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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to focus on the transfer of knowledge from the instructional designer to the facilitator.  It is a very challenging piece of the puzzle that I have experienced first-hand in my work, as a “train-the-trainers” scenario in the corporate environment.  I feel that this transfer of knowledge is a missing piece from the literature I have read so far.  The hope is to begin research into the creation of a system/model that will structure the thoughts and methods of instructional design implementation in order to benefit the instructional designer, facilitator and the original stakeholder.  With such a system in place it will create a well structured, comprehensive and engaging learning experience for the intended participants and satisfy the needs of all three stakeholders.
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	Common instructional design models (for example: Dick & Carey (Dick, Carey, & Carey, 2009), Kemp (Kemp, 1977), Layers-of-Necessity (Tessmer M. W., 1990), Gerlach & Ely (Gerlach & Ely, 1980), and Rapid Prototyping (Tripp & Bichelmeyer, 1990)), include stages of the model that include implementation.  Implementation has differing meanings within various instructional design models.  The implementation phase of the process generally refers to the way in which the course design is to be adopted. In my research I have found that most of these instructional design models fail to include an additional (final) stage that describes and details transferring the planned implementation or “innovation (Smith & Ragan, 2005, p. 304),” to the facilitator of the curriculum.  For the purposes of this paper I would like to distinguish the difference between implementation of the prescribed curriculum for evaluative purposes and the preparation of materials for a “hand-off” to a facilitator.  This paper will include the transfer of knowledge from the perspectives of the instructional designer, facilitator and the original stakeholder or subject matter expert.



From the instructional designer’s perspective:
	As Eruditio Loginquitas mentions in his blog (Loginquitas, 2006) that instructional designers “build for the hand-off.  Every project is only ours for a time.”  
	
	Much information needs to be conveyed to the facilitator in order to meet the intended outcome of the stakeholders and consequently, the needs of the learners.  Meetings and/or briefings between instructional designer, subject matter expert and facilitator would be the best opportunity to discuss content.  Collaboration between facilitator and instructional designer during the assessment and evaluation of delivery is critical to the overall effectiveness of future revisions and the overall learning experience.

	In order to aid the facilitator in processing and preparing for delivery, a “facilitator’s guide” might be created by the instructional designer and approved by the subject matter expert.    A facilitator’s guide, according to the American Society for Training & Development (ASTD, 2005), “is what the instructor needs to do.  In the Facilitator Guide, you can include timing cues to sequence the instructional events, with references to material in the user guide.”  When a guide (or user manual) is created, it is important for the creator of the guide to transfer the objectives of the learning experience to the facilitator in an organized way.  As Longinquitas states, “There should be a design stylebook to describe the parameters of the project and the standards set for all the technologies and the contents.   There should be logical and clear file naming protocols (Loginquitas, 2006).”  If the end goal is to enable the facilitator to (1) know who the learners are; (2) get an overall perspective of the learning objectives; and (3) process the structure in a way that suits his/her style, the end result should be a successful learning experience in which the learners achieve the desired learning outcome.

	In order for the transfer of knowledge to occur, the instructional designer should create a set of guidelines (or “cheat sheet”) for the facilitator.   In a manner similar to what Driscoll describes in her chapter of “Meaningful Learning and Schema Theory” the guide needs to include an “inclusive concept or anchoring idea” that represents the learning objective in order to provide “cognitive economy” for the facilitator (Driscoll, 2005, pp. pp.136-137), (Bozarth, 2010).  The material to be used needs to be designed in a way that is “chunked” well in order to avoid “cognitive overload (Driscoll, 2005, pp. pp. 136-137, 143).”  It should flow efficiently and fit with the available resources, time and budget of the project.   There are many ways in which a designer can codify the content.  These methods can include memory aids such as mnemonics, graphic organization and architecture, visual management, the effective use of color, curriculum mapping (Molineaux, 2008), concept mapping (Soyanov & Kirschner, 2004), illustrations, and other visual explanations (Tufte, 1997).  Also included might be prompts to promote discussion, suggested questions and target responses.  This process would seem to be increasingly difficult as the subject becomes more complex.

	Depending upon the pedagogical style desired, a facilitation guide might have different organizational structures.  For example, if a behaviorist style of delivery is implemented the facilitator presents tasks to be learned, provides feedback to the learners’ responses and continues modifying instruction to reach the desired response.  At the other end of the learning theory spectrum, if a constructivist style of delivery is implemented, a facilitator’s guide might be focused on overall concepts and contain only module topics with suggested prompts that allow learners the freedom to construct their own knowledge.

From the facilitator’s perspective:
	The facilitator could be the designer, the stakeholder or completely removed from the whole design.  No matter what role the facilitator has had in the development process, he/she needs to connect with, or learn the content and know why it was created, interpret it in a way that allows them the freedom to infuse their own style while maintaining the guidelines and objectives, and ultimately teach the concepts to the learners.  The facilitator needs to know how to “identify the tasks required in a training project, estimate task duration” and have the ability to “create/modify a schedule that optimizes time and resources (Langevin, 2012)” in order to keep the project flowing smoothly.
	If the facilitator has not been provided with a guide from the instructional designer, he/she should familiarize him/herself with the content, prioritize the information, and choose a pedagogical style for delivery.  The facilitator can create a set of guidelines, memory aids, and/or a “cheat sheet” which would serve as an organizational and graphic interpretation to hit key points at specific times and provide a visual representation of the curriculum (see Table 1.0).  It serves as a way to learn, sequence, structure and personalize the delivery experience. 
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Table 1.0 Sample Timing Sheet

	In addition, it is critical that the facilitator knows who the learners are, identifies available resources, and knows the timeframe allotted for instruction.  Other tools for good facilitation include checklists that include materials such as audio-visual aids, room preparation, lists, participant involvement (assignments and groupings), and resources needed for instruction (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2 below).  There should be a formal space for detailed notes to be kept throughout the delivery process that will be used later to provide feedback for instructional designers and questions for subject matter experts to be used in development, revision and modification.
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Table 2.1 Sample Pre-class Checklist
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Table 2.2 Sample Post-class Checklist
	
	Lastly, repetition of the training with many different participants can give a facilitator an over-arching view of the process of learning that occurs based on the goals set forth by the original stakeholders and instructional designer.  Feedback is crucial to ongoing maintenance and revisions of a project.  The facilitator needs to know what the managerial structure of the project is in order to know how course modifications should be handled.  The facilitator needs to know who should receive any feedback and where comments should be directed.

[bookmark: _GoBack]From the original stakeholder’s/subject matter expert’s perspective:
	The stakeholder knows and can envision the “big picture.”  For the stakeholder, meetings with the instructional designer are crucial during the developmental stages of the design.   Like the instructional designer and facilitator, it is important for the subject matter expert to present the content, prioritize it and identify the learners.  Depending on the scenario, it might be advised for the stakeholder to meet with the facilitator during the “hand-off.”  

	The stakeholder needs to know how the transfer of knowledge will occur from the instructional designer to the facilitator in order to control resources and costs.  The original stakeholder also ensures the integrity is maintained through the development and delivery of curriculum.  The stakeholder will want to know that the transfer process is cost-efficient and that the return on investment is high.  For example, is it cost-effective to bring 15 trainers to company headquarters from all around the country/world in order to be immersed in the hand-off process?  Or could this be achieved by a coordinated webinar?  The stakeholder needs to weigh the advantages and disadvantages of all scenarios.

	Lastly, the original stakeholder will need to observe the delivery of the curriculum in addition to reviewing any notes, issues or concerns from the other parties in order to evaluate, modify, revise and/or update the content.
	The following table (Table 3.0) summarizes the steps involved from the perspectives of each of the stakeholders:
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Table 3.0 Stakeholders

In conclusion:
	According to Table 3.0 above, common areas of interest for all stakeholders are (1) collaboration with other stakeholders; (2) knowing the learners; and (3) the ability to prioritize and organize content.  Through each stakeholder’s area of expertise, they each come out on the other side of the learning experience being able to (1) provide feedback; (2) assess and evaluate learner outcomes; and (3) revise and maintain an innovation.

Thoughts for future considerations and research:
	Further research will help to define effective cognitive tools for creating schema from developing and finished instructional design products.   Defining these tools for use in transferring knowledge to facilitators will need to take into consideration the environment, learners and pedagogical style.  It will be interesting to see how differences between learning environments (e.g. academic, business, military, medical and distance education) change the methodology of the transference of knowledge between stakeholders. 

	Another question for further research is the developmental process of the facilitator.  Factors that would affect the knowledge transfer to the facilitator would change based on their level of involvement in the research, design, evaluation and analysis of the innovation.  The chosen pedagogical style would also have an impact on the method of transference.
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Description Notes. Type  Minutes Time Start Time End
WELCOME & ICEBREAKER
Set Expectations for the day Discussion 5 9:00 905
LEARNING
Module 1 Slide 1 - Topic 1 Discussion 15 30 9:05 935
Siide 2 - Topic 2 Discussion 15
Module 2 Siide 3 - Topic 1 Discussion 10 30 935 10:05
Siide 4 - Topic 2 Discussion 10
Siide 5 - Set up role play Role Play 10
Module 3 Siide 6 - Topic 1 Discussion 515 10:05 1020
Siide 7 - Topic 2 Discussion 10
Module 4 Siide 8 - Topic 1 Discussion 10 30 1020 10:50
Siide 9 - Topic 2
Siide 10 - Topic 3 Discussion 10
Siide 11 - Topic 4 Discussion
____-__
Module 5 Slide 12 - Set up activity Activity 45 11:05
Discuss Activity Discussion 10
Module 6 Siide 13 - Set up activity Activity 30_ 60 12:00 1:00
Discuss Activity Discussion
___--__
Administrative time 215
Module 7 Slide 14 - Set up activity Activity 50 60 215 315
Discuss Activity Discussion
____-__
Module 8 Slide 15 - Set up activity Activity 90 120
Discussion and debrief Discussion 30
RECAP

Wrap-up Recap of the day and reminders for tomorrow Discussion 15 5:30 545
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Day One Pre-Class Checklist

Set up tables and chairs

Notepads, pens, markers, water

Think of an icebreaker

Print out graduation materials

Check PowerPoint settings and ensure projector works

Change slide 20 in presentation, remove slide 3

Inventory equipment

Check for workshop materials

Camera batteries and cables

Handouts

Confirm travel plans
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Post-class Checklist

Day One Post-Class Checklist

Put all computers away and lock cabinet
Lock doors

Return key

Export data from evaluations

Inventory equipment

Prepare tomorrow’s classroom

Charge equipment
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