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With continuing advances in educational
technology and increasing emphasis on the
systems approach to training, the role of
the Navy instructor is changing. No Tonger
is the instructor's role limited to one of a
purveyor -of information and a teacher of
skills. The job requirements of the instru-
tor are becoming increasingly more complex

as training system analysis, design, imple-

mentation, and evaluation become more sophis-
ticated. The instructor is increasingly
being required to manage complex instruc-
tional systems and to develop curricula which
are based upon highly structured processes
and which require’ advanced skiTls in the
area of instructional technology.

The increasing emphasis on savings in -
training resources and the trend toward
standardization in the processes of design,
implementation and management of training
atso have broad implications for the train-
ing of Navy Instructors. Currently, the
Navy operates six instructor training
schools, one on the west coast and five in
the eastern United States. The adoption of
standard procedures of curricula development
and instructional system management partends
the possibility ef cost savings through
instructor school consolidation.

To identify these new instructor job
requirements and make recommendations for
the design of  fyture instructor training, the
Training Analysis and Evaluation Group %TAEG)
was tasked by the Chief of Naval Education
and Training to conduct a study. The find-
ings of this study in the area of changing

. Chief of Naval Air Training.

FINDINGS ~

Instructor Requirements

The current instructor training system .
is training instructors according to the
requirements Tor which the system was

"~ designed. Three courses of training are pro-

vided for instructors: Instructor Basic,

- Instructor Shipboard, and Programmed Instruc-

tion Techniques. The Instructor Basic Course
prepares individuals to teach in technical
school instructor assigmments and has, until
recently, only provided training for jnstruc-
tors to function primarily in a platforin = -
teaching role. However, in April 1974, the
Chief of Naval Technical Training {CNTECHTRA)
established an additional track within the
Instructor Basic Course to provide training
to ‘instructors working as individualized
instructional managers {referved to as "Indi-
vidualized Learning Supervisors")}. This two
track (path) course of instruction is shown
in Figure 1.

Individuals. assigned to instructor

_ billets in conventional lecture method train-

instructor job vreguirements and their impact

on instructor career structure, instructor
selection and instructor assessment will be
addressed in this paper. Also, results of
the investigation of the cost feasibility
of centralizing the six current instructor
schools will be presented.

Information needed for the study was
obtained through visits to various Navy
technical training schools, interviews with
individuals knowledgeable in the area of
instructor training, and by three question-

-najire studies. In addition, ar interservice

conference was held in January 1975 at
Orlando, on "Military Instructor Training in

‘Transition." The study was 1imited tc analy-

ses of the six Instructor training schools
whose courses are under the direct curriculum
jurisdiction of the Chief of Naval Technical

:Training. It did not include analyses of

flight instructor training courses under the
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ing programs receive the common core of
instruction and a series of practice teach-
ing lessons. Those who are assigned to o
instructor billets which require individual-

" ized instructional management skills recejve

the common core of instruction, a special
program of training in individualized instruc-

tion philosophy and techniques, and in- -
service training at their assigned command.

Although this syétem trains instructors
and Individualized Learning Supervisors in a

" reasonably satisfactory manner, requirements

are evolving in the Navy training community
for instructional personnel with more special-
ized sk¥11s and knowledges than this general
program of instructor training provides.
Increasingly sophisticated instructional sys- -
tems technology is not being utilized to its
fullest potential by the lack of trained

specialists at the operational level in areas

such as training media, course design/develop-
ment, computer managed instruction, instruc-
tional system evaluation, and team training.-
Greater role differentiation is needed than
having only traditional instructors, Individ-
ualized Learning Supervisors, shipboaid
fnstructors and programmed instruction
writers. For example, in many Navy technical
schools, the requirements for specialized
personnel in the areas of instructional



design/developnent/evaluation is being offi-
¢ially recognized through the establishment
of curriculum evaluation and improvement
divisions. - However, due to the lack of
trained specialists in these areas to fill
these billets, they are generally staffed
by platform instructors. It is questionable
whether the general program of instructor
training adequately prepares these individ-
- uals to conduct the required course design/
development/evaluation.

It has been suggested that there is
too much diversity among Navy techmical
schools to attampt to provide more special-
ized training to instructors at instructor
training school. The conduct of this train-
ing is relegated to the techmical schools to
accomplish on a pre-service.or in-service
basis on the job. If there is sufficient
. diversity among technical schools to justify
the necessity of pre- or in-service training
at the technical schools, then increased
emphasis must be placed on the development,
validation and evaluation of this in-service
training.

The key to this issue is the necessity
for accurate and thorough identification of
the need for increased role differentiation
among instructional personnel. It will not,
however, be sufficient to conduct only a
standard job task amalysis. In the same
sense that it would be inefficient to build
a complex simulator and wait until after it
is delivered to the training community to
determine the instructor requirements, the

Navy cannmot afford to wait until the require- -

ments for trained instructional system spe-
cialists are being Tevied in the technical
schools before the instructor training
curriculum is redesigned. The development
of new programs of instruction and: the design
of new instructor roles will create an inor-
dinate Tag time between when specialists are
needed and when they can be provided. Thus,
it is-critical that those involved in the
planning of changes in instructional systems
consider the impact of these changes on
instructor requirements and make this infor-
mation available to personnel invoived in
instructor training.
done in some cases on a limited basis, for
example, in the planning for conversion of
some courses to CMI. But, there are many
more cases in which increased input to the
instructor training system regarding chang-
ing instructor requirements in the technical
schools 15 critically needed on an on-going
basis.

Instructor Career Structure

The increasing sophistication of
instructional systems development and chang-
ing instructor vequirements have implications

This is currently being

. mance.

a0z

technical rate.
one tour in a technical school instructor

for another issue related fo instructor
training: the lack of an education and
training career field. The Navy has tradi-
tionally considered proficiency as an
instructor secondary to proficiency in a
Most instructors serve only

billet. When the job of instructing
consisted primarily of conventional platform

teaching, the lack of an education and train-

ing career Field was likely more justified
than it is today. But, when training tech-
nology is increasing in complexity as guickiy
as many of the technical rates, it is doubt-
ful that the needs of. the Navy are being best
served by not having an education and train-
ing career field. At a time when maximal

-utilization of manpower is at the forefront,

it is necessary that serious consideration
be given to the establishment of a Mavy
education and training career field.

Instructor Selection

All instructors, regardless of their
technical area or prospective technical
school assignment, are currently selected by
the same set of Navy personnel prerequisites.
These include, for example: showing evidence

‘of "leadership ability," being abie to “speak

clearly,” having ability to exercise "sound
judgement,” "having no mark beiow 3.4 (out of
2 possible 4.0} on the last three performance
evaluations."

As there are a great variety of

“instructional strategies and instructor roles
~in the curvent Navy training system, it is

unlikely that one set of instructor prereg-
uisites as general as these could most ade-
quately serve the needs of the many varied
technical school training programs. While it

may be-desirable for traditional platform

instructors to be volunteers for instructor
duty, it may not be recessary for Individual-
ized Learning Supervisors to be volunteers.
TAEG recommends that identification be made
of the type and degree of differentiation
necessary in instructor prerequisités in
order to increase the effectiveness of the
instructor selection process,

Instryctor Evaluation

- quarterly evaluation.

The Instructor Training Program cur-
rently has two major instructor assessment
programs, one of which is the instructor
The instructor quar-
terly avaluation (CNTECHTRA INSTR 154D.12)

" is designed to be conducted by supervisory

personnel to evaluate instructors' perfor-
The form as it is presently config-
ured does not allow an assassment of the new

. tasks which are evolving due to the changing.

role of the instructor. For example, an
instructor whose primary responsibilities are



curriculum evaluation and improvement would
find that the majority of evaluation items
listed on the instructor quarterly evalua-
tion are irrelevant to his actual job duties.
It was also found that although the stated
purpose of the instructor evaluation is to
improve the quality of instruction, it is
often conducted simply to fulfill an admin-
istrative requirement, not to improve
instruction. Increased emphasis 1s needed on
the preduct of evaluation as recotméndations
for improvement and on follow-up to insure
the reccmmendations are implemented. _

An evaluation instrument is only as
effective as the degree to which the evalua-
tor is skilled in using it. Formal training

such as "facters affecting learning," "train- -

ing task analysis,” and "learning objec- . -
£jves." It does not elicit information

regarding the job-task frequency or adequacy

of training for the job-tasks. It would be
preferable to obtain evaluative feedback by

the use of performance-based gob -tasks

statements.

Not only are the use of job-task state-
ments important for obtaining objective
feedback data, but the dimensions along which

. the job-tasks are rated also influence the

utility and objectivity of the feedback data
collected. It §s believed®that the evalua-
tive dimensions ("helped," "no help," “more

" . emphasis," "less emphasis,” and "not needed

is needed for the supervisors who conduct the

evaluations. Although the Instructor Quart-
erty Evaluation and the Procedures for the
Planning,. Design, Development, and Management
of Navy lechnical Training Courses iENii-KlﬁT
specify guidelines such as “what to look for,
how to proceed, forms, timing, critique, and
-records,” there is evidence that formal
training in evaluation is Tikely to increase
validity and reliability of evaluation
decisions. Thus, the skills and knowledges
in evatuation in which instructor evaluators
need more formal or in-service training
should be determined, and additional training
in evaluation should be given.

‘Technical School Feedback of Instructor
“Performance .

In order to ‘insure that the current
.instructor training program is adequately
preparing men to-perform well in the variety
of Navy technical school settings, it is -
necessary that accurate.evaluative feedback
be obtained from the technical schools
regarding the Job-relevance of the Instructor
Basic Course learning cbjectives. The
Instructer Training Survey (CNTECHTRA GEN
1500/8) is the instrument used to obtain
.feedback on the adequacy and heipfuiness at
instructor training from instructors after
they have been on the job for 6 months. In
order to insure a reasonable return rate, the
Instructor Training Survey form was designed
-s0 that it could be completed simply and
quickly by the instructors on the job. While
this will preserve efficiency and axpediency
of return, current work in the area of feed-
back indicates that this may result in some
degree -of effectiveness being sacrificed. In
order to determine the effectiveness of an
instructional system and to provide a basis
for improving and updating the system, a
program of feedback should provide objective

data regarding the on-the-job performance of -

the graduates of the particular instructional
system. The current Instructor Training
‘Survey, however, instructs respondents to
evaluate the adequacy of course topic -areas

403

in present billet") of the current Instructor
Survey form are somewhat redundant. The
situations in which a topic area was "no

" help” would more than likely also be "less -

emphasis" and/or "not needed in present
biTlet." 1In addition, although these
dimensions may allow identification of
general problem areas, a rating of "more
emphasis" on instructor guides, for example,
does not identify what it is about the

 instructor guide topic that needs "more

emphasis" and/or how much more emphasis is -
needed.

Cost Feasibility of Instructor School
Centralization

One objective of the TAEG instructor
training study was to evaluate the economic
feasibility of combining the six CNTECHTRA
instructor training schools into fewer
locations. Analyses were made o determine
whether the average cost of instructor
training could be reduced by more efficient
utilization of resources (such as personnel
services and instructional material) which
are duplicated at each of the six schoels.

A comparison was made of the resources -
required to maintain the present six schools
versys the resource requirements of only two
locations, one east coast and one west coast.
The sites chosen for the analyses of the
proposed centralized system were those where
instructor schools already exist, San Diego,
California, and Memphis, Tennassee. Seven
categories of resources were considered in
the analysis of resource requirements: (1)
instructional material development, {2)
student supplies, (3) quality of students and
time in training, (4) equipment, (5) person-
nel, (6) students' travel costs to and from
assignment to instructor training school, and
{7} facilities.

1t was estimated that over a 5-year
period over $300,000 could be saved by
consolidating the instructor training schools -
(see Table 1). Whiie these savings are not
sufficient to warrant an unqualified recom-
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mendation to ceniralize, two. factors may .

increase the potential value of consolidation.

The impiementation of a computerized instruc-
tional system would significantly alter the
cost relationships and may make centraliza-
tion much more efficient than the present six
schools. Also, savings would be greatly
increased if the schools could be centralized
at a site where surplus classrcom and BEQ
facilities were available.. Estimated savings
in centralization were found to be small in
this study due to the necessity of calculating
.the costs for building new classrooms and
‘BEQ's at the proposed Memphis site.

Although it appears as if a more
centralized location of instructor training
has potential for being more cost-effective
than the present six schools, it is necessary
to identify the qualitative advantages and
disadvantages of centralization. Factors
such as decreased 1iajson of the instructor

training school with the user of their product.
(the various technical schools) may weigh
heavily in consideration of the gualitative
costs and benefits of centralization.

SUMMARY

The Navy's Tnstructional delivery

_system has been changing a great deal in the

past few years. These changes are impacting
instructor job requirements and the role of
the instructor. MNo ‘longer can the instructor
genaralist adequately meet the needs of the
many varied technical school instructional -

. programs. New roles for the instructor

are emerging. Trained instructional special-
ists are needed n areas such as selection

and production of media, computer managed
instruction, course design, academic diagno--~ -
sis, academic counseling, team training, and
instructional system evaluation.

COMMON CORE

Instructional
Planning

Instructional
Evaluation

—PATH 1

i

— PATH 2-—~l

Instructor Guide
Practice Teaching

Individualized Instruction
Philosophy/Techniques

¥

Practice Teaching at
Instructor Traiming
School

Individualized/Computerized
Instructional Managers
In-Service Training at

. Command &

Apprentice Instructor
at Command

Apprentice at
Command

*Individualized Instructional Managers complete their training at

their assigned command.

Figure 1. Instructor Basic Course Paths
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