, a classification
scheme for media-related school library positions was produced. The

positions are:



School Library Media Specialist,
Head -of School Library Media Center,
District School Library Media Director, and
School Library Media Techm‘cian.15
With four classes or levels of responsibility identified, complete
with task and functions, this aspect of the School Libraries Manpower /13
Study is of particular importance to the LTI studyé findings significantly
impinge upon the development of training programs for personnel at pro-
fessional and nonprofessional 1evels,'the development of certification
programs, and formulation of job descriptions. From ﬁhe task analysis,

a foundation has been layed for evaluation of school Tibrary training

programs and improvement of school Tibraries.

Jobs _in Instructional Media Study (JIMS)

"The rapid growth of the instructional
media field in recent years has resulted
in a lack of definition]gnd shortage
of trained personnel." '
, 17
This need, verbalized in the final report of the JIMS Study,

recognized more trained nonprofessional support personnel are needed to
perform tasks which do not dictate academic credentials. The study focused
on training of 'media support' or 'paraprofessional level' personnel and -
sought generally to produce
"1. An analysis of jobs currently performed
at all levels of the instructional media
field.
2. A systematic clustering of tasks with an
emphasis on the paraprofessional level, which
could become an articulated career ladder.
3. Guidelines for training programs which will

provide the competencies needed to gerform the
‘tasks as they have been analyzed."!




19
Using a technique applied earTier in the Martin and Stone study,

the JIMS staff applied the functional job analysis apprqach to

a) describe what workers do,

b) systematically classify the task involved,

c) regroup tasks in a cluster of tasks, and

d) establish Tevels of educational development
14/ necessary to perform the tasks.

Paraprofessional mecia job activit%es in public schools, higher
education, business, industry, military and government were analyzed.
.From the job analysis, the JIMS staff'developed a model of the
Domain of‘Instfuctional Techno]ogy (Figure 5). Instructional Management
Functions and Instructional Development Functions are dispiayed in
relation to an instructional Systém.
JFigure §

. 20
Domain of Instructional Technology

INSTRUCTIONAL INSTRUCTIONAL . INSTRUCT
R ) ; IONAL
N!A;\i'\‘f‘\(r_,E.\ll;I\'JT DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM
FUNCTIONS FUNCTIONS . COMPONENTS
Research-Theory Message
Organization \(\}: Siyr
management Design : ' Man
Production Material
................... N
OF >
Evaluation _ Device
Personnel Of peoplé S . , ;
management ohe upport-Supply Technique
d Utilization | Setting

(Utilization for
dissemination)

SCOPE OF THE MODEL: (1} The Instructional Development and Management Functions are considered only as
they apply to the Instructional System Components.
(2) System Components are considered Instructional if, and only if, the intent of their
Design or Urtilization objectives is to bring about learning.




A 'function' does not represent a 'job', but is defined as

"A unique cluster of goals and activities which play
a similar role in the development and management of
Instructional Systems Components, and which play a
different role from that played b¥ the goals and
activities in the other cluster."2l’ -

The functional descriptors enable one to describe a job or potential
job position. |

From the Domain of Instructional Technolegy model (Figure 5)
evolved a matrix (Figure 6) in which the JIMS teaﬁ developed twelve
basic alternatives for curriculum guide1ines and coordinated job

structures. From this effort came job performance standards for media

Figure 6
Functional

Job Analysis/Domain OEZInstructiona1 Technology
Matrix

MANAGEMENT PERSONNFL RESEARCH

DESIGN

PRODUCTION EVALUATION

ULILIZATION COISSEMINA PN
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Devgn
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Persanncl
Research

Evaluation
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Management
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)
personnel, training curricula to develop job competencies, a scaling
or worker instructions based on complexity, a scaling of worker
functions with data, with péop1e, and with things to create a hierarchy
and general educational development for various personnel.

16/ The JIMS model and matrix identify possible curriculum alternatives
and instructional strategies for personnel training and are of major
importance to program developers, certification committees and,pérsonne]
evaluators. For the LTI'study, the JIMS matrix provided a basis for
describing responsibility Tevels and specific media functions of

educational media institute graduates.23

Media Guidelines Study

The Media Guidelines Study was carried out by Dale Hamreus as
én activity of the Leadership Tréiningllnstitute for Media Specia]isfs
(Oregon State System of Higher Education). Intensive job analysis and
clustering techniques were also employed in this study te identify and
describe competéncies being performed in managfng, developing, and
vti]izing media in instruction. The project's burpose waé to "produce
guidelines and other information for planning media training programs
and eva]uating:media-reTated training program outputs."24_

Hamreus's conceptual model of the media domain, Figufe 7,
established media functions in relation tolinstitutiona1 setting,
responsibility groupings, and functions of media-related jobs.

For purposes of his model, Hamreus defined 'responsibility’ and

‘function' in operational terms. Media responsibilities assumed and
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performed by media personnel at various institutional settings, were
grouped as follows:

Directive-Administrative: Grouping includes Jjob activities
- - that represent top administrative and management
; : responsibilities which are necessary to conirol
media operations.

Professional: Grouping includes job activities that are
- responsible to work directly in the use of media
with Tearners and learning problems.

i
1
i
i

Artistic-Technical: Grouping includes job activities that
are responsible to work directly with media in
support of the professional type activities, e.g.,
graphics artist, photographer, etc.




Clerical-Manual: Groupina refers to job activities that are 26
necessary to support all other media-related jobs.

'Functions' of media-related jobs are the activities deemed
essential to the precess cf :fficiertly corerating a media service:

Research: To generate and tast thecry, develcp products and
the nethndology -7 snstriuctional media.

18/ Evaluation: 7r provide infocrmation to those individuals
respensible for iasivuctional programs to allow them
to make appropriate adaptive decisions regarding the
mataqerent, development, and utilization of media in
instruction.

Design: To translate theory and empirical evidence about
Tearners, subject watter, mediating forms,
seltings ont teckrigies inio instructional systems
specifications.

Production: To make specific instructional products by following
desiqn’specifications and artistic standards.

'Logistics: To provide acquisition, storage, supply and maintenance
support to the appropriate operations and management
of media in instruction.

Utilization: To employ media in an instructional setting for
the purpose of.Eringing about desired =9ecific
changes in Tearners.

Organizational Management: Tc plan, establish and maintain the-
crganizational structure necessary to support the
ectivities required in the operation and management
of media services.

Information Management: To plan, establish and maintain the
means for supplying essential information, both
internal and external, recessary to the operation
and management of a media service.

Personnel Management: To provide qualified and adequately
prepared staff f99 the operations and management of
a media service.

Once defined operationally, responsibilities for each level may
be established and refined, enumerating acceptable competencies for

each level,




On the basis of data collected and literature reviewed, Hamreus

summarized the status of training in each of the nine 'functions' of media-

related jobs. He concluded:

(1)
(2)
(3)
- (4)

(5)
(6)

(7)

Summar

Little training is provided in the research
and development function.

In relation to all functions, evaluation is
the weakest.

Trained individuals in the design function

are rare but eagerly sought.

Training for the production function--with
minor exceptions--appears to be adequate to
meet needs.

Greatest training emphasis is tor the logistics
function and appears adeguate.

Attempts at training for utilization functions
appear less frequent and do not capture large
audiences.

For management functions (organization,
information, persong§1) there is practically
no formal training.

In this chapter we have reviewed the federal role in funding of

educational media institute training. We have also reviewed the most

relevant assessments of educational media manpoweyr/training needs.

It is against this background that the LTI staff sought more specific

answers to questions of residual efvectiveness of the educational .media

institute experience:

both for the graduates of those institutes and

for the colleges and universities at which thé institutes were conducted.
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I7. METHODOLOGY
22/

Purpose of the Study

As a first step in a proposed long-range study of educational
media/technology manpower training needs, the LTI staff sought to carry
out a retrospective analysis of educational media institute training
funded under Title XI of the National Defense Education Act and Part D
of the Education Professions Development Act.

The LTI staff sought pre, during, and post-institute information
pertinent to participant/graduates and institute programs themselves
(i.e., characteristics of participants, job-related data, learning
experiences considered most beneficial, institutional changes attributable
to the educational media institute experience, etc.).

In addition, the Study sought to extend some of the findings
reportedlby the Educational Media Institute Evaluation Study] and to
uthize the works of Hamreus,2 and Wa11ington3to determine if the
institute graduates are functioning differently after comp1etfng institute
training.

Methodology

The study employed two basic approaches: (1) a review of

pertinent literature and existing institute documents; and (2) a

questionnaire survey of directors and institute graduates.

Literature Seairch

The literature review included a search of the Education Research

Information Center (the ERIC system), the National Technical Information




Service, Dissertation Abstracts, and the Current Index for Journals

in Education, for references pertinent to educational media/techno]ogy
manpower training. Through correspondence and personal conversations,
a number of additional documents were discovered. Those references
considered pertinent by the LTI staff are presented in the Bibliography

of this report.

Review of Existing Institute Documents. Specific institute

documents were considered important to this study: institute proposals,
plans of operation, and final reports. It was hoped these documents

could be obtained from the U.S. Office of Education's National Center

for Educational Technology (NCET) files, or from the institute directors.

For various reasons, the NCET files were found to be incomplete. :
Letters were seht to the institute diréctors for those institutes
for which no documents were on file at NCET (see letter in Appendix D).
Some documents were received by this means; however, many directors
reported such documents had been discarded.
The LTI staff was able to identify only 50 percent of the 1971

participants because of incomplete documentation.

The Questionnaire Survey

The second approach employed in this study was the collection of
data for directors and participant/graduates via questionnaires.

Population. A review of grant awards undef NDEA, Title XI, and
EPDA, Part D, indicated some 209 educational media institutes, involving

17,770 participants were funded from 1965 through 1971 (see Figure 7).
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The participant population--all 17,770--was considered too large and too
costly to survey with the allotted time, manpower and budget. Therefore,
it was decided to survey all directors for all years, 1965-71, but to
survey only the participant/graduates for the years 1966, 1968 and 1971.
A Tist of the institutes for these}years is included as Appendix E.

Names and addresses of directors were identified from the U.S.
Office of Education documents. Participants' names and addresses were
identified from the insfitute final reports, lists provided by institute
directors, and the 1966 mailing 1ist of the EMIE study. As was noted
under "Review of Existing Institute Documents" above, unavailability of
documents--especially for 1971--presented a major 'snag' in carrying
out the questionhaire survey.

The Instruments. Two gquestionnaires were developed by the LTI

" staff: one for institute participant/graduates and another for institute

directors. As noted earlier in this chapter, the staff attempted to
build on the work of James Brown, Dale Hamreus and Jim Wa111'ngton4 in the
development of the instruments. The questionnaires are included as
Appendix C and D.

The instruments developed were reviewed by educational technology
faculty members at Indiéna University, Ohio State, Michigan State, and

the University of Maryland, as well as by graduate students in

~educational technology at the University of Maryland. Staff members of

the National Center for Educational Technology (U.S. Office of Education)

also provided assistance in developing the instrument.



After the above-described review, the two instruments were
revised and duplicated. A total of 170 questionnaires were mailed to
~institute directors for all years, 1965-71 inclusive, and some 2,351
questionnaires to participant/graduates of educational media institutes
for the years 1966, 1968 and 1971.

Cover Letters. Each qdestionnaire was accompanied by a signed

cover letter and a stamped, addressed, return envelope. The rationale
and importance of the study were explained. Copies of these letters appear
in Appendix C and D. |

Follow-up. As stated above, questionnaires were mailed to all
directors for 1965 through 1971, inclusive. Directors respbnsib]e for
more than one media institute were asked to complete only one questionnaire
for a desiynated institute in the years 1966, 1968, or 1971. Four weeks
after the initial mailing, a f6110w-up Tetter was sent to directors who
failed to responc¢. A third mailing was sent in a further attempt to
augment the sample.

As was noted under population, questionnaires were sent to atll
identified participant/graduates attendjng educational media institutes
during 1966, 1968 and 1971. Due to time, manpower, and bﬁdggt constraints,
no follow-up was sent to institute participants. '

Response. The response to both survey instruments is summarized
in Figure 8. From the net participant/graduate sample, there was a
42.8 percent'return; and from the net director sample, there was a 45.7

percent return.
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Figure 8

Response to LTI Questionnaires

Participants Directors
Number of queStionnaires mailed 2,351 170
26/ Number returned 'addressee unknown' 801 19
Nét sample available for this survey 1,550 100.0% 151 100.0%
Completed questionnaires - 664 42.8 69 45,7
No response | 886 57.2 82 54.3

Limitations

Other than the natural limitations of the investigétors, several
1imitations which threatened the validity of this study were identified:

In retrospect, the time schedule, manpower, and funding'were
not sufficient to produce optimum survey response and analysis. Although
a time extension was requested and granted for the purpose of completing
the final report, budget and staff limitations did not permit consultation

with leaders in the field to gain jndependent interpretations once the

data had been collected.

A major hindrance in compiling a more comprehensive data base
was the incompleteness of educationa1 media institute. records (final
réports, proposals, plan of operations) and the inability to locate, due
to the passage of time, many of the participants whose addresses had '
changed since institute participation. The incompleteness of records
accounts for the LTI staff's inability to identify 50 percent of 1971

graduates.




Another Timitation was the length of the questionnaires. Although
some areas of importance were eliminated to reduce the amount of time
required to complete the questionnaire, the length of the questionnaire
may have been a causitive factor in the less-than-overwhelming return.
Instructions for completing the questionnaire noted at least 30 minutes /27
time would be necessary; however, several respondents indicated they
spent considerably more than 30 minutcs completing the questions. |

Some semantic differences ir. the wording of the questions
presented a threat to validity where pre and post institute data are
compared; however, a careful perusal of the data convinced the authofs
that this did not significantly effect validity.

Many of the kinds of informétion sought in the questionnaire
cannot be subject to statistical analysis. The interpretation of such
data by the authors may not be the only possib]é interpretation, and
the reader is encouraged to use the raw data to extrapolate his own

findings.
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ITI. PARTICIPANT/GRADUATES SURVEY:
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS

The participanf/graduate survey provided data from the time of
entry into the institute, data on the institute program itself as /29
perceived by the participant/graduate, and data on the participant/ |
graduate at the time of the survey {school year 1972-73). The institutes
were analyzed in terms of content, method, and relevance of the institute
experience to the participant/graduate in his or her current position.
The impact on the professional Tivaes of the participants is explored in
terms of professional and academic advancement, job mobility and economic
advantages.

The 1mpa¢t of the institute program on the field of educational
media/technology is measured by the number of institute graduates, the
kinds of positions they now hold, and the number of workshops they have

personally conducted as 'multipliers' of their institute experience.

Participant/Graduate Characteristics

Age. The average participant was 39 years of age at the time of
the institute. This suggests most participants were well established in
their profession and were returning for special inservice training in
media. Table A-9 {Appendix A) shows the age distribution for the three
years surveyed. The greatest percentage of participants fall into the
36-to-40-years-~of-age category, It seems Tong-term institutes were
especially attractive to persons who had sufficient years of service
to warrant.a sabbatical or Teave of absence in order to increase their

media competencies.
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Sex. The responses indicate increased female participation from
1966 through 1971, but the_institute enrollment has been dominantly male.
The percentage of males decreased from 84.6 percent in 1966 to 65.3
percent in 1968; and decreased further to 61.1 percent in 1971 (see Table A-1,
Appendix A). The increase could be attributed in part to the trend for
librarians to include nonbrint media in library resource centers, and
also to an increasing public consciousness of civil rights and discriminatory
practices which previods1y may have discriminated against women applicants.
The overall gain in female participation is greatest for the group
whose media-related activities represent '50%-or-more' of their present
work load.” VHowever, the increase is not consistent from year to year
as shown in Table A-1.

Time in Present Assignment and Total Years in Media. Based on the

total number of responses received, the greatest percentage of graduates
have spent one-to-eight years in their present media assignment, the
peak being in the five-to-eight year range (See Table A-2, Appendix A).
This remains relatively constant for the 1966 and 1968 graduatés. The
1971 graduates have spent less time in their present jobs; 65 percent
have been in their present media assignment for only one-fo-four years.
From the distribution of the earlier years (1966 and 1968), one could
assume the respondents are well established in their present media
assignments. As would be expected, the 1971 graduafe data shows fewer

years of experience.

* .
In this report, the terms, 'responsibilities', 'work load', and ‘work
time' are used synonymously when discussing percentage of the total job.



0f the respondents who attended the 1966 and 1968 educational media

institutes, 55-60 percent have been in media-related work between five

and twelve years (See Table A-3, Appendix A). Those indicating they have

been in media-related work for seventeen years or more cumprise 19.9

percent of the total population. /31
Figqre 9 compares the total number of years in media with the

number of years in present media assignment. The majority bf people

with one-to-four years in their oresent assignment have been in media

for more than four years. There may also be some who entered the media

field as a result of attending a media institute. At the other end of

Figure 9
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the sca]e, people with over eight years in media have not occupied their
present jobs for a corresponding length of time. This iﬁc]udes
approximately one third of the nine-to-twelve years in present job, one
half of the thirteen-to-sixteen years in present job, and two thirds of
32/ the grou: with seventeen-or-more years in their present job. From this
data it seems that after ten years in a position it is increasingly
likely that a media pe:rson will either move to a new position, or be

promoted to a higher position,

Academic Advancement

Baccalaureate degrees were held at institute entry by 33.2 percent
in 1966, with a corresponding decrease (27.3 percent to 24.5 percent) at
eritry in later institutes. The ovefwhe]ming number of participants
(65.6 percent) held master's degrees at the time of entry into the
institute. The percentage steadily increased from 64.2 percent in 1966
to 71.1 percent in 1971. Entry level above the master's degree
constitutes 2.6 percent of the 1966 barticipants, 5.8 percent of the
1968 participants, and 3.8 percent of 1971 participanfs. Overall, there
was an increase in the academic entry level of participants for successive
institutes (See Table A-4, Appendix A).

A comparision of participants in the groups whose post institute

“ media responsibilities represent '50%-or-more' of their work load with
those whose media reSponsibi1itiés represent 'less-than-50%' of iheir
work load shows that at the time ofkthe institute, the former group had
‘Tess academic training. Of those reporting post institute media
responsibilities exceeding 50 percent of workload, 62.5 percent held
a master's degree at the time of the institute; of the 'less-than-50%"

group, 67.5 percent held a master's degree. The percentage of specialist




and doctoral degrees was also higher in the 'less-than-50%' group. This
difference in academic entry level may be partially explained by the
different career motivations of applicants in administration compared to
those working with media. The media person was Dfobab]y attracted by
institutes which would give him credit toward a higher degree in his
field. The administrator may have been motivated by the opportunity

to Tearn a new discipline. Also, where institute directors were
selecting applicants in areas peripheral to media, they would tend to
select persons who were highTy qualified in their primary field (See
Table A-4, Appendix A).

As might be anticipated, many participants applied academic
credits earned curing the institute toward a higher degree progrm.
Comparing'the degree status at the time of the LTI survey {Table A-5,
Appendix A) with that at the time of entry into the institute (Table A-4),
there is an overall drop in the number of graduates whose highest degree
is a baccalaureate from 30.4 percent to 15.3 percent, indicating that
about half of these participants have since graduated. There is a
proportionate increase in the wnumber of higher degrees: The number whose
highest degree was at the master's level increased from 65.6 percent to
72.7 percent. Those beyond the master's level increased from 3.8 percent
to 11.9 percent. It is probable that some, and perhaps many, of those
chosen to participate in the institutes would eventually have sought
higher degrees. However, there is Tittle doubt the institutes provided
a strong incentive for experienced professionals to seek advanced

tr..ining.
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Comparision of participants whoﬁe current media responsibilities
consume '50%-or-more' of the graduates' work load with those who spend
'"Tess-than-50%' shows the former to have a greater number of advanced
degrees. This is the reverse of the overall degree status at the time
of institute entry where this same group held Tess academic qualification.

Figure 10, "Participant Degree Status," shows this change graphicaily.
It can be interpreted that those participants whose media responsibi]ities
are greatest are most likely to utilize their media institute experience
to complete a higher degree. If this is so, the trend should be greater
for the 1966 and 1968 institutes, since the 1971 participants may not
have had time to complete their degree requiremenfs except ét the master's
level where the degree can often be complieted in one or two years.
However, this is only partially evidenced in Figures 11, 12 and 13.

The number of baccalaureate degrees decreased for each of the
three samples as institute graduates advanced to higher degrees: The
number of baccalaureate degrees decreased tol1ess than one third for
1966, about one half for 1968, and to almost two thirds for 1971
participants with media responsibilities of '50%-or-more'. For the
'Tess-than-50%' group, the reduction was much less in the first two
samples, representing about one half and two thirds, respective1y. The
1971 years seem anamalous since all '1ess—thén-50%' persons advanced
to the master's level. This could be attributed in part to the increasing
number- of persons relying on institutes to (at least partially) support
them in degree programs. It should also be noted less pecple were

admitted at the baccalaureate level in the later institutes.



Figure 10

Participant Degree Status Pre and Post Institute
(average of three years surveyed) '

'50%-or-More’ of Post Institute Job Responsibility is in Media
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Figure 11

Participant Degree Status Pre and Post 1966 Institute
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'Figure 12

Participant Degree Status Pre and Post 1968 Institute

'50%-or-More' of Post Institufe Job Responsibility is in Media
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Figure 13

Participant Degree Status Pre and Post 1971 Institute

Bachelors 7% ////// 26.9%

15.3%

65.3%
65.3%

Masters

Advanced 22 3.8%

o 0 e

Bachelors
3.7%
Z

Masters

Advanced 7 3.7%
. ' 14.8%

7 : |
//,4, Pre Institute - Post Institute




Master's degrees increased markedly, but the graphs are more
difficult to interpret since this is a transition degree. Some persons
rise to it from the bachelor's level while others move on to higher
degrees. Leveling of the graph for the '50%-or-more' group suggests
an increasing urgency to achieve a higher degree status. Approximately
half of those who entered the 1966 and 1968 institutes with a bachelor's
degrée-sti]] reside at the master's level.

In the 1971 institutes, the upward mobi1ity was greater and the
number who advanced to the post-master's Tevel was equal to the number
graduating from the bachelors to master's level. This could be
attributed to the larger number 6f yéare1ong institutes in 1971. It
may also be partia11y due to the inclusion of some §tudents, already in
the higher degree programs at the institute site, into the media institute
program. The perceht of the 1971 group who achieved advanced degrees is
comparable to that of the 1966 graduates. AAsimi1ar trend for increasing
upward mobility is apparent for the 19%1 graduate group whose present
work load is 'less-than-50%' media-related.

Figures 10, 11, 12 and 13 are derived from Tables A-4 and A-5,
Appendix A.

Media Responsibilities and Professional Advancement

Percentages of Work Load Which is Media-Related. The graduates
surveyed were asked to categorize the percentage of their present work
load which is media-related. Tab}e A-9 (Appendix A) show: the distribution

of responses. The peaks appear at both ends of the scale (0 to 20 percent,
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90 to 100 percent) with a small node in the middle of the scale. Figure 14

shows the relationship explicitly.

Figure 14

38/ Percent of Graduates' Responsibilities Which are in Media

Percent of
Population -

30

20

10

Percent of Graduates' Responsibilities in Media

For statistical purposes it was decided to'categorize the Qraduates
into two groups: (1) those whose media responsibifities ére '50%-o0r-more"
of their present work load, and {2) those whose media responsibilities
are 'less-than-50% of their present work load.

| Nearly 40 percent of the population reported their present media
assignment required '50%-or-more' time to perform required media
responsibilities. Of this 40 percent, some 60 percent report they are
presently devoting 100 percent of their time to media. Table A-9
(ARppendix -A) shows the distribution for the three years considered in
this study. For the 1966 and 1968 graduates, the number of persons
whose present work load is '50%-or-more' media-related is comparatively

lower than for the 1971 graduate group.




Description of Present Media Responsibilities. Graduates were

asked to describe their present media responsibilities. Two descriptions
(or definitions of educational techno]ogy)'were supplied: (1) "the
distribution of hardware and software to users;" and (2) "working
directly with teachers, students, and administrators in designing,
implementing and evaluating the total process of learning and teaching
in terms of specific behaviors" (A similar definition is used by the
_Commission on Instructional Technology). A third alternative invited
the respoﬁdent to supply his or her own definition. Some 27.9 percent
of all graduates responded to the first description. The response was
similar for the 1966 and 1968 graduates, but in 1971 the use of this
definition was reduced by half. Of the total graduate group, 48.8 perceht
subscribed to the secoﬁd definition. The responses of graduates from
1966 and 1968 institutes were similar to each other, but in 1971 a
greater percentage of participants selected the second definition as
most representative of their media responsibilities. Figure 15 shows the
respondents distribution for these two descriptions. (Also, see
Table A-16, Appendix A).

The write-in description of media responsibilities from 1971
respondents indicates there is a decrease in the numbher of graduates
performing service-type operations, while instructional development

is receiving greater attention than at any previous time.
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Figure 15
Description of Graduates' Post Institute Media Responsibilities
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Graduates
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43227 Definition #1: Distribution of hardware and software to users.

BB Definition #2: "Working directly with teachers, students and
: administrators in designing, implementing, and -
evaluating the total process of learning and
teaching in terms of specific behaviors."

——— Other (a write-in response): Descriptions fell into four categories:
— . 1) combinations of the two definitions provided,
2) solely administrative,
3) principally utilization, or
4) instructional development.




Pre and Post Institute Job Responsibility Levels. The graduates

were asked to indicate, by percentage breakdown, fhe Tevel of their pre
and post institute media job responsibilities. In the questionhaire,
responsibility levels were defined according to the Hamreus breakdown:
directive-administrative, professional, artistic-technical, clerical- /21
manual, and 'other'. (See pages 17 and 18 of this report, or Question 9
of the Participants Questionnaire, Appendix C, for a definition of terms.)

Pre Institute, the percentage of participant job responsibilities
which were directive-administrative and those of a professional nature
were approximately equal. Post Institute there is an increase in
directive-administrative level responsibilities of 7.8 percent and a
decrease in professional kesponsibi]ities of 5.9 percent (See Figure 16).
This suggests a substa%tia] change in job responsibilities came about
as a result of the institute experience.

Figure 17 depicts the difference in responsibi]ity levels for
the '50%-or-more' and 'less-than-50%'dichotomy at the directive-administrative
and professional levels., Here the shift toward directive-administrative
activities is much greater for the group whose media responsibilities
consume '50%-or-more"of_time than for those spending 'less-than-50%' of
time in media (a 17.2 percent increase as opposed to a 1.6 percent
~ increase). _ |

An unexpected finding (see Figure 16) Qas the high response in the
'other'.categor --an obvious lack of sensitivity in the design of the
instrument. Response to the 'other' category was much greater for the
'"less-than-50%' group .(see Tables A-11 and A-12, Appendix A), indicating
that alternative responsibilities such as teaching were not adequately

defined in the instrument.
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Job Functions: Pre and Post Institute. Graduates were asked

to check a percentage of on-the-job time spent in various media functions

{pre and post institute). Comparing post-institute 'functions' to pre-
institute functions, there is a significant increase in responsibility

for design (from 3.3 percent pre institute to 4.4 percent post institute), /43
evaluation (from 5.6 percent pre institute to 9.0 percent post institute),

and management (from 26.6 percent pre institute to 31.2 percent post

institute) for the average participant.

For respondents whose work load is '50%-or-more' media-related
(See Figure 18), there is a significant increase in research (from 2.3
percent pre institute to 4.1 percent post institute). Those whose work
load reflects a major responsibility in media-related activities are
now almost twice as involved in evaluation (4.4 percent pre institute,
9.6 percent post institute), and spend about 25 percent more time in
design (4.4 percent pre institute, 5.6 percent post institute). There
is slightly less involvement in production {11.7 percent pre institute,
10.3 percent post institute).

The other category is the largest category for the 'less-than-E55%’
graduate group. This reinforces the eariier observation that one or
more major alternatives were deficient jn the testing instrument. (For
a comprehensive display of this data, see Tables A-13, A-14 and A-15,
Appendix A.)
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- Management
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Figure 18

Percentage of Time Devoted to Specific Media Functions
by Graduates Whose Post Institute Job Responsibility is
'50%-or-More' in Media

,/ .
Research {(fi/,,‘gﬁf
Evaluation
Design
Production
Logistics 7z ,4222%2 17.5%
" L 14.7% ’
Utilization vﬁ‘/4éé§ 16.0%
S 14.5%
13.7%

Organization
' 17.0%

Management

Personnel - 2?{ -3§/

Management

8.5%

Pre Institute
Post Institute "' 4‘




: County-District

Job Mobility of Institute Participants. Continuation in the same

job since the institute was reported by 65.7 percent of the graduates .
responding. Sdme 9 pércent of the respondents reported they had received

new employment opportunities as a result of institute training, while

23.8 percent responded to the-'other'category. Responses in the ‘other’ /45
category usua]]y rebresented promotions tb higher administrative levels

{e.g., to principal, supervisor, assistant superintendent, and superintendent).
Gee Table A-23, Appendix A, for compTete reSponsé data).

The institute experience may have accelerated a change in professional
affiliation for some participants. Pre institute, 82.2 percent of
participants were affiliated at the.eYementary-seéondary schoo] level,
decreasing post institute to 76.1 percent at time of the survey. The 6.]
percent of the participants who did not stay in elementary and secondary
schools accepted jobs in district, county and state agencies, and in

higher education. The trends are shown in Figure 19.

Figure 19

Professional Affiliation

Elementary-Secondary / : ,42 82.2%
School S R A 76.1%

Agency

State Education
Agency

2% |
College, University, /ﬁ 5.3%

Community College 7.3%
* zZ 3.1%
Other _ ‘// 3.99
7’ . .
% pre Institute B Post nstitute

*Included in this category are business, industry, the military and
government :



There is a very interesting contrast in post-institute affiliation
between the group spending '50%-or-more' of time in media and the
'1ess-than-50%f group: Of those now spending 'less-than-50%' of time in
media, 75.4 percent came to the institute from elementary-secondary

46/ schools; after the institute the elementary-secondary school Tevel
gained 6.3 percent of the same group's graduates making a total of 81.7
percent for the 'less-than-50%' group at the elementary-secondary-school
level. Of those now spending '50%-or-more' of time in media,'86.7 percent
came to the institute from elementary-secondary schools; post institute,
only 67. 4 percent of that population group are still affiliated at the
elementary-secondary school level, a loss of 19.3 percent. (See Figure 20;
and for greater detail, see Tables A-17 and A-25, Appendix A).

How can this spectacular (19.3 percent) drop be explained? Where
did the graduates go?

The '50%-or-mofe' people increased at the county-district 1€$§?

(3.6 percent post 1nst1tute increase), at the state education agencies
(7.5 percent), at the higher education level (7.2 percent), and in the
'other' category (1.3 percent). R

The most obvious explanation is that jobs with a major responsibility
in media ('50%-or-more') did not increase at the elementary-secondary
school level 1in proportion to the number ot persons trained. Many of
these graduates sought or were offered new opportunities as a result
of institute training. In a few institutes the graduates noted in
write-in comments that the school-level media program was even being
phased-out. While at first glance it looks as though elementary-secondary

education is not being responsive to the use of educational media: the




Figure 20

Professional Affiliation
(Breakdown by Percent. of Responsibility in Media)

'50%-or-More' of Post Institute Job Responsibility is in Media
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reverse is actually %rue. The majority of institute participants did
return to the public schools, and many rose to administrative level
jobs. Also, graduates taking district and state 1e§e1 positions have
direct impact upon educational practice in elementary énd secondary

48/ schools, perhaps more far-reaching impact than if they had remained in
their individual school.

The ‘1ess-than-50%‘pe6p1e, previously affiliated at the county,

state and higher education Tevels, migrated away: at the édunty-dfstrict
Tevel the 'lass-than-50%' graduates decreased 0.6 percent; at the state
education agéncy level, 3.9 percent decrease; at the higher education

level, 3.1 percent decrease; and in the 'other' category, a 1.8 percent

decrease. The only increase was at the elementary-secondary school
Tevel!

A look at 'write-in' comments from 'less-than-50%' graduates
shows a range of incentives brought graduates into elementary-secondary
school positiqns: Termination of federai prcjects at county-distriét
and state levels, post-institute differences in philosophy of graduate
and employer, and the follnwing reason summed up by a former county-
district supervisor who returned to a high school as an assistant
principal: "I feel the real challenge is in the schools rather than
in the central office."-

Analysis of the change in enployment patterns related to percentage
of media responsibilities makes one thing abundantly clear. RELATIVELY
FEW OF THE INSTITUTE GRADUATES WORKING AT THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL
LEVEL HAVE MEDIA RESPONSIBILITIES CONSUMING '50%-OR-MORE' of WORK LOAD.
POSITIONS WITH A HIGH LEVEL OF MEDIA RESPONSIBILITY ARE MORE LIKELY TO

ABE FOUND IN DISTRICT, COUNTY, AND STATE AGENCIES, OR IN COLLEGES AND




URTVERSITIES. THUS, ONE RESULT OF THE MEDIA INSTITUTES WAS TO CAUSE
A SHIFT OF SOME OF THE MORE HIGHLY TRAINED MEDIA PERSONNEL FROM THE
SCHOOL BUILUOING LEVEL TO OUTSIDE OFFICES. EXCEPT FOR LIBRARY-MEDIA
PERSONNEL, THE SCHOOL SYSTEM DID NOT PROVIDE SUFFICIENT OR ADEQUATE
JOBS TO RETAIN AND FULLY UTILIZE ALL OF THE MSDIA PERSONNEL TRAINED BY
THE INSTITUTES. THE REVERSE APPEARS TO BE TRUE OF COUNTY , DISTRICT,
AND STATE LEVEL FOSITIONS, INCLUDING COLLEGE INSTRUCTION. THE INSTITUTES
PROVIDED A SOURCE OF TRAINED MEDIA MANPOWER WITH EXPERTENCE IN‘PUBLIC
SCHOOL TEACHING.

Overall, the mohility of educationaT media institute graduates
is Timited to about cne third of the population studied. It appears,
graduates who presently devote '50%~or~more' time to media-related
activities are afforded twice as many new opportuhities as a result of
the institute than those graduates who now devote 'less-than-50%'of
time to media. (For a more precise look at pre and post institute

mobility data, see Tables-A-17 ans A-25, Appendix A).

Institute Activities, Content, and Facilities

Content Considered Most Important. Institute graduates were

asked to identify activities and content areas they considered 'mostf and

‘Teast' related to achieving institute objectives. Graphics production,
instructional dez)elopment, media operations and communication theory
‘were, in that order, ranked by the participants as the four most
important content areas. Tables A-27 and A-28 (Appendix A) give a rank
orderihg of confent aréas considered most relevant by participants. In

the early institutes graphics production and media operations were

/49
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dominant. However, a major trend toward instructional development was
apparent by 1968 which continued to manifest itself through the 1971
institutes. In the same period,graphics roduction and media operations

began to fade in importance.

Content Considered Least Imporant. Of the content areas

considered relevant to institute objectives, computer use in education
was ranked least important. Library training and retrieval systems
were also reported to be of 1ittle relevance to institute objectives.

Table A-29, Appendix A, gives a rank ordering of responses.

Most Important Activities. Those activities considéred of
greatest 1mp6rtance were rankgd as follows:. 4

1) production.1abs,

2)  scheduled classroom act%vities,

3) guest lecturers,

4) field experiences,

5) simulation activities, and

6) professional activities.
It is interesting to note, 1966 and 1968 participant responses were
consistent, but a change in priority of activities shows up for 1971
participants: they ranked guest lecturers first, self-instructional
brogramé second, and field experientes third. Table A-26, Appendix A,
shows the rank-ordering of activities for each year's graduates,

Content Areas in Relation to Present Job. Graduates were asked

which content areas were most critical to performancé of their current
job responsibilities. The diversity of competencies necessary to perform

efficiently in the field of instructional technology is evidentE some

33 descriptors were listed by graduates. Production skills ranked



highest, instructional development second. Media utilization techniques
are still the'primary concern of many, while skills in administration
of media. programs were considered high priority. A complete listing

of all 33 subject descriptors is found in Table A-33, Appendix A.

Additional Training Desired.  When graduates were asked to /51

provide areas educational media institutes should address in the immediate
future, the trend shifts (see Table 34, Appendix A). From some 33
subject-matter descriptors, <nstructional development ranked first among
graduates. Production qnd televiszon ranked second énd third, respectively.
As might be expected, many graduates are influenced by their own current
needs and deficits in background (cf Tables A-33 and A-34.).

Adeguacy of Training/Facilities. The res, onse of participants

to the adequacy of training, fécilities and equipment should be very
gratifying for institute directors and host institutions: an overwhelming
78 percent of the participants reported their media training was very
adequate or extremely adequate (See Figure 21). Some 69 percent reported
the facilities and equipment were either very adequate or extremely
adequate. 4 »

Participants who presently spend .'50%-or-more' time in media-
related activities were more critical of the facilities and equipment
than those spending 'less-than-50%'. Some 65 percent of those spending
'50%-or-more' time in media rated the facilities and equipment very
adequate to extremely adequate, while 72 percent of those whose media
responsibilities consume 'less-than-50%' of their work load indicated
the facilities and equipment were very adequate to extremely adequate.
(See Tables A-30 and A-31, Appendix A, for basic data from which these

observations are drawn.)



Figure 21

Adeguacy of Media Institute Training
in Relation to Institute Training Objectives
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Value of Trainingﬁaé'Perceived by Graduates

Institute pqrticipants indicate media institutes (32.5 percent),
graduate schools (31.2 percent) and on-the-job training (22.0 percent)
were most beneficial in preparation for their present jobs (See Figure 22).
For institute graduates now devoting '50%-or-more' time to media-related
activities (40 percent), 45;5 per;ént credited media institutes with
providing thé most beneficial training for their preseni media assignment. .
Figure 22 shows graduate responses for all categories related to this

item (also see Table A-32, Appendix A).




Participant comments were numerous and very positive in regard to
the media training received through educational media institutes. Very
few negative responses were received. Table A-35, Appendix A, excerpts

some typical responses, both positive and negative.

/53
Figure 22
Most Beneficial Education Experience
in Preparation for Present Job
ALL Graduates now spending

Graduates '50%-or-More' of Time in Media
Media Institute 32.5% 45.5%
Graduate School 31.2% 27 .6%
On-the-Jdob Training 22.0% | 23.4%
Four-Year College - . 12.2% N ' 3.4%
Community College 0.2% | --
Other 1.7% -

Economic Value of Media Training (to the Graduate)

It would be expected the added competencies of many graduates, as
a result of media institute training, would in turn increase the
remuneration from their work. Approximate1y one third of the graduates
reported they now receive additional remuneration, above the classroom

teacher scale, for their media.responsibi1ities. At present, 21.7

peﬁceht receive additional remuneration exceeding $600, and over
half of these--13.5 percent--receive additional remuneration of $1200
or more. For those spending '50%-or-more' of time in media-related

activities, 32.7 percent received an increment of $600 or more. Of theée
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“increment (above

two thirds or 21.3 percent receive an incrément exceeding $1200. By
comparision, only 13.1 percent of the group spending 'less-than-50%"
in media receive an increment of $600 or more, and only 7.4.percent
of these currently receive more than an additional $1200.

Gains for each of the categories are shown in Figure 23.
Table A-22, Appendix A, shows the monetary gains reported for those

with media responsibility of ISO%-or-more' and 'less-than-50%'.

Figure 23
Graduates' Post Institute Salary Scale
Same scale
as classroom
teacher

$100 - $300

63.9%

4.2%

classroom teacher)
$300 - $600
$600 - $900
$900 - $1200 3.8%

over $1200 . RER
other B s

4.6%
4.4%

Other Qutcomes and Products of the Institutes

Multiplier Effect: Workshops or Inservice Programs. The 1966

graduate group reported the highest percentage of graduates (when
compared wifh che 1968 and.1971 groups) having conducted workshops:

83.4 percent of the 1966 respondents. Subsequent years reflect a slight
percentage decrease in percent of graduates conducting workshops or

inservice programs. For 1971 this can be explained as a lack of elapsed



time since institute graduation; but 1968 would tend to reflect cutbacks.
in federal funding with their consequent reduction of institutional
support for such activities. As would be expected, the pfofessiona]
who devotes '50%-or-more' of time to media responsibilities conducts
more inservice programs or workshops than personé devoting 'less-than-50%" /55
of time o media. (See Table A-18, Appendix A for more detailed data.) |
s o THe majority of inservice programs or Workshops were conducted

for e1emehtary and secondary classroom teachers (76.1-percent of the
total number of institutes tonducted), However, inservice programs were
conducted af all professional levels (See Table A-19, Appendix A). |
Graduafes spending '50%-or-more' time in media-related activities
conducted an appreciab1y higher number of workshops, per person, across
all professional workshop audience levels, than did the 'less-than-50%'
graduates. (See Table A-20, Appendix A.)

The number of inservice programs condu;ted per graduate varies
greatly: a little better than half (53 percent) of the graduates

‘ responding indicated they have conducted one to five workshops.

Based on the data received, the educational medfa institute
participants returned to their school systems to conduct workshops
and inservice programs for literally thousands of colleagues, sharinQ
with.them many new]y‘acquired skills and techniques in media. 1In the
1970 and 1971 institute years. an additional program--the Instructional
Development Institutes (IDI's)--forma]ized the multiplier aspect by
providing a specialized, packaged program of materials for concentratec
inservice training workshops. These were often staffed at the local

level by participants or graduates of various media institutes,




Multiplijer Effect: Key Positions Occupied by Institute Graduates. .

Many, if not most, institute participants were elevated jobwise as a
result of the institute experience. Most assumed higher administrative
roles (page 41); some moved into district, county, and state media
56} positions (pages 45-49); and some took positions in colleges and
| universities (page 45).

Institute graduates were asked to 1ist a job title for their
present (post institute) work assignment as well as for their work
assignment immediately prior to the institute. These job titles varied
greatly, as would be expected, and job déscriptions could not be
adequately determined from the titles alone. However, a rise in number
of new job titles--such as Director/Coordinator of Instructional
Resources--was evident.

Of interest is the shift in numbers from pre-institute job
titles to post-institute job titles. These substantiate the data presented
earlier that many participénts moved into directive-administrative 1e9e1
positions. Reporting of titles representing technical-level skills was
reduced as much as two-thirds, post institute. The number_of graduates
reporting the title 'librarian' was reduced by a]mosf one half post
institute, while the number of such titles as Director of InstrUctiona]
Materia1§ Center or Learning Resource Center increased significantly.
(See Tables A-7 and A-24, Appendix A, for specific responée data on
job titles). |




IV. DIRECTORS SURVEY: FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS

The directors survey sought data relative to the type of training /57
offered in Educational Media Institutes from 1965 through 1971.
Institutes were analyzed in terms of content and methods utilized for
accomplishing institufe objectives. The director§ provided information
on the training emphasis and suggested content areas and direction
institutes should consider tc support current needs.

Educational media institutes had considerable impact on their
host institutions: They provided growth impetus for existing programs,
creatior of new programs, and increased commitment for facilities,
faculty, and equipment. This in turn led to increased enrollment in
the academic educational media/techrology programs.

The directors' guestionnaire and accompanying letter are presented

in this report as Appendix D.

Institute Characteristics

Length of Training. The length of training for the educational

media institutes considered in this survey varied from two weeks to a
pericd of one or more academic years. For the purpose of this study,
training involving Teés'than three months was categorized a ‘short-term’
énd training requiring four mdnths or more was categorized as 'long-term'.
There ware 142'short-term institutes and 31 Tong-term institutes. Of

the 69 directors responding, 15 represented long-term institutes and 54
represented short-term institutes. Distribution of short and long-term

institutes was brought about by a shift in U.S. Office of Education



58/

policy: after funding from the National Defgnse Education Act ceased
and funding froh the Education Professions Déve1opment Act began, there
was a shift from short-term summer institutes to full-year (Tong-term)
institutes (See Table B-1, Appendix B). |

The distribution of directors respénding to this survey is
tabulated for each year (]965-71)'in Tables B-1 and B-2, Appendix B.

These tables also indicate the duration of the training as 'short-term'

or 'long-term’.

Economic Support. The directors of the 69 educatéona1 media
institutes represented in this survey reported federal éﬁpport totaling
$4,044,235 for institutes conducted from 1965-71. This amdunt averages
$58,612 per institute. Under NDEA, Title XI and EPDA, Part D,{the
number of do]1érs decreased each succeeding year while the n%pber of
participants increased. This can be seen in Table B-3, Appendix B.

It should be noted that later years included funds for the Instructional
Development Institute program which.disseminated the products of the
Special Media Institutes, using a large number of short-term workshops.

Institutional support was small compared to federal funding
of the institute programs and usually tcok the form of operating
éxpenses or waiver of tuition. OnTy one director reported his institution

financed a later institute without federal assistance.

Participant Pre-Institute Affiliation. Of the directors responding,

82.4 percent of their institute participants came from the elementary-
secondary school levei, while the remaining 17 percent came from state
education agencies, county-distritt agencies, community colleges,
universities, business, industry, military and government.' These
percentéges do not differ significantly from the participants' responses

to the item in their questionnaire regarding pre~institute professional



affiliation (See Figure 24). The distribution reported by graduates
and directors for each year can be seen in Tables A-25 (Appendix A)
and B-4 (Appendix B).
| Figure 24 .
; rgur | /59

Pre-Institute Professional Affiliation of Participants
(comparision of graduates'and directors'responses)

Graduates' Directors'
Elementary-Secondary Schools BEéB%?%%E_ Bg%%%%%gi_
County;District Agencies _ | 6.3% 7.0%
State Education Agencies o 3.2% 2.2%.
Colleges and Universities 4.9 6.4%
Community/Co1iege , 4% 1.2%
Business and Industry 2% - 3%
Military | : : -- --
Government ) 3% 2%
Other . 2.6% 6%

NB: Differences are due to incomplete population sample and
limited response to surveys.

Responsibility Levels for which Institute Training was Directed. As

reported by the total group of directors, institutes from 1965 through 1971
were concerned mainly with developing individuals capable of performing

at the professiona]{and directive-administrative levels (see definitions

on pages 17 and 18). The institute directors reported 50.7 percent of

the “raining efforts emphasized training at the professional level and
42.2 percent at the directive-administrative level. (See Table B-6,

Appendix B.)



Figure 25 shows *the changing pattern in training participants

for directive-administrative and professional competencies. It would
appear that through 1967, basic skills were being developed to manage
the new hardware and software many school systems had acquired with

60/ federal funds. From 1967 through 1970, training for developing and
utilizing instructional systems appears to be the major thrust. A new
trend appeared in 1971: a revived emphasis on training for directive-
administrative competencies. This may in part have been a reaction to
the need for higher-level administrative skills at the local school level

to support the outgrowth of instructional development institute multipliiers,

Figure 25

Institute Time Devoted to Training for 'Directive-Administrative'’
“and 'Professional
Responsibility Levels
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Emphasis on professional skills was very high .from 1968 through
1971. There is disparity between this training data and the increased
directive-administrative assignments reported by participants (cf. Table A-10
Appendix A and Table B-6, Appendix B).

Functional Competencies for which Training was Directed. The /61

directors reported institute training_for developing functional competencies
in media éonstituted the following percentage of the total institute
curriculum: prodiction, 22.9 percent; utilization, 19.1 percent; design,
14,1 percent; and evaluation, 11.5 percent. Production and utilization
received Tess emphasis from 1968 through 1971, while design was emphasized
more. |

The relative importaﬁce ¢ -vaZuafion fluctuaced, but beginning
in 1968 it received increasing emphésis. The training trend for functional
media areas indicates a deparﬁure from traditibna1 basic media skills to
competencies essentia]’fo the more comprehensive instructional deve1opMent
process. (See Table B-5, Appendix B, which 1nc1udes[déta reported on
media functional competencies, including some not mentioned in the above

paragraph. )

Instructional Format

Conteht. The direttofs ranked content areas which best characterize
the main thrust of educational media institutes:’ (1) instructional
development, (2) media operation, (3) communieations theory, and (4) graphics
- production (See Table B-9, Appendix B). Those content areas least

characteristic of the institute training included computers, library
training, retrieval systems and programed i~struction (See Table B-10,

Appendix B). -
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In 1968, instructional deveZopmenf came to the fore-as the most
important content area, and held first rank tirough the remaining years
surveyed. Other content shifts 1né1ude a decrease in emphasis of
graphics productioﬁ and an increase in the 1mp0rtance of ecommnications
theory.

The year 1971 clearly marks a change in institute format and
ciiente]e. The educational media institutes were principally year-long,
and terminal rewards included the completion of a degree; an increment

in salary, or a new position. The year-long institutes de-emphasized

~ the thrust for training in basic production and utilization techniques,

interweaving such competencies into & more comprehensive program.

Activities. The format most often subscribed to for accomplishing
institute objectives included 28.6 percent of institute training pre-
sented in scheduled classroom activities, 10.4 percent in guest lectures,
9.7 percent in field experiencés or practicum, and 8.0 percent in
self-instructional .programs. Thdse activities viewed as having Tlittle
impact included simulation expefiences and professional experiences such
as ‘meetings and conventions.

Excluding production labs and scheduled classroom activities, no
activity emerged as a dominant training mode. The 1871 directoks

indicated a shift to greater emphasir on field experiences in that year's

institutes. The mean percentage of responses for each year can be seen

in Table B-7, Appendix B.



Figure 26
Time Spent in Various Institute Activities

Scheduled Classroom
Lectures

28.6%

Guest Lectures

Self-Instructional
Programs

Production
Labs

24.7%

Field Experience

(practicum) 9.7%

Simulation
Activities

Professional ' 2 29

Experiences

Other Py

12.4%

There is a small difference between the mean’ percentage of time
spent in various activities (Figure 26) and the way in which directors
rank-ordered the importance of this activity (Figure 27). To accomplish
their institute objectives, directors ranked the importance of various
activities as follows: (1)_production tabs, (2) scheduled classroom
activities, (3) guest 1ectu%es, (4) field experiences, (5) self-
instructional programs, (6) simulation, and (7) professional activities.

| A comparision of the rank ordering of institute gradﬁates with

institute directors shows them to be almost identical (Figure 27).
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Figure 27

Rank Order of Activities Considered Most Valuable
in Achieving Institute Objectives

Directors 'Response  Graduates!Response

Scheduled Classroom Lectures 2 2
Guest Lectures 3 . 3
Self-Instructional Programs - 5 : 5
Production Labs | 1 | 1
Field Experience (practicum) 4 : 4
Simulation Activities o 6 6
Professional Expériences -- : 7
Other - , 7 -~

Placement of Graduates

Employment Trends at the Time of the Instijtutes. Over the ‘institute

years survayed, directors reported inquires for new personnel were mainly

from the elementary-secondary school Tevel (23.2 percent of all contacts)

"~ and county-district agencies {12.1 percent). State education agencies

appeared equal with community colleges in employment opportunities, and
universities afforded media specialists twice as many opportunities for
employment as either state education agencies or community colleges.
Business, industry, government and the mi]itary made very few contacts
with institute directors regarding prospective employees. A mean
percent average of the directors' response to this item for 1965«71

inclusive 1s shown in Figure 28.



Figure 28

Relative Percentage of Prospective Employment Inquiries
Made at Time of Institute

S AT

Elementary/Secondary 45.4%
County/District

College/University

Stqte Education Agency il 8.59
Community College
Business

Government

Military - ‘I

~of
.U

Other* _ I

*This category réflects those not responding to the questionnaire item
due to a lack of records.

Examination of Figure 28 shows another possible reason for many
graduates moving from their elementary-secondary school positions. .The
available new positions were primarily in the other areas listed. of
the employment inquiries received, 31 percent of the directors repor%éd
inquiries were for directive-administrative level personnel and 28 percent
fof the professional level. There were few inquiries for artistic-
technical and clerical-manual level personnel.

Directors of institutes for the_years’1967, 1968 and 1969
indicated a decrease in employment contacts for persons at the directive-
administrative Tevel and an increase in positions for persons With
professiona] competencies; It éppears fhe managemen£ of newly acquired
hardware and software was under control while new competencies were
needed to assist the teacher in 1ntegrating new materials into the

curriculum, (See Tables B-13 and B-14, Appendix B).

&
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Figure 29

Employment Contacts at Time of Institute -
' Relative to Responsibility Levels
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------ Professional

Present Employment Trends. As shown in Figure 30, present

employment contacts (School Year 1972-73) reveal opportunities for med‘a

Figure 30

Present (School Year 1972-73) Employment Contacts for
Media Specialists

Elementary/Secondary

County/D'i strict _ ‘]2.6%

State Education Agency . 3.5%

26.3%

- Community College

College and University

Business/Industry - 3.39
Military | & 5
Government I 0.2%

ERIC Other 45.4%




specialists mainly at the elementary-secondary school level (26 percent

of employment contacts received by directors) and the county-district

Jevel (13 percent). One‘director said of employment opportunities,

"The institute had a marked effect upon the employment of media

specialists in the surrounding region of the state." (See Table B-13, /67
Appendix B).

When compared with emp]oymeht contacts at the time of each
institute (Table B-13, Appeﬁdix.Bj colleges and universities provide
the greatest single increase in present opportunities (Schoo1 Year 1972- 73)
19.7 percent as compared to the previous mean average for that category
of 8.5 percent (see Table B-15, Appendix B).
| The comminity co11ege/techhica1 “nstitute category also showed
a marked gain: 8.7 pércent of éontacts as compared with 4.1 percent.

A disparity exists between job inquiries, as reported by institute
directors, and the actual professional affiliation of institute graduates
(cf  Table A-17 and Table B-15). The directors reported 26.3 percent
of the job.inquiries were for positionévat the e]ementary—secondéry
school level, while 76.1 percent of the graduates actually returned to
positions at this level. This difference can be exp]giggd by the prior

~ commitments of many graduates to return to their schooi systems after
'training.
At the higher education level (community college/technical institute/

college/university), directors reported job inquiries of 28.4 percent

while graduates returning or assuming néw'pasitions at thess levels

constituted only 7.3 percent of the total graduate population. This




disparity is not surprising since these institutes were intended for
"’tfﬁfﬂfﬂ@*ﬁUb]iC school personnel at the building Tevel. It does

indicate the'néed for institutes to serve higher education. {cf Table A-17

and Table B-15).

68/ The 6resent job opportunities for institute graduates are‘at the
professional (37.8 percent) and directive-administrative (34.5 percent)
responsibility levels. Comparing pre-institute and present (1972-73)
contacts, employment opportunities show an increase of 9.4 percent at
the professional Tlevel and 3.4 pefcent at the directive-administrative

Tevel (see Figure 31).

Figure 31

Comparison of Employment Opportunities at
Two Responsibility Levels

Time-of-Institute Time-of-Survey Difference

Directive-Administrative .1% 34.5% +3.4%
Professional 28.4% 37.8% +9.4%

Peripheral Effects of the Institute

Host Institution Response. As might be expected, the educational

media institutes had long-term fmpactﬂupon the hosting institutions as
well as upon the graduates; Directors reported such charges as national-
recdgnition, additional space and equipment, increased énro]]ment in

the institution's academic media programs, expansion of the formal
academic program (e.g. new courses),increased staff, and increased
budget. ‘Iﬁ many institutions the institute funds helped to initiate new'
media programs or strengthen those'a1ready in existence. 'Specif%c

respohses for this item can be seen in Table B-12, Appendix B.




!
Y .
Inter-Institutional Exchanges. To provide more meaningful - -

experiences for participants, some 40 percent of the responding directors
reportéd they exchanged instructional fesources or ideas. The exchange

of instructional materials was primarily the resuit of individual

initiatives through institutes held for the directors of media institutes. /69
Such exchanges included bibliographies, slide-tape programs, fiims, and

print materials relevant to the 1nstftute objectives. (See Table B-17,

Appendix B).

Participants' School Systems. Some form of commitment was made

by many school systems to encourage participation in egucational media
institutes. According to the institute directors, 86.9 percent of the
school systems responded to the institute experience: 55.3 percent

of the institute graduates returned to school systems in which release
time was provided for media activities, 9.7 percent received some monetary
support during the institute, 16.2 percent returned to newly created |
media positions. Only 14.1 percent of the graduates returned to school
systems which provided no new incentive to utilize their institute

learnings. (See response data in Table B-11, Appendix B).

Current Training Needs

The Directors' Needs. The Tast few years have been marked by

increasing acceptance of educational technology énd continued research
and development in hardware and softwafe delivery systems. Directors
were asked in which content areés they themselves would Tike additional
information. The response showed an interest in additional training

in some sixteen content areas. Instructional development, research
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methodblogy; and evaluation were the top three choices.. Other content
areas listed by directors can be seen in Table B-18, Appendix B.

Comparing the responses of institute directors_with'the responses
of institute graduétes relative to future training needs in the field,
both groups indicate instruction development should be given high
priority (cf Table B-19 and Table A-34). Other priorities reflect the
difference between practitioner and academician: Production is the only
édntent area to appear in both response tables. Graduates listed
television and media utilization as third and fourth priorities, while
the directors suggested evaluation and systems.approach to be more
significant needs.

The Needs of the Field. The responding directors report major

training emphasisvshould now be placed on the training and development
of competencies related to (1) instructional development, (é’ systems
approach- to education, and (3) evaluation. Of these, 1nstructfona1
development was overwhelmingly subscribed to by the respondents. The
list is quite diverse and except for an expressed need for greater.
emphasis in instructional development, no major trends are present.
The range of content areas which the directors feel {o be {mportant in
the deve1opmént and education of a media specialist is evident from

Table B-19, Appendix B.

General Comments

The directors were given open-ended space to make relevant comments
regarding their institute. 'Responses were numerous and positive. Some
directors have meintained contact with their institute graduates and

report they (the graduates) continue to be highly supportive of the



value of their institute training., The participants’' questionnaire
response strongly sdpports this position (See Table A-32, Appendix A).
Although positive comments were made relative to the success of
all institutes, there were distinct differences in opinion with regard
to procedures and format: One director felt year-long institutes were
the best way to s»lve the present problems (on which he did not e1aborato),
‘while another stated quite emphatiéa11y, “We have worn out the current
.mode of leadershif traininhg." He too did not elaborate his position.
Not surveyed here is the role and direction of the U.S. Office
of Education and its project managers in helping institutes respond
to field needs. T"e Hamreus study in 1970 indicated the need for more
directive-administrative training--and this was implemented by the
1971 dinstitutes. The U.S. Office of Education placed an increasing
emphasis on eva]uafion beginning in the year 1969. It studied, and
requ1red proJect d1rectors to consider evaluation using relevant areas
of the Stake and Stufflebeam CIPP model (context, input, process & product),
and other models. This is ref]ected in the 1971 institute programs.
The commenality of data and opinions betweeo directors and
participants sﬁoWs that close and constant communicatioo occurred
between directors and participants. The responsiveness to U.S. Office
of Education direction reflects the adequacy of the national planning
and monitoring procedures. The employment data shows the demand of the'
field for the people products of these institutes, and attests to the1r
effectiveness. The ultimate payoff is the large number of trained
mediatpersonne1 supporting the present growth and development of
educational technology, not only in the pub]ié,schoo]s, but in all areas

of education.

/71



V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The media institutes were initiated‘to_provide the necessary
trained manpower *c support the rapid growth of educational technology.
This growth came about for three reasons: (1) the advent of new
educational media such as te]evision; tanguage labs, and programed
instruction, (2) the stimulation of federal support for research and
devélopment of innovative educational programs, and (3) the need for
- improved methods of instruction to meet increasing societal demands on
the educational system.

A deficit in'fhe supply of trained media specialists existed in -
the 'sixties', with five univefsities supplying the majority of personnel
to the field. Media institutes were set up to alleviate the deficit:
the schools, the participants, and the field of educational media/
techno1ogy benefited. Specific advantages can be categorized as fo]]ows

I. Benefits to the public school system

A. Creation of sufficient manpower to support present
needs and future expansion.

B. Creation of specialized manpower for teadership, research,
and other designated functions.

C. Growth of
1) inservice programs,
2) media oriented teachers and
administrators, and
3). utilization of instructional media.
II. Benefits to the Participants
A. Greater employment opportunities;

B. Increase in professional skills, salary, and
degree status; and

/73



74/

C. Stability of employment.
III. Benefits to the Profession
A. Rapid and orderly growth.
B. Strengthening of training programs in colfeges
and universities by augmenting existing
programs and creating new programs.

C. Heightening of standards, or the farmulation of
standards for media programs.

D. Increased professional recognition from other
disciplines; also increased interdisciplinary
activity.
E. Training personnel to support higher education programs.
A total of 17,770 persons were trained in long-term, short-term,

and Instructional Development Institutes between 1965 and 1971. These

vumbers are indeed significant when compared to enrollments in

-comparab1e programs prior to NDEA and EPDA funding of media institutes.

"This LTI study has provided no'specific data to substantiate
the belief that the goal to produce sufficient trained‘media personnel
has been reached. Rather, it demonstrates an equilibrium between present
training and present empioyment. The'high-sa1aries and relatively
stable employment situation confirm a satisfactory balance between
supply and demand has been achieved. Even with the extensive cutbacks
of the Tate 1960's and 1970's most graduates of academic media.programs
have been employed in the area of specialization for which they we}e
trained, as evidenced by information from the p1acemeqt service of the
Assoéiatiqn for Educational Communication and Technology. Many
institute gradyates have moved from 'professioﬁa1‘ Tevel tasks into

the 'directive-administrative' levels. This trend is important, because



it will ultimately provide media trained persons at all levels of
administration to support and insure successful implementation of
media programs (See definitions for 'directive-administrative' and
‘professional’ on pages 17 and 18.).

This LTI study substantiates the EMIE study in its reported
finding that media institutes have <trengthened existing formal
media programs in colleges and universities.] 'In many instances the
institutes provided a core of full-time students with broad professiona1
experience to enrich a student body which was typically part-time and
often inexperienced: Higher professional standards were consequent

and a greater number of competent, specialized media professionals were

available to schools and school systems.

As many institute graduates returned to the world-of-work,
some 39.3 percent were emp]oyed at the directive-administrative
responsibility level. - The EMIE study also reported significant adminis-

2 and Hamreus’

trative media responéibi1ities for institute graduates,
recormended greater attention be given to the development of higher-level
administrative skills for media personne].3 Data from institute
proposals, final reports and the institute director's questicnnaire
confirms the Hamreus finding: Trajning in directive-administrative
skills--presented by the institutes--relates primarily to the administration
of building-level media programs rather‘than the broader management of
school-system or university-wide‘programé. Meanwhile, the main thrust
of institute curriculum was directed to the 'professional' level of
responéibi]ities, the ieve] at which 25.6 percent of all graduates are
now employed.

As a result of the instituces, media specialists possess

increased and highly specialized skills, as do teachers, administrators
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and other nrofessional educators who participéted in education:.1 media
institutes. The 'miltiplier' concept of fhe educational media institutes
is extént. It has been used to extend skills to other teachers and
administrators at the Tocal 1e9e1 and in greater numbers than fhe‘usua1‘
76/ short-term or 1ong-térm institute format could accommodate. Participant/
graduates have conductedAhundreds of jngerQice progréms fbr Titerally
thousands of teachers, supervisors, and édministrators. As in thé
findings of the EMIE study, directors énd gréduates provided written
evidence tHat their training is influencing teachers' media uti]izatibn.
In summary, the typical institute participant was male, 3%
vears of'agé, had a master's degree and an institute experience that
viclded wdrthwhiTe benefits to him. Media expertise added approximately
$800 to earnings above a comparable teacher or adminjstrator on the
salary scale within'his school system. Directors reported increased
employment opportunities for graduates and evidehce of job avafﬁabi1ity
combined yi;h job stability. Graduates hold a vast\array of job tities.
At the time of the insfitute, 82.2 percent of participants worked as
toachers and administrators in the school system; today, 76.1 percent
work.in school buildings. Some have joined district, county and state
educatibna] agencies iﬁ‘order to more fully utilize their skills. Still
others are teaching at the college level. |
The institute experience was one of the high points of the
participant's academic career, being rated comparable to, if not slightly

better than, his graduate training.




FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

To increase the professional skills c¢f ﬁartigipants, course work
included ;rv-7dus Tl instructiona’ deve Topment, mmzlrgemeni' and operations
of media scr>ice~, with emphasis being c¢reatest on production. Ffor
institute partjcinants post 1967. ‘wpﬁrv&tionaz development 'Was thé
major con! nt emy :psis. Teday, or ha-jct, the graduate may have some /77
involvarent iz »:duction or cther rrefes<icna? activities, but for
those with moisr sponsibilities ('=(0%-cr-more') in media, directive-
administrative res\cnsibi1ities no« 2:xceei prefessional respohsib111ties.

What were t:e effects of educational media institutes upon the
field? If instant crange is the mea dre of success, frilure must be
proc]aimed. But tc value the educational media institutes impact on
the field in this way is to disregard rmuch of what is tnown about the
process of educaticnal innovation.

In a short snan of time, encompaséing 1ess than a decade, the
field has witnessed substantiaT and rapid growth. There is Qreater
acceptance by the classroom teacher and administrator of media's
ability to enhance l.ear‘m'ng. Hardware systems have been improved.
Software production has increased. There is greater éwareness of the
instructional development concept. Increasing1y schools are involved
in innovative progfams, whiéh utilize media, learning centers, etc.

As evidenced by the directors' response, the educational media
institutes strengthened academic trainiﬁg programs in colleges and
universities by augmenting existing programs and creating new ones.

The total impact of the educational media institute program on
developing institutions cannot yet.be assesséd. After the present
federally funded program has given way to new and more innovative
programs, many institutional programs--initiated under NDEA and EPDA--

Will continue to contribute to th. field of instructional technology

O
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through continued research, improved teaching préctice, standards
development;‘and continued strivfugafdr increased professional
development. |

In conclusion, media ins:iitutes weie and continue to be an effective
means of providing media manpower to meet the unprecedented growih in
educational techﬁo1ogy. Institutes continue to attract mature professicnals

with soma vears experience who might otherwise not be able to undertake

an intensive traiping program or to enroll in a program Teading to a

higher degroz. As the nead for media personnel continues to grow, the

institutes play an essential role in training the requisite number of

rrofessionals for the positions available.
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TABLE A-1.--Distributicn by Sex of Institute Participants/Graduates
Responding to LTI Questionnaire

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=477) (N=225) (N=54) (N=656)
No % No A No % No %
TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP (combination of two groups below)
Male 319 84.6 147 65.3 33 61.1 499 76.0
Female 58 15.4 78 34.7 21 38.9 157 24.0

Graduates Whose Present Work Load 1s '50%-or-More’ Media~Related
Male 120 83.3 54 60.0 18 66.7 192 73.5
Female 24 16.6 36 40.0 9 33.3 69 26.4

~Graduates wWhose Present wbrk‘[OEH*'Ts 'Less~than~50%' Media-Related
Male 199 854 93 68.8 15  55.6 307 77.7
Female 34 14.5 42 31.1 12 44 .4 88 22.2

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 1 of
Partic’pants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).

*In this report, th: terms 'work load', 'responsibilities’, and
'work time' are ueed synonymously.




TABLE A-2.--Number of Years Institute Graduate Has Been in Present Media Assignment

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL

(N=303) (N=175) (N=46) (N=524)
No % No % No % No %

TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP {combination of two groups below)
1-4 years 74 24.4 60 34.3 30 65.2 164 31.3
5-8 yecrs 114 37.6 80 45.7 10 21.7 204 38.9
9-12 years 62 20.5 26 14.8 2 4.3 90 17.2
13-16 years 33 10.9 2 1.1 1 2.2 36 6.9
over 17 years 20 6.6 7 4.0 3 6.5 30 5.8
Graduates Whose Present Work Load 3s '50Z-or-More' Media-Related

1-4 years 34 23.2 30 35.2 15 62.5 79 31.0
5-8 years 67 46.1 40 47.0 6 24.9 113 43.2
9-12 years 25 17.0 10 11.7 2 8.3 37 14.5
13-16 years H 7.5 1 1.1 - -- 12 4.6
~ over 17 years 8 5.5 4 47 1 - 4.1 13 5.1

Graduates Whose Present Work Load is 'Less-than-£0% Media-Related
1-4 years 40 25.2 30 33.3 15 68.T 85 31.4
5-8 years : 47 29.7 40 44.3 4 18.1 91 33.6

~

9-12 years 37 23.3 16 17.7 - -- 54 19.5
13-16 years 22 13.8 1 1.1 1 4.5 28 8.8
over 17 years 12 - 7.5 3 3.3 2 9.0 17 6.2

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 2
: of Participants’ Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-3.--Number of Years Institute Graduate Has Spent in
Media-Related Work

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=352) (N=203) (N=48) (11=603)
No % No % No % No %
TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP {combination of two groups below)
1-4 years 29 8.2 26 12.3 17 3%.4 72 11.9
5-8 years 103 29.3 70 4.5 11 22.9 184 30.5
9-12 years 96 27.3 45 22.2 7 14.6 148 24.5
13-16 years 53 15.1 22 10.9 4 8.3 79 13.1
over 17 years. 1 20.2 40 18.8 9 18.7 120 19.9
Graduates Whose Present Work Load 1s '50%-or-More' Media-Related
T=% years 7 7 7 7.7 1T 440 25 9.5
5-8 years 43 29.8 36 39.6 5 20.0 84 32.2
g9-12 years 44 n.4 16 17.6 3 12.0 63 24.2
13-16 years 22 15.2 12 13.2 2 8.0 . 36 13.8
over 17 years : 28 19.4 20 22.0 4 16.0 52 20.0
“Graduates Whose Present Work Load 16 'Less-than-boz Medla-Related
T-4 years 22 . 16.9 . 3.6
5-8 years 60 28.8 34 30.3 6 25.9 100 29.1
9-12 years 52 24.9 29 25.8 4 17.3 85 24.6
13-16 years 31 14.8 10 8.8 2 8.6 43 12.5
over 17 years 43 20.6 20 17.8 5 21.7 68 19.8

NB: Data presented in this table based oa responses to Question 3
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-4.--Highest Degree Held by Participants at Time of Institute

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL

(N=380) (N=227) (N=53) IN=660)
No - % No % No % No %

Degree TOTAL PARTICIPAHT GROUP {combination ot two groups belcw)

High School , . o — .
Associate . - _ 1 1.9 1 0.1
Bachelers 126 33.2 62 27.3 13 24.5 201 3.4
Masters 244 64.2 152 67.0 27 71.1 4323 £5.6
Doctorate 6 1.6 4 1.8 1 1.9 11 1.7
Specialist (A.G.S.) 4 1.0 9 6.0. 1 1.9 14 2.1

Participants ihose Present Work Load 1s '50%Z-or-More” Media-Related

High School ‘

Associate . — _ 1 3.8 1 3
Bachelors 56 37.0 29 32.2 7 265 9 34.3
Masters . 87 59.6 60 66.6 17 65.3 166  62.5
Doctonrate 1 7 - 1 3
Specialist (A.G.S.) . 4 2.8 1 1.1 1 3.8 6 2.8

Participants Whose Present Work Load 1s ‘Less-than-50%" Media-Related

High School

——— ———— — —— —— — — —

Associate e o o o
BacheTors 72307 3 281 6 2.2 11 27.8
Masters 157  67.0 92 67.2 20 74.1 269  67.5
Doctorate 5 2.1 4 2.9 1 37 10 2.5
Specialist (A.G.S.) . 8 59 8 2.0

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 4
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-5.--Highest Degree Now Held by Institute Graduates

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=381) (N=228) (N=53) (N=662)
No % WNo % No % __No %
Degree TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP (combination of two groups below)
High School . . . _
Associate . . _ 1 2.0 1 0.1
Bachelors 58 15.2 38 16.7 5 9.4 101 15.3
Masters 276 72.4 166 72.8 39 73.6 481 72.7
Doctorate 17 4.5 9 3.9 4 7.5 30 4.5
Specialist 30 79 15 6.6 4 7.6 49 7.4

Graduates Whose Present Work Load Is 'HO%-Or-Moré' Medla-Related

High School

Associate _ . 1 3.8 1 .3
Bachelors 17 1.6 17 187 4 153 38 14.4
Masters 105 71.9 66 72.5 17 65.3 188 71.4
Doctorate 10 6.8 2 2.2 2 1.6 14 5.3
Specialist 14 9.6 6 6.6 2 7.6 22 8.3

—_Graduates Whose Présént Work Load Ts™TTess-than-b0% MedTa-ReTated

H‘gﬁ School

Associate — . . _
Bachelors | 41 12.4 21 15.3 1 3.7 63 15.7
Masters 171 72.7 100 73.0 22 81.5 293 73.4
Doctorate 7 2.9 7 5.1 2 7.4 16 4.0
Specialist 16 6.7 -9 6.6 2 7.4 27 6.7

NB: Data presented in this table based on response to Question 5
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).



TABLE A-g.--Psrtic’einte Age at Time of Insiiuwute

1966 1968 1971 - TOTAL

(H=380) (M=227) (M=54) (M=551)
No % Mo & No 7 Ne %

o

2c years or less 10 .8 2.2 6 110 7T KA
26-35 124 226 53 23.3 7 13.0 1&g
36-4% 175 G6H G 10 43,5  #2 B1.9 5 )
46-55 \ 55 15.5 55 24.2 10 18,6 124 12.8
56-over 12 a2 4 1.8 3 5.6 12 2.9

NB: Data prasented in this tabie based on response to Quesiion €
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).



TABLE A-7.--Graduates Present Job Tifles

1966 . 1968 1971 TOTALS

(N=382) (N=228) (N=54) (N=664)
Job Titles {in order of frequency)
Teacher . . v ¢« v ¢ v v v o o .. B3 . ... 34 ... .10 97
Principal . . . « . « . . ¢« .« . 5 . ... 37 ... 2.0... 9
Librarian , . . . . . . . . . .. 12....21 .... 4.... 37
Audiovisual Director . . . . . .2 ... 3 .00 o000 29
Department Head-Chaiyman . . .. 12.... 12 ....-- 24
Audiovisual Coordinator ., . . . . 16 .... 5 1 22
Assistant Superintendent . . .. 15. ... §5 . ... 1.... 2
Librarian AV Coordinator . . . . 13 . A N {0

Director, Instructional Materials Center/Med1a
Center, Learning Resources

Center . . « ¢ v ¢ v v v o o m.... 7 1. 19 -
Superintendent . . . . . .. .. 12 .... 7 - . 19.
Media Specialist . . . .. ... 8.... 5 4 . 17
Teacher Coordinator . ... . . . . 13.... 3 -- . 16
Supervisor of Subject Areas . .. 7.... 7 1. 15
Assistant Principal . . . . . . . a . ... 7 2 . 13
Media Director . . . . . . . .+ . . a .. .. 7 1. 12
Administrator of Federal Programs. 6 .. . . 5 -— . 11
Director Media Services . . ... 9. ... == 2 . 11
Teacher AV Director . . . . . .. 10.... -- 1. 11
Librarian Media Specialist . . .. 3 ... . 5 2 . 10
Coordinator of Instructional

Media « & v ¢ v e b e e e e e 5.... 2 2 . "9
Director/Coordinator of

Instructional Resources . . .. 3 .... 4 2 . 9
District AV Director . . . . . . . 7.... 1 1. 9
Education Specialist . . . . . . . 1.... 6 2 . 9
No Response . . . .+ . . « .« . . 8.... -- 1. 9
Professor of Education . . . . . . 5. ... 1 1. 8
Coordinatar of Instructional.

Materials . . . « . . « . ¢« .. 2.... 4 1. 7
Curriculum Coordinator . . . . . 6 .... =-- 1 7
Supervisor of Media . . . .. .. 4. ... 3 .00 7
Administrative Assistant . ... 3.... 3 ... .-=-.... 6
Audiovisual Consultant . . . . . 3.... 3 . -- 6
Curriculum Director . . . . . . . 6. ... == . - 6
Media Coordinator . . + . . . . . - e .. 5 o000 0. 6
Audiovisual Director-Teacher .. 5. ... == . .. .--.... 5
Coordinator of Educational

Instructional TV . . . . . .. 4 .... 1 ... c==.... 5
Director of Instruction . . . . . 1. ... 3 ...0-=.... 4
Director of Instructional TV .. 3.... -- . ... 1.... 4
Supervisor of Principals . . . . . 4 .. .. == .o =0 ... 4
Director of Libraries . . . . . . 1. 1 o000 2.... 4
Audiovisual Director-Principal . 3. ... == ... .==. .. 3
Director of Instructional '

Materials . . . . . . « . « « . 2 - 1. . 3
Director Instructional Media . . 1 .... 2 -~ .. 3
District Librarian . . . . . .. 2 .. .. 1 - .. 3
Media Communication Specialist . 2 1 - . 3

Q == continyed
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TABLE A-7.--Continued

1966 © 1968 1971 TOTAL
) (N=332) (N=228) (N=54} (H=654)
Job Titles {1n order of frequency) T O
Administrative Supervisor . . . . 2 R o . &
Assistant Superintendent of

Curvicuium . ., . . . . 2 . - . -- 2
Department, Heag -AV ‘nurd1r1tow e 2 e -~ . .
Divector of Media an< Libravies . 1 . . . I - .. 2
Graphics Artist . . . . . .. .. 1T .. .. 1 .. -- ?
Supervisor of !rwﬁ‘“rf"~ﬂ>1 ’ .

Materials . . ..o . . o o o om0 . 2 2
Supervisor of Teachevz . . . . . - [, | 2 . . . .z
Television Teacher . . . . . .. 1.... H .. -~ 2
AV-TV Coordinator . . . . . A N S 1
Curriculum Qirector-AV D1rector e . T .. .. - R

1

Curriculun Materials Specialist . -~ . . . . 1 ... -- L

Instructiora’ Television

dtitization Specialist . . . . =~ o . . . N
Redia Aide . . . .« v . . L e L. e 0T
Media Tach n'iﬂva.LS T P
Professor of Mnde‘. B D A R

'QUb]‘L r’r“r*:; ONL . P —_— L, 1 s e e e - . .
Publis Ratet 1uus v a\ror L T ..
Superviser of AV Servicas . .. -~ . . .. T ... =- .

Superviscr of Instructional ‘
Television. . . . . v o v v T . 0 mm e e e

NB: Data presanted in this table based on responses to Question 7
of Participants' Quest1onna1re (Appendix C)
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TABLE A-8.--Twelve Most Frequent1y Reported -Job T1t1es in Relation to
Percent of Graduates Work Load Spent in Media-Related Activities

Job T1t1ﬁ Reported ' Number of Times Reported
‘Graduates Whose Work Toad is '50%-0r-More” In Media
1. Librarian . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 29
2. Audiovisual Director . . . . . v v v v oL v v v e e 25
3. - Director, Instructional Materials Center/
Media Center/Learning Resource Center . . . .. . .. . .15
Y éoordihator_ ...... e e e e e e e e T e e e e e e 14
5. Media Specialist .. .o ;' ..... AR I
6. Librarian-AV Coordinator . . . . . . . .. e e e e [ ¥4
7. Director/Coordinator, Instructional Resources . . . . . . . 9
8. Director, Media Services . . . . .. e e e W 9
9. Media Director . . ; e e e ,I. e e e e e e e e e e 9
10. Teacher . . . . .-. e e e ; ...... S 1
11. Coordinator of Instructional Mater1a1s ........... 8
12. District Aud1ov1sua1 Director . . . . . . e e e e e e e f- 8

1. Principal . ... ... IR T [«
2. Teacher . } e e e e e e ; P - <
3. Assfstant Superintendent . ..... ‘e .-. - ;,. oo 20
4. Department Head/Chairman . . . . . . ... e e 2
5. Superintendent . . . . . .. ; . ,.,_.' ...... cee . 19
6. Teacher-Coordinator . . . . . oo o v o oL . ; o . 14

', 7. Assistant Principal . . . . . DRI ._; S
8. Supervisor of Subject Areas e e 12
9. Administrator of Federal Programs . . . . . . :f. . ... 10
10. Teacher-Audioviﬁua] Director .\ . . . .. .. T Y
11. Audiovisual Coordinator S e e e e, B
12. Librarian . . . .. S .-. : e e e e e e e e ... B8
©  NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 7

of Part1c1pants Quest1onna1re lAppend1x C)



THBLE A-9.--Percent of Graduates' Work Load Now Spent in
Media-Related Activities ‘

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL

(N=383) (N=228) (N=54) (N=664)
No % No % No % -No ' %
"50%-or-More™ of _ _
Work Load is in Media 147 38.4 91 39.9 27 50.0 264 @ 39.8
'Less-than-50%' of _ .o
Work Load is in Media . 236 61.6 137 60.0 27 50.0 400 60.2

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 8
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-10.--Media Job Levels for Institute Participants/Graduates*

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=382) (N=228) (N=54) (N=664)
Post-Institute
Directive/Administrative 38.5 41.8 34.2 39.3
Professional 23.2 27.0 36.3 25.6
Artistic-Technical 9.0 5.7 9.3 7.9
Clerical-Manual 1n.7 8.8 7.0 10.3
Other ' 17.4 16.6 13.2 16.9
Pre-Ihstitute
Directive/Administrative 29.3 35.5 30.2 31.5
Professional 29.8 31.8 42.7 31.5
Artistic-Technical 8.1 5.9 6.3 7.2
Clerdicai-Manual 12.8 9.2 6.8 11.1
Other 20.0 17.4 13.9 18.6

*Percentages based an mean of responses,

NB: Data presented in this table is based on reSponses'to Questions 9
and 20 of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-11.--Job Levels for Institute Participants/Graduates Whose
Present Work Load is '50%-or-More' in Media-Related Activities*

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL:
(N=146) (N=91) (N=27) (N=264)
- T Ppst-Institute =
Directive/Administrative 3.2 42.7 —31.2 41.8
Professional 31.4 35.1 53.6 ‘ 3.9
Artistic-Technical 12,1 7.9 9.7 0.4
Clerical-Manual . 12.2 10.0 5.2 10.7
Other  ° 1.1 4.3 0.3 2.1
— pre e _
Directive/Administrative 21.5 21.7 3.1 24.6
Professional | ' 37.9 39.5 46.9 39.4
Artistic-Technical 12.5 9.6 7.8 11.0
Clerical-Manual | 4.6 12.5 5.5 12.8
7 2.2

Other - 13.5 10.7 8.

*Peprcentages based on mean of responses.

" NB: Data presented in this table is based on responses to Questions 9
and 20 of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-12.--Job Levels for Institute Participants/Graduates Whose Present
Work Load is 'Less-than-50%'in Media-Related Activities*

1066 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=236) (N=137) (N=27) (N=400)

— ) PostTrsiitute L
Directive/Rdministrative 35.7 41.3 37.2 37.7
Professional 18.3 21.7 19.0 19.5
Artistic-Technical 7.4 4.2 8.8 6.4
Clerical-Manual 11.3 8.0 8.8 10.C
Other 28.4 24.8 26.2 26.4

' T " 'Pre-lnstitute

Directive/Administrative 34.2 40.8 29.4 36.1
Professional 25.0 - 26.8 38.5 26.5
Artistic-Technical 5.7 3.5 4.9 4,9
_Clerical-Manual 11.9 7.1 o 8.1 10.0
Other : 23.7 21.9 10,2 22.5

*Percentages based on mean of responses.

NB: Data presented in this table is based on responses to Questions 9
and 20 of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABIE A-13.--Media Job Functions of Institute Participants/Graduates*

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=382) (N=228) (N=54) (N=664)

......... Post-Institute

Research 2.6 3.1 9.1 2.9
Evaluation 8.5 9.4 10.9 9.0
Design 4.1 4.1 7.9 4.4
Production - 8.5 4.9 6.8 7.1
Logistics 11.5 13.5 9.1 12.0
Utilization 14.0 17.4 15.8 15.3
Organizational Management 14.5 15.7 12.4 14.8
Information Management 7.2 9.0 8.8 8.0
Personnel Management 3.1 7.4 7.1 8.4
Other | 15.9 15.4 16.0 18.0

v T tue —
Research c.0 2.1 3.3 2.l
Evaluation -. 5.0 5.9 8.6 5.6
Design 2.8 3.6 5.9 3.3
Production 9.5 5.2 6.9 7.8
Logistics 14.1 12.2 11.5 13.3
Utilization 17.5 18.3 17.1 17.7
Oryanizational Management 14.0 13.1 11.1 13.5
Information Management 6.7 8.0 5.2 7.0
Personnel Management 5.8 6.6 6.2 6.1
Other 22.4 - 24.9 24.0 23.5

*Percentages based on mean of responses.

NB: Data presented in this table is based on responses to Questions 10
and 21 of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-14.--Media Job Functions of Institute Participants/Graduates
Whose Present Work Load is '50%-or-More' in Media-Related Activities*

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(§4=146) " (N=91) (N=27) (N=264)
' B _ Post-Tnstitute '
Research 3.8 4.1 5.4 4.1
Evaluation 8.8 9.7 13.3 9.6
Design 5,5 5.5 " 6.5 5.6
Production 12.6 6.9 9.4 70.3
Logistics 13.4 17.9 11.5 14.7
Utilization 4.0 14.4 17.8 14.5.
Organizational Managemert : 18.6 15.9 13.0 17.0
Information Management g7 1.7 9.4 10.3
Personne’ Mansgement Q.4 7.7 5.9 8.5
Other 4.3 6.2 7.8 5.3
- Pre-Institute

Research , 1.7 2.6 - &2 2.3
tvaluaticn 4.6 4,9 5.2 5.2
Design _ | 4.5 5.1 4.1 4.4
Production 14,6 7.9 3.9 il.7
Logistics | 17.4 19.4 1.7 17.5
Utilization 16.0 16.7 13.3 16.0
Organizational Management 13.7 14.3 11.5 13.7
Information Management ' 7.6 9.3 6.1 8.0
Personnel Management 4.3 5.0 4.2 ' 4.6
Other 15,9 134 26.7 16,7

*Percentages based on mean of responses.

NB: Data presented in this table is based on responses to Questions 10
and 21 of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-15.--Media Job Functions of Institute Participants/Graduates
Whose Present Work Load is 'Less-than-50%' in Media-Related Activities*

1966 1968 1971 ~ TOTAL

(N=236) " (N=137) ~ (N=27) (N= 400)
-— PostTretitnie — —
Research 2.2 . 1.7 2.7 2.1
“Evaluation | 5.2 6.6 8.0 5.9
Design : 1.9 2.5 7.8 2.5
Production v 6.4 3.4 4.9 5.2
Logistics | 12.1 7.5 1.2 10.5
Utilization 18.3 19.4 20.9 18.9
Organizational Management . - 14,2 | 12.4 10.8 13.3
Information Management 6.1 7l 4.4 6.4
Personnel Management 6.7 7.7 8.2 | 7.1
Other | 26.5  31.6  21.3 28.2
.............................. Prelinstitite
Research ' 2.0 8.0 4.8 2.3
Evaluation - ' _ 8.4 2.4 8.5 8.7
Design 3.3 9.1 9.3 3.7
Production . 6.2 3.2 4.2 5.2
Logistics 10.5 3.5 6.7 10.3
Utilization | 141 10.6 13.8 15.9
‘Organizationa1 Management - 12.2 19.4 11.8 13.3
Information Management 6.0 15.6 8.1 6.5
Personnel Management 8.9 ‘ 7;1 &.2 8.3
Other | 28.4 209 207 21.9

*Percentages based on mean of responses.

NB: Data presented in this table is based on responses to Questions 10
and 21 of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




"TABLE A-16.--Descripiion. of Graduates' Present Media Responsibilities

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=343) (N=211) (N=50) (N=604)
Descriptions* .. No % No % No % No %
TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP combination of two groups beﬁgw)
#1 ‘ 102 29.7 60 .28.4 7 14.0 169 27.9
#2 165 48.2 102 48.3 234 68.0 301  48.8
Other 76 22,1 49 23.8 9 18.0 i34 22,2
Graduates Whoze Work Load is '50%-or-More’ Media-Related
#1 42 28.2 29 32.5 3 11.1 74 28.3
#2 76 53.7 44 49.4 . 21 77.8 143 54.7
Other 25 i7.¥ !6 17.9 3 111 44 16.8
Graduates Whose Work Load is 'Less-than-50% Madia-Related
#1 60 2Av.3 31 25.4 4 7.3 95 27.6
#e _ %7 43.% 88 47.5 13 56,5 5k 46.0
Other 51 25.7 33 27.0 6 26.0 S0 26.2

*Descriptions:

#1: Distrihution of hardware and software to users.

#2: Horking directly with teachers, students and administrators in des 1gr1ng,
implementing, and evaluating the total process of 1earﬁ1n7 and teaching in
terms ¥ specific behaviors.

Other: Combination of #1 and #2, or wmedia raesponsibilities were defined as
"instructional development."

NB: Data presented in this table based on respo ses to Question 11
of Participants® Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-17.--Present Professional Affiliation of Institute Graduates

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL -
' (N=382) (N=228) (N=54) (N=664)
Professional Affiliation No % No % No % No %
"TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP (combination of two groups bélTow)
ETementary-Secondary School 302 79.1 169 /4.1 34 63.0 505  76.l

County-District Agency 26 6.8 20 8.8 6 11.1 52 /.8 |
State Educational Agency 10 2.6 18 7.9 4 7.4 32 4.8
Community College 10 2.6 4 \ 1.8 ‘1 1.9 15 2.3
College and University 20 5.2 7 3.1 ‘6 11.1 33 5.0
Business and Industry _ __ 1 0.4 __ 1 0.2
Military _ . . - .
Government 1 0.3 1 0.4 __ - 2 0.3
Other 13 3.4 8 3.5 3 5.6 24 3.6

——

~Graduates Whose Work Load s ‘Media-ReTated
ETementary-Secondary School 104  71.2 57 . 62.6 17 63.0 178 167.4
County-District Agency 15 103 7 7,7 2 7.4 28 9.1
State Educational Agency 6 4.1 13 143 4 14.8 23 8.7
Community Co11ege 5 3.4 2 2.2 1 3.7 8 3.0

College and University i2 8.2 5 5.5 3 1.1 26 7.6

Business and Industry

Military | _ o o — 1
Government . 1 0.7 1 1.1 2 0.8
Other 3 2.0 6 6.6 9 3.4

’ Graduates Whose Work Load is 'Leéss-than-50%' Media-Kelated
41ementary Secondary Schoo1 198 83.9 112 gr.8 17 63.0 327 gl.7

County-District Agency N 4.7 13 9.5 4 14.8 28 7.0
State Educational Agency 4 1.7 5 3.6 _ 9 2.2
Community College . | 5 2.1 2 1.5 __; 7 1.7
College and University g 3.4 2 1.5 3 11.1 13 3.2
Business and Industry . _ 1 0.7 __ T 0.2
Military — - — o —
Government _ _ —_— —

- Other » 10 43 2 4 3 1" 15 37

2 NB:  Data presented 1in this tabTe based on responses to Question 12
of Participants' Questionnaire endix C).



TABLE A-18.--Institute Graruates Conducting Workshops or Inservice Programs

1966 - 1968 1971 TOTAL
(N=380) (N=223) (N=53) (N=656)
. No % No % No % No %
" "TOTAL : GRADUATE GROUP (combination of two groups below)
YES, have
conducted workshops - 317 83.4 175 78.5 41 77.4 533 81.2
NO, have not . . .
conducted workshops 63 i6.6 48 21.5 12 22.6 123 18.7
o ‘Graduates Whose Work Load is '50%-or-More' Media-Related
YES, have
conducted workshops 135 92,5 N 80.6 21 80.7 227 87.3
NO, have not _
conducted workshops 11 7.5 17 19.3. 5. 19.2 33 12.6
Graduates Whose Work Load is 'Less-than-50%" Media-Related
YES, have

conducted workshops 182 77.7 104 77.6 20 74.1 306 77 .2

'NO, have not .
conducted workshops 52 22.2 31 23.1 7 25.9 90 22.7

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 13
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-19.--Audience for Whom Institute Graduates Conducted Workshops

Paraprofessionals

3920000
06202020 %% % 0202 Gég’?,
T T o

Elementary Classroom Teachers
Secondary Classroom Teachers

Elementary Supervisors and/or Principals

Secondary Supervisors and/or Principals

College Instructors and/or Professors

Other

N 1966 1971
XXX 1968 w93 Averaged TOTAL of all 3 years

NB: Percentages are based on the mean of responses. Data presented in
this table based on responses to Question 14 of Participants'
Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-20.-~Number of Workshops or Inservice Programs Conducted -
Per Institute Graduate '

1968

1966 - 1971 TOTAL,
(N=313) (N=179) (N=43) {N=535)

Number of Workshops No % No % No % No A
- TOTAL "GRADUATE 'GROUP {combination of two groups below) '
1-5 - 144 45,0 108 60.3 3¢ 62.8 282 52.7
5-10 72 23.0 32 29,6 8 18.6 112 20,9
10-15 35 11.1 7 3.9 72 4.6 44 8,2
15-20 ’ 14 4.5 7 3.9 1 2.3 22 4.1
20-25 8 2.6 3 1.7 1 23 12 2.2
over 25 40 12.8 22 12.3 1 2.3 83 i1.8

Graduates Whose Work Load is '50%-or-More' Media-Related '
1-5 - 43 31.8 26 36.1 12 54,5 81 35.4
51D 23 17.0 1% 20.8 5 22.7 43 18.5
10-15 27 16.3 4 5.5 2 9.0 28 12.2
15-20 7 5.7 7 9.7 1 4.5 18 6.5
20-25 6 4.4 3 4,2 1 4.5 10 4.4
over 25 - 34 25,2 37 23.6 1 4.5 52 027

"Graduates Whose Work Load 15 'Less-than-50%' Mec:ia-Related
1-5 101 56.7 82 76.6 18 8h.7 201 65.7
5-10 49 27.5 17 15.9 3 14.3 69 22.5
10-15 13 7.3 3 2.8 __ 16 5.2
15-20 7 38 L 7 2.3
20-25 2 11 o 2 0.6
over 25 6 3.4 5 4.7 _ 11 3.6

-NB: Data presented in this table is based on rééponses to Question 15
of Participants' Questionnaire {Appendix C).



TABLE A-21.-~-Number of Attendees at Workshops or Inservice Programs
Reported in TABLE A-20.

1966 1968 - 1971 TOTAL
(N 382) (N=228) (N=54) (N=664)
Number of Attendees : : No % i % No g
— TOTAL Gmombinatwn ot two groups Fe]oW
T-50 T08 28.3 74 32.5 24 441 3T.0
50-100 76 19.9 30 13.2 9 16.7 115  17.3
100-150 25 6.5 14 6.1 2 3.7 41 6.2
150-200 22 5.8 10 44 2 3.7 34 5.1
200-250 | 17 4.5 10 44 2 3.7 29 4.4
250-300 : 6 4.2 8 35 24 3.6
300-350 6 1.6 &5 22 2 37 13 2.0
350-400 4 1.0 2 09 6 0.9
400-over | 39 10.2 24 105 3 5.6 66 9.9
NR 69 18.1 51 22.4 10 18.5 130  19.6
Graduates Whose Work Load 1S 'b0%-or-More' Media-Related
T-50 30 23.3 18 19.8 11 40.7 63 23.9
50-100 | 26 17.8 13 143 4 14.8 43 16.3
100-150 8 55 5 55 2 7.4 .
150-200 5 3.4 5 55 1 37 11 42
200-250 9 6.2 6 6.6 2 7.4 17 6.
250-300 0 68 5 55 .15 5.7
300-350 3 21 2 22 1 37 6 2.3
350-400 4 2.7 1 11 5 1.9
 400-over 36 24.7 17 187 2 7.4 55 20.8
NR M 7.5 19 20.9 4 14.8 34 12.9

-- continued



TABLE A-27.--continued

5 'Less-thar-50% ' Media-ReTated”

“TGraduates Whose Work Load 13
T-50 78 3.4 56 40.9 13 48.1 143 _ 357
50-100 S50 212 17 12.4 5 185 72 18.0
- 100-150 772 ¢ 66 2 6.5
150-200 17 7.2 5 36 1 3.7 23 5.7
200-250 8 3.4 4 29 12 3.0
 250-300 6 25 3 22 9 2.2
300-350 | 3013 3 22 1 3.7 7 1.7
350-400 107 0.2
400-over - 3,13 7 51 1 37 M 2.7
R | 58 20.6 32 23.4 5 22.2 96 24.0

NB: Data presented in this table is based on responses to question 16
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-22.--Present Salary Compensation for Media Reéponsibi]ities

1966* 1968* 1971 TOTAL
(N=309) (N=168) (N=47) (N=524)
No % No % No % . No %

TOTAL® GRADUATE GROUP {combination of two groups below)

Same salary base

- as classroom teacher 188 60.8 119 70.8 28 59.6 335 63.9
100-300 more 14 a5 7 42 1 20 2. 4.2
300-600 more 16 5.2 6 3.6 2 4.2 24 4.6
600-900 more 15 4.8 4 2.4 4 8.5 23 4.4

900-1200 more 12 3.9 5 3.0 3 6.4 20 -3.8
over 1200 more 44 14,2 23 13:7 4 8.5 71 . 13.5
other - 20 6.5 5 106 29 _ 5.5

"""" Graduates Whose Work Load 1s ' i rbﬂore' ﬁ dia-Re1éted

Same salary base

N

as classroom teacher 67 50.3 46 63.8 14 56.0 127 55.
100-300 more 4 3.0 2 2.7 __ 6 2.6
300-600 more 4 3.0 5 6.9 1 4.0 10 4.3
600-900 more 11 8.2 1 '1.3 4 16.0 16 6.9

900-1200 more ' 7 5.2 2 2.7 1 4.0 '10 4.3

over 1200 more _ 33 24.8 14 19.4 2 8.0 49 21.3

| other 7 52 2 2.6 3 12.0 12 5.2
Graduates Nhose Work Load is "Less-than-50%" Media-Related

Same salary base

as classroom teacher 121 68.7 73 7.0 14 63.6 208 70.7
100-300 more 10 5.6 5 5.2 1 4.5 16 5.4
300-600 more 12 6.8 1 1.0 | 1 4.5 14 4.7
600-900 more | 4 2.2 3 K 7 2.3

\ 900-1200 more 5 2.8 3 31 2 9.0 10 3.4
~over 1200 more 11 6.2 9 9.3 2 9.0 22 7.4
other 13 7.2 2 2.0 2 9.0 17 5.7

¥ Eight responses from 1966 and two from 1968 were classitied as 'other':
although they reported additional monetary compensat1on, they did not designate the
amount of the increment.

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 17
of Part1c1pants Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-23.--Post Institute Changes in Graduates' Job Assignments
) S
1966 1968 1971 ‘TOTAL
(N=378) (N=222) (N=54) (N= 654)
No %2 _No £ _No % No %
~TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP (Combination of "two groups bélow)

No change 1n
job assignment s -~ 230 60.8 155 69.8 45 83.3 430 65.7

| Changed because of
disenchantment with

school system post '
institute 5 1.3 2 0.9 2 3.7 9 1.4

Changed because of
new opportunity as

result of 1nst1fu+’
training 41 10.8 16 7.1 2 3.7 59 9.0

Other* ' 102 27.0 49 22, 1 5 9.3 156 23.8
‘GFaduates Whose Work Load 1s '50%-or-More' Media-Related '

No change 1n
job assignment 95 65.1 59 62.3 22 81.5 176 67.2

Changed because of:

disenchantment with

school system post ' ' o .
institute _ 1 . 0.7 . 1 3.7 2 0.8

Changed because of

new opportunity as

result of institute - ,
training _ 20 13.7 12 13.8 1 3.7 33 12,6

 Other* a 30 206 18 202 3 11.1 51 19.5

Graduates Whose Work Load is 'Less-than-50%' Media-Related
No change 1n - :
job assignment 135 .58.2 .96 67.2 23 85.2 254 64.8

‘Changed because. of

disenchantment with

school system post o . '
institute v 4 1.7 2 1.5 1 3.7 7 1.8

Changed because of

new opportunity as

result of institute o

training 21 9.0 4 3.0 1 3.7 26 6.6

Other* 72 21,0 31 23.3 2 7.4 105 26.8 . -1
*0ther 1ncludes promotions within the education system not necessarily attributable
to institute training (e.g., principals, supervisors, super1ntendent/éssistant
superintendents).
NB: Data presented in this table based on response to Quest1on 18

of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C)




TADLE A-24.--Participants' Job Titles Prior to Institute Training

1966 1968 - 1971 TOTAL

Job Titles (ir_crder i frequency;

3
oo
S
e
s
)
S

Teacher . . . . v . v . . . 137

Pyincipal o 0 o 0 . 0 0 e e 4% . ¥
Librarian « » « v v o v v e e e e a2 000, 32 ...

el
o
b.7]
oo

oo

.
e

o<

Teachar-Cgoovrdinator . . . . « . . . 3., ... 0. ... =- . R 15
Audiovizizal Divestor o o o . o . 21 . ... 10 00 300 L, 38
Audiovisyal Loordingtor . oL L L o240 0 L, E . R X
Department Hoad-Chairman . . . . A £ R [ £
Supevintendeni | e e e e v . - A K
Assistant Principel . . . . .. .. e e ... 12
No Response . . v . . e o e - e c e e B 4

L
Audiovisual Dirvector-Tescher . . . .1
Protassor of Fducetion . . . o . .
Supervisor of subject deess .. .
Teacher-AY Divector . . . . . . ..
tibrarian-AY Coordinator . . . . .
Medin Speciaiists . . Coe e
Andiovizual UzYc'uw‘“DVTI aal . .
Curriculum Coovrdrnator | .
Director of Insrrurt1onan Matﬁr1a1=.
fdministrator of Federal Frograms
Azsistant Superintendent . . . . .
Curriculum D‘rﬂc‘"f C . .
Director, Instructiona’ MaumvldTS

(enter/ Mea1a Center,

Learning Resources Centar . o .
Audigvisual Consuitant . . . . .
Adiiinistrative fAszistart . . . .
Cocrdingtor of Instruciivnal

O =41

ol
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1
1

—
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1
H
~i

-

o
.
» v 0+ e B e e s -

~
.
(83 e RSN

Materfale .« . v v 0 v v v 0 4 s e e e AU R .
Director ¢f Ipstruction ., . . . . e e A
Education Spacialist . . . . . .. . e e T

Graphics Ar{fau f e e e e e
Librarien-Media Specialist . . . .
Librarian-Teacher . . . « . + .+
Cosrdinator of Instyructionai Media .
Depariment Head-AV Coordinator . . .
Director Media Services . . . . . .
Media Director . + . v . 4 ¢« o .
TV Teacker . . . . . .
Coordinator of tducati uv~1f
Instructiona’ TV . , " e e e
Director of Inftwurt1ona1 TV . ..
Director of Libvavries . ., . . . . .
Distyrici AY Divector ., . . o . . .
Media Coordinator . . v v v v v v v =~ v v o v 3L, e e
Supervisor of AV Services . . . « o ==, oo 3.0 00 e el
Supervisor a. Media Services . . . 2 . .. . 1T o o e == o
Director of Media and Libraries . . 2
District Librarian . . . v v v v v mm i i e e 2 0 i e e Tl e e e
o Media Communication Specialist . . 1. ... 1 ..., == ...

IERJ]:‘ Public Relations Divector . . v . . T ... == o0 Voo
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TABLE A-24.--Continued
1966 1968 1971 . TOTAL

Job Titles (in order of frequéncy)

Supefvisor of Instructional

Materials . . . « « ¢« o ¢ ¢« o e O
Supervisor of Principals . . . .. 2. ... - .. .. ==..L . 2
Assistant Supervisor of _

Curriculum . . . . . e e e e e T oo oo == v ==L 1
AV-TV Coordinator . . . . . . . . 1 -- -, 1
Computer-Assisted Instruction

Teacher Specialist . . . . . . . T
Curriculum Director - AV Director . 1 . ... == . ... ==, ... 1
Curriculum Materials Specialist . . -- . . . . 1T .. .. ==, ... 1
Department Head=-AV Director . . . . 1. ... ==L, ., .. ==, ... 1
Director, Instructional Technology .-- . . . . 1 . ... ==, ... 1
Instructional TV Utilization

Specialist . . . . . . R O e T
Media Aide « « « « & + ¢« « + R s 1T... .1
Professor of Media . . . . . . . . I T T .

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 19
of Participants' Cuestionnaire {Appendix C).




TABLE A-25.--Pre-Institute Professional Affiliation of Institute Graduates

1966 1968 1971 ' TOTAL
(N=382) (N=228) - (N=54) (N=664)
% No % No % No %

0
~TOTAL CRADUATE GROUP (combination of two groups below)

ETementary-Secondary School 332- 8.9 179 /8.5 35 64.8 546 B82.7

County-District Agency 16 4.2 18 7.9 8 14.8 42 6.3
State Education Agency 4 1.0 15 6.6 2 3.7 21 3.2
College or University 17 4.5 6 2.6 4 7.4 27 4.1
Community College 4 1.0 3 1.3 1 1.9 8 1.2
Business and Industry . . 1 1.9 1 0.2
MiTlitary _ . . _ _
Government 1 0.3 __ 1 19 2 0.3
Other 8 2.1 7 3.1 2 3.7 17 2.6

Graduates Whose Work Load is '50%-or-More’ Media-ReTated

ETementary-Secondary School ¢l 9.1 116 83.9 1/ 3.0 34/ 8b6.7

County-District Agency - 5 2.1 11 8.0 6 22.2 22 5.5
State Education Agency 1 0.4 4 29 _ 5 1.2
College or University 8 3.4 1 0.7 2 7.4 11 2.7
Community College 2 0.8 1 0.7 _  _ 3 0.7
Business and Industry _ . - —
Military __ o o ___
Government S . . _ _ .
Other 5 2.1 5 3.7 2 7.4 12 2.9

Graduates Whose Work Load 1S 'Less-than-50%' Mcdia Related

Elementary-Secondary School 117 80.1 64 70.3 118 66.7 199 75.4

County-District Agency 11 7.5 7 7.7 2 7.4 20 7.6
State Education Agency 3 Z.0 11 120 ‘ 2 7.4 16 6.1
College or University 9 . 6.2 5 5.5 2 7.4 16 6.1
Comnunity College 2 14 2 22 v 37 5 19
Business and Industry 1 371 0.4
Military _ . _ - . _
Government . 1 0.7 __ 1 3.7 2 0.8
Other 321 2 2.2 o 5 1.9

.2 —
NB: wvata presented in this table based on responce to Question 22
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-26.--Most ¥aluable Activities in Meeting Institute Objectives

as Ranked by Institute Graduates

. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Scheduled 1966 * —
Classroom 1968 = -
Activities 1977 e - -
Guest 1366 » X
Lecturers J968 %~ X
(consultants) 1971 » ¥
SE]f" ]9’06 ™ 4
Instructional 1868 x .
Programs 1977 %~ S

1986 % -
Production 1068 % 4
l.abs 1877 ¥ X
Field TS % .,
Experiences 1968 s i,
(Practicum) 1971 %= -

1968 » ¥
Simutation 1968 x ¥
Activities 1971 e ~X
Profescsional T Mo
Experiences TG et

{nationad conven- 1277 Fee———X
tions, professional
associations, etc.)

J

MB: Data presented in bhis table based on response to Question
of Participants’ Questionnaive (Appendix C).

MOST
VALUABLE -



TABLE A-27.--Most Important Content Areas of Media Institutes as Ranked
by Total Graduate Group

, MOST
4 3 2 1 IMPORTANT
1966  Yememe———x
Communications 1968 Y—e———x .
1971 e —X
1966 NR
Computers . 1968 NR
1971 NR
, 1966 Y X
Graphics 1968 x —
Production 1971 NR
1966 Y%— X '
Instructional 1968 x X
Development 1971 Y —
' 1966 NR
Library 1968 NR
Training 1971 NR
1966 X% Y
Media 1968 NR ' :
Operation 1971 Y= —_
1966 NR
Photography 1968 NR
19717 NR
1966 NR
Programmed 1968 - "NR
Instruction 1971  Yemeo—x
1966 NR
Retrieval 1968 NR
Systems 1971 NR
1966 NR .
" Television 1968 Y= —
1971 NR

'NR = NOT RANKED as one of the four most important content areas.

NB: Data-presented in this table based on responses to.Question 24
of Participants’ Quest1onna1re (Append1x c).

*of TABLE A-27. Data b1ased due to heavier response from one institute whose
emphasis was on instiuction television.




TABLE A-28.--Most Important Content Areas of Media Institutes as Ranked
by Two Different Graduate Groups

4

3 2

MOST
1 IMPORTANT

‘Media-Related

Communications
Computers

Graphics
Production

Instructional
Development

Library
Training

Media
Operation

Photography

- Programmed
Instruction

Retrieval
Systems

Television

1966
1968

1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

1966
1968
1971

e,

Graduates'WhoserPresent Work- Load is '50%-or-More’

AYS

N

 Hmmrmm———X

I A Y

(V]
N

NR
NR

¥

%

*x L

£< J( x

-~ continued



TABLE A-28.--continued

MOST
4 3 .2 1 IMPORTANT

Graduates Whose Present Work Load 1s 'Less-than-50%' Media-Rélated

1966 NR
Communications - 1968 NR
- 1966 NR
Computers 1968 NR
1971 NR
1966 —X
Graphics 1968 Y —
Production 1971 Fe———x
_ 1966 = —
Instructional . 1968 e ' X
Development 1971 Y- ' X
1966 NR
Library . 1968 NR
Training 1971 NR
1966  »— X
Media 1968 Y X
Operation 1971 Yo —X
1966 NR
Photography 1968 NR
1971 NR
1966 NR -
Programmed " 1968 NR
Instruction 1971 NR
1966 NR
Retrieval Systems 1968 NR
1971 NR
1966 Y———mnon-x
Television 1966
1971 NR

NR = NOT RANKED as one of the four most important content areas.

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 24
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-29.--Leaét Important Content Areas of Media Institutes
as Ranked by Institute Graduates

LEAST
Content Area . 4 3 2 1 IMPORTANT
1966 NR
Communications - 1968 NR
1971 NR
1966 - X
Computers 1968 x X
1971 x- X
. . 1966 NR
Graphizcs 1968 NR
Production 1971 NR
1966 NR
Instructional 1968 NR
Development 1971 AR
1966 %= X
Library 1968 x- —
Training 1971 %= -X
1966 NR
Media 1968 RR
Operation 1971 NR
1966 NR
Photography 1968 ¥—————x
1971 NR
1966 ¥————xX
Programmed 1968 NR
Instruction 1971  Y————x
1966 = —_—
Retrieval 1968 x X
Systems 1971 % —X
1966 NR
Television " 1968  e————X -
1971 NR

NR = NOT RANKED as one of the four least important content areas.

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 25
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-30.--Adequacy of Institute Training, in Relation to Institute
Objectives, as Expressed by Institute Graduates

1966 1968 1971 TOTAL

(N=380) (N=227) (N=54) (N=661) .
_No % No % No % No 5 -
TOTAL GRADUATE GROUP " (Combination of two groups below)
Extremely Adequate 123 32.4 60 26.4 7 13.0 190 '28.2
Very Adequate 190 50.0 111 48,9 23 42.6 324 49.0
Adequate - 55 14.5 42 18.6 19 35.2 116 17.6
Somewhat Adequate 8 2.1 10 4.4 5 9.3 23 3.5
Not Adequate 4 1.1 4 1.8 __ 8 1.2

Graduates Whose Présent Work Load is '50%-or-More’ Media-Related

Extremely Adequate 51 34,9 25 275 3 11.1 79 29.9
Very Adequate | 73 50.0 42 46,1 13 48.1 128  48.6
Adequate | 17 1.6 16 - 17.6 8 29.6 41  15.5
Somewhat Adequate 4 2.7 5 5.5 3 11.1 12 4.5
Not Adequate ' 1 0.7 3 3.3 . __ 4 1.5
. Graduates Whose Present Work Load is 'Less-than-50% Media-Related

Extremely Adequate 72 30.8 35 26.5 4 13.8 111 27.9
Very Adequate 177 50.0 69 50.7 10 34.5 196  49.4
Adequate 38 16.2 26 19.1 11 37.9 75 18.9
Somewhat Adequate : 4 1.7 5 3.7 2 6.9 11 2.8

0

Not Adequate 3 1.3 1 0.7 _ 4 1.

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 26
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-31.--Adequacy of Institute Media Facilities and Equipment, in
‘ Relation to Learning Objectives, as Expressed by Institute

Graduates

1966 - 1968 1971 TOTAL

(N=377) (N=223) (N=53) =~ (N=653)
. No % " "No % No % No A

~TOTAL® GRADUATE'GW {combination of two groups velow)

Extremely Adequate 99 26.3 68 30.5 13 24.5 180 27.5
Very Adequate | 168 44.6 90 40.4 16 30.2 274 41.9
" Adequate 89 23.6 45 20.2 18 34.0 152 23.3
Somewhat Adequate 5 4.0 17 7.7 6 11.3 38 5.8
Not Adequate | 6 1.6 3 1.3 | 9 1.4

‘Graduates Whose Present Work Load 1 '50%<or-More' Média-Related

Extremely Adequate 13 10.1 28 31.1 5 19.2 64 24.4
Very Adequate - 68 53.1 30 33.3 9 34.6 107 40.8
Adequate _ 38 29.7 21 23.3 7 26.9 66 25.2
Somewhat Adequate 7 5.5 10 11;1 5 19.2 22 8.4
Not Adequate 2 | 1.6 1 1.1 | 3 1.1

------- SR s Presert Tork Toad T Last Thar- 507 WeATaReTa e

Extremely Adequate " 68 29.4 40 30.0 8 29.6 116 29.7
Very Adequate 100 43.3 60 45.1 -7 _25.§ 167 42,7
Adequate 51 22.1 24 18.0 11 40.7 86 22.0
Somewhat Adequate 8 35 7 53 1 37 16 4
Not Adeguate 4 17 2 15 __ 6 15

NB: Data presented in this table based cn responses to Question 27
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-32.--Institutional Setting Most Beneficial in Preparing
Graduate for Current Job

1966 1968 .1971 TOTAL
(N=237) (N=134) (N=29) (N=400)
No % No % _No % No %

TOTAL "GRADUATE GROUP

Technical Institute

— e— m— B e e —

Community College 1 94 1 o2
Four-year College 27 11.4 20 14.9 2 6.9 49 12.2:
Graduate School 68 28.7 50 37.3 7 24.% 125 31.2
Media Institute 93 39.2 29 21.6 8 27.6 130 32.5
On-the-Job | 45 19.0 32 23.9 11 -38.0 88 22.0
Other 3 01.3 3 2.2 1 3.4 7 1.7

Graduates Whoseé Presént Work Load is '50%-6r-More’ Media-Related =~~~

Technical Institute

Community College

Four-year College . 4 1 o 5 3.4
Graduate School 21 15 4 «__ 40 27.6
Media Institute 45 . 15 6 __ 66 455
On-the-Job 16 12 6 __ 34 23.4
Other | |

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 28
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C). Many respondents checked
more than one item .in answer to this question--all of which responses
had to be discounted for purposes of this tabulation. Thus, the
response shown in this table is Tow.




TABLE A-33.--Content Areas Graduates Feel are Critical to
Their Job Performance

Content Areas Number of Graduates

(in order of frequency) Writing in Item
Production . . . ¢ v v ¢« ¢ ¢ vt e e b e e e e e e e e e e e e e 47
Instructional Development . . . . ¢« v ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ 4 ¢ o o o o o o . 25
Media Utilization . . « & ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ v v e 0 v 4 v v v e o s o o o o o 24
Administration of Media  Programs (budget, personnel) . . . . . .. . 20
Television (CCTV, CATV, ITV, ETV). . . « v v v v ¢ v 5 v v v v o v & 17
Communication Techniques and Theory .. . « ¢ v ¢ v v ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v o 15
Media Operation . . . & ¢« ¢ ¢ v v v v o o o v v s b e e e e e e 14
Update for New Innovations . . . . . . ¢ ¢« v v v v v v v v v a v o 14
Organizational Management . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v ¢« e v v v 0 v 12
Individualized Instruction . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v v v v v v v v 0 1
Instructional Design . . « ¢« & v v v v ¢ i v b i b e e e e e e e 1
Basic Library Training . « « « v ¢ ¢ ¢« v 4 0 v v vt o o o o v v 0 o . 10
Evaiuation of Instructional Programs . . . . . . « ¢« « ¢ ¢ v v « « . 10
New Educational Technology Trends . . « « ¢ ¢« v ¢« v ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v o o 9
Equipment Repair/Maintenance . . . . . « . . . ¢ . . 0 00000 8
Evaluation of Hardware and Software . . . . . . . . . . . . .. e e W 7
Information Retrieval Systems . . . . . . . . . . e e e i e e e s e 7
Inservice Programs for Faculty . . . . . . . . . oo v oo v o 7
Organization of Instructional Mater1a1s Center . . . + v v v v v o 7
Photography « « & v ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ 4 4 v o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 7
Learning Theories . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 6
Selection of Hardware and Software . . . . . . . ¢ . ¢ v v v v v . 6
Computer Assisted Instruction (Application of Computers to

EAUCELTON) . & v v o v e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 4
Subject Content Areas . . &« v v v ¢« it i e e e e e e e e e e e e 4
Programed Instruction . . &« . © © o 0 v i 0 0 e e e ot e e e e e 3
Systems Approach . . . . ¢ ¢ i i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 3
Behavioral Objectives . . i & ¢ v ¢ v it v e v v e e e e e e e e e 2
Facilities Planning for Media Programs . . . . . . . . ¢« . . . ¢ . . 2
Learning Strategies . . . . . . . . . o . o ... C e e e e e e e e 2
Retrieval Systems . . . . . e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2
TV Production . . & v i v v i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2
Information Dissemination . . . . . & ¢ v ¢ v v ¢t v v et e e e e 1
Paraprofessional Training . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢t v 4 o o o o o v o o o 1

NB: Data presented in this table based on responses to Question 29
of Participants' Questionnaire (Appendix C).




TABLE A-34.--Graduates' Recommendations for Future Media
Institute Emphasis

Content Areas Number of Graduates
(in order of frequency) Writing in Item
Instructional Development . . . . . . . . . . . . v v v v 4 .. 36
Production . . . . . . . v v 0 s o e e e e e e e e e oL . 34
Television (CCTV, CATV, ITV, ETV) . .. . .. .. e e e e e 26
Media Utilization . . . . &+ . . . . . v o o v v v o e 23
Individualized Instruction-. . . . . . . . .. P - .19
Inservice Programs for Faculty . . . . . . . . .« . . . . . . .. LT
Administration of Media Programs (Budget, Personnel) . . . . . . . . 14
Organization of Instructional Materials Centers . . . . . . . . .. 14
Update for New Innovations . . . . . . . . . . . . . v o v o .. 12
Computer Ass1sted Instruction {Application of Computers to
Education}. & & v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 11
Organizational quagement .................. . . . 10
New Educational Technology Trends . . . . . . . . . . . .. e . .9
Communication Techniques and Theory . . . .. . . . . . . .. . .. 8
Evaluation of Instructional Programs . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . 8
Instructional Design . . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e 8
Systems Approach . . . . . . . .« . .o oo L0 e P
Basic Library Training . . . . . & © © v i v v v e e e e e e e e 6
Media Specialist Role . . . . . . . . . « « v« . v o v . .. . . . .6
Programed Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . ¢ . . o 0. 6
Information Retrieval Systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 5
“Photography . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e i e e e e e e . b
Behavioral Okjectives . . . . . . . . . « . . . .. S
Selection of Hardware and Software . . . . . . . . . . . ... . .. 4
Equipment Repair/Maintenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 3
Learning Theories . . . . . . . . . . . « .. .. e e e e e 3
Retrieval Systems . . . . . . .. « . . . ... e e e e e oo . 3
Facilities Planning for Media Programs . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. 2
Media Operations . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. e e e e e e e e e 2
Paraprofessional Training . . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e 2
Evaluation of Hardware and Software . . . . . . .. . . ... ... 1
Subject Content Areas . . . . . . v v ¢ v e v e e e e e e 1
TV Production . . . . . . . . .. . . .. e e e e e e e e e e 1

NB: Data presented in this table based on response to Question 30
of Participants' Quest1onna1re (Append1x C).




TABLE A-35.--Participant/Graduates' General Comments

NB: Participant/graduates were given open-ended space for gemeral
commente regarding the educational media institute experience.
Included in this table is a representative sampling of comments.

The best tréining and preparation for the use of media
I have ever had. Was better than one full year of
college training.

Had you asked me as soon as I returned from the Institute, I wouldn't have
considered it (the institute) as valuable as I do now since I have had
time to apply what I learned, because I didn't realize how much it would
benefit me until I'd been put to the test.

Media institute did not permit individualization (pupils)
relative to d1str1ct (school) needs.

The outcome of the Media Institute was to initiate a plan of action
appiicable to each participant's experiential level. My plan of

action within my school led to recognition from the District and has
helped immeasurably in my career in the Media field at the District 1evel.

I attended the Media Institute during the summer of 1966
and felt there were far too many hours spent in the classroom.

One of my most outstanding experiences was a practicum in which I was
permitted to have much ‘'hands on' experience.

I have chosen to remain in the classroom. But in many ways
I feel I can more directly affect the 1ives of children and
media plays a large part in this endeavor.

I am returning to administration. I feel I can be a prime factor in
creating an operational media program thanks to the training of the institute.

Before an. institute is conducted, the state legislature should
be 'sold' on the importance of the program so that the
Department of Education can be funded especially for

these positions.

Although not presently employed directly in the Media area as such, the
Media Institute has helped me immeasurably in helping teachers select,
purchase and utilize both equipment and materials.

My media training has made it possible for me to develop
and operate a county-wide media center.

The institute was great. I came home all fired up. The problem is to get
the Administration 'all fired up’.

Concerning institutes--keep them available in all educational
disciplines.



APPENDIX B

~ Tables B-1 through B-20




TABLE B-1.-~Number of Educational Media Institutes Conducted (1965-71)]

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL

Short Term? 36 37 34 20 10 2 3 14
Long Term3 0 0 0 1 7 10 13 31
Totals 36 37 34 21 17 12 16 173
: _

Data based on the annual institute program announcements of the U.S. Office of
Education,

2Short Term institutes were conducted in three months or less.

3Long Term institutes were conducted in four months or more.

TAB!'E B-2.~-Long and Short Term Educational Media Institutes
Represented in Response of Institute Directors
to LTI Questionnaire

1965 1966 1967 1968 1965 1970 1971 _ Total

Short Terr® 9 1 16 12 4 2 0 53
Long Tern® 0 0 0 1 2 5 6 15
Totals 9 1 16 13 6 7 6 68

NB: Data presented in this table based only on responses to Question 3
of Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D{. One of the 69 directors completing
the quescionnaire did not respond to Question 3.

4Short Term institutes were conducted in three months or less.

5Long Term institutes were conducted in four months or more.




TABLE B-3.--Federal Support Dollars Reported by 69 Institute Directors

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL
(N=9) (N=11) (N=16)  (N=14) (N=6) (N=7) (N=6)  (N=69)

TOTAL $506,251 619,465 982,105 624,168 360,102 538,522 413,631 4,044,235 |

Average per _ - _
Institute 63,281 61,947 70,150 56,743 61,220 76,932 68,939 58,612

NB: Data preéented in this table based on responses to Question 4
of the 69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).
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TABLE B-5.--Percent of Time in Institute Program Devoted to Training
for Particular Functional Competencies

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL

Research 3.4% 6.0¢4 4.3% 2.8 2.0%5 9.0% 12.3% '5.1%
Evaluation 7.9% 11.6% 8.5% 14.9% 13.6% 17.0% 10.3% 11.5%
Design - 8.1% 15.9%‘ 9.1% 15.6% 17.0% 14.0% 26.2% 14.1%:
Production 23.1% 23.5% 20.7% 28.9% 26.0% 18.0% 15.7% 22.9%
Logistics 8.1% 7.4% 6.8% 3.7% 2.4% 6.0% 4.7% 5.8%
Utilization 26.9% 15.1% 23.5% 18.2% 16.0% 13.0% 14.3% 19.1%
Organization .

Management 11.3% 10.3% 7.9% 6.5 5.0% 4.0% 7.8% 7.9%
Information

Management 5.5 5.0 4.8%2 5.4% 11.0% 4.0% 4.7%  5.5%
Personnel

Management 4,5% 4.4% 5.6% 3.8% 5.0% 3.0% 4.7% 4.5%
Other* = - 7% .8%  2.0% 12.0% --  1.6%

NB: Data presented in this table based on the mean average of responses to
Question 7 of the 69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire
(Appendix D).

*This category reflects the 'no responses' to Question 7. Many institute
directors emphasized that due to a lapse of time their responses were at
best a 'guess'.




TABLE B-6.--Percent of Time in Institute Program Devoted to Training
for Particular Educational Media Responsibility Levels

~ 196519661967 1968 1969 1970 1971  TOTAL

Directive/ : .
Administrative  59.3% 58.8% 55.5% 37.5% 7.0% 13.6% 29.2% 42.2%
Professional 30.4% 33.5% 35.3% 60.8% 77.6% 78.4% 65.7% 50.7% .
Artistic/ ‘

Technical 5.04 7.8% 8.3% 1.9% 12.0%4 6.4% 5.04 6.2%
Clerical/

Manual 1.3% - - -- 3.0% - - A%

Other* | - - % - — 1.8% - .3%

NB: Data presented in this table based only on the mean average of-resnonses
to Question 8 from the 69 institute directors comp]et1ng the D1rectors
Questionnaive (Appendix D).

*This category reflects the 'no responses' to Question 8. Many institute
directors .emphasized that due to a lapse of time their responses were at
best a 'guess'.



TABLE B-7.--Percent of Time in Institute Program Devoted to Particular
Training Activities

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL

Scheduled Class-

room Lectures 35.0% 34.5% ©29.5% 29.5% 14.0% 18.4% 28.8% 28.6Y%
Guest

Lectures 12.5% 8.6% 11.1% 10.4% 12.0% 9.4% 6.2% 10.4%
Self-Instruction

Programs 8.1% 3.2% 9.1% 8.5% 12.0%2 9.6% 7.2% 8.0%
Production ‘ ]

Labs 28.8% 23.0% 22.0% 29.0% 30.0% 14.6% 21.5% 24.7%
Field -

Experience 5.6% 4.7% 9.4% 7.3% 23.0% - 5.6% 23.7% 9.7%
Simulation '

Activities 3.1 1.4% 6.9% 2.7% 7.04 9.7% 3.0%4 4.6%
Professional

Experiences | 1.3 3.6% 5.1% -- 2.04 1.0% .8, 2.2%
Other2 5.6% 21.2% 1.3% 12.0% -- 31.9% 6.0% 12.4%

NB: Data presented in this table based only on the mean average of responses to
Question 9 of the 69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire
(Appendix D). :

Te. g., national conventions, organization of local chapters of professional
associations, etc. .

- 2This’ category raflects the 'no responses' to Question 9. Many institute
d1rectors emphaszzed that due to a lapse of time their responses were at

best a 'guess’.




~ TABLE B-8. --Most Valuable Training Activities in Meeting Institute
Objectives, as Ranked by Institute Directors

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 most
. . . . . . valuable
Scheduled 1965
Classroom 1966
Activities 1967
1968
1969
1970

1971
Total Average

>

sk J:

at X X a: >‘< >1: 1: a:

J< >*

Guest 1965
Lectures 19656
1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

Total Average

& J< * :L

>

*

¥ X X i< X Tt ﬁF X
>

Self- 1965
Instructional- 1966
Programs - 1967
1968

1969

1970

1971

Total Average

x

b

X DL‘

*

x T x X T X X X
sk

k %k

Production 1965
Labs 1966
1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

Total Average

x

Lo

X T 7( T T x ﬂ< X

%

Field - 1965
Expariences 1966
: 1967
1968

1969

1970

1971

Total Average

*

X X T X 1( x T X'
x )L

%

TABLE continued on next page




TABLE B-8.--continued

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 most
. : . . . . -~ valuable
Simulation 1965 ¥———x
Activities 1966 NO response
1967 % —X-
1968 »— X
1969 x X
1970 x X
1971 % X
Total Average x X
Professionafi1 1965 noO reésponse
Experiences 1966 ¥——x

1967 no response
1968 NnO response
1969 %———x

1970 no response

1971 Yo
Total Average

Other? 1965 x
1966 »
1967 ¥——x
1968 s—=mm—x
1969 noO response
1970 »——x
1971 no response
Total Average y——m—x

k

*

NB: Data presented in this table based only on responses to Question 10 of the
69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).

e.dg., national conventions, organization of local chapters of professional
associations, etc.

2Responses to this item included: Demonstrationé, consultations with staff
and small group instruction, evaluation of childrens television programming,
informal meal-time discussions.



TABLE B-9.--Content Areas Which Best Characterize Institute Training,
as Ranked by Instituted Directors

3 2 1 most
important

Communications 1965
Theory 1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
Total Average

*

x

x

Graphics 1965
Production 1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
Total Average

x

X X X XXX x .

]

X 3
&

|

Instructional

Development 1965
196€
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971

Total Average

sk

*

x

> X a< a< X .‘f a< [I

J< X J( J(

Library 1965 no response
Training - 1966 noO response
' 1967 NO response
1968 .no response
1969 ¥———x
1970 nNO response .
1971 noO response

Total Average

Media 1965

Operation 1966

v ’ 1967

1968 *

1963 no response

1370

1971

Total Average x X

NB: Data presented in this table based only on responses to Question 11 of the
69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).

<><>¢>r _
K

x

X

AVS

K X X

A'4

In the Questionnaire, other possible choices for Question 11 (to which there
were no responses at all) were: computers, photography, programed instruction,

o retrieval systems, television, and an 'other' category.




TABLE B-10.--Content Areas Least Impcrtant in Institute Training,
as Ranked by Institute Directors

4 3 2 1 1least
. . . important

Computers 1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
Total Average

x

*

*

J< *

Library 1965
Training 1966
1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

Total Average

*

F]TMXT :s><>s1<><>g:g>f

~
4
\

il

Programed 1965
Instruction 1966 %———x

1967 no response

1968 *

1969 no response

1970 " no response

1971

Total Average

%

Retrieval 1965
Systems 1966
1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

Total Average

:JK *

x :L< X

:F:F>f>FI:f:F:F ]I

*

Television 1965 no response
1966 no response
1967 *——x
1968 NG response
1969 x
1970 %——x
1971  no@ response

Total Average

NB: Data presented in this table based only on the responses to Question 12
- of the 69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).

In the Questionnaire, other possible choices for Question 12 (to which there
were no responses at all) were: communications, graphics production,
instructional development, media operation, photography and an ‘other'
category.




TABLE B-11.--Type of Commitment from Participants' School System as
Evidence of Support for Media Institute Tra1ning

1965 "1966° 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL

RELEASE TIME for media on
return to school system 64.5% 50.8% 17.1% 40.8% 79.9% 72.4% 27.9% 55.3%
MONETARY SUPPCRT for
participant during :
institute 12.7% 1.5% 20.7% 1.4% 1.3% 11.8% 1.5% 9.7%
NEW POSITION for
institute graduate 16.6% 35.5% 10.5% 4.4% 11.1% 8.8% 29.2% 16.2%
RELEASE TIME during
participants institute _ :
training ' 2.3%  3.1% 9% 11.6% 1.9% -~ 40.0% 4.6%

3.9% 9.2% 24.6% 19.2% 6.4% 7.1% 1.5% 14.1%

NO COMMITMENT

NB: Data presented in this table based only on the responses to Question 13
of the 69 directors completing the Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).
Percents are based on the mean average of responses.



TABLE B-12.--Long Term Change at Host Institution brought about by
Media Institute, as reported by Institute Directors

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL
(N=9) (N=11) (N=16) (N=14) (N=8) (N=7) (N=6) (N=59)

Wasver of Tuition for

graduates desiring further

.academic work at same :

institution _ 1. 0 1 0 1 0 1 4

Host institution sponsored S
similar institutes 2 0 6 6 3 2 1 20

Faculty donation of time ,
for similar media training 3 0 4 4 0 1 3 18

Expansion of formal '
academic nedia program 4 9 11 9 1 1 4 39

Increased enrollment
(tuition-paying) in

academic media program 4 8 8 9 0 2 4 35
Additional space or : -

equipment . procured 5 10 10 9 4 3 3 44
Increase in staff or

facilities 4 7 6 5 3 2 4 3]
Increase in budget

for media program - 3 6 6 5 3 1 2 26
National

Recognition _ 7 ’ 9 11 8 3 4 4 46
Other* o 0 1 2 0 2 1 7

NB: Data presented in this table based only on the responses to Question 14
of the Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).

* Responses written-in under 'other' included: ~

"Professional staff growth"

"Closer liaison in mutual program between media
and architecture personnel™

“Instituted a plan for collaboration of Library Science
and Educational Media cooperative degree"

"Design for Problem-Solving of local school probiems
achieved”




TABLE B-13.--Institutional Setting from which Institute Directors
received requests for Media Specialist to fill Job Vacancies,
at time of Institute :

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 TOTAL
_(N=9) (N=11) (N=16) (N=14) (N=6) (N=7) (N=6) (N=69)

Elementary/Secondary 40.5%' 14.1% 24.8% 12.2% 27.6% 27.3% 28.2% 23.9%
County/District Agency 14.4% 15.2% 9.0% 8.5% 24.0% 5.3% 1%.5% 12.1%
State Educational Agency  5.6% 2.0% 1.0% 3.7% -- 18.0% 7.5% 4.6%
Community College/

Technical Institute 6.9 3.6% 5.2% 3.5% 2.0% 2.4% 3.3% 4.1%
College/University 15.6% 10.6% 5.9% 2.8% 6.0% 16.4% 6.7% 8.5%
Business/Industry 2.5% 9%  .3%  -- - J% 8% 7%
Military 1.9% ~-- -- - - -- ~- 2%
Government | .6% .9% | .3% -- -- 1.4% - . 5%
Other* 12.0% 52.0% 53, 0% 68.6% 40.0% 27.9% 35.5% 45.4%

TABLE B-14.--Responsibility Level for which there were Media Specialist
Job Vacancies at time of Institute (cf TABLE B-13§

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1977 TOTAL
_(N=9) (N=11) (N=16) (N=14) (N=6) (N=7) (N=6) (N=69)

Administrative/Directive - 55,1% 27.2% 46.4% 18.0% 6.0% 18.6% 32.2% 31.1%

Professignal 27.9% 27.2% 13.3% 28.0% 36.0% 31.4% 60.3% 28;4%
Artistic/Technical 4.1%  -- - - 18.0% 9.3% 7.2% 3.6%
Clerical/Manual -- - - -~ == 1.4% - 2%
Other* _ 12.0% 45.4% 40.0% 54.0% 40.0% 39.0% --  36.3%

NB: Data presented in TABLES B-13 and B-14 is based on the mean percent of
responses to Questions 15 and 16, respectively, of the Directors
Questionnaire (Appendix D).. _

*Data presented under ‘other' reflects those not responding to Questions 15 and 16,
respectively. Many directors had no records of such employer requests. A few
directors referred us to other departments within their universities.




TABLE B-15.--Institutional Setting from which Institute Directors
were receiving requests for Media Specialists to fill

Job Vacancies, School Year 1972-73,

(cf TABLE B-13)

1965

1971

Year director 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 TOTAL

conducted institute: (N=9) (N=11) (N=16) (N=14) (N=6) (N=7) (N=6) (N=69)
Elementary/Secondary 24.8% 29.5% 29.8% .29.5% 19.8% 36.0% 1.7% 26.3%
County/District Agency 16.6% 15.0%‘ 9.3% 12.3% -- 3.3% 33.2% 12.6%
State Educational Agency  .6% 2.3% 2.1% 5.2%  -- 10.4% 4.0% 3.5%
Community College/ V
Technical Institute 6.9% 13.2% 11.7% 9.8% -- 4.7% 15.0% 8.5%
College/University 31.6% 20.7% 19.2% 16.5% - 27.1% 17.5% 19.7%
Bus iness/Indus try 6.08 1.2¢ 1.5% 8.1%  -- T.4% 1.7% 3.3
Military - - % 2.0% - - 8% .5%
Government . -- -- 1% .6% - -- .8% 2%
Other* 15.4% 18.0% 26.0% 15.8% 80.0% 16.1% 14.7% 25.0%
TABLE B-16.--Responsibility Level for which there were Media Specialist

Job Vacancies, School Year 14,2-73 (cf TABLES B-14 and B-15)

feardTrector T965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 T97T  TOTAL
conducted institute: _(N=9) (N=11) (N=16) (N=14) (N=6) (N=7) (N=6) (N=69)
Administrative/Directive 55.9% 32.2% 44.7% 31.8% -~ 21.4% 34.2% 34.5%
Professional 39.6% 34.0% 31.6% 54.4% 12.0% 32.9% 49.0% 37.8%
Artistic/Technical 4.1% 6.4% 3.0% 9.6% 8.0% 8.6% -- 5.7%
Clerical/Manual 1.1% == .3% - -- -- -- 2%
Other* _ -- 27.0% 20.0% 4.0% 80.0% 36.7% 16.0% 20.8%

NB: Data presented in TABLES B-15 and B-16 is based on the
to Questions 17 and 18, respectively, of the Directors

D).

mean percent of responses
Questionnaire (Appendix

*Data presented under 'other' reflects those not responding to Questions 17 and 18,

respectively.

Many directors had no records of such employer requests.

A few

directors referred us tu other departments within their universities.



TABLE 3-17,--EXChange of Instructional Materials by Institute Directors

65 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 19717 TOTAL
=9) (N=9) (N=16) (N=13) (N=6) (N=7) -(N=6) (N=66)

Yes, I did exchange : , _
materials -4 3 9 3 3 -3 3 28 (42.4%)

No, I did not
exchange materials 5

(=)
~J
—
o
w
S

3 38 (57.6%)

NB: Data presented in this table based only on responses to Questibn 19 of
Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D). (Three directors did not respond to
this question.)

TABLE B-18.--Content Areas in which Directors would Tike Additional Information

Content Area _ Number of times response was written in
Instructional Development | 7
Evaluation 4
Research Methodology 4
Systems Approach 3
Computer Applications for Education 2
Games and Simulation 2
Individualized Instruction, methods for 2
Producfion . 2
Telecommunications (new technology, cable, etc.) 2
Update on U.S. Office of Education activities 2
- Update on Educational Technology 2

Field Experience Internships ' 1
Needs Assessment 1
Programed Instruction 1
Visual Literacy | : | 1

Data presented in this table is a tabulation of responses from directors
for all years, to Question 20 of Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).




TABLE B-19.-~New Content and Directions for Media Institutes
Suggested by Media Institute Directors from Years 1965-71.

Content Area ' Number of times response was written in
Instructional Development 15 -
Systems.Abproach | 5

Evaluation _ | 3

Production 3

Computer Applications for Education 2

Games and Simulation 2

Individualized Instruction, methods for 2

Management Techniques 2

Research Methods 2

Information Systems | ]

Human Relations Skills | | 1

Instructicnal Materials Centers (organ/mangt) 1

Learning Theory ' 1
Library/Audiovisual Integration ' : 1
Telecommunications (new technology, cable, etc.) 1

Training Administrators for Change : 1

Visual Literacy T

NB: Data presented in this table is a tabulation of responses from directors
for all years to Question 21 of Directors Questionnaire (Appendix D).




TABLE B-20.--Directors General Comments

NB: The institute directors were given open-ended space for
their general comments related to the educational media
institute program. The quotations presented in this table
are a cross-sectici of responses.

...It is interesting to note that the pattern of the NDEA institute has
been followed for the current institute planned for teachers of the deaf,
including stipend and materials costs. On the basis of our success with
teachers of the deaf, we were asked to establish at the University of
Nebraska a Media Center for the Deaf. The Midwest Regional Media Center
for the Deaf began.in 1966 and has operated to this date...

The institute had a marked effect upon the employment of
media specialists in the surrounding region of the state.
Many more school districts now employ media specialists

on a full or part-time basis than formerly was true. The
institutes gave a tremendous boost to our graduate programs
and most of the jobs currently available in this area are
held by people who were in our institute and then went on
to compiete their degree work here at the University or
completed cur program without having any relation to the
institute. '

Our media-institute brought more prestige tc my department than anything we
have done on campus. My administration is much more cooperative since

the institute. I feel this is a direct result of the institute. We

begin this summer (1973) offering an M.A. in media.

As a reult of this and other institutes heild on our campus,
the graduate program in library media has become a reality.
We currently have 199 graduate students enrolled in our .
program based primarily on the identifiable needs for people
tratuad in this area. Although we graduate forty to fifty
peuple per year, we have been unable to furnish the names
of qualified graduates for positions of library media director
in public schools, school districts, colleges and universities.
State department audiovisual personnel by the same token, are
in the same process of bringing together the audiovisual and
library activities at the state level into a unified whole.

- It has been extremely gratifying to us in recognizing over
260 graduates from our institutes from all corners of the globe
who have carried the good word about our program and have
sent us hundreds of applicants who are willing to pay for
their education in this vital field.

The demand for educators who_have earned doctorates and who are highly
competent in Instructional Development and Technology is increasing

very rapidly. To meet this demand it will be necessary to recruit and
train substantiaily larger number: of Instructional Development specialists
than are being currently produced. This means that the financial support
for this particular professional training must be greatly increased.




TABLE B-20.--continued

From feedback and recponses by both those in this and
the 1965 institutes and their administrators, I believe the

~ development of media programs was moved forward significantly.
Many of these participants took the five-year media program
plans they developed during these institutes back to their
administrations and received excellent assistance, additional
staff, extra facilities, etc. to expand and upgrade their
media programs.

I believe that we have worn out the current mode of leadership training.
I believe also that we are now in an era of consolidating gains and,
having Tearned the identification of potential leaders, are in a position
to retrain these people in terms of specific competencies.




APPENDIX C

Responses from 664 educational media institute participants
are presented in Tables A-1 through A-35, Appendix A.

- Presented in this appendix is a copy of the questionnaire
instrument and accompanying cover letter which were sent to the
institute participants. About 43 percent of the participants responded
jmmediately to the first mailing. Because of a time constraint, a
second mailing was not feasible.

The intent of this questionnaire mailing was to provide an
opportunity for each participant to contribute follow-up data relative
to institute training and his/her present med‘a functions.



Leadarship Training Institute

November 29, 1972

Participant
Media Specialist Institute
1966, 1968 or 1571

Dear Participant:

The Leadership Traiming Institute is conducting a retrospective
analysis of educational media training institutes., Our
questionnaire seeks information about the NDEA or EPDA media
institute you attended in 1966, 1968 or 1971, The purpose

is not to evaluate each institute but to collect data om all
educational media institutes. Data furnished by you, along
with a document search, will be used to provide information

for planning and upgrading future educational media institutes
as well as developing an operational time/activity model of
past and present educational media institutes.

There is a number in the upper right corner cf the first

page of your questionnaire. This number is for follow-up
purposes only, Your response will be held in strict confidence
by the staff.

The value of this study depends on the questionnaires being
completed and returned. We urge you to take approximately

30 minutes to ‘complete the enclosed questionnaire. When vou
have completed the questionnaire, use the enclosed, self-
addressed, stamped envelope for mailing. Your early attention
will be greatly appreciated.

j’i’///{ﬁﬂ

Desmond P. Wedberg
Director Q,

?
K

\/.

Enclosures

DPW/ dms

Educational Technology Center, College of Education, University of
Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742, Telephone 30! 454 4017
Supported by a grant from the National Center for Educational Technology, U.S. Office of Education



L/t

(1£-596T) bururely isT[eroadg eypaiy

Jo sysAteuy aarloadsonay

<

1261 PUe ‘8961 ‘9961
SINVAIOII¥Vd FLALILSNI VIQIW
103

FUIIVNNOIISINO

0‘.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



(*sqof
pair[al-erpauw Ja3o [[e Wwoddns 03 Atessedsu ale jey; %p0T TRICL
S3131;a1310€ qof 03 sJ9yal Hburdnolf [ENUBRN-TBI1I8TD SYI)
. [enueN-1e21I21D %

(- 232 ‘1sydesboloyd ‘3syure sojyders

‘+bra ‘saijalioe adA3 [euorssajosd oyl Jo Poddns

uj ejpaut ﬁ.ts A119811p Jom O3 alqisuocdsal ate jeyy

santallde qol sepniouy Surdnoib TEOTUYIST-D1ISTIY ayl)
[e2TUHI3L-O1ISTIY %

("swa1qoid Bujuies| pue SIduiedl Yigm eipeuwl

JO @sn ayj ujy A[309a1p NJom 03 9lqisuodsai ale 1BY]

S8111aTI08 qof Sspniout Huydnosb Teuo]ssajold aul)
12UOISSaJ0Id %

{* suotjesado ejpaul JOJIUOS O}

AIessadau ale yorym SaIf[rqisuodsel juswsbeurwl

pue aapjesisjujwpe doj jusseidas eyl salijarioe

qo( sapniout Huydnolb SATIeSTUTWPY -8ATIdaNg |ul)
2AT1RIISTUTWPY ~-8A110811d %

(ea1e yowvS 03 PaIoASD SWT] Jo abejussiad sarie[al Y3l 93eDIpUT
aseald) ¢ sonyiIqisuodsal eypall Juasard JNoA 9z110633180 NOA Op MOH

%001 1230

(Josjazadns ‘1ayoea} WOOJSSEID ' *5°3) JaYI0 %

RIpaN %

¢ salfiqrsuodsal jtasald Jnok 9z11063180 NOA op MOH

¢ 91313 qof jussaid INOA ST 3BYM

aaJy)y abed

alow 10 95
SS-1S /7 ob-9¢ 7

0s-9% /7 Se-1¢ 7
Sv-1% /7 0e-92 [ 7
§s91 10 62 [ 7

¢ 9IMiJisu] ayj Jo oWy} 2yl e abe InoL sem jeypy  °9

9316eq sidiseN /7

1BYI0 7 9a1baq siolayoeqg [ ]
1syIeyoads /7
aje10300d /7

2a1bag @3eIv0SSY 17
uopenperd [oeyds UsiH [/

¢ PIoY Arjuesaid noA asibop Isaybiy ayjz sy ieym  °g

80169 SIOISEN [T

BYI0 /7 sa1baq sioTsyoeq [
isireroads /7 sa1baq oieIo0SSY [
a3a103100Qq /7 uoTienpels) [ooyos ybsty /7

¢ @1MmIIsuy ayj jo awy ayl e piey no4 92168p 1Soybiy 2yl sem ieym ‘P

1800 pue 1 /77 zI-11,77 9-S/ 7
91-S1 /77 01-6,77 v-€/7 .
VI-€1 /77 8-¢/7 -1/7

*)JOM DalR[aJ-RIPOW U SIB9A JO Jaquiny ‘¢

1800 pue £1 /77 2-117 9-S/7
91-S1 /7 01-6/7 S p-€/7
vi-€1/7 : 8-2/7 e-1L7

‘juswubisse Rlom eIpo juasald 1ok uj siead jo Bquny  *Z

alewsad hﬂ a1en /7 xag  °[

om} abed

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



_ieqliosep eseald) s1BYIO [T
5J0558j04d JO/pue S103onnsu] 963D [/
sTedioulld 1G/pue Slosialadng Arepuodag favj
sTedidulld Jo/pue siosialadng Arejuswargy )
s1ayoea] WwooIsse[D Arepuodag [

Siayoes] Woolsse[) Alejuswary i)
sTeuorssajoideirg

¢ swe1boid aoalasul
10 (sjdoysiom InoA papualie (S){ead] [euorssajold 1eym *,so4, J1
*,1 uonisenb 03 anunuos asesd ’,ou, sem g uorisanb o3 Jamsuemok I "k {

oN L7 sax [

¢ S1ayoea) 10 swe1boid 931a1aSUT 10 SdoySHIom
Aue pajonpuos nod aaey ’bBuiuen isijeldads eipaWl ayj JO J[nsal @ sy ‘g1

BUo ~

JUBWUISA0D

ATeIT TN )

Anlsnpuj pue ssauisng Vo)

A3ts1aatuf 10 9barron 7

2In31ISuU] 1BJTUYDI] 10 9630 "ANUNUOD) 7
Aouaby [euoniednpy aeig ;7

Aousby jotnsig-4Aunod 7

1ooyog Alepuosag-Alejuswarg I

w:ozmﬁ,ibm Teuorssajold juasald ok s1ieym ‘Z1

PYo [
“slojaryaq opj10ads jo suilgy ul Buryoesy pue Huruies] Jo ssadord
10307 9Yy3 Hullenieas pue ’Huryuswaldwy ’putubISep ur
SlojenSIujwpe pue SJUSpMIs ’sI1ayoesl Yim A[30alrp buryiom /7

©s1asn 0] alemljos pue alempley Jo uopInquusiqg D

¢ S9TNIIqIsuodsal eipaw Jussald INOA saqrIdsap 159q Yo1ym ’'BuImorol 8yl jJo “I11

aal} abed

) %001 1210],
(oquiosap %01 ueyl 1d3ealb 1) 1©BYIO %

©901A19S eIpaul e jo juawdbeuew

pue suopirlado.ay] 10} jjeis paredasd A1ajenbape pue

payjiienb apjaoid o, :pauljop sy JUSWILEURN [9UUOSIS])
juswabeuely [auuoSied %

(*991a19S eipowW e jo juswaobruURW pue suojielado ayy

031 Alessaoau ‘[ewWaxd pue JRUIAIUY Yrog ‘uoieuniojur

1efjuassa HurA[ddns loj suesuw ayj ujejujew pue

ysiqeiss ‘ueld o], :pauyjap sy juswabeue)y UOTIRULICIU])
) - JjuswabrUR UOJIRULIOJU] %

(* S997a195 RIpow jo juswabeuew pue suojierado

ay3 uy pasnbal sartaIoe ayl yoddns o} Aiessedau

81MdnIs [RUOIRZIURSIO SY] URIUFRW pUR YST[qRISD

‘uefd o], :paujep sy judlWiobeusjy eudizeziuebip)
jusuwafeue N [RUORIRZIURHIO %

(- siguiea] uf sabueys

orjroads palsisap jnoqge Supbupiq jo asodind syl 10) Hurjles

{euopioniisuy ue uj ejpawl Aojdwe oJ, -:pPaUljap ST UOTIRZI[TIN)
uopiezifi« %

(*uorionIsuy uy eypaw jo juswabHeuew pue suojeiado

9jeyrdoidde syl 03 jpoddns edueusjujew pue Ajddns

'9be1ols ‘uonrsinboe apiacid ol :ipaurjep st SO1ISIhoT,
SO11S160T %

(- spiepuels d1isjHe

pue suopesyitoads ubysop buimojro} Aq sionpoid

[euoyIoNNIIsSUf o1330ads oyew oJ :paupjep s} UOFIDNPOIY)
uoyyonpodg % -

(- suoyledyyroads :u193sAs

Teuoplonisuy ojuy senbyuyssy pue sHuI8s ‘suno]:
bunjerpauw ‘I191RW 3103(qNS ’‘SISUIRS] JNOHR IJUIPIAD
1ediiidws pue A108Y) aje[sues) o] :pautjap ST ubissq)
- ' ubisaQg %

(*uoTIONIISUY Uy eJPOW Jo UOFIRZI[IIN pue

'juswdoreasp ‘juswabeuew ayy BuypieHal SuoisIOapP

anfidepe aletidoldde ayew o3 wayl mojqre 031 sweiboid

Jeuonionnsuy 10} arqisuodsal senpiaipul asoyy

0] UOTIRWIOJUT 8pTa01d O] :RTU(Iap ST UOTIBNIRAT)
uopenieay %

(- erpau

Teuonionnsu jo Abofopoylsw ayl pu2 syonpoxd dojsasp

‘Alowyy 1593 pue ajelsusb o] :pauljep s§ YdIeasdy)
yoIeasay %

] /. sutoyouny Buimorio} ayl
01 pajoadp a1e safiIfiqisuodsal BJPaW 1IN0 jo abejuasiad Jeym 07

moj abed

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



%001 12301
(aqriosap ‘%01 U2yl 1312916 J1} IBYIO %

juswabeul]N [9uUUOSIad %

Juawabeue]N uorRUUIOIU] %

uawgbeuew (euorieziuebio %

uonezZIIIN %

SONISTBOT %

uopIonpold %

ubrsaq %

uoplenieay %

yoIeasay %

(*01 uorisenb 03 18791 ‘seale [RUOIDOUN] JO UOLIFUTIapP
10J) ¢ @InipIsuy eypawl ay3y PaIdjus 1oA 310J3q suoprouny Bupmorroy
9y3j 03 pajoAap alam SOTNTIQISUOdsal BIPaWl 104 Jo abejuadiad jeym

%001 1230
B0 %

[enueN -[ed1I810 %

[eDTUYDBL-DHSIAY %

Jeuoissajold %

aapenSTUTWPY-2ATI0aNd %

(& uoyisanb 03 13381 ‘sTaAS] AIIqIsuodsal jo uoTIFULIap 104)

:A10693e0 oea O3 Pajoaap awr) Jo abejuadlad aajielal ayj HupIRDIPU Aq
61 uopisanb ut paqriosap qol ayj ur AJf[IqIsuodsal INOA azriobaien

¢ /snmpsur
fujuren erpawl ay3 palajua NOA 3wy ayj 3o 3[If: qof MoK sem Ieym

usaas abed

12

‘ne

‘61

(8quiosap aseasld) 18ylo [7
*Bujuten ajniTisuf Jo nsas e se Ajrintioddo mau I}

*futurRI}l AINITISUTJISIIL WaISAs Hoo:Um UM PBIURYDUSBSIp Sem /7

*juswubisse mau e 0] aA0W Of ASOYD NOA UOSes. BY) 9IRDIPUT ‘S84, J1

oN [7 sex /7

¢ luawubisse uasaid oA ueys 19y3o

suorjrsod pyay nok aarvy ‘8INITIsuy eIpaw ayj uy uoypiediojired InoAk aouig *81

0021-006S5 ;77 009-00€$ /7
006-009$ /7 - 00€-001$ /7
¢ 1UBWAIDUT 3Y3 JO junowe ayj ST Iegm ‘,so4, JI

13A0

- 00215 [

*s1efiop uy ‘sex [
*19Yoea} WOoOoIsseld se aseq Alejes aweg ;7

¢ S@NIIqIsuodsal eIpaw N0/ 03 anp JUAWaIDU] [RUOFIIPPR UR 3AT2081 NoA

Op 10 S13ynea) UWIDOISSBID SB J[NPayYss awes ayj uo paseq Aiefes ok s] /1

1880 - 00% {7 00€-082 [J 0S1-001 [
00b-0S€ 7 952-002 /7 001-0S /7
0sg€-o0¢ 7 002-051 [ 7 0s-1 [ 7

¢ sweiboxd

ao1a18sUl Io sdoysylom eIpaul oA uy pajedionied aaey Auew mcH °91

§2 1940 [ §1-01 /7
5z-02 /7 01-5 /7
© 0z-St [T 51 [7

¢ Pa1onpuon noA aaey sweibord adjalasur 10 SdOYSHIOM RIpaW AusW MOIE] *ST

xis abed

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



ajenbapy JO0N [

aienbapy jeymawog [

alenbapy 7

ajenbapy A18A /7

(saaynoalqo aInifIsuy o3 uopeial up) ajenbapy Ajswanxy I

¢ 9IN3TISUT 2Y3 U] paarasal

noA Bujufes; ejpawl a8yl saqrIosap 15aq BUIMOT[O] 3yl JO YOTUM 92

(3STT aseard) I9Y3l0

uorsiaaral Aururel] Areiqr]

walsAg [eaariayd juawdoraaa( [euUOTIONRSU]
uoronnsu] pawerbold uoplonposd sorydeln .

Aydeipboioyd siayndwod

SUOTIRDTUNW WO

uorjeradQ eipaiN

(juelrodwy a1ow ST Yoiym 1eyl = p
Sueyrodul] 3SBAT ST YOTYMm 3BY3 = [) °9INIISUT MOA uf pajuasaid

Juajuod ay3 9zjlaloeleys 3SES] YoTym swail Burmolfo] 8yl JO § juey *6g

(1sy1 aseaid) s1ayio

uojsyaedL — : Bujuter], A1eiqt]

WwaisAg [eadlIRY T juawdo[aad( jeuciionmsu]

uorjonnsu] pawelbold uotjonpold soryders
Aydeapoioud signdwod
uopneiado eypain © suorjeEdTUNWWOY |

(uelrodwy ssaf = p ‘juenodwy 3SOW = 1) °8IN{ISUT JNOA UT pajuasaxd

JUBIU0D By} az[Ia}deIRyD 158q YOIYm Swall Suimolio] 8yl 10 p qued ‘pZ

auiu abed

1ayi0

{0318 ‘suorjesjuebio Teuotssajold jo
sigjdeyd (€201 ' SUOTIUBAUOD [euorieu) saousradxd [RUOISSaJOId

SaTIATI0Y uorIe[nNWIS
(wnoT13oRId) 90uUsTIadxd piatd
SqRT uorlonpoly

swesboid 1euclioniisur-jras

(sjueiinsuod) saInoaT 3sany

Jje3s aymnsu] £q paonpuod S8NFAIIOR WOOJISSPIO Pajnpayss

(a1qentea 3sedf =/ !sjqenjea 1scw =1)
' S9ATID8[qO 3INIISur ayy Bupissw ug juedioraed 83n3IISUT ue Se nok 03
8rqenjea 3sow a1am AUyl noA S8I3IAIIdR 950U £ OF T WOy 19pI0 Juey °gZ

. : loy10 7
WaUUIBA0D [/~
Klenpin /7
A1isnpuj pue ssaujsng 7
31nHsul 1eduysal 1o 96a11oD Afunwwo)
A1tsisatuf) pue abajjon 7
Aoua by (euoriLONEg 91018 7 -
Aduaby 101Hsi -~ “unon 7 .
1ooyng Arepuooag-Aiejuswarg 7
¢ 9nifIsur ayl

buyajua o1 1011d A1331eTpawwy usfiefIfIje [euoissayord ok sem jJeYM °zZ

ybre abed

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



(*popasu §; 80BdS a10W JI ¥2RQ B8y} Uo gsuodsal
INOA 8NuJUCD) °8INIFISU] Dujujesl eIPaW INOA 03 ATIR[SI 33w
03 YSIM NoA Sjusuwod [eudiyppe Aue 1037 aoeds syyl asn aseald "It

¢ 8InIng 91eIpPawWW eyy ur aq
pINoys Sajn3jisuy eFpaw jo siseydws tofew ayl [aaj nok op 12YM "0€

¢ Aoualoyize 1a3ea1b
Uyiim saririarsuodsar qol.moA uuojrad 03 1aplo ul noA o} 18213110
S} eale jJuajuUOD jeyMm ‘93IN3JiIsur isj[eroads erpaw e Hurpusnie JI 62

uaaa[a abed

(2q110sap) sivYIQ [ 7
qol-3y3-uo /7
aIIsut BIpaN /7
[Coyog ajenpers I
8697100 1eax-MOJ
abafion Ajjunwuwod /7
2IMISU] TROTUYDRL /7

¢ qof 1uaumo ok 103
noA Suptedsld uy [eI1D]j2ULq ISOW alam/sem BUImMOITO] a8yl JO UDSTYM °82Z

ajenbapy JoN [
ajenbapy jeymawos 7
ayenbapy [/
. mumavmm& Ksp 7
ajenbapy Arowanxy

e mm>Eu.mEo Butwiea] Burysiidwoosoe 107 a1nITASul Ayl Hupnp

arqerieae juawdinba pue saIfI[oR] eIPaW ayl alam ajenbape moH /27

uaj abed

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



T

 APPENDIX D
g

The responses from/69 educational media institute directors
are presented in Tables B-1 through B-20, Appendix B.

Provided in this appendix is a copy of the questionnaire
and accompanying correspondence sent to institute directors. About
1/5 of the directors responded to the first mailing.; A second mailing
was somewhat productive, bringing the tcta] responsa to about 1/3
of the institute directors. . ,
/



Leadership Training Institute : ' —.

| B'. , Cover Letter to Institute Directors

/ ' The Leadership Training Institute is conducting a retrospective
. analysis of educational media training institutes., Our
) : questionnaire seeks information about the NDEA or EPDA media
institute conducted by you during the period 1965-1971, The
purpose is not to .evaluate each institute but to collect data
i on .all.educational media institutes. Data furnished by you,
o along with a document search, will be used to provide infor-
mation for planning and upgrading future educational media
institutes as well as developing an operational time-activity
model of past and present educational media institutes.

/ There is a number in the upper right corner of the first page.
This number is for follow-up purposes only., Your response will
be held in strlct confldence by the staff

' The value of this study depend on the questionnaires being
. completed and returned. We urge you to take approximately
30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. When you have com-
pleted the questionnaire, use the enclosed self-addressed, stamped
envelope for mailing. Your early attention will bé greatly .
appreciated.

Desmond P. Wedberg
Director

Enclosures

DPw/dms

Educational Technology Center, College of Education, Universlfy of
Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742, Telephone 301 454 4017
Supported’ by a grant from the National Center for Educational Technology, U.S. Office of Education




Leadership Training Institufe

January 29, 1973
FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO INSTITUTE DIRECTORS

Yes, you've probably seen the enclosure before.
(We sent it out in November and hoped to have a
report on the responses ready by January 30.)

The U.S. Office of Education has granted a short
'stay-of-execution' for submission of our final report,
"A Retrospective Analysis of Educational Media Training
Institutes (1965-71)," in that Tless than one out of two
directors have responded to date.  We anxiously hope to
get a more representative response to the questionnaire
so that the figures will give a more accurate picture
of the institute program from 1965-71. We feel this
composite data is very important, both in chronicling
the evolution of educational media training and in
giving direction for future programs.

Thank you for taking your valuable time to fill out this
questionneire, and please drop it in the mail to us by
FEBRUARY 10.

Cordial]y,

Desmond P. Wedberg
Director

Enclosure ‘ -

Educational Technology Center, College of Education, University of
Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742, Telephone 30! 454 4017
Supported by & grant from the National Center for Educational Technology, U.S. Office of Education
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Leadership Training Institute

November 17, 1972

MEMORANDUM

From: Desmond P, WedbergE£UJ
Director, Leadership Training Institute

To:

The Leadership Training Institute, sponsored by the Office
of Education, is conducting a retrospective analysis of .
educational media institutes from 1965 to 1971. Our
schedule is to complete the study by January 1973. As you
can see, time is our greatest enemy in accomplishing this
task.

We seek your cooperation as a former institute director. From
your files we need the information checked.

{1} Plan of Operation for .

(2) Final Report for .

(3) Names and addresses of participants for

Your immediate attention to the mailing of these items
will be greatly appreciated. Please send them to:

Lew Bias

Educational Technology Center
College of Education
University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland 20742

Educational Technology Center, College of Education, University of
Maryland, Collega Park, Maryland 20742, Telephone 201 454 4017
Supported by a grant from the National Center for Educational fechnoloqy, U.S. Offico of Educalion

L 4




 APPENDIX E

Educational Media Institutes: 1966, 1968 and 1971

(1ocation, director, number of participants)



TABLE E-2.--1968 Educational Media Institutes

Institution

Auburn University

Arizona State University
Boston University
Bridgeport, University of
Colorado, University
Colorado, University of
Hawaii, University of
Idaho, University of
Kentﬁcky, University of

‘Mahygrove College

New Hampshire, University of

- North Carolina, University of

Oregon State System
- of Higher Education

- Pennsylvania, University of

Purdue University
San Jose State College

State University of
New York at Potsdam

Utah, University of
Virginié State College

Washington, University of

‘West Virginia State Co]iege

Director
Thomas Miller
Vernon S. Gerlach
Gaylen B. Kelley
George Ingham
Robert E. deKieffer
Louis H. Brown
Geoffrey Z. Kucera
Gordon A: Law
011ie Bissmeyer.
Sister Gilmary
Paul G. Spilios
Kenneth M. McIntyre

Ray Adams
Hugh M. Shaffer
Franz Frederick

Harold H. Hailer

Robert C. Henderhan
Donald'Brumbaugh
Harry Johnson
Gerald M. - Torkelson

Charles Byrd

Number of
Number of Questionnaires
Participants Mailed
50 50
40 40
30 30
30 30
30 30
40 0
50 50
30 | 30
180 180
35 35
50 50
30 30
50 50
90 90
40 40
30 30
30 0
30 30
30 30
50 £ 0
0 40
955 865



TABLE E-3.--1971 Educational Media Institutes

Institution : - Girector
Boston University ' Gaylen Kelley
Board of Cooperative

Educational Services Jdack Tanzman
Bridgeport, University of George E. Ingham
Clarion Area Regional Instructional

Materia]; Center Wayne E. Goss
Gorham State College | Allen W. Milbury
Hawaii, University of Walter A. Wittich
McNeese State University Clarence Hughes
Maryland, University of Vernon Anderson
Michigan State University Paul W. F. Witt

New Hampshire, University of M. Daniel Smith

North Caroiina State Department :
of Public Instruction . -~ - James Carruth

Puerto Rico, University of T. G. de Ta Luz
Southern California,
University of Herbert R. Miller
. Syracuse Uniyersity - Donald P. Ely

' Teachers College, Co1umbié‘- Phil Lange

Virginia State College- Harry Johnson

Number of
Number of Questionnaires

Participants " ‘Mailed
8 8
30 30
8 8
9 0
20 0
10 10
30 0
24 24
11 10
0 0

179 179
_24 24
8 0
? 0
30 0
- 28 - 28



