
Final Test: Ed 795A: Practicum (Fall 2005)

1.
What is your RED ID #?

800343655

2.
Students enrolled a few years ago in ED 791 (Evaluation Techniques) completed a survey focused on their perceptions of online education. Your task is to interpret (in no more than 1 single-spaced page) the results of this survey in the aggregate—focusing ONLY on items 10 through 16.
This survey of Ed791 students concerning on-line courses focused on student preference for certain instructional strategies, perceived importance of particular online course  components, and preference for work style and feedback type.

In Question 10, students were asked to indicate the three most appealing instructional strategies from a list of eight. Instructor-led online courses, featuring a regular schedule and posted class materials, received by far the most interest, listed by 72% of respondents. Three other strategies were also  appealing to many students; listserv/email group interaction, project-based assignments & meetings, and web-based posting of student material, were each listed as appealing by 48% of the students.

Question 13 listed 13 components of online courses, and asked students to assess the importance of these course features on a scale of 1 (Critical) to 5 (Barely on my radar). The top 5 in terms of percentage rating of 1 or 2 are listed below:

	On-line Course Feature
	% of 1 & 2 ratings

	Content (Interest, relevance)
	100

	Accessibility (In terms of system stability)
	92

	Structure (Organization, topics, instructional strategies)
	92

	Interactivity (Feedback, interaction with class members)
	88

	Feedback Opportunities (from professor, class members)
	84


In the above table, Accessibility is listed above Structure due to the fact that all 92% of its respondents rated it a 1 (Critical).

Additionally, 75% of Students rated Technical Support Availability at 1 or 2. Although 2 other course features rated somewhat higher with 1 and 2 ratings, Technical Support had a higher percentage of #1 ratings, is aligned with Accessibility, and bears mentioning here.

Question 14 queried students about their preferred feedback methods, and while the scale for this question was troublesome in that it appears skewed towards importance (Of the 3 options, 2 are extremely or very important, only one is not so important), 64% of the respondents listed one-to-one Email from the professor as extremely important, while neither of the other two options (telephone/chat or immediate feedback) garnered over 30% of a #1 rating. 

Question 15 (types of interactivity) had identical skewing issues to Question 14, but also showed one response (self-paced, independent work) as extremely important to 60% of respondents. Notably, students significantly preferred choosing their own classmates for peer group work over instructor-chosen groups, based on their responses to this survey question. 

3.
You're asked to conduct an evaluation of the Department's Comprehensive Exam (see: http://coe.sdsu.edu/comps/). The study is consumer-oriented. 

First: Define the term consumer-oriented.
Consumer-oriented in this context means “geared toward, or focused on, the consumer, or user, of the resource in question”. 

Second: Who are your consumers in this particular effort?
Consumers of the Comprehensive Exam are current and former SDSU Educational Technology graduate students who have already taken the Comprehensive Examinations.

A case could be made to include students who are either considering taking, or definitely taking, the examination, as they have a significant stake in the presentation, supporting study materials, and evaluation metrics of the exam. However, since these students would not have actually consumed (taken) the examination itself, but only the supporting materials, they couldn’t provide enough pertinent information concerning specifics of the exam critical to an evaluation of this nature. 

Third: What are three issues you'd opt to investigate? 

I would work to investigate the relationships between the exam and student coursework, and between the exam and existing or potential employment in a field encompassed by educational technology. To support this, the three issues I would focus on would be preparation, relevance, and scoring metrics. Specifically, 

· How well did the student’s courses and experience (via projects and internships) prepare them for the exam? It would be useful to find out whether students feel that there was a disconnect between course material and examination questions, and if not, what topics or questions could have been included or omitted to make up for the discrepancy.

· In what ways was the exam relevant to the work that students either currently perform in existing jobs involving educational technology, or see themselves performing in potential jobs within the fields to which they aspire?

· How fine an instrument was the exam in gauging the student’s mastery of the topics and course materials? 

Challenge #2:

Using a four- or five-point scale of your choice, write five survey items that would help you determine if students were, indeed, well-prepared for the exam.

	
	1

Completely Agree
	2
	3
	4

Completely Disagree
	5

Not Applicable

	Exam questions directly reflected subject matter covered in my graduate classes.
	
	
	
	
	

	Some topics I consider critical to this field were not covered by any exam question.
	
	
	
	
	

	The exam included questions I felt unprepared to answer.
	
	
	
	
	

	The exam accurately gauged my mastery of the program courses and topics.
	
	
	
	
	

	I was expecting the result I received on my exam.
	
	
	
	
	


Challenge #3:

You’ve decided to complement your effort with a content analysis of comps exams from the past three semesters. What’s the focus of your effort? Why are you doing this? How will this data complement the survey you’re administering to students? 

The focus of this effort is two-fold; to confirm coverage and uniformity of previous exams, and determine whether the material exam questions coincides with what students felt about them after taking the exam. By evaluating the content of the previous exams, we’ll be able to compare that content to the material covered in the graduate program courses to either confirm adequate coverage of material, or note any discrepancies, either between courses whose main focus is significantly absent from the exam, or by identifying questions with no discernible corresponding course. We’ll also be able to confirm uniformity between exam coverage between semesters, making sure that no exam taken by students participating in the survey deviate from the required exam coverage. Finally, content analysis of these previous exams will provide our investigation with a point of reference by which to gauge student input. Comparison of actual exam content to student responses to exam can act as a measure of triangulation confirming student perceptions or uncovering discrepancies between student input and actual exam content.  
Challenge #4:

Describe TWO other ways you might triangulate your study of the comprehensive exam apart from just collecting data in yet another way.

I relied on information extracted from the article “Triangulation: Establishing the Validity of Qualitative Studies” by Lisa Guion (obtained on-line from the University of Florida at http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/pdffiles/FY/FY39400.pdf) since we’re specifically barred from collecting more data for this challenge. This requires looking at existing data in different ways, and I would attempt to triangulate the study via:

· Investigator Triangulation, where another evaluator with a background in educational technology is brought in to cover the material, possibly bringing to light previously uncovered data correlations or anomalies, and 

· Theory Triangulation, where the existing data is evaluated from the perspective of a professional outside of educational technology or instructional design. Similar findings from an outside evaluator would increase the confidence in the validity of any findings obtained through the previously mentioned techniques.

4.
The university is engaged in a massive effort to make the campus completely wireless—and you’re hired (externally) as the lead performance technologist on the project. You’ll work as a member of the core team—along with the lead engineer, lead technician, SBC/Cox vendor reps, financial advisor, etc. Your role is to help design multifaceted training to help faculty use the network(s) wisely (e.g., protect their own personal identity as well as student information) and well (e.g., learn how to register their computers on the core SDSU network and solve basic technical issues as they arise).

Challenge #1:

Using Robinson and Hale as your guides, describe the audience analysis you would conduct and its importance to the task at hand.

The audience analysis is intended to develop as deep an understanding as possible of people who will be taking these training courses, focusing primarily on their existing knowledge of the subject matter both generally (computers and computer networks) and specifically to this training (wireless networking). However, it’s also critical get an understanding of their potential motivation for taking the course; if they are convinced that there is little value in taking such a course, or don’t feel confident that they can master the complexity of wireless networks, then there is a strong possibility that such audience members will merely be ‘butts in seats’, and the return on the investment of training will be minimal. 

A survey designed to illicit as much information on audience background, knowledge of the computer networks, wireless networking and network security issues, and motivation would be an important initial step, taken in tandem with identifying a way of enhancing confidence in the validity of survey results through a well-sampled set of respondents. The survey questions would be focused on 3 areas

· Survey items intended to find out the respondent’s perception of the their own skill level.

· Survey items intended at extracting the respondent’s actual knowledge of the subject matter.

· Survey items that attempt to identify the motivation level of the respondent.  

In Table 7.1 of their book “Performance Consulting”, Robinson & Robinson identify the required number of respondents to a survey based on the entire population in order to have confidence that the responses are representative of the entire population. However, they also identify cost as a concern for limiting the number of surveys that they send out, and if the surveys were performed online, costs would be reduced significantly. I would make the survey available to all university faculty, but I would include initial survey questions identifying department or college each respondent belonged to, in order to make sure that responses were not skewed toward on area where background knowledge or motivation issues might be uncharacteristically strong or weak.  

An audience analysis that effectively determines the audience subject matter background and extracts potential motivational issues would be extremely beneficial helping define the scope and manner of training, as well as methods for encouraging attendance and attention to course content.

Challenge #2: 

You also want to conduct a performance analysis as part of your effort. Defend your position. How would the rollout benefit from your completing such an analysis? How could you assure its cost-effectiveness?

Email from: “Joshua Bleier” <performance.tech@mail.sdsu.edu>

To:
“SDSU Wireless Team” <al.henry@mail.sdsu.edu, shelly.lawry@mail.sdsu.edu, mel.sage@cox.com, val.kilmer@sbcglobal.net>

Subject: 
Re: Performance Analysis

Message:
Hello team, and thanks for your input concerning my recent suggestion to conduct a performance analysis before designing training.  I understand your reticence about taking the time and absorbing the cost of such an analysis. I know our deadline grows closer, and I share your concern with coming in on time and on budget with our training. However, I’d like to outline the benefits we’ll derive from such a venture, methods we can employ to help keep costs down, and what the considerable return on investment such an analysis can potentially provide.


By analyzing the performance of our faculty in terms of the depth of their capabilities with computers and networks (Their ‘computer savviness’), we can effectively compare our typical faculty member’s abilities to the optimal performance that we are in the process of defining. The ‘gap’ we find between our typical faculty and optimal performance allows us to direct our training development to just the key differences, instead of developing training sessions that cover every aspect of computers and wireless networks and security. Our training development can be significantly streamlined and narrowed in focus based on this information. The modest amount of time we spend up front can be saved during our design and development phases as we tailor training based on the model informed from a modest performance analysis. In addition, this analysis will help us anticipate and take into considerations potential problems with the rollout of the training, including concerns about motivation, initial training requirements, and materials requirements and availability. 


If you’re still wavering, please take a brief moment to consult virtually with experts in our own Educational Technology Department, specifically Dr. Allison Rossett. She has authored a book entitled ‘First Things Fast’ that outlines how we perform this analysis at modest time and materials costs, which will be amply made up for later in the development cycle.


As always, I appreciate your candor and concern. By all means contact me and let me know what you think.


Sincerely, Josh
Challenge #3:

You anticipate this project taking a number of interesting turns as it unfolds—and you could be with this effort for quite some time. Describe at least 3 roles you’ll likely play as a performance technologist as the project progresses.
Darin Hartley’s article “Clients: We all have them, we all want them. What do we do with them?” outlines many of the types of individuals I’m certain I would be interacting with, as well as different methods to work with such players. 

Specifically, Hartley outlines a number of personalities highly likely to be present in the team outlined for this challenge, including:

· The Know-It-All, likely to be embodied in the Lead Engineer and/or Lead Technician. Someone who struggles with or dismisses ideas he or she was not responsible for, taking negative stances to novel approaches. With such an individual, playing the role of Mediator to ease issues with adoption of differing approaches, and to point out benefits without taking credit or casting blame, can help bring such players, who often can play a strong positive role if properly motivated, into the mix.

· The Visionless, the type of person who is so wrapped up in his or her own job (And sometimes so devoid of imagination) that they can’t get their minds around the big picture, including innovative methods toward performance improvement and alternative approaches to development. Handling this type of individual can be aided by taking on the role of Cheerleader, pointing out in a positive and step-wise fashion how certain changes can be accomplished, can help this type of individual understand and accept the decisions being made.

Another problem with managing a group such as that outlined in this challenge stems from the difficulties inherent when teams aren’t all located in the same place. Jack Gordon’s article “Do Your Virtual Teams Deliver Only Virtual Performance?” notes accurately that team members in another building might as well be part of a virtual team across the globe. While Gordon suggests a number of methods to stem problems associated with virtual teams, the two that would be most apropos for this situation would be to continually communicate with all team members, and to track and follow deadlines rigorously. 

Finally, Hartley points to one respondent to his survey who, while chairing a meeting to determine why key changes hadn’t been made to a production facility, took on the role of Initiator to get a dialog started, and then stepped back into the role of Bystander to allow the participants to work through the issues and, as importantly, to take credit for the resulting decisions and changes. This type of dual role, first initiating action, then stepping aside to allow others involvement, and validation, would be critical when dealing with many potential problems as they arose and required teamwork for solutions.
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