DOCUNXENT RESUNE

ED 115 959 ' CE 005 854
AUTHOR Curtis, Samuel M.
TITLE BEducation in Agriculture for the Bducationally -
N Disadvantaged. Pinal Peport. Teacher Education
Research Series, Volume 15, Number 1.
INSTITUTION ,Pennsylvania State Uriv., University Park. Dept. of
- Agricultural Bducation.
SPORS AGERCY Pennsylvania Research Coordinating Unit for
°  Vocational Education, BRarrisburg.
- REPORT KO ¥7-102-353
©  PUB DATE Sep 74 .
NOTE . 51p.
EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 HC-$3.32 Plus Postage -, )
DESCRIPTORS *Agricultural Education; *Curriculum Developnen%;

*Curriculum Pvaluation; *EBducationally Disadvantaged;
Faterial Developmeni; Occupational Information;
Student Evaluation; Teacher Improvement

IDENTIFIERS Pennsylvania

ABSTRACT
The project was-an effort to alleviate a recognized
need of educationally disadgantaged students enrolled in vocational
agriculture classes in Pennsylvania. This need extended to teacher
preparation, instructional naterials, “and vocational guidance.
Instructional materials in orgamental Horticulture, agricultural
mechanics, and agricultural production were developed and tested.
Materials were written at the sixth grade reading level usually in
task sheet format. Two teacher institutes were held to improve
‘competency of 25 geachers in fhe project. Occupational information of
entry level “ype Fiobs was disseminated to the teachers. In L
evalua’cion,L it was found that *he experimental materials yere .
superior to materials currently in use when criterion measures wer
achievement and performance tests. Teacher attitude <foward
. disadvantaged students begame more positive, with the gains
stabilizing durirng thirsg§rd project year. Occupational information
in the form of a manu was printed and disseminated to.guidance .’
counselors and teachers. Appendixes include some of the project
developed instructionral materials. Also included in the report is a
list of theses and publications that resulted from the project.
{Author/NJ)

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
.* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (BDRS). BDRS is not *
* respon51ble for the gumality of the original documen . Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
3 3k ok ok ok o ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok o ok ok ok ok oKk ok ook 3k 3k ok ok ook 3k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok 3k ook ok ok ok ok ok kK ok kK Xk ok ok K

4

i
**********************************************************************;t 1

Py

‘ %




ED115959

. U'S DEPARTMENT OF HITALTH
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION
. ThiS DOIUMENT wAS BEEN REPRO
= DUCED EXACTLY A% RECE VED FROM
*mE PERSON OR ORGANZATION ORIGIN
AT G ¥ PO NTSOF 18w OR OPINIONS
STATED DO #0” NECESSAR'LY REPRE
SENTOFE C AL NATIONAL (NSTITUTE NF
EDUCAT ON POS 7 DN OR POL (Y

FINAL REPORT

Education In Agriculture
for the
Educationally Disadvantaged $
(School Unit 4-10-14-720-1) .

(Project No. 20-3002)

Prepared by

a Samuel M. Curtis .
Assoclate Professor of Agricultural Education -
Teacher Education Research Series
Volume 15 Number |

September 1974

The Department of Agricultural Education
Coftege of Agricultu

The Pennsylvania

“* Universlty Pa

Pennsytvania Department of Educatio

Bureau of Vocationa!, Technical, and Continuln
Research Coordinating Unit

Harrisburg, PA 17126 N




PREFACE

This .project was an éfforf to alleviate a recognized need of educationally
dlsadyanfaéed students enrolled in vocational agriculture classes invPennsy|-
vania. This need extended to teacher preparation, ins..ucflonal‘mafgrials,
and vocational Qu!dance. The reéearch anc development embodlied in this
project should have impact not only for agricultural education, but for all
vocational education. The project was possible because of “Fhe financial
support of the Research Coordingjing Unit of &Fhe Pennsylvania Déparfmenf of
Educafioq. Dr. Clarence A. Dittenhafer, RCU staff, also served on the pro-
ject advisory commitTee. Other advisory committee members arg‘recognizeg
in %he body of the report.

. The contribufions of the graduate students vere 2 key ingredient toward
the successtui ccnciusion of the project. Ouring the three-ygar—span, the
following graduate assistants devoted dne or more academlc terms to project
activities. Graduate assistants were: Taylor Byrd, Jr., Susan Meade
McFadden, James R. Curtis, Freddie Richards, James Stutzman, .Myra Collura,” -
Jaﬁis\BarToo, Dennis Milhoan, Robert Phipps, and Prodeep K. Paul. Qnique
to this project were that +hree of - 1e graduate assistants were students
in speciai'eéucafion. (.

 The contributions of DOr. Richard F. Stinson and Or. Willlam Wiltlams

must also be recognized. ‘These men reviewed and revised’ task sheets to
insure their accuracy. Persons in the dairy science and agricultural

englneering faculties also jave of their time in-critiquing project

materials. -
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ABSTRACT
AV

Purpose =-- The pfojecf was to (a) prepare and evaluate instructional
materials spécially designed for teaching entry leved occupational skills

in agriculture to disadvantaged Xoufh, (b) to Improve teacher Eroflclency

in instructing disadvantaged youth, (c) alert teachers and youth of entry ‘
level occupations in agriculture potentially available to fhe disadvantaged
and (d) to identify educationally disadvantaged youfh.who could benefit

from competency in agricultural occupations.

Method -- Instructional materials iﬁ“ornamenfal horticulture, agricultural
mechanics, and agriculfur§l production were deve|0p§d and tested. Materials
were written at the sixth grade reading level usually in task sheet format.
Effectiveness of materials was evaluated for disadvantaged youth and with
conventional mafegjal. Two teacher institutes were held to imprgve competency
of 25 teachers in the project. Occupational information of entry level type
jobs was disseminated to the teachers. Eighth gréders in the 19 comprehen-

sive high schools in the project were tested for agricultural interest in

each of two years. Interest was analyzed on the basis of demographic factors

and disadvantagement.

-

: N
Results -- |+ was found that the experimental instructional materials were

superior to materials currently in use when the criterion measures were
achlevement and performance tests. In many of the comparisons the per%or-
mance of the disadvantaged student was equal f6 that of students classified

as average and above average. Analysis of variance and analysis of covariance
were the sfgflsfica|_jechnlquesuapgjieq_fg the data. Teacher attitude foward

-

dlsad;anfaged students became more positive on three of 12 subscales and in

.0




total score from the first to second project year. When tested during the
third year, gains previously realized had stabilized.
Occupational Information was provided teachers and guidance counselors.

A manual, Agricultural Occupations: Entry Level Jobs, was prin*éd and dis-

seminated to project Teacher;. Agricultural interest of disadvaﬁfaged
sfuden+s égfe;}ng ninth grade gr}culfure‘classes was not different from
other agriculture sfddeqfs. Interest scores of all students who entered
ninth grade agriculture classes was higher than those students who }ndlcafed
a desire to enrol! but who never acfui$|y enrol led.

Four doctoral dissertations and three masters papers resulted from the

14

project. -,
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DESIGN AND PROCEDURE

Statement of the Pfoblem

Students with learning difficulties permeate the public school
environment. For whatever reason, be it economic, social, cultural,
or biological, 12 to 20 percent of thie students, depending on whose
data are used, can be classified as educationally disadvantaged. That
is, fhese’sfudeﬁfs‘are two or more years below their grade level in
basic skills and unable To.succeed in school because of their disadvan-
}agemenf. Up to this time vocafional agriculture teachers have ha
little or no preparation for teaching slower students. Neither have
they had appropriate ins;rucfional materials.

Té iﬁprove fh; educational environment for slower learners, teachers
must be better prepared to deal with many student ability levels in the
shops and classrooms. Appropriate curriculum materials musf‘be prepared.
Sfudenfs; including those disadvantaged, need fo have realistic occupational
goals Tq mesh with relevant instructional programs.

Given these fac%s, this project was designed to improve teacher
competence, to provide curri?ulum materials, and to inform teacher and
student of occupational opportunities tor the educationally disaannTaged. ) T

) Objectives

To focus the efforés of the project, four specific objectives and the
means for evaluating them were formulated. They were:

I. To prepare and evaluate instructiona! materials designed to

faci-litate and impro,e the insfrucfiﬁnal program for educatlion-

ally disadvantaged students, particularly in the subject matter
areas of horticulture, animal science, and agricultural mechanics.

- %
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Material was evaluaied on the basis of éfudenf achievement
"and performance test scores. Also used were Flesch reading
! level and teacher subjective evaluation.

2. To improve teacher's proficiency for teaching classes that
incltde .educational ly disadvantaged youth. Two teacher
institutes, as well as the instructional material, reference
material, and individual conferences, were held to accomplish
this goal. -

A feacher_afflfude°invenfory was administered three fimés as
a means to assess progress.

3. To assemble and provide teachers with relevant vocationai
guidance materials so that teachers and students were both

» aware of occupations potentially available to the educationally
disadvantaged student.

Guidance materials including lists of agricultural job skills
were prepared and distributcd for teacher and student use in
order” to fulfill this goal. The School Sentiment Index (1)
was used to evaluate student attitudes.
~ .
4.' To identify educationally disadvantaged students who could
benefit from competency in agricultural occupations.

\\\\\\§d The Agricultural and Biological Interest Inventory (2) was
used to identify eighth grade students with an interest in
agriculture. . )
Procedure 1
To car-y *hrough on the project an advisory comniittee was formed,
] personnel were selected, teachers idenfified, and curriculum materials

were developed and evaluated.

Advisory Committee o ‘ .

An advisory commi< :ee composed of Dr. Susan Weis, Home Economicyg

' Education, Donatd Hzrris, Vocational Industrial Eduéafion, Or. Robert
Smith, Special Education, Dr. Samuel Leadley, Rural Sociology, Dr. William

Sﬁifh, Rural Sociology, c.! of The Pennsyivania State University, and

' :

Or. Clarence Dittenhafer, Research Coordinating Unit, The Pennsylvania ,
Department of Education, was formed as the first step.
2 i . i
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Seléz;;;:\bf Cooperating Teachers ; . ’
7 .

Approximately 50 teachers of.agriculture were needed in the projecf 4

to use and evaluate the in %ional materials. In addition, It was
desirable to have represented in the sample all three irstructional areas
included in the curriculum development phase. Upon the a@vice‘of the advisory
committee, all teachers of agriculture in Pennsylvania (29;) were sérveyed.
A fwé—parf instrument was used in the mail survey. Responses were :éceivedf
from 139 teachers - Thes; teachers represented 62 percent of the 221 vo-ag
departments in Pennsylvania. From the respondents, 42 teachers were invited
(, Yo parfic}pafe in the Projecf. Invitations were issued based on éeographic
- factors, number of disadvantaged students aA classes, and subjé;f matter
areas being offered. Twenty-five Teacher; in 24 schools accepted the:invi-
! fafibn to parficipafe. Ninefeen—feaqng}s were in comprehensive high schools. //
\\\ The teachérs and schools are listed in Appeaéﬁx A. Twenfy -two teachers
, stayed wafh the project until it was comp eted. Jhree teachers were added
T~ te\geplace +he three teachers who dropped out. i //f)
. The sfudenfs affected by the proigcf were those in The schools where

a %eacher was selecfed Students ;ﬁ classes where the |nsfrucT|onal materials

were taught made up The sfudenf/;ﬁbulaflon for the stucy. Eighth grade stu-' '

dents in the comprehensive ﬁljy school§ veré given the Agrnculfural and

Biological Interest Inventory/in 1971-72 “and again in_1972-73.

Idenfifica+ion of The‘Disadégnfaged.Sfudenfs . "

In order¢to evaluate/the effectiveness of the instructiona} materials
’~\ ) R ' w,‘
* for educationally disad gnfaged students, it was necessary to identify thos
students. Several ‘ap roaches were considered.’ One of these was iQ score.

An immediate difficulty was that in the 24 schools in the project, 4 different
. . X
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IQ tests had been used. This problem, plus questions oncerning the
validity of the 1Q score for identifying the disadvantaged, dictated

other means. Class fifth was anofhér possibility. Indeed, the lower
. , C
class fifth would show 20 percent disadvantaged -- a figure cited by some

|
to | lustrate the disadvantaged population in schools. This, though,
assumes an equal number of disadVamtaged youth in each school, a gross
o . , . 2
assumption, indeed. Moreover, the project staff and advisory committee °

felt it was appropriate to use the State Department of Education def (Ifidn

, that students retarded two or more years in academic achievement, and unable

to succeed in school becauséiof this deficiency, be considered the education-
ally disadvantaged population. Reading fest scores, in this case Nelson- ) /
Denny (3), applied to grade level norms, met the definition criterion -- at

least for reading. Upon the advice of the project advisory committee, two

. additional measures were applied: school grade point average based on 2 N

four-poinfﬁgcale and agriculture teacher ranking of student performance.

[ 3
Consequently, three measures were used to differentiate the educationally e
disadvantaged stufent. In this manner any bias potential ly present in one ‘

measure was muted by the appllca%ion f other criteria. |t also preciuded

arbitrary assignment of an equal number of students from each school to any

. one category.

These three criteria were app]ied to each .student by means 6f the
ensuing procedure. Each measure was djﬁided into three segments.~- edu-
cafiqnally disaqvanfaged, average, and above average. For example, the
Nelson~Denny reéding test scores were divided (!) +wo or more grades below

grade level norfga(Z) Ieés than two grades below up to grade level norm,

and (3) above grs

e leyel norm. The school grade point average was segmented

»
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{
as follows: above 2.66, 1.33 to 2.66, and betow 1.33. The teacher ranking

!

of students was divided according to lower, middle, and upper thirds. For
each of the f;:SE"m?ésurbs, one point was agsigned to the fower division,
two points to the central area, and t.ree points to the upper performance

category. Thus, a total number of points was obtained for each student.
H

Lowest possible number: of points was three, while the maximum number was

nine. Students w}fh point totals of 3 to 4 were classified disadvantaged;

5 to 7 points, average; and 8 to 9 points, above average. The iLlustration

below shows how the clai74ficafion procedure was applied to specific student

¢

~ data. // , -
£
X el son-Denny Schooll Teacher Total
Student No. /Reading Test G.P.A. . Ranking » Points*
/ . '
D # ! 2 | 4
. [l J
2 :; ! 2 2 5
3 / | | | 3
y
4 /, S 3‘ 2 3 8
5 / 3 2 2 7
6 i 2 z | .5
/
7 / I 2 2 5
8 / 3 3 3 9
.9 // 3 2 3 8
|0/f : 2 3 2 7
*Bisadvantaged (3-4 points), © Students No. I, 3 .
FAverage (5-7 points) Students No. 2, 4, 6, 7, 10
// Above average (8-9 points) _Students No. 4, 8, 9

7
i

Where measures of edu-ctionally disadvantaged student performance were
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. ‘ Experimental Design . )
. . . T S
To evaluate the instructicnal material developed' in this project, ., - ,

°

disadvantaged student performance was compared to performance of more

. . e

advantaged youth (Figure ). In some-instances this evaluation was

replicated three times. With insfructionaﬁ material prqduced later in S
the project, replication was not possible. Here teacher analysis and R
T
* . sTudeq} evaluation were included. Early in The project The Task analysns

system was compared to other methods of teaching subject maTTer (Flgure 2). ) Jw”

o L]

* Figures | and 2 below iIIusTraTe the experimenfal design for testing the ° -
instructional materials. Analysis of covariance and analysis of variance oL
£ o . B ' LS s
wéﬂr used to test for differences. A significance level of .05 was riquireq. .
5 [ : . ’ . N A . ‘ ¢ .
Djsadvantaged - Performance.and/or .
, . _Achlevement Tests — :
Average Pretest , Treatment Teacher evaluafion : e
- . ‘ . - °
Above average . Sy . Student evaluation®

s

Figure |. Experimental design for comparing educaTionaIIy dlsadvanfaged
students' with more advanTaged youth. .

¥ .
M )

1 2 1 " , '.‘ {
Task Analysis Sysfem : § : . e .
3 . . . L
with visual aods performance objectives' ! Performance .and/or
oot achievement test -
"""""""""""""" “' = ! scores of students: _
;g Traditional System v -! used for evaluation
. . t ! : ) !
+- ;e
‘varied with specific unit but included ': 3 L ’ i )
Theory, wor kbooks ’ : 5 \ .
. [
«
1

Figure 2. Expérimental design for comparnng task analysis with Theory oriented
instructional maTerlals. ' .

- To inventory teacher attitude foward dlsadvanfaged s&udenfs, a l2- cencepT

semantic differential affifude‘§cale was given “three T|mes during the coursg

L3




N @

of the project. This scale measured whefher teacher attitudes changed
as a result of the two teacher Institutes held In the summers and the

Intensive Indlvidual work done with the teachers during the school year.

Figure 3 shows the attitude evaluation désign. <
-~ ' - /
A 1972-73  Summer  1973-74. ,
¥eb. 1972 Spring  Summer school year 1973  school year
Treatments None Used Teacher Used Teacher Used-
: Project Institute Project Institute Project ~
< Material Material Material
Evaluation Attitude Attitude - Attltude
g Scale Scale . Scale
(December) (Dacember)

Figure 3. Evaluation of feacher attitude toward educationally dlsadvanfaged

youfh - -
Sfudenf Interest in agricuttural oceupations was dgfermlneq’by fhé’!///f \

Agricultural and Biological Pnferéé%rT;Lenfory 12y N This was administered

“to eighth grade students in the comprehensive high scﬁ%ols ip the project in-

l9§i-72 and 1972-73. Enrollment of sfudenff in 9th grade agriculture classes 3
" 'wa; quéequenfly oéservedi Once enro?fed in 9th gradejr¥hese‘sfudenfs' scores
i were gnalyzed by student classificaflon. ) e
in addition, students uglng the project materials were gIJen the School e

Senflmenf‘index (1). Two applications were made of this data: (33 re|af[3n-
. %, :

ship of stident atfituds to student performance was observed, and (2) differences,

" In attitudes among student classifications were analyzed. . ._,

2

- Graduate sfudenfs working wifh the projecf were encouraged To develop

thelr theses ‘proposals around project objectives. 1in tfotal, four‘docforal

dissertations and three masters theses were completed within the scope of

¥ )
-~

this project. Wy |
s - ) ) : |
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Curriculum Déve1opmenf

.Early In the project severa! staff and advisory committee declisions

were made that determined the nature of the curriculum materials.

These were:

I. Instructional materials would be based on skills and knowledges

needed in entfry level occupaflons

9

2. Material would be presenfed in the form of task sheets based
on occupafional analysis.

3. Behavioral objectives would be formulated for each task.

4. Instructional aids would be eloped or identified to supplement

the task sheets.
All of the instructional materials Por the project were wxitten around

this general format.




.SU*M‘AARY OF RELATED LITERATURE

Since the initiation of this project in the summer of 1971, vocational
education caaneporQ significant progress in serving the occupéfi&ﬁal
aspirations of edqcafionalfy disadvanraged students. In terms of enrol Iment
data alone, prdbress has been substantial. By 1972, 1,838,000 sﬁéclal needs
students were enrolled in vocational p}ograms, an increase of 25,000 since
1965 (4). 1in 1973, 13.3 percent of al4 vocational enrolimentjn the Unlted
States were counted as persons with special needs (5). This data indicates
that although progress has been made, all students with sﬁeciél needs are
still not being served. Earlier studies show that as many aé 20 percent
of high school aged youth may be disadvantaged (6) (7).

Perhaps the most progress has been made in the areas of research on
tamily factors, student motivation, and~associa+ed program development.

Project REDY (8) and Project WARSAW (9), are key illusfrifions.‘ The positive

role of cooperative education is apgtly illustrated by Ope%aflon Salvage (10).

This p;ogram is one ;f mani'fhaf demonstrates that disadvantaged students

do learn and are acceptable employees in real job situations.. The welght

of the research evidence is that disadvantaged sfudenfs'do succeed in schoot

and on—fhé-ipb when they are challenged by realistic occupafionél oppoy?unifies.
Teache: preparation has received some attention. The work of Déwson (n,

Belis(12), and Bobbitt (13), are good illustrations of these attempts to pro-

mofe ‘Yeacher empathy with disadvanfaged students and to lmprove Teacher

‘compefence in educating disadvantaged youth. All three focus on sfudenf

needs as 2 basis for Instructional program development. Three publications,

’




. What Vocational Education Teachers Should Know About Disadvantaged Youth

In Rural Areas (14), Teaching the Disadvantaged, a curriculum guide for

[
classes of disadvantaged students in'agrieultural education programs (15),

and Techniques for Teaching Disadvantaged Youth in Vocational Education (16),

have potential for teacher preparation. 7To déTe, preparation of vocational

teachers to work with disadvantaged students at the pre-service level has

.

not developed rapidly.

The contribution of this project is that it provides research data

that supports guidance, curri%@lum development, and teacher preparation

4

efforts as productive uses of resoure;% for improving the instruction of

.

disadvantaged students. )
w




FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

-

Curriculum Materials Development and Related Research

Curriculum development for the project concentrated in three areas:
'agriCquuraI groduction, agricultural nechanics, and oq}amenfai horticulture,
The framework within which project materials were written consisted of:

. Entry level occupations - the materials written would deal
with tasks common to entry level occupations. Elements within
the tasks should be sequential.

2. Emphasis should be on manipulafi&e type skills CSEmonIy performed
by workers in that occupation.

\\\_,// 3. Insofar as feasible, the format would be task oriented with
behavic:al objectives and a step by step procedure for accom-
plishing the task.

*

-4. 'Instructional aids would be developed/identified o assist in
the implementation of the tasks. '

5. Reading level would be at the sixth grade norm.

.

To ascertain the effectiveness of the prepared instructional materlals,
they were fleld tested during the course of the project. This section
discuéses the materials produced and presents the analyses of the results

’

of field testing.

Ornamental Horticulture .

[3

Task sheets developed in ornamental horticulture are listed in Apﬁéﬁgix
.B. Additional task’'sheets are still being developed to fill in existing gaps.
Initially this experimental instructional material was compared to other

+

methods already in use. The results are reported in terms of achievement

and performance test scorec in Table |.




/\
Table |. Stude..tf mean achievi.ment and performance test scores in nursery
~_production by instructional treatment.

Instructional ‘ N Mean score Mean score
treatment (achievement) (performance)

Task analysis :

(experimental 88 15,32 8.1

Manuall 108 ta.82 5.6

Outline 80 TI.4 6.1°

®Means followed by same letter are not significantly different by Analysis .
of variance and Duncan's Modified (Bayesian) Least Significant Test. P = .00l.

I+ is evident that 1hé experimental’ instructional materials were effective
in teaching both knowlcdge and performance skills. The crucial test, though,
depended upon their usability with disadvantaged students. This evaluation

was made using an achievement test and a performance test. The results are

-

prfnfed in Tables 2 and 3. Analysis of covariance was applied to test for

2 " N
. 4 p H . -
differences. . *o

. ©

Table 2. Nursery pro&ucfiqn achievement test scores by.student classification

B arouns., -
Student: Mean 2 Mean Mean Adjusted
Classification ‘N Pretest -+ G.P.A. Test Mean Score
Disadvantaged 60  10.0 . 1.8 " 156 16.2°
Average 60 e 2.2 15.4 15.5
) -~
Above Average 60 A43.0 * 2.9 6.8 16.1
} aNb‘significanf difference at the .05 level by multiple classification analysis
of covariance. N ) -




Table 3. Nursery production performance test scores bf student classification

groups.
Mean
Student Mean Teacher Skitl Ad justed
Classification N G.P.A. Rank Score Score ,
Di sadvantaged 60 - 4.9 7.3 6.9°
Average 60 2.2 9.5 6.9 6.9
Above Average’ 60 2.9 13.3 7.0 7.1

No significant differences at the .05 level by multiple classification analysis,
of variance. )

The performance of the disadvantaged student on both the achlevement and
the performance test were encouraging. In the analysis a subsample of 60
students in each classifdcation group was drawn in order to use a compufgr
analysis of covariance programs that required equal sub groups. On the per-
formance test (Table 3) grade point average and teacher rank of student ‘in -

-

agriculture class were used as covariates. In the achievement test (Table 2)

pretest score and grade point average were covariates. A significant cor-

relation existed between School Senfiment index Scores and studeq} performance.
In the second year of the project, a series of slides and film loops

were developed to complemenf the task sheets. The six color siide‘series

were: s
Task Sheet =
. Mixing Soil on Table (Potting Bench), 2! slides, script - NP=6
2. Mixing Soil With a Concrete Mixer, 15 slides, script NP-7
3. Mixing Soil on Floor, 13 slides, script - . NP-8
4. Mixing Fertilizer with Soil, 21 slides, script NP-10
5. Removing Rooted Cuttings, 13 slides, script NP-11
6. Transplanting Rooted Cuttings, 13 slides, script ™ -~ - NP-12 -

< /. -

13
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Eleven film loops were made to illustrate the task sheets.

Planting a Balled and Burlapped Shrub
Mixing Soi! on a Potting Bench

Steaming Soil

Mixing Soil on the Floor

Mixing Soil with a Concag;;\pﬁxer
Mixing Fertilizer with Soil

Removing Rooted Cuttings

Transplanting, Rooted Cuttings InTo Pots
Putting Pots into Place after Planting

Transplanting From Pots to Containers
Dlggnng a Balled and Buriapped Shrub

-~

Ve

-

- OQOWOVWOOJOVEUWN—

They are:
Task Sheet

LC-2
NP-6
NP-9
NP-7
NP-8
NP-10
NP-1 !
NP-12
NP-13
NP-14
NP-2

The effectiveness of the £ilm loops .and slides as suppiementary aids ~

was examined during,fhe'final year of the project and is reported in the

.

Milhoan thesis.




Quality Miﬂk Production

For The oé%ggaflonal title, dairy farm worker, }he tasks involved in

milking cows were coordinated into a previously existing unit titled,

Qual Ity Milk Production (17). The unit was revised f% the sixth grade

reading level and task sheets added for‘fhe required manipulative skil|s.

It was published in prelimlnar9 form and field tested during the flrs;

project year. . After revision, the fileld fésfiqg-was'rep|lcafed in each
”;

of the two succeeding years. These results are shown in Table*JS.

Table 5. Student scores by ability level of students on quality miik
achieyeménf test in project all years.

Year Classification ) N Pretest Test Adjusted Test

1971-72 Educationally Disadvantaged- 29  17.3  27.1 . 28,9%
average | 28 20.8 3.4 37
Above Average 26 22,9  34.5 32.3

Replication | . '

\912-75  Educationally Disadvantaged 19  17.0 2637 21.2°,
Average 4t 17.5 27.4 . 21.7
Above Average , . 23 2t.8 30.4 26.4

Replication 2

1973-74 Educationally Disadvantaged 48  18.0 24.3°
Average . 49  19.0  26.6
Above Average 17 19.8 32.3

2pi sadvéntaged slgnificanffy lower than the above student at the ,05 level. .
Tested by covariance and Duncan's Modified (Bayesian) Least Significant
Differences. .

: bNo s}gnjficanf difference.~v

Y

/ .
Cbisadvantaged student lower than above average student at the .05 level.
Tested by analysis of variance and Duncan's Modified (Bayesian) Least \
Significant Differences.
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Grade Adjﬁsfed"
Description of Material N Pretest Point Average Test
. Experifental unit

including behavioral " - s

objectives and /st ides 29 17.3 1.7 27.9
2. Manual and behavioral )

objectives 4 18.0 2.1 . . 24.0
3. Expe;imenfal unit with ,) ’

slides minus behavioraf i

objectives 16 6. 9 1.6 22.1

4 -

. : N

14

| “ '
For-the quality milk unit the results of the field testing for all

years were very much alike. The only differqu;s being that M the first

8

and third years the educationally disadvahfzged students mean score was

significanfly lower than the above averagg fudenf. in the second year

there wi/ﬁ no signifjcant differences Irksfqvpnf scores. The materials

-
had been revised and printed in manpal form befwifn fhe first and the

¢
"~y

second year. . \

Al

Since the results for the quality milk unig were somewhat different
than for the task sheets in horticulture, it is appropriate to examine
the differences between the two Sets of materials. The quality milk

“

unit had fewec)manlpulaflve type skills in proporflon to the total
package than did the task sheefs in horticulture. Students were required
to read more. It is imporfanf to note the gain of the disadvantaged
students over pretest. , -

The effe;t of slides and behavioral obJec}Ives’on disadvantaged ;
student learning were also examined in refation to fh; qual}fy milk
?nif. Forty-nine disadvantaged students Were included in fhig Phﬁse

of the experiment. The results are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Disadvantaged student achievement test scores bi type of
instructional material .

N -

aSignificanﬂy higher than group 3 at fhe .0l level. Tested by covariance

and Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
16

22
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Those students taught with the experimenfal unit Including behavioral

(__ obJecTnves and s{Ides scored sugnlflcanfly ‘higher on the achievement test

L)
A

than Those);iudentg taught with fhe same ma#erials mlnué\jhe behavioral
3 L

£ ¢ ‘ N

\ obJecilygé.
by

\Basicéélecfricifx

.
,
I3 ! -
‘

Farm~and residential wiring skills are essential knowledge for farm
workers and electrician's helper occypatlons., In this prOJecf fhe focus
was on those elementary wiring skills that a fé}m worker could perform
while workind with a skilled e;égg%ﬁcian. Such skills are also essential
as 2 starting place for Thosé siu&enfs capable of more sgilled occupations,

.

initially, 27 task sheets were| Heveloped (Listed in Appendix C)
l

These task sheets were revﬁsed during the third year of the prOJecf.

Also, during the third year an;elecfrical wiring simulation panel was

' i
developed. Plans for this are, aval [able to teachers. The simulation’ 4hj7*//

1
|
1

panel,is scheduled for pre—seryice and in-service instruction of teachers
i}of agriculture, This should'p%ovige teachers realistic experience wifh
the task énal&sis system.
‘ The electric wiring task smeefs were fleld Tesfed in each of the three
dFOJecf years Durlng the firs4 year, the experimenfal materials were
compared to a theory oriented bgsic elecfrlcnfy unit. This comparison is
\ shown below.f;:%;;?h\achieQeménTAand‘berformance scores. .

Table 8. Mean performance and aghievement fest scores of students taught
by theory or task unitl

g Performance ' Achievement
Units N Test xT’esf
Experimental (Skill) 144 2.26%7° ﬁg.zza
Theory 120 3.05 }5.85

Experlmenfal unit scores significantly higher at .00l level by analysts of
variance .

bseoring | = A, 2=8, 3=C, 4 =D.

— Cr L ,
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Students taught by the experimental unit clearly pgr?armed at a higher

level whether measurement was made by means of an achievement or a performance

test. Performance of disadvantaged students «was observed In each of the pro-

| W\» -

ject years. F:chievement test” scores z-e shown in Table 9. /

Table 9. Student scores by ability level of students on basic electricity
achievement test 'in all project years.

Year Classification N Prefes?”\y Test Ad justed Test//
' 1971-¥2~Educationally Disadvantaged 60  |I.8 ) 169 7.9/
' \’?\Average 60 12.1  17.5 17 .8//" t
| Above Average 60 13.9 I8:5 |Zf§f
Replication | T IV
1972-73 Educationally Disadvantaged 15 10.6 |3.7b / "17.82
Average ’ 34 12.9 136 17.1
Above Average . ‘24 14.5 ',//19{5 .|7.6
Replication 2 . CATammmTTm ‘
- 1973-74 Educationally Disadventaged 14 7.9 1,7°
Averags o 19 6.9 0.2 T .
Above 2v-rage 4 8.0 8.3

®No significant difference at .0l level by analysis of covariance or analysis k\
" of variance. '

bSigniflcanfly lower than above average‘groub by analysis of varlance and
Duncan's Modified (Bayesian) Least Significant Difference Test.

[ -




/' -ﬂ;able 10. Achievement test scores of students according to classification
of institutional material and student performance grouping first
. project vyear,

v Ag: Class Adjusted
] Material Student N \Pretest fifth Posttest posttest
- 7
Theory unit ' .
’ Disadvantaged 30  10.5 4.4 13.8 15.5
Average 30 1Z.9 ’3.0 46.4 15.9
Above Average 30 15.8° 1.5 18.3 16.4 .
~
Skill unit
Disadvantaged 30  13.1 4.5 20.0 20.2%7°
Averag 30 1.4 3.0 18.9 19.7
' Above Avlrage 30  12.0 1.6 18.3 18.2

aSignificaﬁflf higher,fhan disadvantaged students taught by theory unit.
bNo significant difference among students taught by skill unit.

The data in Tables 8, 9; and 10 clearly Il[usfrafe~fhe resdlfé of
the experiment in terms of achievement test scbkes. The "Skill" uhit wss
signlficanf{y superior to the- "Theory" unit according to- the achievement
© fest resutfs. No differenceﬁ among student categories were present within

~

elther unit, except for the unad justed test scores of disadvantaged students

for Reinca%lon I,‘which were lower. However, the disadvantaged student
5 taught by the skill unit scored significantly higher on the achlevement
test than the disadvantaged student taught by the theory unit.

From these results it 1s evidenf that +he skill orflented (task sheet) .

unit was superior to the theory oriented quiz‘gi_Ebfh performance and

achlevement tést scores. Disadvantaged youth tdught by the skill unit

scored significantly highér than those taught by the theory unift.

?
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Electric Motors T s

-

- .

A series of lesson plans, task sheets, and resource materlals were

v . q
_assembled for teaching electric motors. This unit was subjec{%d to “teacher

evaluation. Fifteen project teachers returned evaluaflohs.l Ahl.aéféed -,
that élfﬁough it was a step in the right direcfionf it cod?ained teo much,

in the way of operatipg theory to be approprtafe tor disadvantaged students.®
This manual is under revision with greafer emphasis being placed on gﬂe

task sheets necessary to perform the operafion and maintenance function

required of a farm worker. Prel iminary ‘task sheets developed are |isted

" in Appendix D.

Safe Power Shop Equipment Operation ‘
\
Early in the project, teachers informed the project staff that a
. >

) ~
systematic method -needed To=be-devised for teaching disadvantaged students
the safe use of power shop equipmenf. Such.ma?eria| was developed and flelq
tested during the final year of the project. Eva!uaf:on was based on teacher
and student neacflons. Twelve teachers rated the unit on 2 six-pOInf scale
ranging from very high to very fow. Three 'rated it very high six, high; -«
and three, medium va!ue. Responses of nine teachers on the approprlafeness
of the material for each student 'is shown in Figure 4. The title of the
published manual is Safe Power Shop Equipment Operation (18).
Teacher. Ratitg
Student Classification Excellent Good Med ium Fair Poor
Disadvantaged . 2 - 2 4
| year under grade level - . 2", 4 |
On grade level t 6 i : T s
{ year above grade level 2 5 2
T n o )
2 years above grade levsl 2 5 !
Figure 4, Rating of umit by nine teachers for each student in fhelr classes
based on reading |eVe| : R
20 "
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| ] 0f the nine feachers who made fhis raflng, fhe ﬁeeling seemed tf be .

fae e - L

that the unit was better adapted for ﬁ?e average and above average student -
than for the disadvantaged student. These ratings were taken into account

when fhe material was revised and published for statewide use. ’é N
Evaluaflon was based on fhe ninfh grade student's confidence in their i

ability to operate the 15 pieces of Shop equnpmenf safely affir instruction.
r

—Theseresutts are shown in Table 4. - S s e e

. . L J
Table 1. Student self-egetuafion of ability to ope;aie power shop equipment
safely after instruction.

Sfu dcnt Abili ¥¥“to Operate

Equipment ' N Excellent Good Medium Fair Poor
Portable circular saw 31 23 52 - 30 24 T2 \
Sabre saw . 130 30 49 ° 42 7 2
Radial arm saw 146 24 62 0 19 !
Table saw 152 32 2 40 16 2
Jointer 134 34 55 35 10 0
Portable dritl . 144 59 65 14 6 0
nd hacksaw - 65 22 21 t5 - 5 2

Reciprocating hacksaw 64 ’ ‘ 25 13 6 2
Grinder - 139 33 55 .36 13 2
Arc welder 106 83 30 18( 3
Drill press 146 33 64 3415 0
Oxyacefylene welder IOEA ' 33 i9 27 i3
Belt sander - 127 42 57 22 4 2
Finishing sander 124 © 50 53 8 2 0

RN

Not all.students had the opporfuni#y’f learn to use all tools taught

}p—fhe manual for severql reasons.s Not afl shops had all of the tools and
«
not all students had completed the unit

the responses, it is evident that most stu ents felt that they had learned

how fto use the shop equipment safely. .

the end of the schéol year. From |




;/[1 3 ’ o ~ Guidance 4 7 7 .

The guidance objectives of the project Included both the teacher and
‘fhe éfudenf. To aid the teacher in his counseling of students, a manual,

Agricultural Occupations: En??V‘Level Jobs (19), was prepared and distributed

. to teachers and guidance counselors. in the project schools. After fleld

testing and revision, It was mailed to all agriculture teachers in Pennsyl- _

vania.—This manual consisted of a |isting of occupational titles in agri-_.

culture from the Dictionary of Occupational Titles categorized by the seven
insfrucflona! areas in'agricutfure. Only those occupational titles Important
in Pennsylvania weré included. ‘A worksheet was devised to aid teachers and
gfudenfs in matching student capapillfies with job\FEQuiremenfs. In addition,
teachers were notified of the availability of the Pennscript "special education
deck" which includes som; agricultural occupifions. !

.. lInterest lnventory

In each of the first two project years, the Agricultural and Biological

Interest Inventory (2), was administered to eighth graders In the camprehensive

2 -

high schools in the project. Of those who entered ninth grade'agricutfure

classes a year later, scores were compared on the basic of agricultural

<«

interest and educational disadvantagement. A summary of the interest scores

o ”fé? each of the years is presented in TabTe'IZi'

LY
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Table 12. Summary of interest inventory scores of eighth grade students
- responding "yes" and 'no" to possible enrollment in-agriculture

classes as compared to actual enrolIment.

: s . . Dlsadvantaged
it 11] 134 1"t 1 1" »
lnferegfcitea ;Yes No Enrolled ~9th grade '
1971-72 ,

N - 1497 834 153,

Total score 107.9 82.1 - 131.6
Animals - 26.3 20.4 32.4
Plants . 28.2 23.0 31,1
Mechanics 26.6 18.9 - 36.6
Businsss 26.8 19.9 31,7
1972-73 ‘ )

N 1391 s 410 277 137
Total score . 97.6 ,88.5 118.9 117.4
Animals 23.8 '21.4 28.4" 28.2
Plants 25.4 23.2 . 27.2 \ 26.9

*Mechanics .25.6 22.6 34.1 35.2
Business 22.8 ( 21.5 29.2 27.1

@Students responding "yes" had significantly higher total and part scores
than those responding "no™ by analysis of variance.

bD1sadvan1'aged students enrolled not significantly &?%{grenf from all
students enrotied. t-test.

»

In both years, as might be expected, those eighth graders who indlcated
an interest in taking an agriculture course(s) in high sckool scored

significantly higher in all phases of the inventory than those youth who

*

did not hold this expectation. Scores of disadvantaged students who enrolled

: ‘.
in agriculture in njnth grade were not different from their more advantaged

counterparts.
. The effect of fa%ﬁer's'occupafﬁon on student preference and chdlée was

also observed. Results are tabulated in-Tables 13 and 14. Three categories

- of_father's occupation were used: .farming, agricultural non-farm, and non-

agricultural. information on father's occupation was av%ﬁ}able for 1202 of
+hed (497 "yes" respondents in-1971-72 and fér 1269 in l97g-73.

23, c
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Table 13. Mean Inferest scoies of students responding "yes" to agricultural
. courses stratified by father's occupation.
T ) Interest scores :
Father's occupation N Toyhl  Animal ~-Plants Mechanics Business
T 1971-72 ~ : s -
;- . - - a a a- . a a
Farming . 100 127.8, 31.5 31.9 34.3 30.14 -
Ag. non-farm 87  105.2  24.3 25.6 ' 29.7_  25.5 ° )
Non agricultural 1015  108.8  24.8 C21.2 27.2 26.3
1972-73 4
Farming 89 113.3° 29.5° 28.9° 28.2%. " 26.9°
Ag. non-farm 60  100.0  24.5 26.4 25.4 24.3
Non agriculfypsd 1120°  95.8 23>&§' 25.1 .  24.2 23.2 -
aSIgnificanTiy aifferent at .0l level fro& each of other categories. Analysis
of variance and Duncan's Modified (Bayesian) Least Significant Difference Test.
Table 14. Mean interest scores of students enrolied in ninth grade stratified
by father's occupation. . '
~ ) ad ) Interest scores® .
Father's occupation N Total Animal " Plants Mechanics Business
CoaeT1-72
. Farming // 55 . 126.5 30.7 30.3 34.9 _ 30.7
Ag. non-farm o I31.3 3.5 28.2 38,5 - 33.1
e Non agricultural 156 128.0 30.4 30.8 5.9 310
( 1972-73 ' '
Farming 63 120.3  ..28.1 27.9 35.1 29.2>~
¢ . ’ .
Ag. non-farm 23 120.0 ., 29.0 = 27.1 -« 33.8 © 30.1
‘ N o :
Non agricultural 191 - 117.2 27.6 26.8 34.1 28.7
. ®No significanf differences by analysis of variance. -
- . )




- For 1972-73 scores were categorized by sex of students. These results
are in Table !5. Male students scored significantly higher in tfotal, bustness,
Qand mechanibs‘inferesf. No differences were observed for animals and plant

interest.

Table 15. Summary of agricultural and biolSgical interest Inventory scores
In_1972-73 by sex of students.

. Tofal
Sex N Score Animals Plants Mechanics Business
- Male 1030 101.5°  24.2 25.2 27.9° 24.2°

Female 720 92.1 23.5 25.3 20.9 22.4

aSignIficanT at the .0l level by analysis of variance.

PS

In I972-73 in |2 schools not previously involved In the project, four
measures of voca?lonal maturity were administered to a random sample of 490
junior high school students. Measures used were the JIM scale (20), Career

&

"Maturity Inventory (21), vocational aspiration scale, and a vocational expec-

t+atlon scale developed for the project. Students were classifled by the

guidance‘counsetors in the school as‘educaflona!ly disadvantaged or advantaged
‘and by mate or female. Information concerning the education and income levels
for parents of both groups of students revealad that the comblined years of .
school ing for the parents of the disadvantaged group was 19.2. For the ’
parents of fhe advantaged grogp, it was 22.2. Tho mcan family
yearly income was $5,968 for the less advantaged group and $7, 232 for the
advantaged ;;Ldenfs. Student scores are presented in Table 16,
The educationally Eisadvanfaged scored lower on all {our‘measures of
- voeaflonaf.mafu}lfy +han did the more advantaged student. This patfern

was also true for the three categories separated by sex, except for the

“ - asplration score for the educationally disadvantaged female.

25
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Table 16. Four measures of vocationaf maturity classified by advantaged
and disadvantaged students and by sex.

Student - M o

Classification N Scale CMI Aspiration Expectation
ALl dicadvantaged Is4  95.5°  26.5°  4.6° 3.7°

advantaged 336 110.7 30.7 5.0 - 3.9

’ a a a

Male disadvantaged . 96 92.6 25.8 4.6

advantaged 189 107.2 29.8 5.0
Female  disadvantaged 58 .101.2°  27.6° 4.8 :

advantaged 147" 115.2 32.2 5.0

3sighiticapt at .0l level by analysis of variance.

Teacher |Institutes
\

In the summer of 1971 and again in 1972, teacher institutes were

held for the project teachers. The firs?t was for one week while the
latter was for three days. 'Programs for each are in Appendix E. In -

addition, teachers all received a copy of Techniques .for Teaching Disad-

vantaged Youth in Vocational Education (16). Project teachers also worked

¢,

. closely with projeE? staff in implementing the experimental instructional

material. To measure the total impact of project activities on teacher
attitude toward disadvaﬁfaged students, a |2-concept semantic differential
attitude scale was admiqistered three times during the course of the éro-
ject. Scales were given To.+he’feachers by members of the project staff.
Results dre printed jn Table {7. ’

Responses scoring above 48 indicate a positive response, “while scores

of less than 48 are negative. .Possible range in scores was from |2 Yo0.84.

o
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Table 17. Teacher attitude scores on 12 concepfs measured by semanflc
differential scale.

» Winter December December
’ ; 1972 . 1972 1973
Concepts N =25 N=25 N=23 °
Teaching th® disadvantaged 61.1 65.0 64. 0b
Counseling the disadvantaged 6.2 67. 6b 66.5
Hostile students 32.3 42.2° 39,8°
Visiting homes of disadvantaged . 63.5 66.6 65.2
Verbal ability of disadvantaged . 56.9 61.2 57.7
Motlvating the disadvantaged 63.6 68.8 68.5
Educationally deprived 39.6 44,0 =  44.5
Communicating with the disadvantaged  63.0 67.9% 65.4
Individual ized instruction 70.7 ' 73.0 73.4
New program development . 67.9 70.5 69.!
Evaluating the disadvantaged 62.3 63.3 ; 63.4
Understanding the disadvantaged 66.4 69.4 68.0
Total” - y . 708.9 759.5° 745.4°

aSignificanf from first scores at .0l tevel by analysis of variance.-
bSignlfﬁ%anf from- first scores at .05 level by analysls of varlance.
cSlgnlficanf from first scores at .10 level by analysis of varlance.

dThlrd test scores not significantly different from second test scores.

* -

k4

Teacher attitude was more positive on all 12 of the concepts at the
+ime of the second test. In three, counseling the disadvantaged, hostile
students, and communicating with the disadvanfaged, the change was signi-

ficant, "Hostile students" and "educationally deprived" were the only concepts

that were negafive'on the first assessment. Although both were still negative

. on the refesf bofh had moved In a posnflve direction; "hos+1|e student,"

a rather dramatic ten points. Data from fhe third fesf—admlnlsfered in

-

December LQIS showed no_change in attitude from the prev:ous year s scores.
A

This dafa seem fo |ndicafe that participation in the projecf Imptoved

“ ) sn.

+eacher affl+ude foward working with educaflona||y disadvantaged Students..

-
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: ‘ Summary and Conclusions

: The research cited.In this reporf; as well as ‘that reported in the

\\\\ théses stemming from the project, strongly‘suggests strategy to be ° - \
. fol fowed In the preparation of instructional materials for‘éducﬁ+10na|ly

dléadvanféged youth.

-

I. Task sheets, based on Job analysis of an occupation, e.g.
piben R - nursery worker, dairy farm worker, and electriclan's helper,
are effective for teaching educationally disadvantaged youth.

: {
2. Performance objectives improve student performance. |
3. Reading level must not be higher tham sixth grade. With |
+hs roading barrier removed, much of the disadvantagement
disappears. i

.. - 4; Audio-visual aids such as slides, cassette tapes, and film
- ' - loops improve performance.

Students not disadvantaged also beneflfea from the experimental
insfrucfional materials when comparisons werekméde to conventional
In;frucfionaliunﬁfs.‘ Performance was measured by achievement tests
and performance tests. A limitation of this work is that all of it Ejs
been done with entry |eye| }ype jobs. ~ ) , ‘

The a4titude of teachers toward educationally disadvantaged youth

“becomes more positive as teachers experience success in Teachiné\?hem.
The‘combinaflon of well-adapted educational materials, guidance information,

-

and the summer Institutes changed teacher attitudes in a positive direction.

.

The more positive attitude developed early in the project stabilized as the

project continued. .

’ \

Declared interest of sfgdeﬁfs-ln agricultural cou};és\gg an agricultural

-

and biologlcal in#eﬁesi—ln¥gnidcy}do*nci_necessaril _result in enroliment

» ‘ . x
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v inm these courses. Students with farm backgrohnds have higher -Interest
scores than those who do not. Among gfudenfs'who actually gnrolled,\fhere
was no difference in student }nferesflscéres among three backgrounds described
by father's occupation. EducaT{onally disadvantaged students enrolling in
ninth grade agriculture classes have gs high an?inferesfrin agflc;JTural

subjects as do not disadvantaged ninth graders.

~
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!

{1, James |. Dawson, Inservice Retraining of Vocational Education Personnel
to Amplify and Enhance Their Role in Working with Disadvantaged and
Handicapped Learners, Alabama A & M University, Huntsville, AL, 1971.
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Donald L. Mincemoyer, Safe Power Shop Equipment Operation, Teacher Edu-
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Education, The Pennsylvania State University, 1974, .
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John O. Crites, Careef Maturity Inventory (Form A-{, Affffude Scale),
McGraw Hitt, inc., Monterey, CA, 1973.
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- 7 - . APPENDIX A

List of PrOJecf Teachers and School's

L -

Teacher School : ‘Location
' Dean P. Kile , Benton Area Benton.. (replaced by Tom Lane,
) .t Lower Dauphin, after Ist.year)
Doyle E. Paul + Berlin-Brothersvalley . Berlin . p
Wayne Seely Canton Canton .
Charles Mostoller * Conneaut Valley Conneautville
Leverne A. Barrett Conrad Weiser " Robesonia _ ‘ \
Carl E. .Hoffer + Cumberiand Hills ) Pittsburgh .
Mlke Morgan Mon-Valley ' West Mifflin
Joseph Knapp Curwensville By Curwensville
______Sylvia'M. Buckey Derry . 4 1 Derry (replaced by Ken Rhodes
. o ’ SO after her death in ‘spring of
L / 1973)
" Randall G. Campbell  Derry Derry (replaced by Don Fretts
. ‘ J/”‘EZjer st year)
*  Raymond Carey Eisenhower Russel |
H. F. Longwell Etderton . Elderton : -
Joseph C. Ondrey General Mclane Edinboro ’ '
Darrell E. Major Hazleton AVTS Hazleton
Harold L. Cameron Huntingdon . Huntingdon
Thomas L. Willis Jefferson-Morgan ,Jefferson
" Bruce L. Witmer Juniata-Mifflln AVTS Lewistown
Charles Huffman Liberty Liberty
Richard D. Moore Lower Dauphin ‘ Humme | stown (moved to Cedar

Crest High School, Annville,
after Ist year, but continued

in the project) <
- Scott A. Gold |1 Oxford . Oxford '
Jerry F. Longwell ° Redbank Valley New Bethlehem
Quentin A. Hine Somerset . Somerset \
Richard D. Stumpf United Armagh
Joseph J. Very - Williamsburg i Williamsburg
R. Ronald Gray York County "AVTS - York

For the most part these feachers continued throughout the project.
The only changes were fhaf Dean Kile dropp after f%e fidst year. He
was replaced by Tom Lane at Lower Dauphin :j;:ﬁ:Zhool. Richard Moore moved
from Lower Dauphin to Cedar Cresf,,AnnVille, but stayed in the projecf
Sylvia Buckey died during the Spring of I973. She was replaced by Ken Rhodes.
Don Fretts replacea Randal | Camﬁbell at Derry after the first year. Hence,
22 of the 25 teachers initially selected remaiped with the project unf}t It

was completed. . : W
- 35 ’
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APPENDIX B

Ornamental Horticulture Taék Sheets

NP-T1 Digging Bare-root Trees e ,»-——”)
NP-2 Digging Balled and Burlapped Shrubs
NP-3 Root Pruning Trees -
NP-4 Preparing Soi} for Planting Nursery Stock ) i
NP-5 Lining Out Nursery Stock . -
NP-6  Mix]ng Soil on a Potting Bench (Table) ‘
NP-7 MIMH with a Congrete Mixer
NP-8 Mixing Sbil on Floor dsing a Wheelbarrow to Measure Volume
NP-9  ~Steaming Soil i X
NP-10 Mixing Fertilizér with Soil o [
NP-11. Removing Rooted Cuttings From A Propagation Bench
NP-12 Transplanting Rooted Cuttings Into Pots
NP-13  Putting Pots Into Place After Planping
NP-14. Transplanting From Pots to Containers .
"NP-}5 -Composting Soil : - . . %
NP-16  Soll Sampling ' )
T-3 Marking a Baseball Field T R .
T-4 Marking a Football Field
T-5 Hole Changing and Ball Mark Repair on Golf Greens
T-6  Soil Preparation for Seeding or Sodding
T-7 Seeding Turfgrass '
T-8 . Laying Turfgrass Sod
T-10  Dethatching .
T-16 Mulching a Turfgrass Seeding .
T-17  Painting Turfgrass Equipment ”
0 \ Sharpening and Balancing Rotary Power Mower Blades
LC-5 ilding & Ratio Bench
LC-6  Constructifid Brick Walks Without Mortar
"‘\\h_///ﬂ‘§— - ‘
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Electric ¥iring Skill Task Sheets

R 4

" Job: Installing the Service Entrance

.
| Installing the Meter Socket
2 Orilling hole for Conduit Entrance
3 Installing the 100 Amp Service Panel
4 Connectling Condult to Top of the Meter Socket
¢ 5 Placing Condult from the Meter to the 100 Amp Service Panel
6 Cutting and Ripping Insulation from Ends of Cable
7 Installing the Masthead and Pushing Cable Into Condult
8 Instaliing Cable from the Meter Socket to Service Panel and
Connecting Cable to the Servlce Panel .
Pj Grounding the Service Entrance /
Job: Instatl

ing Clrcuits

~—

Instal ting the Junctip
Instal | Ing Receptacie
Installlng Switch Boxe
Mounting an Octagon Bo 4
Connecting 120 Ve rcult Cable .to Service Panel
Instal llng Cable frof Service Panel to Junction Box
Running Cable fromdunctlon Box to Receptacle Boxes .
Running Cable fronf Receptacle Boxes to Swltch Boxes
Installlng Cable from Switch Box to Cel ling Outlet Box
Connecting Cable to the Celling Outlet and the Two Three-Way
Switch Boxes : i N
Il Installlng Receptacle Outlets
- .12 Connectling Wire to Single ThromSwitch
" I3 Connecting Wires to Ceiltng Outlet .

4 Hooking up Three-Way Switches to Celllng Outlets

15 Install a 220 Vott Circult from the Service Panel

16 Mcunting o 220 Vol+ Receptacle and Connecting |t to the

Cable Coming From the Panel Box ‘
~ 17 Installlng a 30 Amp Panel Box ) :

‘ I8 Running Cable from the Main Panel Box to 30 Amp Bo

A

OWOM~-LOWVMbHWN~—~

Beginning with Number 9 the original Task Sheets have been rexised

with new titles. *
o 9 Running Wire - I5A Circult 120v -
. {0 Running Wire - 20A Circult (20v . ! "
1 .Running Wire - 20A Clrcult 240v-
2. Running Wire - 30A Clrcuit 240v s S
13 Running Wire - 60A Circuit 240v’ ‘.. o ' .

o« !4 Service Panel Breaker Connectlons ‘L
) ’ 15 Receptacte to Receptacle Wlring 120v RS - .

39 ’ . S
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16
17
18
9
20
21
22
23

\
Receptacle to Receptacle - 240v Split Clrcuit. .
240 Appllance Wiring o
30 Amp Dlsconnect ¢ Utility Receptacles
Switch to Light 120v Clrcult
Junction Box to Light and 3-Way Switch
3-Way to 3-Way Switfch

Receptacle to Switch Wiring .
Light Switch to Hot Receptacle

<




Task

WO~ WN —

0

APPENDIX D

Electric Motor Task Sheets

External Cleaning Electric Motor
Lubricating an Electric Motor

Reversing a Sp|it-Phase Motor

Reversing A Multiple Voltage Electric Motor
How to Read the Nemeplate

Selecting the Right Repiacement Motor
Properly Mounting an Electric Motor
Disassembly of the Electric Motor

Cleaning the Electric Motor

Inspecting and Replacing Brushes

Replacing the Re-set Switch

Re-Assemb ly of Electric Motor

Replacing the Switch on the Electric Motor
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‘7 APPENDIX E «
INSTITUTE - Di SADVANTAGED" PROJECT
July 31 - August 4, 1972

 —

Program
Agricuitural Education
The Pennsylvania State University
30IB Agricuitural AQm[nlsTraTlo:}Building
Monday, July 31

Morning Session . : .

8:30 - 9:00 Registration - 301B Agricultural Administration Building
Barbegue tickets - $2.50

9:00 - 10:00 ~QOpening Session
- \

) ‘ Keynote Speaker " Eari Copus, Jr., Director
. T Me iwood Horticultural Training Cenfar,

! . : |nc.
Uppér Marlboro, Maryland

10,00 - 10:15 Question and answer period

10:15 - 10:30  Coffee Break .

10:30 ~ 11:00 Conference-objectives: “Dr. Samuel M. Curtls.
. . Agricultural Education ] -

4 T ! The Pennsylvania State Unlversl+gj\\

11:00 = 12:00 "bccupaflonal Guldance Survey: Myra Coilura-
. Graduate Asslistant

¢

«  12:00 -,3:30 Lunch - on your own

Afternoon Session :

1:30 -~ 2:30. © Fiim: "The Mind of Man" L ‘ ‘
4 parts - 120 minufes e

y Ve R
/ . e . 4

2:30 - 2:45 Coffee break

2:45 - 3:45 Me Mind of Man" (continued) _

-




3:45 - 4:30

/

-

B

¢

Reaction panel to f1im: Chairman: Quentin Hine

H. F. Longwell
R. D. Moore

.\\\\ Doy le Paul
. " Thomas Willis

Dinner - on your own

7:00

Tuesday, August |

Morning Session

Dessert and open house at Curtis! r(\.

A Teacher Behavior3 Observation Experiment:

8:30 ~ 10:30 .
~ . Dr. John Withall
Professor of Education
The Pennsylvania State University
10:30 - 10:45 Coffee Break « , p
10:45 - 11:45 Communicating with the Disadvantaged:
Or. R. S. Brubaker .
Speech Department . :
The Pennsylvania'gfafe University
12:00 - 1:30 Lunch
:Afternoon Sessioh .
1:30 - 2:00 Plans for Nexf Year: Dr. Samuel M. Curtis
, i Wiilie Adams - electric motor unity
2:00 - 4:30 A Summary of Curricujum Materials
A Work Sessicn with Curriculum Materials . L
Revision of Curriculum Materials
- «'  this session with graduate assistgnts:
’ Taylor Byrd - Nursery Production - 112 Armsby
James Curtis - Quality Miik - 3018 Ag. Administration
7 Freddie Richards - Basic Electricity - 30l/A Ag. Adm,
Dinner - on your own .

.Wednesday, August 2

-

Morning Session: Occupational Opportunities f;r the Disadvantaged

8:30 - 9:00

-9:00 - 10:00 .

10:00% 10:15 Coffee Break

ricultural Interest Inventory: Or, Samuel M, Curtis
p

r éntaflon-and Discussion of Occupational Guidance
Materials: Myra Collura

a4




IO:“S - 12:00 Resource Materials for Teaching Di%advanfaged -
' divide 1nro groups . .

Emphasis on Rural Manpower Center:
"Meeting the Needs oZDisadvanfaged Students In
i

Vocational Educationt with Taylor Byrd, James

Curtis, and Freddie Richards «

"Motivating Disadvantaged Students in Vocational
j// ' Education" with Willie Adams and Jan Bartoo

"Counseling Disadvantaged Students in Vocational
Education" with Myra Collura g

"Successful Methods and Techniques for Teaching
Disadvantaged Students in Vocational Education"
with Dr. Samuel M, Curtis

12:00 - 1:30, Lunch - on your own

Afternoon Session . N

1:30 - 2:45  Summary of this year's testing and testing for
. next year: Opinionnaire with Dr. Samuei M. Curtis
Schooi Sentiment 'Index with Jan Bartoo
Semantic Differential with Taylor Byrd
Nelson-Denny Reading Test with TayYor Byrd “
Testing Results from Curriculum Materjals
with T. Byrd, J. Curtis, and F. Richards

2:45 - 3:15 Demonstration of new eqbipmenf: Siide~on~sound
Super 8 film loop projectors
Sound-0-Matit

3:15 - 3:30 Coffee Break

3:30 - 4:30 How 10 Make Film Loops: Marilyn Luke
Instructional Services

Optional Totur of Graphics Lab - 15 Instructional Services
Dinner - on your own i

Thursday, Aﬁgusf 3

Morning Session

8:30 - 10:00 What are the Administrative Problems of Working -
“ with Disadvantaged?
TN
BenJamin Turner
Deputy Superintendent
Harrisburg City Schools

i0:00 - 10:15 Coffee Break . 477

e 45
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.\D : ‘ ‘
[0:15 - 11:30 Reaction Panel on Ways to Work with or Around
Administrative ProQIems:

. Chairman: Or. T. Dean Witmer
Special Emphasis Programs
PA Department of Education

o Benjamin Turner
. Leverne Barrett
Harold Cameron
s . Charles Huffman
¢ _ Wayne Seely

11:30 - 12:30 y&pch - on your own

Afternoon Session

12:45 - 4:30~ Field Trip to Selinsgrove State School - Lilllian Cole,
. Director (transportation provided) -« _

) * 6:30 -~ 9:00 _ Chicken Barbecue
New Beaver Field Picnic Area

X

13

Friday, August 4 ’

Morning Session

8:30 - 9:30 Motivational Techniques for Working with Educationally
Dlsadvantaged Students: .

- X Dr. Alan Kazdin
Psychology Department
“The Pennsylvania State University

19:30 ~ 10:30 Filmstrip on Motivation

P

10:30 - 10:45 Coffee Break

10:45

12:00 Panel Discussion on How Do | Teach“the Disadvantaged?:
- 3

Chairman: Sylvia Buckey
| Carl Hoffer
- K ‘ Michae!l Morgan
' * : Scott Gold |
: Ronald Gray
- Joseph Very

12:00 - 1:30  Lunch - on your own

48




Afternodn Session

1:30 - 2:30 Cooperative Work Expérlence; o

John Weaver

- Coordlnator - Pupil Services
North Montco AVTS

. :Lansdale, Pennsylvania

2:30 -/;;06/{/ What | As a Teacher of the Dlsadvan#aged Have Gathered
n from this Week's Program:

[

]

Chalrman: DOr., Samuel Leédley
* Rural Soclology ‘
The Pennsylvania State Unlverslfy

Raymond Carey ,
Joseph Ondrey 1
' Charles Mostoller
Jerry Longwell
¢ Dean -Ki le

Y 3:00 - 3:15 Coffee Break

3:15 = 3:45 Closing Speaker: James Perine

. K ~ “Asslstant Dean
College of Human Developmenf .
The Pennsylvania State University

© 3:45 - 4:30 Expense Accounts

~3

.
fi , . »

‘
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DISADVANTAGED PROJECT INSTITUTE
‘suly 17-18-19, 1973 |
Room 301B, Agriculfural Administration Bui-lding

Program

Tuesday, July 17

.

8:30 a.m.

9:00

10:00

10:30 .

Lunch

1:30 p.m.

(‘/) - 4:00

Conference ﬁegisféafion

. P, AN
"Motivating The Disadvantaged to Stay in School,"
Mr. Thomas Crane, Butler Area School District

Question Panel: Wayne Seely, Ronald Gray, Charles
Mostol ler A “

Break

"Developing Work Attitudes," Joseph Mitchell,
Richard Barnard, Melwood HorfTQg]fural School,

Upper Mariboro, Md. \~\\\\

Question Panel: Carl Hoffer, Tom Lanel Robert Kramer

"Motivating the Disadvantaged to Work," Dave Simpson,
Sheltered Workshop, Gettysburg.

Question Panel:’ Mike Morgan, Darrell Major, Richard
~Moore. -

Presentation of Project Materials

I. Ornamental Horticulture Task Sheets, Slides, and

Film, Loops - Dr. Curtis.
2. Elecfric Motors - Willle Adams, Graduate Assistant
3, Quallty Milk - James Stutzman, Graduate Assistant

Formation of Commlttees to Work on Review and Revision
of Instructional Materlals

Basic.Electricity and Electric Motors - Dr. Williams,
Willie Adams, Chaples Mostoller -- Co-chalrmen

Dairy Nutrition\- Prodeep Paul, James Stutzman,
Charles Huffman \- Co-chairmen

Ornamental Horticulture - Dr. Stinson, Dennis Milhoan,
Carl| Hoffer ~-- Co-chalrmen

- T

H
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Wednesday, July 18

8:00 - 10:00 a.m.
, 10:00

10:30

Lunch

[:15 p.m,

3:00
3:15. .

6:00.

Thursday , J”'u |’y 19

8:30 a.m.

10:00

.

" 10:15

Lunch

1:00 p.m,

3:00

Committee Work on Curriculum Materlals
Break
Reports on Results of Research

Teacher Attitude Scale - Dr. Curtls

Interest Inventory - Prodeep Paul Yo

Ist year results - Dr., Curtis
2nd year results .- Prodeep Paul

"Working with the Disadvantaged," James Smith,
York AVTS '

Question Panel: Scott Gold, Tom Willis, Joe Ondrey

-Break

Analyzing the Reédlng Level of Curriculum Materials

Discussion and Analyslé - Ed Brbwn, Graduate Assistant

o~

Picnic - Curtis Residence

sy

"Environmental Education in Disadvantaged Programs,"
George Ward, Instructor, Physical Education

MUestion Panel? Jerry Longwell,
Stumpf, Quentin Hine

Ray Carey, Richard

Break

Reports of Committee Work on Curriculum Materials
Review and Revision

A

Writing Disadvantaged Projécfs for:Local Districts,
Wayne Grubb and Drk T. D. Witmer;" Special Emphasls, .
Pennsylvania erarfmenf of Education .

L}

Filling Out Expense Accounts




