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a ' e FINAL EVALUATION REPORT -
. INTRODUCTION -

The Final Evaluation Report provides an assessment and discussion

v . -

of the activities of the Research for Better Schools Career Education
Program during FY  1974. This program is one of. the four employer-based

career education programs currently funded by the National-Institute

for Education. This final report summarizes much information which has

been.elahorated before (see evaluation report listing in Appendix A),

"

as well as presenting new d;ta ané analyses prinéipally of a summative
nature. “

This report l; divided into five majorisectiéns. The Introduction
ﬁSect[oQ Y provides an overview of the ewgluatibn activities and the
conduct of the project.’ Student Population (Section 11) describes
the experlment%ﬁ and comparison gé0ups utilized in<he projéct. Forma-
tive Evaluation (Section 111) describes the program elements and ,

- how they functioned during FY 1974. Summative g&aluatiOn (Section 1Y)
focuses on the testing of hypotheses posed for the project. Summary .
and Recommendations (Section V) contains an overview of the major find-

.

ings and the implications and recommendations of these findings for

1

further program developmgnt and expansion. 1In addition to the sections
v

» of text, the following appendices are provided for reference: A. Listing

il

of Evaluation Reports, B. Instruments and Testing Procedures, C. Instru-

<

ments Developed During FY 1974, D. Procedural Audit Report.
j
Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS) 1s responsible for develop-

ing, operating and testing 2 prototype of experience-based cafeer

K]




education (EBCE). ‘This progran has been operationalized in ?hila-

<

C e

“delphia as the_Academy for Career Education‘jACE). The Academy

@

operated during FY 1974 as a licensed private academic school wi-th
* 5 .
senior students recelving their total education&! program from the

Academy. All seniors were in the program for their second year. _All’:”é‘

. V . ” . . 1.0 5
juniors and sophomores were in the program for their first year ¢ 4

during FY 1974. Thelr curriculum differed sonewhat as a result of an
increasinb integration of the. Academy with the Philadelphia Public
o - :(’ ’

Schools. Juriiors and sophomores participated in the Yicore' Academy

s

programp while taking some courses ‘(foreign Iangyages, drlver traimings;
phys1calleducat|on, etc. ) at their sending school. Students thus
fell in%o two distinct §roup5° seniors who attended the Academy
courses'onfy, and Juniors and sophomores who attended some public
school, ?ourses in addition to Academy of ferings. Al} students par-
ticlpatéd In the ' core instructional component'! which consisted of

;
three qgjor subdivlsions: - Career Development, Career Guidance and

‘Basic gkills. This core constituted the bulk of each student's

acadeﬁic program with at least 14 hours of instruction per week. It

4

V

Is thas core program which forms the substance of the present report
0y -

The éther |nstructional component, Supplementary Programs, was
\avaIlable only to seniors and has been dfscontinued as movement is 7
ma§e toward having the public schools adopt an experience-based

%

cdreer education program.
i The first subdivision within the Instru-tional core was
Career Development. This consisted of Career Exploration and Career

Spec!alization activities for students. In Career Exploration .
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: -3-
stydents experienced group programs. (éelézted by them out of a .
large number of possibilities) at commercial and industrial sites
by emp}oyees of the varioug businesses involved. Students parti-

i

_cipated in these first-hand activities in 6r&g: to learn about the
economic community, to test.their ownuvocat}onhl interests, and to
obtain information for their career planning. lnuCareer‘Specializa-
tion students selected a specific career area and investigated iF
G}n depth. These experiences wére highly individuﬁgized and

.
?

requi red extensive interaction at a single community site.

| The second subdiviston-with ;wchW
Career Guidance. This consisted principally of small group ghidange o
sessioné which met each week. These sessions focused on fife

,V;fskills: acadgmic motivation, integration of Aca%emy actTvitie;, self !x
exploration and career planning. Career Guidance also included

- Individual counseling of students. :

1]

The thifd subdivision within the instructional core was Basic
Skills. Students were scheduled fpr activities in an lpdividualized )
Learnling Cent;: several times gacﬁ week. These activities)focused
on development In Communication Skills and Mathemailég and utili%ed . "
a variety of indlvidualized instructional resources. The Individualized
Learning for Adults apbroaéh was the primary‘learnlng system.

" These subdivisions combined to form a core of instructional "
activities which were characteristically individuaIIZed and respons-
ive to stugent needi. The Afademy program was designed to maximize
student’ development and choice within an operational structure

which could serye a large number of students at feasible costs.

~3




The evaluatlon of the Academy program during FY 197h was

conducted by an internal pnOJect evaluatlon staff according to the
A\ »

evaluation de5|gnispecified’|n the FY 1974 Operating Plans. Th|s

N
H

. . .
design consisted of both formative and summative elements.

The program components most relevant to student instructfon <

«

formed the prIncipalasubject matter of the formative evaluatlon

v

. design. They were: Employer Sdpport Employer Utilization, Basic

Skills, Career Dévelopment, Guidance and Instructional Systems. For,

o

each of these instructional components, the formative evaluation

-~

~ process was organized to address the‘SpeCific issues identified in
T the evaluation-plan_and generally. to provide the foilowinglinforma-

! tion:
1. An explication of the purpose, composition, organization, . )
.procedures, and operational strategies of the pfoject. ’

2. Evidence regarding the -degree to which components are -
meeting stated objectives. .

3. Detailed information on the costs associated with ezch

component. . .
Th|s information was gathered by procedures discussed below. In
beneral the formative evaiuation depended upon operatlonal records ,
systems, questionnaires and interviews. ' _ B

The formative effort resulted.in the follow1ng ireports:

)

. \ REPORT ‘ . DATE COMPLETED
i— 1.. 15A1 Instructional Systems Design - 12/31/?3‘
2. 10Cla Employer Support Evaluation/ . ‘
. 111 Employer Utilization Evaluation 7/1/74
3. l2dCl éuidance évaluation 1 : 5715/74 - )

14C1 Basic Skills Evaluation 5/15/7h
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\l‘ . . ) .L‘. ' : . . . ‘s .‘ \‘ N e ~' - [ . L .
. \ . . ‘ . M 4 /: ’ . ) ,.. " . . <
REPORT . .. DATE "COMPLETED |, ' :

4 .
. N . o ) ) T .6 » . . 4
. . 5. 1581 Imgtructional Systems Fﬁel;\Ti§} EALTL I : P ,

6. 11C1 Employer Utilization Evalystion? ,
3 13C1 Career Development Evaluation 6/1/74 ’ _\\

7., lZfCZoGuidance‘Evalﬁafion I 7/15/74 ‘
8. 15C1 Instructional Systems Evaluation - 7/15/7k

el

\

For each instructional unit except Basic Skill&-two. evaluation

reports were completed during the year. For Instruc;iona! Sys'tems
. ! . @

there were, two additional .reports because thé evaluatﬁbn staff . .

designed and field tested, as well as evaluagédp that unit. All
. 5 o ’ .

other components were designed and field tested by the deyglopmen?al ' .

-~

and 0perati0nal.staff in each area. This outline of the objectives

Evaluation Section be low. NP —
v N » ) - @ T
"0f the many avallable definitional differences betweer, summative ° . K

and formative evaluation, none seems to be both ciearly understandable
and feqhnically precise. Therefore, agdistinction will bg‘made here. ~

based upon differences that experiencé suggests. For the purpose of

1 ) ) -
this report any evaluation activVity which L§ related to a spegific com- :
ponent within the program is considered formative. Any evaluation

~

* activity which concerns the project as a whole or several units in a

summary fashion is considered summative. For example, a report on the - -
Career Development.Unit employing original anaiyses of data related

- R
to that unit, and -confined to that unit, would be fermative. . Another

¥
€

report which reviewed previous analyses and documents related to the

3 &
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. Career LeveIOpment Unit and dlscu55ed\¢bem in the @bntext of. other : .

program unlts wou11¢be summative. ,Formatlve evaluation intends to
N . - .o

inform the prpject staff of unit-strengths and Weakngsses.%%Formative

evaluatfon also suggests hypotheses to be tested and problem areas to ) .

be assessed in summative evaluation. SuméatiVe evaluation "intends to

N
]

judge project conduct and effecti;bnes;, and to present results for

.external review. ;o ' . .
- T . L. . . . -
In_its design the summative evaluation for FY 1974 included a sum-
. w ’ . \\ / .
L . .~

’ dary review of the project support and management components. Those .

. reports were considered as secondary in importance, ah& in some instsnceg
they served mo;e properly as documentatlon rather than evaluation. *
.The summatlve foqqs was given to the anaﬁysis of studgpt effects. It

wéé assumed that such effécts‘would be a result of the instructional ,

components or the program as a.,whole;’ instruétional components were ° - .

~

not treated individually because there were.no grounds® for hypothesizing

PR

. . mufﬁally exclusive effects. Analyses of costs and marketability were

° 7 "aTso~undertaken in the summatiwe effort. Gathering and analyzing employer

and parent perceptilons of tbe program Tikewise were summative .concerns.

*

. " R *-—\\;_“‘
*. The final area of summative inquiry established was the institutional —__ ¢

structure na;essary'to'conduct a p?ogram~of’this typé.

- .
.

Relating to the above outtine of summative concerns the following

.

principq) hypotheses were presented for testing durihg FY.1974:

9 - . .

\© . ' Yoo

Student Effects .
a N . . N
. . 1. Students will gain S|gn|f|cantly (p< 10) if basic skills over
the sourse of the year. b

2. Students will gain significantly (p<.10) more in basic skllls

. . o than comparable students in a traditional school. R .

L

S 3
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-3, Studegts\mlll gain sngnuflcantly (p<.10) in career maturlty

L, Students will galn 5|gnlf|cantly (p< lO) more in career, - _ .
maturity than comparable students in\a tradltuonal school. »

5. -Students will evudence‘a'srgnlflcantly (p<.lO) more posltlve K
attitude toward school’ than students in a traditional school. | - 4

6. Students will gain‘significantly {p<. lO) in career knowledge ) -
over the course of cluster-experiences. )

.‘ L] - ’
RN -
. » .\
S . . x *

Other Effects . ‘ e

b
1, Employers will be able to provide learnunq experiences sufficient , .
to meet student needs and interests. . )

-
-

2, Employers will evidence a positive attitdde and commitment R

,regarding the,program. . ) e .y
+ 3. Parents wjll evidence a positive attltude and commitment o :
regardjng the program. . .. i LT e .
L. lnstltutlonal stridctures will be- establlshed to ena%le the .
: thq condtict of the program. E .
- < * o

N 5.. 1t will be demqnstrased that the program can be operated oh
' on-a feasible €ost basis. . . ' ‘ .

6. 1t will be demonstrated that there is a ready ‘market ﬁpr“the
program. ) T~ . ]
The studedk effects hypothese% were tested using experlmental\and B C /f
comparison groups with Instruments ;s diScussezobelom in procedtrdl
. . - _ R

sections.. The‘ge%ign was a,quasi-experimental one-wltn non—equ+valent )
control gr0ups. The testing was done ewie pre-post basis.- The "other
effects" hypgtheses‘were not tested statistically., Rather, conclusions
were-drawn {rom field test,data. ,Degilled results were dlscussea in .

. " -

~

the,followln?;summatlve evaluation reports: §'\t . ;ff\\ o
REPORT ‘ © 7| DATE COMPLETED- SRR
’ ) 7~ |

1. Report on Management Systems : l/2/7h T

Components , . t ’ ) o
2. ‘ Report on Support Systems Components . 2/28/7h4 ¢ . »
. v U




. . '
. . .
k\ LN - « , [Py
L
. «

. _ REPORT - ., : " DATE COMPLETED

» 9 " .
3/15/7h . AN

3. Interim Evaluation Report

. Book of Measures ' 7/30774

S

. Repqrt on Cost and MarketaBlllty . 9/30/74

5
. ) 6. Finai Evaluatioh Report 9/30/74 . .

v
. ~

This outline of the objectiVes,énd*products of the.summative evaluation
L]

%

) ? expanded in the Summative Evaluation section below.
m . ‘The evalqation activities undertaken during the course of FY 1974

. » M e
. ' -)

- thus focused on the formative and summative efforts. In the formative .

-

-~ ' \ -~

evaluation each instructio al component of the projecf was analyzed - e
* “r . .

‘ to provide ‘information u5efu\ in program deve lopment and prOJeCt ) T

ré‘
.

. ‘management. Inspection of operational records, formatlve questlonnaires
A Y - - . . G
’ and iAterviews® provideq‘the‘apprOprlate data. The summative evaluation
B . r

was designed principally to determine the overall effects of the

program on students, employers and parents. It also addressed insti-
. ’ N . - . . RS 78
. P tutional feasibility andsplanning issues from a program-wide perspective.

. x Hypotheses were_formuléted and tested using experimental and.gomparison .
. N \ M - )

- o * Y % * ]

students, a-pretest-posttest package,, questionnaires and other less

formal means of measurement. The formative and summative efforts

N A - - !

exhibit many interrelationships. ‘Formatjve analysis .indicates the ' .-
degree to-which the prgram design was actually implemented. This

- . -

squests the level of summative effects to be anticipated and provides Y ew

- N -
>

¢ a context for their- tnterpretation. Formétive resdlts algo may'suggest‘:. - h
. N ,/ . '\ . i ‘f - .
- hypotheses to be tested in a summative design. Summative résults may . - .

C indicate areas of curriculum and procedure which need further develop-
L L P .

N M . . .
ment in subsequent project years. ’ L A
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Both the formative and summative efforts during FY 1974 resulted

&

in extensive reports as indicated above. In addition to these, a

Series of Special Reports was issued.

REPORT E DATE COMPLETED
%
1. The Student Recruitment and 1/30/74
. Selection Process &
3 2. Report on Student Characteristics | 2/28/7h J
l 3, Report to Employer-Coordinators \\\ h/v/74 N
on the Results of Sixth Quarter . \ S
(i

+ . Interviews .
‘ nterviews A } \ v s
L. Report pn Instructional Units for - \\\ b/1/74

Fifth Quarte

Activities outside of the formative and summative plans were

%

also updertaken. Principal among these was an extensive. instrument

deveiopment effort. Four instruments resu]ted from a cooperative

¢

'pfocess involving NIE and -the evaluation staffs of the four EBCE

projects: 2 N

’ 1. Student Demographic Data Questionnaire

2. Student Opinion §urvey . .
\ X -
3. sParent Optnion Survey ’ J <i/
Ly

* .

L, . Experiemce Site Demographyc Data Questionnaire

X

These instruments were analyzed and-finallzed by‘the RBS Career Educa-
. P .

tion Project evaluation staff for use by all four projécts.. °

»
Tyo additional instruments were developed exclusively. by RBS:
.
1. Cluster Tests of Knowledge

2. Assessment of Student Attitudes Scdle
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L

Each of tHese instruments along with associéted analyses has

s -

" been includ%dfﬁn Appendix C of this repo?t. In most cases the

/;7 v "

resﬁLts'obtéined indicate that further development is required for

RO

% these measures, but they functioned fairly well and are presently
acceptable for use. This instrumentatgon effort was considerable in

light of the measurement obstacles inhéerent in experimental programs, |

. O

hY
and it represents a substantial advance in Career Education Program \

. assessment.

.

The instrumentation process occﬁrréd within the context of a
. broader cooperative research activity established by NIE among the
evaluation‘staffs,of the four projects. Evaluation direégors and
staff members visited each of the four project sites to-exchapge
. information on the‘projects and confer on various evaluation issues
related to the Career Education<Program. Joint conferences were also
held at the annual meeting\of the American Educational Researého
Association (where a symposium was also presented) ané Princeton
) .
University. Continuing relationships were thus establishéd among the
individual pﬁbjects and NIE. This resulted in the sharing of exper-
fence and numerous cooperative ventures. \
. ) Extensive resources were also devoted at RBS to computerized
data systems development. It was attempted to design and implement
autoﬁated records systems capablé of managing operational tasks (g;ﬂ;,
attendance, grades and transcripts) as well as maintaining a comprehen-
\ slve data file for evaluation and research purposes. These systems

were developed to varying stages of completeness. 1n all cases the

point of field testing was reached, but the systems were in need of
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further development before’they could be operated By field personael
without-a need for technical assistance. : , ‘ o
In summary the evaluation activities for FY 1974 were In several
major areas: formative evaluation, summative evaluation, instrument
’development, cooperative research and data systems developmeni. The’
outcomes of these activities are presented in the remainder of this

report.:

-I1. STUDENT POPULATION

The purpose of this section of the final evaluation report is

to present summary data on students who-participated in the'Academy

for Career Educatioﬁj(ACE) proéram in FY 74 and students who were

selected for comparison groups. The Students in the Academy program

" comprised two groups: g : g ,

l. ACE Group - (n = 76) These were 12th grade 'students who .
received their full high school .experience at the Academy.
They have been in the program since September 1972.

2. ACE-Olney. =~ (n = 76) These were 10th and 11th grade students 2
who' participated only’ in the core Academy program: Career
Development,. eer /Guidance and Basic Skills. They have
their remaining courses at Olney High School, participate
in Olney's extracurricular program, and will receive their
diploma from Olney rather than the Academy. They started the
program in September 1973.

Two additional groups of students were selected for the purpose of
comparing the progress of Academy students with traditional program
students.” These comparison groups were selected from the Olney High

School student -body:

37 Comparison Group = (n = 28) These students applied for the’
Academy program, were accepted, but eventually declined to .

“”'\ ) ii ; enroll. They were selected for comparison because they
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volunteered for a career-oriented program (evidencin§
_a level of interest), and they passed the program's .
e requirements. They were all 11th graders.

L. Context Group’ - (n = 81) The%e 3tudent represented a

) random selection of equal numbe¥s of 10th, l1th and 12th
grade students from Olney High School. They were selected
_to provide comparattve data on the "typical" Olney
student.

-

The comparison group students were no; involved in the, Academy pro-=
gram, but were tested on the same measures as the.Academy student
groups. : (~

The foll;wjng instruments were included in the prgtest-posttesi
"evaluation design. All were-administered to both experimental and
control groups. A detailed discussion of the procedures is included in
appendix B of this report.

1. Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) - This is a

standardized test of ‘basic academic performance. The
Reading and Arithmetic subtests were used.

2. Career Maturity Inventory (CMI) - This is a standardized
test of career attitude and several areas of career-related
competencnes

3. Assessment of Student Attitudes® Scale (ASA) - This instru-
ment Is currently under development by the evaluation_staff.
It is intended to measucg/attntude toward school and several
. elements in the learning environment. "

4, Student Demographic Data Questionnaire (SDQ) ~* This instrument
was constructed by the evaluation staffs of all”Experience-
Based Career Education projects to provide common data on
basic characteristics.

-
/:‘
’ .

Background Characteristics

- = b

“Table 1 presents several summary charactcrl§tlcs of the student
groups Eﬁvolved in the FY 187h.program.‘ At the start of the academic

year each experimental group (ACE and ACE-Olney) contained 76~students;

e

K ' .\ . 44
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v Table 1

Composition of Student Groups

EJ
Groups
ACE ACE-Olney| Corparison| Context Total
i
Characteristics
1. Sfze 16 76 28 81 . 261
2. Average Age 17.0 15.3 16.3 16.3 16.4
3. Grade Level 12.0 10.5 11.0 11.0 11.2
4. Previous School 89.8 9.6 90.5 88.7 90.1
X Attendance®
5. Previous School 5 3.0 |, 33 3.4 3.3
CPA__ %%

~

ACE Group = Students originally recruited for FY 73 program, all
equivalent of 12th graders, all in program for second year.

ACE-0lney Group = Student recruited for FY 74 program in cooperation

" with Olney High School, grade equivalent split between 10th and

11th graders, all in program for first year. .

Comparison Group = Olney students who appl}ed for ACE~-Olney program,
were accepted, but finally decided to not enroll.

Context Group = A random selection of equal numbers of 10th, 11th -
and 12th graders from Olney, no known exposure to program, no
intended selection biases. , . &

- L]
o

* Data completeness = 84%, scale 0% - 100%

.

**  Data completeness

-

96%, scale d = high t6 5 = low

h | '

’ AN
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The context group (randomly selected) was roughly equivalent, with 81

students, while the other ekperimental group (the comparison students

who had opted out of the program) was much smaller-with only 28

students. The total number of subjects available for analysis was 261.

~
-
>
P

Age. In age, the ACE group was approximately one year older; on
the average, than the other groups. Likewise in grade level, the
ACE group was approximately one level higher th.n the others. The
ACE gr0up consisted entirely of 12th graders. \The ACE:Olney group was
about eVenly divided between 10th and 11th gradq(s The Comparison

groujp consisted entirely of 11th graders. The Context group was

divided among the three levels.

Previous School Attendance. Reported ptrevious -school attendance

was uniform across groups and high (90%)..\lt seems likely that this
figure has been subjected to error somewhere along the way, but it

reflects school records as accurately as they could be analyzed.

Previous School GPA. Previous school grade point average (GPA)

varied slightly across groups. On a 5 point scale with 5 being low,
the ACE group averaged 3.5 (C-), 'the ACE-Olney group averaged 3.0

(C) and the controls fell roughly in between. This would indicate that
the 12th grade experimentals have a relatively poorer past school
record while the 10th and 11th grade experimentals have a relatively

better one. Relationships to other measures and present performance

¥ o
rémain to be drawn.
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Race ‘and Sex. Per;entage calculations on each student group are
presented in Table 2, The sex distrib;tion was ;0ughly equi table
except for the Comparison group, where females exceeded males élmostﬁ
2 to 1. Racial distributions wer; more varied. Thg ACE-Qlney

group was preponderantly Black (81%) , while the others evidenced
1

close to a 60%-40% split. Sex by race breakdowns showed that the

typical size ordering was Black Femaie, Black Male, White Female

r

and White Male. The Comparison group had an unusual distributions

indicate that the program is differentially attracting population
subgroups. The reasons for this bear investigation. The dis-

proportionalities also have implications for analyses to be presented

in the Summative Evaluation Section. ,

Teble 2
Sex and Race Distributions

'
in Percents

o -
Group
ACE ACE-OIney’Comolrlson Context
Characterlstics
Male 49 56 35 53
Female 51 by 65 L7
$lack 67 81 .61 53
yhlte v 5] 19 39 LY)
Black Hele 30 4 17 7
Black Ferale 37 4 44 27
white Hale, . 19 15 17 . 27
White Female 14 3 22 19
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Parental Occupatioﬁs. Taples 3 and 4 present- the distributions

of parental occupations for the var{ous groups. No major syséematic‘
differences between éroups were observed. Preponderant”categories

for fathers were: Operative - 33%, Craftsman - 16%, and Laborer -'13%.
The largest categories for mothers were: Housewife - 42%, Clerical ~
18%, Operative - 13%, and Services - 12%.

&

Parental Educational Levels. Tables 5 and 6 present the distri-

bq;ions of parental educational levels for the ACE and ACE—OfHey
° # 1

. ‘
groups. Most parents were reported to have completed some or,all of

secondary school. Since the levels have some scalar quality; an

infornmlftesf for differences between the grou;s was made. The

‘QQerage\gQUcational level of thg ACE group was 3.91 on a scale of |
‘ to 8 with 1 low’and,8lhjgh; the ACE-Olney average was %.97. The

groups thus seem similar with regard to parental occupation.

a ~
~ -

N T

2

Post Secondary Plans. All groups were questioned about their

post secondary plans. Table 7 presents this information. The two
exper imental groups did not seem to differ marked?y with approximatelyi
25% planning to immediately enter a vocation, over 50% planning

further education, and about 10% anticibatiné job trainind, The
ACE-Olney group was relativcly‘ﬁore interested in 4 year colleges .
within "further eduéation" by a margin of 35% tqlzzz. Of note ‘is the

wide disparity between the experimental and control groups. In the

case of the latter, for Comparison and Context groups respectively,’
*

fully 50% and L0% were planning immediate entry into a job, 42% and ,
) ’

. N .
48% were planning further education, and very few were anticipating

[

20
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’ _ Tedle ?
il - N Post Secondary Plens . -
N in Percentd
.
Greup . g
4 AR ACR-Olney Conparison Context [I* Tatel
Categery 3
‘. T
’, N I
1. Espleymsnt 19.4 12.6 %0.0 ».2 205
* 2, Jeb Tresatng 10.4 . 8.1 A2 7.2 [N
9 + . hatll
3. Nilitery 7.3 6.9 0.0 A9 (R Y
! & Nomsashet 0.0 0.0 1t 0.0 & 0.0 0.0
. $. Vocatienal Scheel| 14.9 81 a2 21 1 s
: ~ 6. 2 yeor scademic
&L” college 13.4 6.5 (% 1.4 .8
S T
7. 2 yesr vecatienel . . Y , ’
. csllage 3.0 (RS 42 0.0 3.3
8. A& yssr cellage 2.4 3%.4 9.0 39.2 32.0
3. Pert-tise verk 1.3 65 0.0 00 || &1
10. Other 1.5 3.2 A2 1.4 2.3
. Date Completansss 8.2 81.¢ . 83,7 0.2 5.1

anythl?rg else.
groups have a high Incldence of planned post secondary educatlon,

the remaining control students are more interested In Immediate emﬁloy-

{
. parison and Contexbdlstrdbutlons were b!u\odal wlthln the employment

&

4

. -

and further education categorles.

u

‘ment than the remalining éxperimental subjects.

b

ACE-Olney . students were more evenly spread over the ¢ategoriles

The plans of ACE and

From these distributions It seems that, while all

L4

.

o

‘4
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Reasons for Academy Enroliment. Regarding reasons for Academy

. enrol Iment (Table 8), the opportUnlty'for Career Exploration was the

. largest single factor for both ACE-and ACE-01ney students. Indivi-

dJallzed instruction, cholce of courses,gsmlllér classes and

.
®

*.the opportunity to move aroﬁnd the’clty were also indicated by a sub-

stantial number of students. ’ ' )
. t
. : » N l
N Table ©
. Reason for Academy Enrollmeng 1
- , in Percente - ) ®
f © ) »
* Greup s °
4 ACE ACE~81ney - Tetal
. . Category
1. Smaller Classes 11.? 10.7 11.2 .
. J 2 - Y
« 2. Cavesr ; *
) Bxploretien - 3.0 1.8 0.6 “
* 3. Cheice of . - .
\ Courses B R I s | 10.3
‘ 4. Oppertunity te , __ " ‘ +
- . Mave Areund City 11,7 8.9 10.3
3. Individuslised AR . e . .
, lestruction 23.) 8.9 16.4
6. Nake New Frisnds ° 0.0 1.8 X
7. Other 15.0 s.4 10,3
Date Complatoneee 78.9 .} 16.1
- 3
! 2
. V4 .
\ In investigating the Background Characteristics of Academy stu- LN
- L]
. , ) dents and_their control group counterparts descriptlive statistfcs have
’ ' o £ :
been presented above. The students involved seem to be representa- |
) : V.
~ .o ; . \
., , . ) 22:1‘. oo ,
Qo . B ’ ‘.
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* the ACE-Olne( group (10th and 11th graders)'was approximateiy° 55%

~white Female and only 10 were White Male.

. lntended, and" the reasons for it

Between group.dlfferences were .found

-]

race and sex composition, pre

tive of an urban population.

on the following dimensioens: us-

school GPA, and post secondary plans. The”ACE group.(lith graders)

-

was approximately 50% - 50% in sex composition and 702 Black, but .

r3

Male and 80%‘Black. In the ACE-Olney group only 2 students were '

-

This disparity was not -

T::ccurrence shou1d be - rnvestlgafed o

lf the same phenomenon were to oc

¢ .

r next year (after the 12th graders
had graduated)" the net result would be a program that served only

one.race of students. ACE stldents had_a “lower grade point average

-~

'from‘tnel} sending -schools thamdid the ACé-Olney,students (c- vs. c).

fhe control group students averaged In between the experimental groups.

“ , . ;
'Thé'control group students were more -interested in immediate post secon-

. ' S . .
da?y'employment than were the expe:lmental students. The experimental

students had more diversity in theilr planntng. All groups had a high.
\ . ' . : .
level of interest .in post secondary eduqatlon.. In summary, the ACE-

Olney group was ln'composltron more Male and Black than the ACE. group;
*e .’ >

’

it also had a better achievement -record.

_Sex and raclal data Indicate

that the Comparigon Group is not a comparable control group. Both the

ACE and ACE-Olney groups had more df@ers(ty of post scecondary intdienls

than the Comparlison and Context groups. they also expro.svd luss interest’

v

-An Jmmediate employment after high schoql. i .

°

§tandardlzed Tests

L

'e . *7
The pretest results of the standardlzed tests used in'the evalua-

-

tion design are presented below. Posttest jr}lngs are presented in* |
» \

N ' -

o

-

J

I
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the Summative Evaluation section of- this report. - ~._ O

N .

{
|
o
|
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g - - ".
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Career Maturity lnventorx. Tables 9 'through l3 present the - -

¢

e

. @
x®

‘ results'of the Career Maturity lnventory pretests In all.cages
percentlles were used fpr analysis purposes;. thus grade level de» .

. \ N ’ o t wot
" ferences have been taken: into account Each subtest table conslists: v .

. -

.of three subdlvlsJons. The first presents baslc descrlptlve data T .
on each group; the groups are arranged’ [,n o;der of the m:gnltude of ' -

. - their® mean score. The. second Is an analysls of variance- table whleﬁ :
Indlcates the degree of statistical reliability with which the largest -

“mean cqn’ﬁe'coZldered different from the smallest mean. The third A R

section Indicales the statlstlcal significance of the remlnlng\mean , ‘3’\

differences. Ia all cases \the"numberlng of_means re?lects the order

-
Ay

" presented 1n the first section of the table.
lnspectlon of these results allows some lnterestlng cohcluslons ’ :
1. In no case was ‘the Comparison Group differant from ,the Ebntext ki

Group (contro! groups) \ B oo, '

. '

~ . 2. In no case was the ACE Group different from- the. AC;—Olney .
NN Group (experimental groups) . . \ .
D L] . DY
» N '
.1 P \:\ 3

.~ In most cases both experknental groups were superior. to
both control groups ‘“‘ L X .

. ‘ These flndlngs ‘tndicated no differences between fl rst year. (ACE) .t S

-and second year (ACE-Olney) students Qn career maturlty factors as: °. .--“,
2 - . . ."5" h .

; .measured by the CMI. These flndfngs also showed no dlfferences between.
- . L S O
» .students who applied, were accepted. but dropped,fro_m ‘tbe program .. R

(Compar!son)\\and a random selection of students (Context). Howavér, L o

both of these groups were ‘conslstently' lower than the experimental '

l.e .

groups. “This suggests that at least one consistent difference between

|
}

! L]

’L students who stay in the program and other students t'belr_ege isa -~ .
|
;

o . o ¢, 2% -
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higher evldénced career maturity. This must have been a factor at

work In the recrultment and selection process, and merits further
! o . ‘ ‘
study. 1In percentile categories the control subjects weré generally

close to the lowest quartile while experimental subjects were close

-

¢
~ to the middle.- e

.
. . { . . .
. o .
“ \

Compreheg;lve Tests of Basic Skllls. Tables 14 through 20 pre-

-

sent the results from the Comprehenslive Tests of Baslic Skills in the

' same format® used above for the Career Maturity Inventory. The quglng
and.Artghmctlc subtests were administered. Since scale scores were
avallable fqr this lnsé}ument, they were used for analysis purposes to

. Q ) o . -
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1 voups [} Mean $D Medm Biff.
. me———
’
! 1. axl n 331.9 .25 - @
1. Comperisen - .. 931.25 »w.12 0.
b 28
3. Cemtext 0 314.83 ®. 1 17,14
o
4. ME - Olney n 313. 66 ”.81 18. 31
.
Asalysis of Variamce .
un ot . ot Hosn Square, [
° Between
Groups 18469. 68 3 61%.56, 0.94
Within . '
| croups 103148718 8 37850
Totuls 1649936 8¢ 231 Conttdance Level ot .
L P ( 3,248) * Nat Computed
* .
Tubksy Tedt
“ tay Difforeace Butwsom Means
) Mags MEf. 1 ] 3
- N . 18.31 12,59 1Ny
N 3 [T} 16,42
Critiiel Value = &)U
2 [ 2
& p. <05
’

1972-1973 pretest acores wued far this group to equate for age
differences; all sther sceses ere 19731974,

Teble 19
CTAS Pretest
. Arithmatic Applicetions Scele Sceses :
~
Creums L an L1 Masn DALF,
.
i Acbl n 213 1 7 -
2. ALK - Olney n 517’0 v "2 .,
L]
.
3o Lontest L] . 509 14 Ah, 80 (LN}
4  Comparison 1} 401 %7 [APIR Y] 41 70
v Analyels of Vasiance
@
of Squares [ 4 Nosm Sepste v
Between -
L oupe 30846 3 12ab2.09 b o8
Withia ’ !
(XN Lroups 2079220 w 8395 9¢
- - .
Totatn 2111080 86 2%0 Contidence Luvwl of
P ( L2 s 0N
. :
Tukey Taet
tos Viffereice vetween Msane a
Moan 0If¢ 1 2 ]
. 4 a0 35 an tERY
s, 3 3 7w ’
= (rittcal Value o 48.40
] 2.
.08
Yerz-1en
dif tevanca
O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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i " Tabla 20

CT8S Pratast
< Arithmetic Total $cale Scorss
Groupe " " Mean Sp Masn DIff.
1
1. ALK n S5t ik 11.04 )
2
2. Comparieon R 504, 54 74,08 12 »e
3. Contest L (] 503 W 94. 81 13,68
“ &e  ACE - Olmay 12 498, 3 7o.63 .Ill.")

Ansiysis of Variance

Sum of Squarss df Mean Square r
. Botwoeen *
PO Groups 32303.42 ] 10767. 51 .08 .
e ‘“‘2::“ . 246707327 247 9980.15
Totsls 2499376. 69 250 " Conf tdence Leval of ¢ 0
r (‘ 3,247) e+ Mot Computad
) . far mf!-%x k&nn Maans
<
| thao DLLC A 2 3
T 10.70 1 - 5.02
]
NS 3 1368 116
Critical Vatve = 41.80 .
k) /
I 12.52 LI T gy )
‘) t 1972=1973 pcatest scoras used for this groyp to equats for sge
differencen, sll othar scures are 19731974,
increase discrimination and accuracy. Grade equivalents are reported
~in ‘the text for descriptive purposes. Since scale scores do not
equate for age, the ACE group's pretest scores for last year were
employed in this analysis.
The statistical procedures demonstrated no significant differences
between groups on the Arithmetic subtests. However, on each of the .

Reading subtests the ACE group was significantly superior to the Com-

»*

parison group. The implications of this single comparative diffgrence
are not easy to draw, but it seems clear that the ACE students upon
_entrance to 11th grade were better in reading skills than the students

/
who applied but dropped one year later. The fack of other significant

differences would suggest that any other group comparisons relating to

basic skills could be made assuming an initial equality of group

achievement. .0 \ 7__§, oy (e

oy "
O A .
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. Grade equivalent ave}ages for eacb’group are presented in Table

21. As can be seen, most groups were functioning at the 7th or 8th ’

* gradg level on the average. Arithmetic scores were generally

-

lower than Reading scores. All groups ranged on all meisures from
"a low of the 3rd.grade level to a high of the 12th grade level.
From these low scores it is apparent that basic skills improvement

" Is a priority need. for these students.

<

. Table 21 ’

* CTBS Pretest

Resding and Arithmetic Meen Grade Equivelents

+ . -~

“Group ' !
ACE ACE-Olney Comperison Context Tetel
Test
1
Reading '
Vocebulary 9.2 8.5 1.9 8.6 8.7
Comprehénsion 8.7 5.1 1.1 7.5 8.0
. Tetsl [N ) 5.3 1.5 a 8.3 8.4 /
Artithmetic . T -
Computetion 1.8 1.4 1.6 1.3 1.6
Cencepte 5.3 1.7 1.9 8.0 5.0
Applicatien 1.8 1.5 8.4 7.8 ofl 7.6 |
Totel 1.9 1.4 1.5 1.4 0 1.6
7 - o 9
1 1972-191) protest scores uscd for this grew to cqult; for ege dﬂhnncu;“ ' N
ell ether sceres srve 197)-1974. '
.’ .
- Assessment of Student Attitudes Survey. The Assessment of Student

Attltudes Scale ks not properly a standardized instrument, but rather
a measure which has been given much developmenta! attention by the <

evaluation staff. It is included in this section because It Is a part

©

N
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f “‘ . - , \ v -
of the pretest-posttest package aimed primarily at summative evalua-
tion. !

a

The Agsessment of Student.Attitudes Scale was designed
f

.
Paatd

specificaily to measure student attitudinal dimensions in several

-

areas central to the instructional process. These areas have been 3y
designated as subtests with separate scores as follows:
1. Education in General
2. ”Program Curriculum \ N . ot
3. 'Sghool Facility
4. Program Counseljng\ . :
The Instrument is intended to measure student attitude toward the
school program with reference to each of/the-areas listed above: The
instrument is gene}alized in content aﬁé phraseology to be applicable
in public schools as well as alternative or experimental programs.'
Extensive rel[ability,,validity and dl§criminatlon value studies ha;e
been conducted; the préliminafy resdlts of these studies are inclhded
in appendix C of this report. N
Tables 22 through 26 present the results from pretest an;lyses o
of each ASA subtest. The tables have been formatted in the same
" manner as those reported above %or the Career Matquty Inventory
] and the Comprehensive Tests of B;slc Skills. Data are reported ;é
raw scores reduced to a mean on a scale from | (low) to 5 (high). As .

" can be seen from these results only one di fference between groups was

found to be signiflcant; that was between the ACE and ACE-Olney groups

It
-

on the Attitude Toward Program Resources Subtest. All groups were found

to be not Qiffirent on all other subtest measures. |t is apparent that-
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Tebla 22
ASA Pretest

- Educetion Subtest Raw Scores

Groups L] Mean sD Mean DAff. —
T A4
1 ACE 56 3.49 55 -
i ! ACE - Olney 52 3 a6 44 03
3. Comperison 28 3.4&2 .83 0?
4. Contaxt 0 3.41 N1} [\1]
Analyeis cf Variance
. Sum of Squares df Mesn Square ?
Betwaen
. . 20
. Groups 2555.84 3 831.95 0. 2
¥
NS dithin 887698.15 12 4187.26
— Groups
Totels $90253.98 215 Confidanca Leval of
7 ( 3,212) = Not Computed
for Differsuce Bo'tvasn Means
. \
Meen Diff. 1 2 k]
4 os 05 .01
(2
. N3 3 o7 04
' \ s B Criticel Velue = 0.35
2 .63 * ). .08
.
Table 2 yd
ASA Pretest
.
Progras Curriculum Subtest Raw Scexes
Sroups N Mean -3D Fu e,
1 ACE 56 Y Y | .60 -
2 ‘Cmpcruon 28 3. 406 .68 .02
3 Context 80 3.4 .59 .07
4, ACR - Olney 52 <33 .61 17
.
! N Analysie of Variaace
]
. Sub of Squergy dt Mean Square L4 !
. 1
N Between 8630, 54 3 2879.51 o.n
Groups ) . ‘
! 1
NS Within '
—_ Groups 1926% |1 212 3738.8%
‘ i ) . Totels 01274.65 218 Conttdence Lavel uf
| - P {3,212) - Rut Lumputed
| 5
‘ Tukey Test
i ) for Difference Batweesn Magne
, Mean Diff’ 1 2 3
4 W27 15 .10
.
. .S 3 -0 .05 ]
Q‘ —_— Criticel Velue +« 0 13
2 .02 P N
* 05
O
. “
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Table 24 -
ASA Pretest '
Pregram Mesutcee Subteet Raw Scerse
_GIeume " Yean sD toan DIff.
1. A 36 l.e4 63 -
!
2. Context 80 3.3 .59 28
/ L)
3. Cemperison | i .3 L) ) .32
4 ACE - Olaey 52 .25 .67 )
) .
.
JAnsiyeis of Verience ‘
un ef df Mean Square ?
Between
Groups 466%0.93 3 155¢€3. 64 3.7
Within . .
< troups 073226.61 212 «119.2)
Totals 919967 34 218 Lonfidence Level of
F (3,12) = %0.M2
Tubey Test
for Diffsrence Betwees Moana
Meon DIfF, 1 2 3
“ 39 e 1 .
k) AT <04
telti al Velue = 0 )
2 . '
* p. £ .05
Table 2% ,
ASA Tretest
Program Counesling. Subteet Raw Scotes . A )
Croupe N Moan o Mean DAff.
f Kd ~ ——
1. ACE 26 5, [0 -
PN
2. Context no 3,008, .0 L
\-
3. ACE - Olney 52 .86 S 1 L
4. Comparison 28 ° 2 8 N L) N
Analyaie of Variance
-
Yum ol Squeres df Mean Squere ]
B
Hetweun N
Groups #1223.2% k) 15741.08 i
Within 1597083, 13 m 7333.41
Groups
Toral 1664306 96 s Contidency®lavel i
PO 3,Q12) = WY AT
Tukey Test
tor Diffecence Between Means
Mean DAft 1 2 b
4 ] 14 .00
i 4 4
3 .38 .14
Ceiticel Velue = 0.4¢
2 2% 91
9. .05
| a7 -



ASA Pretest
Total Rav §, 8

Y-

. Comtext

. Compsrisem

« ACE - Olaay

A

Analysis sf Veriamce

of Sguares i Masa Squate

Betveen 14652. 05 3 4884.02
Gtoups ¢

Withtn * 606434, 72 212 2060.34
Group

Totale 621006.77 | 213

Confidence Lave! of
P ( 3,212) = 03352

Tukey Test
foxr Differssce Jetveesa )usas

oY 1 )
Ll
.22 .07 .03

Y] .02 .
Criticel Velus = .33

-13 * . L.

all student groups are similar with regard to attitude toward school
as measured by the RBS-designed Assessment of Student Attitude \Scalp.

The foliowing summarizes between group djfferencLQ found in the
) !
. '
CTBS Reading - ACE > - Comparison -

analysis reported above:

6Ml (most subtests) ACE = ACE-Olney > Comparison = Context

ASA (subtest 3) ACE > ACE-Olney : .

In all other comparisons the groups were found to-be statjstically not

different.

Exper imental groups (ACE and ACE-Olney) were superior to control
groups (Comparison and Context) on most subtests of the Career Maturmty

Invenfory with average percentiles of approximately 40 vs, 25. On the

AR

\
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Comprehens ive Tests of Basic Skills aleg(pups wc?e\sfatistically

s[@jlér, eigept that the ACE student gréqp was ;ﬁ%érior goathe . !
Cémparison student: group. Student scores ranged from the 3rd gradé }}\-
level ;o the pott 12th grade level with most averages ézdung the 7th
*or Bth.ande‘equIvaJency. The Assessment of étudent Attitude Sc?]e

fesults indicated that all groups were similar, except fﬁat the ACE .

group was superior to the ACE-Olney group on the Attitude Toward Pro- .

gram Resources subscale. . ot « '
This section of the final report has presented information - Y

on thelchéracteristics of students involved-n the RBS Career Education «
Prog}am during FY 1974. There were two expe:Imental groups e;rqj)ed
in the Academy for Career Education: the ACE group‘of second year H
students and the ACE-OIne;.gfoup of first year students. There were -
also two comparison groups who.barkicipated in a traditicoa! school
program but were ‘given the same tests as experimental students within
the :yaluagion design.. Thesélbroups were a Compérison group of students
who hqd applied to tge program and a Context group of randomly selected \
high school students. ‘ ) - -

All groups were given a battery of four,pretest instruments:
the Student Demographic Data Queifionnaire (SDQ): the Comprngnslve
Tests of Basic Skills (CT8BS), the Career Matbrityzlnvento (cMt), -
and the Assé;sment of Student Attitude Scale (ASA). N

" The SDQ indicated that the four groups were fairly~similar in

constitution -as Judged b( background characteristics.: It was found

that exper!mental groups teﬁded to‘have more diverse post-secondary
- : an

3 o /

[
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Introduction

a

B
-

plans than contrbl groups. Some differences in past school performance -

. ) 'y * —— R
we're evident. |t was also apparent that over the first two years of
> . .

program operations a trend toward a Black .student population has
been in effect.

The CM! revealed that experimental grogps?&ere generally'superior

at entry to control groups on career maturity factors as measured by
| -

this lnstfqment. This presents a cons ideration -for subsequent analyses

o O

‘and suggests the Incurrence of a selection blas. s .
=3 ‘ ' , ‘ R
- The CTBS results did not indicate consistent differences' between
N\ , R ‘ '\\ ) . .

groups at the pretest time. The ASA likewise did not support any
consistent dlfferences between experimental and control grOupﬁ. .

The findings presented in this section concern only the .

pretest administration of.evaluation lnstruments These results are.

“ f .
\

Intended for descriptive use in viewing the samplesqlnvolved in the °

study. For posttest results agd'aﬁbllcatlon of analyses intended to

depict program effects see the Summat fve Evaluation Sectjon beiOWc-“

[}
!

‘» . IIH* FORMATIVE EVALUATION
N [y . . ,/\ o d

-

The formatlve eva\ﬂ?tlon was designed to gather information useful,

- for program development and project management. Ooly the cOmponeqts
4 .

directly related to the provlsibn of lnstructinn\!::i~includod In

the formative evaluataon design; they were the Carcer Development Unit.

. the C€areer Guidance Unit and the Basic Skills Unit. Issues dllcussed

» v
-
-

a0
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in each of the evaluation unit's task reports will be summarized

in this section and new data will be introduced where it is available.
2 . . )
In addition to these issues, a final section which endeavors to discuss

how the formative evaluatlon was used in program redirection and redesign

will be Included.

]

Career Development Unit’ \ e

Overview. The following tasks were performed in‘the evafua;ion
of the Career Development Unit in FY 1974,
| ‘l; Evaluate the employer contact process;
‘”' 2. Assess th? nature and extent of employer involvement;,

3. Evaluate employers' curriculum;
N
* L, Evaluate integration of empryers' activ?ties within clusters;
» ‘ t t
5. Determine adequacy of potentlal employer/pool in relation
to student needs; i -

O 6. Identify student needs and intbrests&// . N .

7. Measure levels of student knowledge: 'in relation to ‘goals
- and objectives; and /

: [y /

/ .
8. Survey student attitudes regardizg offerings. .

T;;ks -4 were documented in Task Report 1 Ci/11C1; tasks 5-8 were
documented in Task Report 10CIb/13C1. Following are the summarized
fin?ings of each of the evaluation tashf. o

' ] Z( . zf

‘ Tssk ] - Evaluéte Employer Conéact Process. The employer con-

; '
tact process utilized for sollciting new employers into the Academy

- program was found to be effectlve in obtaining an employer pool for

career explqratlons and speciallzations. The Greater Philadelphia

21,
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Development Plan. Detailed descriptlon§"of each of’ these phases and

CooAsT -38- o

.Chamber of Commerce was given the major responsibility for contacting

empldyqrs and serving a; a lialson between the economic sector and
the Ca:eer Education Project.
Procedures developed fér the identification a;d recruitment of
—
employers-for participation- in the E;reer Exploration program fell into

three phases. Phase one consisted of the actual 1deﬁtifi;atlon and
) o

recruitment of potentially involved employers. Phase two invqlved the‘

-

securing of a conmitment to develop a program in Career Education.
. \

Phase three consisted of the operationalization of tA& Empfoyer Program

i
of this process may be found in Task Reports 10Al and 10CIb.

Sixty-seven (67) emplofers participated in the Career Exploration
program in FyY 1974. Of these, 40 or §0% were newly recruited. These
67 gmployers were Jsea to provide 14 epr;ration clusters in thé Fifth
and Seventh Quarters and 16 in the Sixth Quarter. For a\complete list
of these employers see Tafk Report 10Cla/11Cl.

The procedures developed for the identification, ;ontactlng and
recruitment of employers for participation in the Career Specialization
program were stmilar to those used in the Career Exploration program
exc;pt that the student had the prime responsibility, in concert with
hi; counselor-coordinator, in contracting for his learning expegience.
A'total of 40 career specializations were provided by 23 employers dur-
ing FY 1974. A list qf these employars and specializations is presented

N

in Task Report 10Cla/11Cl.

a2



Task 2 - Assess the Nature and Extent of Employer Involvement.

/ >
The Career Development programs were Iimplemented in employer, union

. and agency settings; all three were considered as employers. In FY
¢ . .

1974 a total of 84 employers (an increase of 83% over FY 1973)
1 N \
participated in the Career Development program. Following is a

breakdown of that particpétion in both years by instructional component.

[N

Instructional Component FY 1973 FY 1974
Career Exploration Only 3 60
Career Speclalization Only 7 14
€;CaTeer Exploration and
. Career Specialization 8 10
" TOTAL: L6 84

.

In addition to this instructional involvement, employers con-
stituted 55% (11 of 20 seats) of the total comﬁosftion of the Board

of Directors of the Academy for Career Educqfion, the policy setting

" organ of the Career Education program. A further level of employer’

involvement Included their recruitment of employers and students for

participation in the Career Education Program.
\\
' N\
Task 3 - Evaluate Employer's Curriculum. The curriculum of the

-a—

Career Exploration program consisted of the instructional materials and

strategies.implemented in employer courses. The fact that less tﬁan
half of the tareer Exploration courses produced Employer Course Plans
weakened the evaluation effort considerably. In addition, where*
Employer Course plans were extant,‘they were in most cases not based
upon site aﬁalyses.

The Employer Course Plans.which'were submitted for evaluation

were .found to be well sequenced and well related to the learning objec-

Al
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t}ves of the course where those objectives were specifled.. However,
- the specificit§ with which those objectives were stated was found
' to be low. .
The curriculum for the Career Specialization program consisted of
the experiences Specified in the individual contracts. Within the
*  context of the goals and objectives of the Career Specialfzation pro-
gram, each participating student and an employer representatng
developed a program that met with their mutual approval. Each con-
troct was to describe the stectfic Iearn'ng experiences agreed upon
by the student and the partncnpatlng employers' and approved by the
Counselor-Coordinator. The contract was to include a description of
(1) instructional objectives, (2) instructional activities, (3) a
management plan specifying times and locations for the instructional ) ' -
activities, (4) a.means of evaluating the student's learning, and-(5)
the respéﬁ;ibilities of/all parties to the aareement.
Coptracts existed for only 23 of the career speclallzat}ons. Pos -
ftive ratings by the gvaluat?r ot the contracts as curriculum descrip-
tors were the relatedness of learning activities‘to objectives and
the inclusion of statements of objectives and learning activities. e
) Negative ratings Included the speclflcity of the statement of objec-
tives and the lack of a speclfied sequencing of learning actlivities.
_ldentical contracts were noted for many career specializations for
which there was multlple‘pa?ticipation. It was questioned whether this
duplycation was compatible with the program coal of iIndividualization

of programs to meet each student's needs and whether students were actually

9

«

participating. In the contracting process.

f -

1
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Task b - Evaluate Integration of Employers' Activities Within

Clusters. Although cluster meetlngs were held to ald in the review

of program objectives, the establishment of cluster objectives and

the implementation and planning of programs, these efforts were sgén

as having been minimally Fffective by Employer-Coordinators and ‘ '

.

- o
Counselor-Coordinators.

Task 5 - Determine Adequacy of ‘Potential Employer Pool in

Relation to Student Needs. Two criteria were used to evaluate the

. - e

adequacy of the employer'pool in relation to the student population
~-of the Academy for Career Education, student needs and student
interests.

In the Career Explorat!on program student needs were dgiermlned
by the program requirements of 6 career explorations and prior
participation. To meet student heeds, ie employer poolt had to accommo-
date 125 students in the Fifth Quarter,‘92 students in the Sixth )
Quarter, and 84 students in the Seventh Quarter. No Career Explorations
were offegéa in the Eighth. Quarter (Summer session). The student

‘capacity of the Career Exploration program was 160, 172, and 152 stu-
dents in the Fifth, Sixth and Seventh Quarters respectively.

Student interests in the Career Exploration program were deter-
mined prior to registration and recorded on the Student Needs and
Interest Form. These forms were available only for twel fth grade stu-
dents in the Sixth Quarter and for all hut newly enrolled students in
the Seventh Quarter. When actual enrollments were matched against

stated preferences for clusters, the ability of the pool to meet stu-

a5
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dent interests was 90% in the Sixth Quarter and/83z in the Seventh

Quarter. A complete discussion and'presentatlon of data may be found
In Task Report 10CIb/13CI.

Since career specializations are optional, student needs were
defined by student interests. As in the Career Exploratioa prograﬁ,
student interests were elicited through the use of the Stuérnt Nceds

and Interests Form.
[
For the Sixth Quarter, 35 twelfth grade students expressed an
°inte;est in particpating in career specializations. _Among the careér
area in which interest was expressed were auto mechanics, child care
worker, commerclal artlst,‘computers, electrician, insurance, law,

medical secretary, physical therapy, social work, teacher's aide, and
11

travel agent. .

For the Seventh Quarter, 37 twelfth grade students and |1 tenth
and eleventh grade students expressed an in;ergst In participating in
a care;r speciallzatlon; Amorlg the career areas in which interest
was expressed were armt, bookkeeping, carpentry, electrician, government,
hospital work, jogrnallsm, retalling, tutor, and veterinary mediciye.

In the Sixth Quarter, 22 career specializations were provided;
19 of these were provided to twelfth grade students. Thirty-five (34)
twelfth grade students had expressed an intereat in «ureer spvriuli/:
tion; lﬁ or 37.1% were succeSs?ully placed in carcer specializa-
tions. Another 6 twelfth gngde students who expressed an interest after
the preregistration period were also successfully placed in career

specializations. Of the 35 students requesting career speciallizations

in the Sixth Quarter, 22 were not placed.
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In the Seventh Quarter, 11 tenth and eleventh grade and 37
s
twel fth grade students had expressed an interest in career specializa-
tion. Of these no tenth and eleventh grade and 10 or 27.2% of .
the twel fth grade students/were placed in career spec:lallzatlons.~ Thus
all 11 tenth and eleventh grade students and 27 twelfth grade students
express;ng interest in career specialization were not placed.

The employer pool was not yet sufficiently developed té‘provlde
career specializations in the quantity necessary to meet student needs.
Career Specializations could be arranged - for only‘23 of the 83 students
who expressed interest in such an experience., wglle the Counselor-
Coorglnator responsible for this péogram repo}ted thét many of these
students changed their minds either before or after .contacts had been
made with employers, he also stated that in the‘case of 21 students
employers could not be obtained. Thus, at begt, only 23 of 44 or 52.3

% of the known, unchanged requests could be met over the two

quarter period.

Task 6 - ldentify Student Needs and Interests. As determined

through the administration and analysis of fhe Student Ne;ds and
Interests Form, the capacity 6f the Career Exploration program necessary
to meet minimal student needs in FY [97& was 125 students in the Fifth
Quarter, 32 students in the Sixth Quarter and 84 students in the Seventh
Quarter.

Student interests, as indicated on the ahove mentioned forms,

were as follows:

[
«}
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. Teble 27 . '
Prefarence for Career Kxploxetion Clusters e

‘ -

Sixth Quarter

Twelfth Grade Studente Only

Clueter Preferance
lat 2nd Jrd deh Seh YTotsl
1. Apperel 2 2 1 [} 2 7
2. Art [} 0 0 0 [} [}
3. Chenmtetry ] 0 [} ] [} [}
4.:. Cemmunfcatioas 3 [ [} 1 2 12
- 5. Cemetruction and Tredees [ ] 2 2 1 1 14
6. Rducstionm 3 1 2 1 0 7
7. PMueuce 2 4 4 O | [} 11
8. Geverament [} 1 2 1 ] L[]
9. Reolth 21 4 2 to 1 1 s .
10. Leber 1 0 0 1 [} 2
11. Menufecturing 4 k] 3 2 [} 12
12. Metketing 3 3 1 [} 1 [
13. Peresssl Servicae 2 2 1 2 1 [} '
1l4. Resesrch S 3 2 1 [} 11
135. Tremeportetion (] 3 [} [} [} L
16, Ucilictas 2 0 b] 1 1 7
Totele [ ¥} 33 21 13 [ ] 99
.
Table 28 .
Prafarence for Caraer Ixploretion Clusters
i
Seventh Quarter .
All Studente
Cluster Prefar [
lat T 2ad | ed | 4th | 3¢h | Tecal
1. Apperel 7 3 3 2 1 18
2. Art 1 2 1 0 0 4
3, Chenietry [} 1 0 0 0 LX) .
4., Cemamunicatione 13 [ ] 9 0 1 33
' S, Construction end Tredees [} 1 1 0 0 [ ]
6. 1Rducetion 1 3 3 1 0 [ ]
1. Pigence 4 3 ¢ 4 0 17
8. Gevernenat 3 3 S 0 0 11
9. Heelth 4 3 1 2 2 12
10. Lsber 0 ] 1 ] ¢ 0 4
' 11. Menufecturieg 2 3 2 3 1 12
12, Merkating 2 1 0 1 4 [
1). Pureensl Services [} 3 3 0 0 12
. 14, Resserch 4 4 3 1 0 12
13. Tremeportetion 10 9 4 4 [} 7
16, Uctiliciesn 1 3 2 2 [ ]
Totele 14 39 (Y} 20 9 206
=
A full discusslon of these results may be found In Task Report
N 10C1b/13C1.

Task 7 - Measure Levels of Student Knowledge in Relation to

Goals and Objectives. In relation to the Career Exploration courses,

measures of student knowledge met with 1imited success in FY 1974, A

AN
O

ERIC ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: o
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staffing problem within the evaluation unit mftjgated against the
development of cluster tests of knowledge as had been previously
planned. -The Career Maturity Inventory. (CMI) was a&ministered
and the results are discussed in the sunmaTic: section of this
‘report. While there were decreases in average gradeé in Career
ExpJoration courses, it Was'not determined if this reflected

.

adversely on student caréer knowledge or was attributable to other
»

factors (poor attendance, etc.).

A measure .of student knowledge in Career Specializations was
‘the ability of the students to list job skills they had learned
and academic skills that were needed in the career area. The
Career Specialization Student Questionnaire was given to the
22 students who participated in career specializations in the Sixth
rter; 15 students completed the questionnaire for a 68.2 percent .
rate of return. OFf these, 12 or 80.0% lj;ted specifie job
tskills they learned about In their career specializations; 10 students
or 66.7% listed speciflc academic skills that were needed in
the career area.

The average grades earned for career specializations were also
inspected. In the Fifth Quarter, the average grade was siightly
below“a B: Tn the Sixth Quarter the averaye was o Bt. Lrad et 1
indicate the,students are learning at or above a B level.

The responses on the Career Specialization Student Nuestionnaire
indicated that most students learned about specifiv job skills in the

career are? of thelr speciallzation but that in a third of the cases

they could.not relate academic skills to proficiencies needed in the

a9 ¢
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& \ 1. Determine effectiveness of Career Guidance Groups in’

, : . conveying Career Knowledge; : ) » . (

2. Ascertain the éenpogitlon and utllization of the Needs.
Research and Persanal Position Audit; -
’ .
( 3. Survey staff and student attitudes toward Transactional
. Activities; -

[_k. Evaluate student outcomes of Placement Prouram; and

<;’ e [ 5. Analyze case studies of student career ‘deve]‘opment. .
,Tasls 1-3 were documented in Task Report rzdci; tasks 4 and 5

were documented in'Ta;k neport lZfCé. ‘Following are the summarized

regslts of each of the evaluatien tasks..~

?

- Task | - Determine Effectiveness of Career Guidance Groups in

Oonveyin37Career Knowledge. Three direét measures of student career

knowledge were used in FY 197h the Tenth/Eleventh Gride Guldance
4 .
"oup Questionnaire. the Twelfth Grade Guidance Group Questionnaire,

\ . . “A" t
and\the Career Maturity Inventory., The first two instruments were
designed by the evaluation staff to measute how effectivg]y the Guidance
| )

Groups conveyed career knowledge to ‘the combined tenth and eleventh

grade and the twelfth grade students. Separate curricuba were

designed for these two groups because of differences in instructional

- 0@phdsi§. The Career Maturity Inventory is a‘standnrdizvd test which

. was.chnsen_as ac n measure.of career maturity ond knowledge by

the evaiuation st;ff of the Efperience*unnvd Carcer Education Frojects .
" The combined tenth/eleventh grade and twelfth grade Guidance

a

4.
Group Questionnaires we;é\administered to a lsz random sample (n -'20,

*

, “ ‘IO students |n each group)‘hetween March 6th and March 13th, 197h

These instruments were deslgnqd to determine what sorts of knowledge |
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the Academy students had been gaining in their Guidance Groups
t relative to the curricula developed by the Career Guidance staff. ¢
The Guidance Group ngstionnaires were developed from, and ﬁn con-
cert with, the objectives of the Guidance Grohﬁ curricula designed by
the developmental staﬁf(;i the Caréer Guidance Unit. The curriculum

developed for the twelfth grade students placed the greatest emphasis

o?~4ﬁills such as resume writing, standardized testing rationale, goal

£y

setting, and theﬁﬁreparatlon of employment applications. The bb]gc-

tive curriculum deve]oped for the combined tenth/eleventh gra@p
students placed the greatest emphasis on ;tandardized testing
;ationaleﬂ future studies, knowledge of the Academy proﬁram‘ and
Fhe differences between fact, valu; and opinion.’
" The tenth/eleventh grade random ;ample students who Were ' .
o administered the Guldance Group  Questionnaire (n = 10) exhibited the
‘ ab[lfty Eo aifferentia;e between values, facts, and opinions. In
additi;n, they were able to identify the Academy!; computeri zed care;F ‘
. information system by its acrenym, The students were not able, on the
whole, to identify basic qpefation;l facets of the one program
element (Life Sk}l’siSpeCIalizationL included in the questionnaire.
. This naterial was expressly'}ntluded in the instructional materia!; )
for the Sixth Quarter because of the small percentage (4%) of students
who tooﬂ advantage of the Life Skills Specializations In the Fifth

i

Quarter. Questions dealing with standardized tests, Lifé Skills Speclializa-

.

o

tioné, and future studie§ vielded mixed, but generally poar, results., The’
students showed'a general understanding of the material but dld poorly

on the more specific Items.
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‘The twelfth grade random sample students (n = 10) exhibited
) DI )

contrasting levels of ability as measured by the Guidance Group Question-

—

naire. On the one hand they were able to identify the correct N

.(/F~r responses to the multiple choice itens dealing with a resume; but

o were on the other hand incapa@le of correcting the letter of applica- .
tion. While the students Qene able .to identify which standardized ) —/ﬂ\\xici)
) tests they had taken during the year, they could not identify the

® . correct_respoense concerning the rationale for standardized.testing.

Enghty percent (80%) of the sample were able to identify the
acronym of the computerized career information syStem, but only 502
s 2

.of the sample knew how to use the system. This indicated a general

v

failure to apply, or adequately comprehend,,the material which was

emphasized’/in the Guidance Graups.

3 -~
% - .
Task 2 - Ascertain the Conggsitlon and UtiWizatlon of the Needs .
Research and Per;onal Position Audit The'Needs Research and Pegsonal
Audit was an instructional, guidance oriented hctiJity which took place \
h »
- in the tenth/eleventh grade GundanCe Groups_In the Fifth Quarter of
4 £ E
Academy operations i The compositiOn of the Needs Research and® Per—
sonal Positiéu Audit was determined by inspection of Task Report -~ .
12bAl and l?bAZ tqQ consist of the following instructional units: 5
1. -For Your Infarmation ) ‘
2. St..dardized Tests o o ¢ v . X
3. - Holland Self- ire;ted Search <
4. SRA Matetials .© :
5. ,Self-Assessment’ : ) - ' X T
6. The Year Two Thousand . ’ S ‘) . '
7. Persona! Goal Setting” .o T .
8. Agtion Plon .g§- - . . NPT
! " . ) ¢ . ’ ’ * BN
- ) R v b
A R A ) ‘ .
- oo - . o, .1 N - . - 'h' 1 C

. .
> ' v i N A h - |
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The utiijzatidn of' the Needs Research and Personal Position

© | - u
"Audit was determined by an examination” of Group Guidance Reports and

Student Portfolids. The former were reporting forms intended to

ald in the Counselor-Coordinators' evaiuatlon f curricular contentf
* \ »
student attendance, and student participation as they related to' the

-

Guidance Groups. The ietter were folders contalning the students'
(¥ 2 ~ J

compléted work in the Career Guidenee Unit. The Group Guidance Reports‘ .

-

. were examined in order to determine whether or not]the Counselor-' o
Coordinators reported each of the 8 énstruqtionait4rea§ as having been - .

impieAented. A random sample (roughiy 15%) of theltenth/eféventh graders'.

portfolips was .examined in order t& determine how nany of the instruc-

- o

tional units were represented by corresponding student worksheets.
. i

In a majority of cases (67%) the Group Guidance Reports were

not completed and returned to the developmental staff of the Career .
. 0

Guidance Unit by" the Counseior-Coordinatqri. None of the Student

Portfolios was found to be complete, 30% were reasonably complete .

. ! .
50% of the materials were present), and 20% were’not available. In
) ~N ' * ' ..
total, a majority (55%) of the materials neccssary for completeness
; ) LT

were missing from the portfolios. UDue to inadequate, and in some -
@ v "

(75% or more of the materials were present), 50% were ineompiete (0%-

_cases nonexistent, documentation it was impossible to determine'the

-

. L7 - : L y .-
utilizstion of the Needs Research and Personal Position Audit.

‘- .- N
’

Task 3 - Survey Staff and Student Attitudes Toward ) .

1

Transactionai Activities. .The intent of the f’ansactionai Activ:tils

.comppnent of the Career Guidance Unit has been’ described (in Task

12dA1) as the nnvoivement of the’ parcicipating student "with the

n ? \

¥

-
F
~
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widest array of significant people|, objccts, and events in volunteer

service in a social community agency.'' Students who chose to become .
involved in this aspect of the program enrolled in a Life Skills

. '\ : 3
Specialization. The student who did enrgll in these courses then

\ .
entered into a contractual agreement with his Counselor-Coordinator

and a representative of the agency where he\ elected to particpate in

\
A\

volﬁntary service.
, ™~ -

Studen; evaluations of Life Skills Speciaiizations were obtéined
from the-StudeBt Opiﬁlon Survey (Appendix C). The Agency RepreseAtatives
responsible for the instruction and supervision of Academy students
enﬁoﬁled in Life Skills Specializations were asked ta evatuate their .
student(s) onfa‘§tudent Evaluation Form provided by‘the_Counselor-quf;. \
dinator gho was given the responsibility of conducting the Life‘SKills
SpeFiallzatlon program. These forms asked fOf(an eva}ugnioﬁ~of the
student on criteria such as attendance, pgdmptﬁ%sé, acceptance of//
responsibility, assistance of others, and the demonstration of
inftiative. -—

When students were asked to rate their Lif; Skills Specfaliza-
tions from 1 (Very Poor) to § (Very Good) the mean response of the -
6 students then enrolled in Life Skills Specializations was 3.5 (gen-
erally positive). The small numLer of students cctually enrolled in
this component of the Career Guidance Unit In-the Fifth Quarter made

it impossible to generalize what sort of response would be provided

by a greater student enrollment of known reprerentativeness. In the

S!§th fuarter the Student Opinion Survey was not administered. Stnce

no appreciably greater number of students enrolled in Life Skills
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Specializations in the sixth quarter, no special attempt was made to
obtain student evaluation.
The data ob;ain;d from the Student Evaluation Forms made it
appgreﬁt that the Agency Representat{ves had positive associations
with their students, However, the small number of students enroliing
and being evaiuated for their participation, in the program made -
it impossible to evaluate the i;structlonal staff's perceptions of
their Life Skills Specializations students meaningfully.

:

Task 4 - Evaluate Student Outcomes of Placement Programs. Infor- / .

mation regarding the student outcomes of placement programs may be

4

|

1 l

found in the Summative Evaluation section of this report.
In

Task 5 - Analyze Case Studies of Student Career Development.

A

order to obtain a subjective measure of student perception of the
expressed goals of the Academy program, a case-study format was decided J
upon as an appropriate evaluation method. 1t was felt that the use

of ‘a case-study approach might uncover programmatic strengths and .

weaknesses which would otherwise go undetected by the more traditional

N

bjective measures commonly used in program evaluation. It was

ecided ‘that the approach used would encompass demographic data,

1

I
S Endafdized testing results, curricula data (course;?\grades, attendance,
\ o .

‘\ The results of the case study interviews will be presented In
|

two 'torms. Flrst, the data from a 15% random sample group wi il

be analyzed and applied to the -three units of the Academy program, R

i ! -
< . /
et .) and a structured Interview for each of the students studied. .

! ' , 2 /
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! ' i.e.; Da;;L Sg]Yls, Career Development and Career Guidance. In

/,,,,«/ﬁiﬂHT??bn, data concerniﬁg general student attitudes and opinion \
. o RN
1toward the Academy experience overall will be.summarlized. Second, two

case studies will be presented in narrative form encompassing data i

t . .
from the Case Study interview and pertinent academic, demographic

Ry -

and attitudinal data which are available from student rgéords. The
ev§lgati?n of the case study interviews indicates thaf there was .
;troqé student support of two of the Academy program's three undits,
Basic Skills and Career Development; and negligibie support for the
third, Career Guldancg. The various ways in which students per-
ceived the Academy ;xperience to be,vsluable, or in some cases irrele-
.vant, will be discussed below by instructional unit.

Basic Skills Unit. The random sample students who participated

in the case study interviews felt that the most beneficial aspects of

the Basic Skills Unit's Individualized Learning Center“involved their
!

learning to work at their own pace and learnirg to accept respon-
sibility. A'majoflty of the studeqts interviewed indicated that they
‘viewed 'their ILC experiences as helpful in what they are sloing or plan

to do In the future and a significant percentage of.the student.. I-1t that

the 1LC was thé best part of the Academy p .gFgm. In ligh ;l the
indicated support of the activities of the Basie Skills Unit by

these students and the measurable increases in Readiag und Arithmet i
\ scores as evidenced by the Comprehenslye Test- of B;:?:T§k{lls (s 2

\\ . Special Report 3, Interim Evaluation Report) it can be said tﬁ&t\the‘

AN
~

\\ Individual ized Learning Center program was a valuable component of the

3 t
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Academy experience,

-

v A {
.3 Career Development Unit. A majority of the interviewed students

“indicated that they perceived the Career Exploration program as the best
part of the Academy program. Rather than presenting them with vicarious
learning experiences, the explorations gave the students experiences
in what they described as the ''real world." This comment was pervasive
in the interviewed students' evaluqtié; of the Career Exploration program.
In addition, students indicated that because of their exposure to
different sorts of work environments they were able to make definite
appraisals of whether or not they would enjoy working in such an envir-
onment. Majorities of the interviewed students named thejr Career |
Explorations as the most intef;sting and/or the most worthwhile of their
Academy activities. A general feeling one received from the cas; s tudy
Iinterviews is that in many cases the career exploraf}ons were seen as
the Academy program. In terms of student support the Career Exploration
program appearea to be strong and viable. Student comments concerning
the Career Specialiiation program reflected confusion primarily.

o

Career Guidance Unit. Student appraisal of the Career Guidance

Unit was marked by apathy, and in some cases, hostility. Of those :
who indicated that there were some things they did not like about the

Academy program, 75% indicated that they did not like fheir Guidance

Groups. - Nearly half of the interviewed students felt that they learned

nothlng as a result of their guidance activities. Two-thirds of the

“interviewed students felt that the guidance activities had been the

A |




_55-
least worthwhile of all the Academy activities,and hal% of the i

4
students who suggested improvements in the Academy program

. -
indicated that those improvemgnts should be made in the guldaqce
activities. Specific comblai&ts reg}stered by the students
dealt with the'perceived irrelevance of the guidance materiais.to
the other«components of the Acadeﬁy program and disorganized guidance
groups. It is evident from these sorts of responses that the guidance

. activities must be re-examined, with student input wherever possible,
fn order to ;ake them more germane to both programmatic and student \

needs. . ) ' \

Overall Academy Experience. Student opinion of the overall |

Academy experience was generally favorable. "The interviewed students \
feltlthat they were better equipped to handle work experiences because
of their participation in the Academy program. A majority of the
students felt that their career goals and interests had changed as a
result of new information that the program had provided. Only one

. student indicated that he would not re-enroll in the program if he had
it to do over again. The students who indicated that they were not

- sure if they would re-enroll generally felt that they would if the

problems they discussed were attended to.

\
\
\

Student !. Marian is .a Black female student who

enrolled in the Academy for Career Education i3 August of 1973 as a
tenth grade student. Her reasons for enrolling in the Academy pro-
gram included the desire to learn more about different careers, to

participate in learning activities outside of ''school,' and to receive

t
o4
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more individual attention than she was afforded in her previous
school. Although netther of her parents completed hlgh school,

both did attend for a number of years before dropptng out. Marian |

\
has decided that she will continue her education after graduation |
from the Academ} and pursue a full-time career in Business Admin-
Istration.

Results on the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills place
Marian well below the national norms for ;enth grade students in both
Reading and Arithmetic. Pretest scores which were obtained prior to
her enrollment in the Academy reflected grade equivalents of 7.9 and
3.2 In Reading and Arithmetic respectively. Posttdzz.éiores from the
instrument administration in April 1974 were 7.5 and 6.7 in Reading
and Arithmetic respectively. Marian's above average grades (B+) and
attendance are indicative of her persefverance in the Academy program.
While there was no significant change in her grade equivalent level
in Reading as measured by the Comprehensive Tests of Basdc Skills; a
significant increase in grade equivalent level did occurqiL Arithmetic
where Marian went from 3.2 to 6.7, an increase of 3.5 grade levels.
In the case study review Marian repeatedly commented upon the Individual-
ized Learning Center's positide impact on her grades in English and
Mathematics and stated that the ILC was among the most worthwhile
activities she had been Involved in while a student at the Adademy.

Marian has indicated her satisfaction with the Academy program,
with the exception of Guidance activities. These activities she feels
are not relevant to the experiences sﬁe'has had in the other elements

of the Academy program. In the current school year (1973-1974) Marian

has participated in career explorations in the Communications and

£~
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Government clusters one full school day each week and ha¢. indicated
that her experiences in these have been interesting and useful in
making plans for the future. While enrolled in the.Communications
cluster in the Fifth Quérter, Marisn attended employer courses at the
KYW television station, the WFLN radio station and Chilton fublfshing
Company. Her experiences in the Government cluster involved explora-
tion of the Civil Service Commission, the United States Depargment of
Heal th, Education and Welfare, the Interwal Revenue Service and the
Marine Corps Supply Depot. In the Govefnment cluster Marian maintained
an A averagé in each of the employer sites and had an attendance
rate of 100%/

_ Marian has exhibited academic and personal growth while enrolled

in the Academy program. It is anticipated that the next ‘two years in

the program will build upon that growth and provide her with additional

insights into her own capabilities and the opportunities available

to her upoh graduation.

Student 2. Joe enrolled in the Academy for Career
Education in the beginning of the 1972-1973 school year as an eleventh i
grade student. At the end of the current school year (1973-1974) he
will ‘graduate from the Academy program. Jo% Is a White male student
whose father completed elementary school and whose mother attended,

4

but did not coQPlete, high school. The major reasons Joe has given

for enrolling in the Academy program were his wanting to get into a
program which was different from regular schools and his perceived need

of greater individual attention than he was receiving in his previous
* 3

‘;l ’ — L]
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. L
school. After graduation from the Academy Joe plans to work full-time
g in the field of restau}ant managefent .

In his five quarters of Ins(ructlon fn the Academy program (3
quarters In 1972-1973 and 2 9ua;ters to date in 1973-1974) Joe has
coméiled a C average in his cc{’urses.-~ His grades}range‘from A's in
elective.couwses_éuch as Creativity, Hiking, and Workshops -in Living
(each of these courses‘were taken in 1972-1973) to f's gn Engl ish
‘courses and one art course. The majority of his grades have been
C's. Results of‘the Coﬁprehensive Tests of Basic Skills indicate that
Joe Isa?elow th nétional norms for twelfth grade s tudents in both Read-

ing and Mathemdtics. Pretest scores which were}obtalned prior to fis \J;,/J
enrollment. In the Academy reflected grade equivalents of 10.4 and 1.7

B

in Reading and Mathematics respectively4 Posttest scores from the
instrument administration in March 1974 were® 10.8 and 9.2 in Reading
and Mathematics respectively. Joe commented in thé case study interview

i that "learning was easier'' in the Individualized Learning Center than

revious school and that he epjoyed working at his

own pace. Joe's Increase in mathematical grade level (1.5 grade levels)
as measured by the CTBS is seen as 5ubstantlal.. it I; interesting to
note that while he asserts that he enjoyed the ILC experience and felt,
that he learned in it, Joe does not feel that the experience will be of
- , help in what he plans to do. This attitude was evldené throughout the
interview, while he enjoyed the program he does not fee! It waslinstru-
mental in the formulation of his future’plans. .Thn=one‘p?ca in which-
Joe feels he has grown as a result of fhe Academy experlénce Is In hig

acceptance of responsibility for declsions pertinent to his future plans.

Ey LY 4 !
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o
When asked if he would enroll in ‘the program if he had it to do over

-

over again, Joe replied that he would.
N ' ’ ' .
Joe's experiences in Career Explorations, from his initial

¥ X
—enroHment to the end of the Sixth Qurter, included participation N
in the Utilities, Health, Research, and Communications clusters. While

enrolled in these clusters he explored the Philad‘lphia Gas Wbrks, the

"

Bell Telephone Company and the Philadelphia Water Works (Utilities
\

Cluster); Hahnemann Hospital (Health Cldster)iiResearch for Better Schools,

Incorporated, University City Science Center and Nyeth Industries
A

(Research Cluster); and KYW Television, WFLN Radio and Chilton Pﬁbljshing
Company (Communications Cluster). His best grades in:these courses
were in the Utilities cluster /B) where he also had his best career

exploration attendance rate (90%).
*~Joe appears to have progressed througﬁ the Academy program with

”~.
minimal self-involvement in its expressed goals. In spite of this,

there have béen genuine indications of personal growth and a willingness ™
to accept-responsibility for his future. While his current interest

tn restaurant management is not directly related to an exploration or
specialization experience, his mature out{ook (evidenced b; his applica-
tion to a managerial course) may be ;een as an outgrowth 6f his contacts

with certain Academy staff members, especially-those in the guidance )

unit.

Basic Skills Unit

y

' . Overview. The following tasks were performed in the evaluation

. of the Basic Skills Uplt in FY 1974,

¢

Q 1 . . .
g hod
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Survey. Staff and Student 0rienta£lon to ILC Procedures;

-

Determine Individualization, Participation, and Student
Progress In Basic Skills , o

Evaluate Adequacy and Integration of Documentation Systems,
and

b. Ascertain Student and Staff Opinions of Materials Used. -

Each of these kaskslyas documented in Task Repart 14C1. Following

are the summarized results of each of each of the evaluation tasks.

.

. x .
Task 1 - Survey Staff and Student Qrientation to ILC Procedures.

Orientation for studénts occurred as a continuous, integral part of the
instructional process In the Individualized Learning Center (ILC)

until the students demonstrated the capacity to work independently

within the context of the individualized curriculum. After introducing

-

students to the materials and procedures, staff recapped the procedures

when necessary and reinforced appropriate use. This orientatiop was

a

conducted mainly in small group presentations and individual conferences

.

led by the Coordinator of the ILCC Orientation for staff was al%o

a cantinuous, integral part of the instructional format. Staff were
/ , .
introduced to Instructional techniques which are effective In the context s

2

of individualized Instruction: among the methods and skills especially

emphasized were planning, tutorial bnstruction, aﬁh the adaptation of

materials to the indi'vidualized approach of tzf materials.

¢

Task 2 - Determine lndlvlduallzatlon! édrtlc[patlon1>ahd Student

Progress in Basic Skills. Individualization of Instruction in the

Basic ?klils Unit was determined by three methods; an Individuaiization
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~

Checklist which was administered to four members 6f the Career

Education Program not directly involved in the ILC, elicitation of

~

student opinion, and the identification and charting of curriculum g
materials being used by each student at any given time. ReSponsedr

to the Individualization Checklist indicated agreemeni that: lessons

) 3 c

were planned individually; tests were used to determine levels of

\ ) 3 .
. achievement and to guide use of individual learning units; and students -

! )

were allowed to progress at their own rate, were assigned di fferent

tasks at a given time, were given help individually, and were tested

individually when they completed learning tasks.

¢

1

Studdnt opinion df the ILC activities indicated that a large
‘ N

\ .
majority of the Academy students perceived the program as allowing \
them to progress at their own'rate -nd that a majority of students
felt that the‘msteriajs were providing for their individual needs.

-The third measure 6f individualization was the*identification. and

-

. .
charting of the level of curriculum materials being used by each student .

¢ ¢

at any given time. The use of a great many levels of curricular

materials by students enrolled in the ILC would be further evidence

PP

. of the program's individual ization. The results of the identification

. N ’
and charting were as follows. Eighteen different units of ILA

Commurittations Skills material were being uied by 31 stﬁdents; 23

. l .
different unl'ti of ‘LLA Mathematlcs materials were being lused by 77 stu-
e

dents. Sixte

4

different'pon-lLA Engl ish curriculum arg:;*:ere being' .
used by 64 students; lb different non-lLﬁ curriculum mafe Vs were

being used by 30 students. Overall, 77 different curriculum unlts

~a

s
wl

s 1 ‘ . r
. - -

\

ve
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.

, were being used by students participating in 202 learning activities.

) L3

> These figures repﬁesent‘the status of ~ILC materials in uis;dg;bgl

\. the week of Aprlllls, 1974, an arbitrarily selected date. The evaluation |
of the ILC's instructional materials revealed them to be highly indlvi~._ ‘I '
duatized. i \ . . B

Student part;icfpatlon in the .Basic Sklltls Unit was determin/;d { -
by an examlnitlon pf student enrollment and ;ites of atEenJancékfn
the ILC. Studentzenréilment in the ILC was approximately 90% throughout Co»
FY 1974. Rates ofiattepdance in the ILh ra?ged from 70% to. 80% by
. Kquarteri A complefq dlgpusslonﬂpf raF74 of attendanc; may be found‘
ih Task Report 14C1. /
Student progﬁess in the Qa%jc Skills Unit was evaluated Qy
__»examlning the number of skills mastered in tge ILA curriculum, the
quantity of éredlgs earned, grades earned, and prégress on the Com- *
prehcnsive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS). The last (progreis ;;\fhe’
e CTBS) will be di;cussed in the Summative Evaluation section of this: ,
v« report. In the Fifth and Sifih Qu;?te}é the average numbers of {ki1s /
‘ maste;ed in ILA Math was apﬂroxlmately,k6 for tenth/;leventh grade
students, and 24 fo;,tyelfth graﬁe students.  In fLA\English during
-=*  the same period the averégq;gumﬁgr of skills mastere&iyas 1S for t?nth/
" eleventh grade students and 12 for twéf%th grade students, The DrYectPr .
of the Basic Skills Unit r;ported that instructors tended tb use pod-
ILA materials more for English than for mathematics activities; this,
might explain the differences In skill mastery In these areas. Skills

- 2
. uastﬁred information must,be interpreted with' cauticn since discrepancies

could be due to factors such as progression to a new curriculum, the use

~— |
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the use of non-ILA mater?al\s and student 'moti'vation s ' ‘r .
' . . -
~a e o~ . - it

The average credlt earned per unit ln the 1Le Math. activities, © '

-

was 'approx?mately .2‘0 in the FTfth and Sixth Quqrters for tenth/ . . . ”
e!eventh grade Students and .28 for twelfth grade students I.n Ic ]
Engllsh actlvltles during the same period tenth/eIEVenth grade studénts : / -
earned an average of .29 crednts while the twelfth grade seu'd[ents qarned ) .-ff‘
an average of .27 credjts. The av€rage grade earned 13 iLc activitiés J' al e ,,,'
by Academy. students was ih theic to C+:range. v . fT;: l ’ %’“~

Task 3 - Evaluate Adequacy and Integration of Documentation

'sttems. The documentatian 'syswtem used in the ILC consisted of a/manual 7|
system which was fully develo;;ed and a conlputerized syscem \}vhlch is

still in the de.'velopmental stages. The manual docume'n.tat?ion sys\(,\nL .
consisted of“'four’f”o‘rrjs:.' the General .Information Form, the Student )
Prescription Booklet-Form, the Student Profile and the Student SummarJy
of these forms is )brlefly‘descrlbed-below.

‘

; al Information Form was filled out for each student .upon

his or her entrMLC. . The form was composed of three parts. ,
- e . . !

.

Part one Included general -personal inforgnatlon concerning the student

wch as sending school, date of birth, de level, ’parent or guardian,

home teT‘phonenumbe)/and emergency telephone nugber. The second part
“\of the form contained the results of the student s perfarmance on
\\

standardlzed tests. The third part of the form served as a learnhsg ~
N -

>
contact between the student and his instructor. Baslc skllls objectives ™~ __

for each subject area ‘were agreed upon in a student-instructor coﬁfere,hce;
. 3 .)
this agreement was recorded and signed by both the instructor and the
. - b
student. The General Information Form was placed in the student's file

£ )
Ced . . - \,
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R *form was not used fprtstudents who were not partlclpatlng in elther : FR W

and cOuld be referred tosor updated durlng -the school year.‘r

The étudent Preiglptlon Bookleg}Form provideéd 2 record of the:

student s prqgress tthugh lndtvldual skiTl’ areas, These forms were Lo
) s @ . . i
cmplernd dally and are housed iy each student s work folder. “ '

The Student Proflle rect{rded the student s progress in units of .,

ca

-

¢
the II,A conlpunicatlon skills or mathematics curriculum materials. The .

suhject area of the curritulum. The Student Profile was stored in -

each. stydent's’ work folder.. ' ) Nl

o

The Student sumq Sheet was leed out quarterly for each

'.cf' i \
R Y]

stud nt. The form contained Lnfonnation regarding the astudent s
attendance, grades totai hours scheduled; total “hours attended late -

arrivals to learning actlvftles, and the particular work scheduled o

and mastered by the student. This information was recorded by the * . .

<

téacher for each subject area in the Basic Skills unit..

The staf‘f and admifﬂstrator bf the Academy for Career Education - -
reported that these forms had proved adequate for the needs of the N o
- .
Instructors and students. The manual system also proved to be ad;equate v

° LS
for the needs “of the evaluatlon staff in completlng tasks regarding the

Basic Skills Un‘lt. Howeve{ there was a tln\l elernent which proved to
be-cumbersome for both the .Academy staff and the evaluation staff Com- ‘
pl’etlon of the Stu@ht Summa ry Sheets took as long as two weeks after .
the end of ‘3 quarter.. Thls delay plus the processlng tlme necessary

has made it difficult to report out results with the speed that would }

make them most useful. / - .

1
- .
-~
&



- |
. \ -65-

A

The computer system o( documenta;ion was intended to proVide

all forms of Information contained b( the manual documentaticn system
and gnable additional analyses. ‘The initial plan called fo;nthe

implementation of the manual system at the start of the academic year;
. \

this was impleménted on schedule, with Weekly Attendance Reports \\

I3

and Student Summary Sheets designed by the evaluation staff being use&.‘§
. \
The automated system was to be designed during the Fifth Quarter, field

el

tested Sixth Quarter, and evaluated rel#tive, to the manual system in the -
A .
Seventh Quarter.. In fact, given the complexity of the computer system
\ \
A\

required and the expénse\jnvolved,]it was not possible to impleméht the

automated system until the Seventh Quarter. Even at this late date,

the system was pot complete; further development is required. The

<3

task of< compar ing the two systems (manua) 'vs. computerized) was thus
. . ° | .
not accomplished. It is appa}ent that the automated system still has

.

disadvantages which cause interfcrence. in the operation of the learning
center. It also seems clear that the automated system has much potential

for instructional and evaluative purposes. The realization of this

A

poteﬁkial/willprequife the application of more resources,in systems
" ! ..

\

development. Since it is unlikely that such reséurces will be available

Al

in the program budget, speqial?ﬁnnding nay be sought.  The area of

computhzunﬂications facilitating individualisation is seen as an
‘ ‘ .

importdnt one; however, it must be fit into the schema of priorities.

<

Task 4 - Ascertain Student and $taff Opinion of Materials Used.
/
Student responses to the Student Oplnion Survey (Appendix C) and an

informal evaluation survey indicated that about one third of the

(RN > .
. !

{
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3
.. | Academy students -found the {1LC materials interesting/ while a plurality

. ‘ / ,
/ | considered them average. A majority of the studentf found the mater-
i /‘ - r" ‘ )

+ ials to be above average in terms of their adequacy, while a small:

percentage (15%) found them to be below average i

this regard. A

! majority of the students (approximately two-thir s)‘indicated that

i they felt théy were iearnlﬁg/more in their [ILC classes than they had

in their other schooljs. ' /

\

i
J Staff opinion, obtained through persén%l interviews, was

highly positive toward the materials' abili#y to provide individual-

fzed Instruction fqr the students. Herve#, they indicated a desire

!
f to have a new diagnostic test for determining more specifically the

weaknesses of individual students. The vﬁriety and extent of the

different materials were deemed adequate/and plans to utilize newly

| developed materipls were discussed. The staff did Indicate that the

| interest leyel of the materials could be raised.

'
b

- | /

Utilization of J&aluation

The evaluation activities outliqéd in the Introduction Section
above may serve as an initial functional definition of the role of
evaluation with{n he project. Theée activities were: formative eval-
uation, data systems\ developmer', sfunmative evaluation, instrument

{development and_coopéwétive Eesear@h. Of these major evaluation
%actlvities, the first \two were dés&gned primarily to be of benefii
#o project staff, while the last ?hree were oriented more toward °

|
?xtgrnal parties. The role of eyaluation'and utilization of evalua-

. tion results will be d¥squssed within this context.

{
i
|
|
[
I
!

| : ! : .
\ ) [ 20 10
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in formative evaluation it was attempted to assess each pro-
gram component as defined in the “Ope;atlng Plans f;r FY |§7k“
after the component design and field test cycles had been comp leted.
The intent was to provide formative data for use in revi;ing the
components for production of replication specifications and program
performance testing. The role of evaluation was thus to provide
independgnt\assessment as an input for program development. "The
results of this activity were also intended to have usé in program
moni toring and management decision-making.

(n data gystems deve lopment the evaluation staff dgsigned
and monitored a system aimed at consistently and accurately capturing
the most significant operational data on student performance and
learning activities conduct. This system was first implenwnfed as
a manual process whose subsections were g;;dually replaced by
machlne processes. |t was intended to produce a tested, fully
automated system which could ;ubsequently be oper;ted without exten-
sive technical assistance from the evaluation staff. The information
gathered and treated by these systems was intended to have relevance
to project operations by obviating clerical drudgery and to project
management by providing extensive daga for monitoring and decision-
mak ing.

Both of these aspects of evaluatioq proved to be valuable.
Both proved valuable in actual utilization in other than the ways

intended. A discussion of the discrepancies may prove beneficial

in gaining a realistic view of the actual role of evaluation in

(

projects such as this one.
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N
\ The formative evaluation objectives related to\grogram development

and management utilization were met only to a:llmlted e;tgnt. This
seemed to be true for a variety of reasons which are complei‘aﬁa
‘interrelateJ. In a prototypic program with multitudinous currl;ulum
elements, many of which are devéloped as the prod}am‘ls operated and
also which shape themselves to fit ingividual students' needs, specificity
in evaluation_ is difficult.to attain.\ The cholce of assessing myrlad
individual curriculum pieces or abstr%cting and generallzing'is often
faced. In the comtext of 1imited reséurces and broad demands the
latter choice becomes attractive, if not necessary. Generalization Is
also increased when program elements are lacking in prespecifiable detall.
This results in evaluation findings which are generally interesting but
" not specifically applicable.

Related to this is the generally prevalent time-pressured flow
of both devélopment and evaluation aétivlties. One cycle or year over-
laps the next without a bré;k for reflection, which might allod the
considered application of evaluation findings and suggestioqs to deQelop-
ment and visa-versa. In effect, there is not a design, field test,
evaluate, redesign or other sequenced development configuration. All
processes are conducted simultaneously in a general movem;nt toward
improved effects. This situation may be fonducive to the contlinuous
" operation of a demonstrational program. |t qan be responsive to
the participants in the project. But it cannot foster maxiﬁum utiliza-
tion of developmenthor evaluation efforts.

Together, the practically necessitated level of generalization in
evaluation design and the limited opportunity to sequence development

&

and evaluation In real life mitigate against the ideal utilization of
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formative evaluation. Formative results seem to have ﬁore usefulness
in project monitoring and management, but here also the level of abstracr
tion and time sequence present ﬁroblems.

‘ The abstraction problem can be solved-only by prespecifying at
a management level what ipformation is needed and then designing a
system to get it. This devolves on the second major aspect related to
internal utilization, data systems.

Good data systems in comprehensive educational projects relieve
operational staff of clerical duties as an incentive for them to comply,
provide operational staff w{th useful inforqation they otherwise wouldn't
have, generate consistent and accurate information, enable rapid feasd-
back to interested parties, and eétablish a data base for projeét
evaluation as well as broader r;search. They are difficult to construct,
more difficult to implement, and even more difficult to complete as

independently functioning products. Such a level of completeness is )

v
.

seldom reached within the context of an experimental project.  System
components are usually effected at varying levels of sophistication.

In this péoject all systems were designed and completed with manual
input; machine input was designed in all intended areas and field
tested in some. At this stage the functioning of the system is limited
in several regarés. Of primary relevance to this discussion, rapid
feedback for project management is hampered. ‘This often resulted In | : .

findings which confirmed already formed opinions. Such confirmation and’

specification has value, but it does not fulfill the objective of early

warning about problems. -

-
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Summarizipg the discussion above, it must be conciuded that evalua-

2

tion has had only limited success in informing program development and
project administration. There was evaluation utilization in both, but
it cannot’'be characterized as a key ingredient.

The question then becomes what is the effective role of evaluation
4

in interaction with the project staff? Not to be uttduly harsh, or * &

¥

worse, inaccurate, it can be said with justification that the role of
internal evaluation has real significance for projectiitaff and, conduct.
That role, however, appears to be different in real‘life from wh;t it
might be in idealized characterizations. .

In order to,add objectiyity to this discourse on the real
utilization of evaluation, a survey of key project personnel.was con-

ducted. Confirming the points above the'staff indicated’ that the
evaluation findings were very 'interesting!' (4.34 average rating out

!

of a possible 5.00). They were found to be substantially less "helpful'’

(3.20 average rating), and less an agent of ''change' (3.00 average

rating), The primary impact of internal evaluation was seen 5? the

L XY - 1

staff as residing in the followin;} Evaluation ‘reports consisely and

accurately depicted the status of the project components; in this

. . \ .
documentation function they provided realistic information on what was
going on and how well program elements were functioning. Evaluation

W .
results served to confirm problems and successes which had been diaghosed

at gn 1mpr;ssional, non-quantitative fevel and identify new ones. In

‘this diagnosis function they helped to define the student of known

phenomena and to uncover new phenomena. The very existence of an

. | ' ' A
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evalugtion effort served to keep people '"honest' by establishing
the means ﬁof independent review and as;essmenf. This discouraged
overstatement of progress ;nd unde;statehent of probiems. -Evalua-
tion report§ were also viewed as important .by virtue of their *
fulfilling\contract réquirements wi th the fundin? agency, ‘NIE. Finally,
athopgh itis dfff4Cult 59 asce;tain degree of causallt;. the evalua-
- tion findings were seen ‘as playing some role in the redesign of
program elements, particularly the guidance and,supplemensary components. ’
. Th;s,staff saw the evaluation effort within the project as being

useful in documentation, diagnosing and i1luminating probl;ms, ennanc~
ing accountability, fulfilling 'contract requirements and suggesting
areas for program change. The value of such u?llization compared.witﬁ
the ideal may be debated. In the context oflthis project it appears

to be both real and significant. Since existing research literature

seldom'discusses the actual utilization of evaluation or its interaction

s -
.o -

with project staff, the generalizability of the conclusions,presented
above cannot be known: These conclusions are hereip elJEfaated in hopes

) thaF more consldé}atlon will-be given to evaluation as a contributing
resoqrée in project development in addltidn to a technological endeavor. -
Factors seen as fostering growth toward the ideal in evaluation utiliza-
tion include sequencing the developmental cycle to allow fncorporation .
of evaluation staffs to the mutual contributlons ﬁossible. defining the

“evaluation scope to permlt specificity on priority curriculum elements,

and proVidlng resources to enable rapld feedback data systems.

The three major evaluation activities more oriented toward external

parties - summative evaluation, instrument development, cooperative
A :

e
’ -
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research - exhibited a different profile during FY 1974, These
activities were generally more complex technically than thase geared
- to the internal project staff, but their utilization was simpler
and more confo;ming to original objectives.
In summative evaluation it was attempted to assess the effects
of the program overall on Its participants. The intent of this effort
was to est;blfsh the educational significance of the prqgram, to pro-
v[dé information useful in program dissemination and expansion, and to
determine areas in need of longer term dévelopment.
The function of instrument developmen; was to provide the means
for appropriately testing effects relaged to summative evaluation. This p
effort was intended to have use- for the present project as well as
other studies in care:r education. ’ o T
The cooperative research activities were initiated this year
urider the guidance of the NIE evaluation offices for EBCE. The
evaluation staffs of each of the projects participated in joint confer-
ences which, in addition to other evaluation concerns, attempted to
isolate research issues related to EBCE and to pursue them as an activity'
beyond contract commitments. Results of this effort were intended for '
dissemlﬂg}iéh to the research community. . ’ !
In each of these major activities considerable success was met.
.The summative process and results are characterized by the present report,
The instrument develgpment is repérted in the appendices. The cooper-
. atlve research effort is more nascent, but it has ‘resulted in professional
shapers and developmént thought whlchlhelp to keep the Qhole evaluation

-

effort more vibrant. , - . . . ) \

'

7LD
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Each of these activitiés has resulted In p;oduc;s éf use primarily
t;\pavties external to the project. For NIE they certify, the conduct °
of the prpjéCt, enhance the credibility of fe;ults, and se;ve as
independent products of the evaluation staff. They provide public
relations fﬁforhation for potential adopters ;nd other interested

agencies and individuals. They also have use in the extention and

development of existing programs. This group of activities, then, Is

not sﬁbject to the intricacies of implementation .and utilization

discusseq above in regard to the more f%rmatjve endeavors. The project
. .

staff saﬁ these functions as perhaps the most'important for evaluation
to perform.
In summary, the evafuation effort produced results in fi::}areas
. ¢

of functioning which served to define the perceived role of Internal
evaluation. The objective Iea;t well met wés in the utllizatioﬂ of
findings in program development. It was suggested that both evqluation
and devglopment personnek need to work on facilitating procedures to
overcome the(impediments lnhFrent ?n this type of;demOnstrathn project.
- Data systems.devélobment fgll short of the ideal envisioned, but met
theA;ontractband operationial needs. broject monitoring seemed to func-
‘ilon adequately. Summative, instrument devplqpment and cooperatfve
“research activities proceeded very well, From this it may be concluded
tgat a strong evaluation:effort was'dgslgﬂeq and'lmplemented. Results
,we;e ;tilized in numerous ways, most of'ggém meeting thelr objectives
In utilization. It Is suggested tha‘further attentlion be gi‘ven to

the actual .role of internal evaluation. Des'!red roles which are not

practible should be either discarded or made reallstically posslblé by
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revising_project cycles or processes. They should not be carried

: simply out of.obedienc; to tradition. Other roles which are tradition-
ally peripnerai but seem to produce results in real situations miy be
expanded. Actual functions and Interactions should be dotumented and
investigated In this way development in the application of. evaluation

technology can be furthered.

o

IV. SUMMATIVE EVALUATION ) {
- t

A '

_ The intent of the summative evaluation efforts of the FY 1974 RB§

Career Education Program was to determine program effects on‘participants,

A

the cost feasibility of the program, and the morketabiiity of the
developed program. This section of” the Final Evaluation Report wili fis-

- ! cuss each of these as well as design and population issues which ;
relate to conclusions presented. v

I

Evaluation Design

Student Groups. The general design of the summative evaluation

" efforts refiected the developmental status of the RBS Career Education
Program;‘ FY 1974 was the second year of implementation of the Career
Education Program; as a result two distinct sampies of experimental
students were simultaneously provided educational- services. These
groups were the

ACE Group = Students originally recrulted for FY 73 program,
all equivalent}io 12th qradcrs all in program for a
second year.
ACE-Olney Group = Students recruited for FY 74 program In coopeg- »

4 ation with Olney‘ﬂigh School, grade equivalent split between '
10th and th graders, all in program for first year.

At .




~

" The ACE group has'ro appropriate control group. %wo groups
were selected to serve as:non-equiva]ent control groups for the ACE-

Olney ‘group. These groups were the .

Comparison Group = Olney students who apﬂ‘:'d for ACE-Olney
program, were accepted, but final!y decided to
not nroll 'in the program.

()

Context Group = A random selection of equal numbers of POth
11th,. and 12th graders from Olmey, no known exposure *

to program, no intended selection blases.
A

The Comparison group was viewed as a contro] group for interest |n;

but not participation'in, a Career Education Program However, this
group self—selectedfltself out of the ACEfOlney group prior to the
beginning of the FY 7h program. This self—sefEctfon cannor.in any. way ,
be cons idered a random sglection; tris nonrandom Self-seleotion creates
a possible unknoWn selection bias in the comparisonswinvolvlng this
group. The Context group was viewed as a legitimate comparison group
for determining the*effocts.of atradltlona[;chool program for
oohparison with the Academy‘program.~ Since thesg students were not
selected for equivalence %o ‘the Aoademy\§tudents: such comparisons

must be regardeo as. gross indications. 'However. rhe random seléction
should ensure this group's representativeness of a traditional high
school studen; body.

" At the beginning of the FY 7b program,: the ACE-OIney, Comparison, '
and Context groups were found to be comparable in terms of age, previous
school attendance: previous graae point average, parertal occupations ‘
and pareq&al‘educatlon leyels. Data were unavailable at the .beginning

. IR
There was a noted discrepancy between t

of the~year on the race and sex chﬁrac;};is;ics of the control groups.

’ACE:OIney group and the
, .

control groups in terms of post-secondary plans; the control group

-~

- ) . MO
. . R 54
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students had-a—mar“ed+yrhrgher—proportion planning immediate entry ‘
A\ ]

into a job than dld the ACE-0lney group. This discrepancy in post-

secondary p]ans was viewed as_possibly affecting later analyses; \

however, If it were to be the only discrepahgy, it was felt that

planned analyses coulﬁ be p&rformed on the posttest data‘with little

‘_’Ebgllenge to the integrity of the procedures or interpretations.
TN . - *

/ . Sex and race characteristics of -the control groups were avail-
f

able at the end of the"project year and were presented in the Student

{
Population section of this report. Additiona} discrepancies were noted, :

©
1

especially for the Comparison group. The composi%ion of the Comparison

.

group was 2 to 1 female while the composition of the ACE-Olney group o

4

was*3 to 2 female. The racial gonpogj;jqn of the Comparison group

4

was 3-to 2 Black while the‘compos1tion of the ACE-Olney group was ‘ -
~ . c -

.4 to 1 Black. The Comparison group contained only 11th graders while .

{ the ACE-Olney group contained both 10th and ) 1th grade students. .

.
1 ’

On the average, the Comparison students were one year older than their
» ’ - .

e

| ACE-Olney counterparts. TFhe earlier noted future planning discrepancy
became greater with §O“percenf d* the Comparison students indicating

. . M L. !

*n employment orientation while 18 percent‘gj/fﬁ; ACE-Olney «tudents

\\ , ’ ' lndlcated such an orientation. |

A

\ The Comparnsoh group appeJrs to be dnffnrcnt fram the ACE-0lney

r ¢ LY

group on a sufflcégnt number of contnnuaa tn render it hcthy question-

able as a control -group. Ihis(findjng'will have an effect of the

- S

explication of the experimentall dgsign to be Aiscusséd later in this. |

section. T *

-~ . . - ’
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nstrumeggs The following inst'uments were adminlstered to

1

both experimenual and control, groups Vhilé‘they have iome formatlva

% utility, their. primary use was intend ‘to be suumat4ve. ) - "-

.y
vt -

1
1. Comgrehensive Tests of Basnc Skills (cTBS) - bes |nstrumeﬁt ;* q

o g measurgs traditional academic skills. The Readidg and
; ArlghTetic subtests were used, yielding the~followfng §€9£és¥:
E ReadinglvocaSu!ary, Reading Comprehension, Reading Total .i\
1 Arithmetic Computation,~Arjthmetic~Concepts; Aritbﬁetil ”
. ) . Applféa%ions{ and Arithmetic Total. Each of the scores
]' B is N the form'of standard (scale) scorés. The instrumént.’

- , has been well developed and docymented, but is suzitgj,to
: !

. the usual insensitivities of stardardized instruments>

; ' »

\ ™ C

\ , 2. Career Matgri;y-!hventogz%jCMl] - This instrument Wﬁs ,
- \ - : designed to measure Carcer Attitudes and a set of career

~ competencies: Self Appraisal, Oc;upatiohal Informatien,
\ Goal Selection, Planning, and Problem Solving. .Only the
»

Occupatipnal Informatiqn and Planning ‘competency sdbtests

\ were used ’

‘. i ~ This instrument Has\zébn well developed but lt has not
o been extgnsivelykresea}ched and documented. The four EBCE /
projecté have questioned the rellability and valiaiky of the

' scales which compose th;-éMl. Al projects forwacded-their

' item and factor énalysfs of the CMi. The results of this
aﬁiiysls were not available to RBS at the’time éf preparation "
of the Final Evaluation Repori; tﬁus. questions regarding the -

CM! still exist.
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L A (I Asseismen/t ‘cf'qStudent Attituges Questhmalre (ASA) - This o
" _:-& Qm e : ' '1n§frument‘ has Beet; qeveloped bv the &Bs‘staff to measure ) "‘“ .
‘.§¥(;;jf33_'i ;.;2. '3‘ attbtudféhtqwﬁrdm3eyer57'k-eaenfi‘tn the-Ie:iping,environmeﬁt>
‘ft:‘ 'il"'?g? f; . ', Educatjoh lh-Gepera!: SQﬁe&T-Curr:cuhum, School Resources, and
',; .o?,,&:/ ‘:} o School Ccupﬁekh\g, inn"vo 'further de{glepheﬂt effort is ind(ca-

;:f;f;Lif; ::é;u’;: } ted Fhr‘tﬁe" ‘truhent .3* Fs»cu:rently a h[&bly vel!ab!e and :
'ﬁi;‘ikﬁixzf;'}i* B :f:; ’valLd attitude scaie.;hA ;ebqrt of the rellab!llty anq ‘ki "
;gi':i?ZT}L’,' f-*'if -l' validfty of the iustrument is con?alned in the’ appendix tofthls .
"f:.::' » ,”'. ‘ reportrﬁ ) _ | . ‘ :
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e LT Student Demographic DaEa QueStionnalre QDQ) \Thls lﬂstruoPent

o . <
. “« : “ha

' ~

4 » T+, was constructed by the’ evaluatlon staffs of all EBCE projek

, | - to provide common data on basic characteristics. The questlon-

e |
naire in¢ludes: Name, Sex,‘Birth Date, Racf Grade Level{
" Po;t Secondary Plans, Parents Education Level, "Parent 0cc0pa-
f tions, Sending School Grages, and Sending School Attendanpe.

©

Another series of instruments were established for assessihg;
participant groups.onlv. These instruments uave al)‘been developed
by the evaluation staff. They include the StudentAOanlon Survey.
the Parent Opinion Survey, and the Empioyer Questionnalire. Descriptions

and discussions of these instruments are contained in the appendix of

B

this report. N
. HonthesesJ Hypotheses regarding program outcomes fall into

two categories: those relating to student outcomes and those relating

' . -

. , to other program effects. Hypotheses regarding student outcomes of

the Career Education Program reflect the existence of the two d1st}hct :

v

. . X 3
Q . . . ﬁ.\,
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student experi:tntal samples as well as the existence of control

groups.

Some the hypotheses are stated in terms of signi ficant

gain with the dresenting lével the basis of comparison; others are
, i >

‘stated in terms of relative or comparative outcomes. The former

relate onjly to the experimental students ‘and the latter relate to

‘this year's entering students and their control groups. %

Hypotheses of program effects are listed below. The instruments

and respondent groups whith are appropriate for the testing of a

hypothesis are "isted with each hypothesis.

_ The hypotheses which relate to student outcomes are., e

] .

- 2.
o 3'
b,
‘»
l -
t‘i
N 5.

Students will gain significantly (p€.10) in b;sic skills over
the  course of the year. Respondent group; are the ACE |
and ACE-Olngy groups. “The appropriate test is the CTBS.
Students will gain significantly (p<.10) m&re in basi; skills
than comparable students in a }raditional school. The
respondent grqubs are the ACE-Olney, Comparison and

-

Context Groups. The appropriate instrumént'i§ the CTBS.

€

Students will gain significantly (p<.10) in career maturity. -

The respondent groups are ‘the ACE and ACE-0lney gfoups. The

-4

appropriate instrument is the CMI.

< -

Students will gain significantly (p<.10) more in career

maturity than comparable students in.a traditional school.
v .

' The respondent groups are the ACE;OIney. COmpariéon,and'

Context groups. The appropriate instrument is the CMI.
Students will evidence a significantly (p<.10) more positive
attitude toward school than students in a traditional school .

Tpe«respondent-groups are the ACE-Olney, Coffparison and

R
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. [
and Context groups. THe appropriate instrument is the

i

ASA. !
|
!

]

6. Students will gain 5|gn|f|caskly (p<. 10) in career knowledge

over the course of cluiter experiences. The respondent
o groups are the ACE and%the ACE-Qlney groups; the appropriate
in;trument is the cluséer test off knowledge. Due to
difficelty in filling éhe staff position of instrument

developer, only one clhster test o; knowledge was sufficiently

\

developed to be used on a pre-post test basis. Another

appropriate measurement is the Occupational Information

and Planning competency subtests of the CMl; they will be
: \

used to test this hypothesis. -

\

Hypotheses related to other program:effects are listed below:
1. Employers will be able to provide learn?ng experiences
} .

- sufficient to meet student needs and innerests. This H&pothesis
will be tested by comparlng student needs and stated student

interests with the learnlng experiences drovnded by employers.

2. Employers will evidence a posutlve.attltu@e and commitment
i

' regarding the program. The respondent grbup is the poo! of

. . « g | . .
employers, unions, and agencies prOV|d|ng¥]earn|ng experiences.

The appropriate instrument is the Employeﬁ Questionnaire.
3. Pareﬁts will evidence a positive attitude land commi tment
regarding the program. The respondent groLp is the parents
of the experimental students. The aporopr?ate it rument

is the Parent Opinion Survey. ;
1
L. tnstitutional structures will be established to enable
. | e
. the conduct of the program. :The implement%tion of the pro-

¥
i

-5
e o
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gram will be examined for institutional structures and
interrelationships which enableythe conduct'of the program.

5. It will be demonstrated that the program can be operated on
a cost feasible basis. This hypothesis will be tested by com-
paring actual costs with criteria for feasible costs
previously defined in the '"Operating Plans for FY 197L4."

6. It will be demonstrated that there is a ready market for
the program. This hypothesis will be tested with the

results of a poll of potential adopters of the developed

career education program.

Administration of !nstruments. The CTBS, the CM!, and the ASA:

were administered on a pretest-posttest basis to all studerit groups.
The testing schedule and rationale are presented in the appendix to
this report. Intertest interval for the CTBS was 8 months for all

groups. The intertest interval for the CMl- was 8 months for the ACE-

r

Olney group and its control groups and 6 moq}hs4for the ACE group;

since there are no direct comparisons to be made between the ACE group

.

“and other groups, this discrepancy is viewed as not substantially

affecting the posttest analyses. The intertest interval for the ASA

was 7 months for the Comparison and Context groups, 6 months for the
ACE-Olney group, and 5 months for the ACE group; any bias due to

differences in intertest interval is agcins} the experimental students.

3
o
4
7

Overview of Experimental Design. The testing of hypotheses which

“

relate to experimental students only are examples of a one group pre-

.
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test-posttest design as elucidated by Campbell and Stanley (1963).

The testing of hypotheses related to the ACE-Olney Group and its’
control groups are examples of the non-equivalent control groups

pretest-posttest design. Hypotheses related to parents and employers

+

are examples of one group re;?ospective posttest design. ' .

Statistical Procedures. The statistlcal procedures used for test- )
ing hypotheses related to experime&fal s tudents only ;re correiated
"t'" tests. For the CTBS scale gcores are used; for the CMI and A;A
raw scores are used. The statistical procedures used for tésting
hypotheses related to comparisoﬁé of the.ACE-Olney, Comparison,
and Context gréups are analyses of covarlance with ghe p?gtqst-level
of performance the covariate and the posttest level of pérformance
the criterion measure; this statistlcal control equates the érqups
fqr pretest level of performance. Due to the doubt cast on the compar-
ability of the Comparlson group, all analyses regard[ﬂg the relatlve
;erformance of the ACE-Olney group are‘c0nducted in two ways : (1) a
three group analysls which Includes the Comparisofi group and (2) a
two group analysis which in;luaes only the ACE-Olney and Context groups,
-Déscriptive statist}cs are used as the basis for testing hypotheées
related to parents, ;mployers; ccsts, ?nd marke tabi lity.

< ’ €

’
Testing of Student Hypott.eses

Hypothesis 1. Students will gain sligniflcantly (p<.10) In basic

' ¢ 4
skills over the course of the year. The hypothesis that experimental

hl ]

students would gain signiflcantly in basic skills proficlency over the

o

3

course of the year was tested by an examination of gains on subtests

of the CTBS. The subtests used were Reading Vocabuléry, Reading Compre®

’ c
<
1 }\:\‘
f
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hensiom, Reading.Total, Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetlc Concepts,
Arithmetic Applications, and Arithmetic Total. Correlated "'t" tests

were calculated for both groups on each of. the measures; one tail ''t"

‘

test critical values were used since directionality of results was

contained in the statement of the hypothesis. In all casés, scale
' ) . . .
scores were used in the analyses since they are ‘the most reliable

and precise scores yielded by the CTBS. For the convenience of the
reader, pretest, posttest and gain Sscores are presented in grade

equivalent\form for each of the groups. This information is presegted

IS

in Table 29. :

- "

lable 29 CTHS Grade Equivalents

FExperimental Groups . t

ACE-Olney GCroup ACE Group >
o= 38 L3
; N Pre Poat Csin Pre Post Cain
. Peading I
Vocabulary 8.4 9.0 .6 9.7 10.0 .3
Comprehenafon _ 3.1} 8.0 =1 .89 .8 .9
Total 8.2 8.6 .4 9.3 9.9 6 .
v - - -
- Arfthmetic -
Computation 4 81 a7 8.4 8.9 .5
Concepts 1.7 L6 I 8.3 %.0 .7
Applications 7.2 1.9 7 7.5 8.6 1.1
Total 1.3 L1 8.2 8.9 .7

ACE Group. 3 The ACE group demonstrated significant gain on two

" measures of basic skill proficiency: the Reading Comprehension.

-

’subtegt and the Arithmetic Applications subtest. On the remaining
méasures of basic skills development, the ACE group showed some
gains; however, these gains were not at a level of stafistical signi-

. ficance. CTBS gains for the ACE group are presented in Table 30.




~ Table 30 CIBS Scale Score Gains

ACE Croup .
a =55
' ' .2 ‘
Pre Post Cain  *¢* . . o
N Reading

Vocebulery 599.45  596.48 1.03  0.06 ®
Comprahenaion 572.34  597.93 25.59  1.34¢

Totsel 582 04 595.66 13.62 0.91

Arithmatic

Computation 536.80 538.13 1.33 o0.08

Concepts 533.46 548.8) 10.34 0.57

Applications 515.49  552.07 36.58 2.12¢

Total 530.22  340.5% 10.33  0.59

PR Vi

critical value. t 2 1.31, p = .10, df > 0.

A

p 2 - ’ACE-OIney Group. The ACE-Olney group demonstrated significant
gainon 5 of 7 ﬁeasures(o{ basic skills proficiency: Reading
Vocabula(y, Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, Arithmetic
Applications, and Arithmetic Total. The ACE-OIney\Group also demon-
strated\Egkn in basic skills assessed by the Reading gdmprehension

and Reading Total measures; however, the gain was rot at a level of

" - .
statistical significance. The CTBS gains for the ACE-Olney group are

, presented in Table 31. ‘
Table 31 CTIS Scale Score Cotn
e . ACE-Olney Group
) o= A B
Pre Post Catao o

Reading ' '
Vocabulery 591.58 563 97 24.39 1.39
Comprehensfon  531.90  $43.97 11,07 1 .

P Total 532.36  551.21  18.87 1.1}
Arfthmatic .
. Computat fon 493,92 S23.84 27,9 1.75¢ ¢ i
' Concepts S08.4%  540.26 .81 2.15¢ . . .
Applications 495.31  S27.22 .70 LA
Tetal 492.44 523,24 30.80 2.0l
) a2 1,31, p =.10, df > 30 < .

ERIC . >

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
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The results of the correlated ''t'' test analyses of CTBS measures
of basic 'skills gains offer moderate support for the hypofhesis that
students sha% significant gains in basic skills proficiency over the
course of the year. The support is much stronger for the ACE-Olney
group which demonstrated significant gain-opn 5 of *7 measures used than
it is-for the Acé group. The differential'achievement by grade level

should be a topic for further investigation.

2

Hypothesis 2. Students will gain significantly (p<.10) more-in

basic skills than comparable students in a traditional school. The

s

hypothesis that experimental students would'demonstraté'%ignfftantly

more gain in basic ski'lls proficiency than comparable students in a

traditional schgol wa; tested by comparing the performances of the
ACE-01ney, Comparison, and Cohtext groups. The comparf®ons were’ o
conducted by performing analyses of covariance on the posttest performance
of the ﬁrbups on subtests ofhthe CT8S; the en::zjjevel of the groups )

was made equivalent thfough the use of the covariapce procedure. The

ity
subtests used were Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Reading

Total, Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic, Concepts, Arithmetic Applica-

tions, and Arithmetic Total.

u . .
Due to previously defined pon-equivalence of the Comparison group,

[y

two sets of analyses were performed on the CTBS data: one included the

Compar ison group and. the other included onl$'the ACE-Olney and Context
. A ’
groups. Each set included an analysis of covariance for each subtest

of the CTBS. . N

In all cases, the criterion measures were the posttest scale (stan-
. t e .

Yy . ‘
dard) scores and tQF covariate was the pretest scale score. Scale

.
L <

¥
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scores were selected for the analysis since they are the most stable
L ]
and precise scores ylelded by the CTBS. For the cohvenience of the .
. , 7 o
reader, pretest, pgsttest, and gain scoreé are presented in grade .- N

equivalent form for each of the groups. This information-is

presented in Tahles 32 and 33. ‘

. Table 32 CTBS Grade Equivalenta
. - Experimental Groups 3
o - N
ACE-Olney Group ACE Croup
ne= 38 a=355
¢ [
® ’ Pre Poat Gain Pre Post Gatn N
Reading
N Yocsbulary 0.6 9.0 .6 9.7 10.0 )
Comprehension .1 80 -1 8.9 9.8 -9
Total 8.2 8.6 .4 9.3 99 .6
e . .
. . Arithmathic N
. ! Computation 7.4 8.1 .7 8.4 8.9 .5
e ' ! Concepts 7.7 0.6 .9 8.3 9.0 .7
Applicstions, 7.2 1.9 7 . 1.5 8.6 1.1
Total 7.3 8.1 .8 8.2 8.9 -1
) . -l
&
. Q Table 33 B R
CT8S Grade Equivalenta
Control Groups
‘Comparllon Context ~ T
. n e 46 a=95/ *
. Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gaiun
Reading
Vocabulary 7.9- 8.8 _ .9 8.6 9.0 .4
Comprehans fon 1.0 7% 7.6 11
¢ Totsl 7.4 B2 .8 8.3 8.4 .
Arithsetic
+ Computations 1.4 7.6 .2 7.5 1.7 2
Corcepts 1.7 7.6 -.1 7.9 05 .6 *
Applications 7.3 7.0 -.3 76 1.0 -.6
) Total 7.3 1.5 .2 1.8 11 .2
, -
P9 ~
e {
. o . R
Reading Vocabulary. Each analysis failed to identify a significant
- b N ”
difference between the ACE-Olney group and eithet the Comparison or
Context groups; in both cases the F value was less.than 1.00. The | .
~ analyses of covariance are presented in Tables 34 and 35.
N . Y
, b . . . <) -
Q ’ b . ‘e .

ERIC , - oo ' S
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Table 34. CTBS Reading Vacabulary Pﬁtelt

. Y

3

Analysis of Covariance

4
Covariats = Pretest
o N * '
Group n Pretest Mcan Posttest Mean Adjusted Mean'’ Mean
- Difference
7
Conpar {son 23 S7 0 556.1 565.7 ———— '
ACE-Olney 38 519.6 564.0 5635 | 2.2 : -
Context 57 550.3 564.0 ' 555.4 10 3
&
- <
' Analysis of Covariance ° .
[]
Source .. ss o | df MS r

Betwecn

2418.3334 2

1209.1667 0.5262

With!lo

delvhs,]2vu 114

2297.17520

Total

264362.0534 116

BN » <

Table 3%  CTBS Ri wanj Vocabulary fosttest

Analysic . f (1 rfance

Covarfate

Protest

U

.5923 .

Mcan -

. . v
Group n Tretest Mean Pssrust Mean | Adjusted Mean Pfference
- ¥ —
ACF-Olney k1 519.6 564 0 572.7 ] memememe-
Context 56 549.4 563.6 : $59.9

Analysls of fovartance

Source

daf - M5

¢

Between

1182 6767

) 1302.4767 0.5 | —

Within

229799.5000

N 2525.272¢

231182.4707

Tytal
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Reading Comprehension. There was no significant difference between .

the ACE-blney group and the Comparison and Context groups on either

) ) . - . o
analysis of covariance; in each instance the F valye was less, than 1.00. &

The analyses are presented in Tables 36 and 37«

Table 36. CTby Keadir€ CoWp: chensdon Postrast

. ]
4 Analyds of Covariance
? A
~ Covariate = Pretest /($
rl
. Mean
Group n Pretest Mean Poctues't Mean LM_}-.uted Mean  |Differenic -
3 = = St F—— - o T
ACE-Olney 38 531.9 544.0 537.4 1 cemeeea
. Conpar ison 23 509.7 528.2 536.8 0.6
Contaxt ™ 57 525.2, 530.5 S28.5 , 8.9 X
. . \
, L}
Apnalysias of Covarfance .
Source 5s af” Ms r A
Batween 2237.5406 2 1118.7703 0.5532 ‘
Within 230549.2100 114 2022.3615
PR 232786.7506 116 » <. 5767 !
ok
. " k|
Table 37. CT#S Reading Comprehension Posttest >
. Analysis of Covarlanca
_/ . Covarlata » Pretest
L
’ \ '
S . Mean
Group n Pretest Mean | Posttest Mean | Adjusted Mean Difference
ACE-Olney 38 $11.9 ° 544.0 $41.7 | emeeeeeee
Context 56 525.4 5INg $33.2 .S o
. o 4 N .
Analysis of Covariancas
N - 3 .
M 1]
)
vt !
* Sourée ss dt nx 14
Secvean 1606, 43:8 1] L1606t 40ss . 0.8263
i &
Withia 176926.67n 91 194426492 L -
1
Total 178533, 1508 L . ¢ .\‘“'_
—— .-
Q - . P 658 ) . ¢
ERIC. - ~ - g
s 3 P

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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» Reading Total. There was no significant difference between groups -
on either analysis of covariance. In each case the/ACE-Olney group

performed about the same as its non-equivalent control g}oups. The

.

analyses are presented in Tables 38 and 39. - : .
* ‘ Table 38. CTRS Reading Total Poattest .
Analysis of Covariance T ’ .
s > s
t . . Covariate = Preteat -
s L)
AY . ’
Group n Pretesf Maan ° i Post test Mesn Mjusted Mean Dl(?::fnce ' . :
= N
ACE-Olney. 38 $32.3 551.2 RN . - .
. : ComparLson 23 5155 . $3.9 544.6 'IEN
Context 51| sae 564.7 538.8 e N -
. . ! - ]
—— ' 7 ‘ s

Analysis of Covnrunc‘

Y .
k] .,
R N
Source S\S df ™ MS . r
e g g = .»J'_._._..»"" - Packraoay -._.."."_. oy P ——— -
5 . Metween 1777.7868 2 sas.8934  ° 0.5680
N [m== A
Within 178417.2700 114 . ).,5'65.0638
> - I .
| _Total 180195.0568 |16 p < .568) . - T ’
Table }9. CTBS Rcading Total Postteat
[}
° Analysis of Covariance 4 » 4
! ) p
. 4 - Covirtate = Pretest - - - .
: %
. IS s o ¢
‘e
) .
" l"\&m . . =~ Mean
Croup 1 n 9 Pretest Mean | Posttest Mean °| Adjusted Mean Differsnce
‘ ] Tt . ¢
. {Ace-Olney ~- 138 | ./ 5323 551.2 552.1 Tecammeemad . g
. - » 4 *
< .@'.‘E‘" 56 $3.6 544.5 543.4 8.5 . .

Anslyetia of Covariance

S K
- i S
Betveen 1438.0098 1

Source’ s S M

1618.0098 \

Within 140952.9%00 91 1548.9340

Total .  162350.9998 | 192

a7

-p . 3086

. . J
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Arithmetic Computation.. Neither analysis identifled=epy significant .
H

K difference between the ACE

) N
Oiney group and the nontequivalent control
P nonte

.

groups. The analyses of covariance are presented ﬂB Tables 40 and
: ¢ :
I ‘

Table 40, CTBS Arichmetic Computatien Poattaat et :
v . i
Analysis of Covarfance

s

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' ) L}
. Covariage = Pretest o " v
« ' ; ,
“ J ‘
. R /
‘( - v [
' , . ! Naan
’ Group la Prateat Mean Postteat Mecan A juated Maan | Diffetance
ACE-Qlney 36 ,496.3 525.3 . 529.1 e
| Context 56 502.0 514.8 S14.9 - 14.2
4 . Comparison 22 508.5 513.6 509.1 19.4 "
) . ' ! |
. - . L] .
o Analysise of Covariance | = ? )
\. @ I3 //
v 7 ).? 3
. Source ss it MS & r
i
, betdesn $636.8392 | 2 3217.4196 0.9908
]
~ Within' 357213.2400 | 110 3267.3931 ‘,‘\_
. Total ' 363648.0792 | 112 . p <3746
. \ ) '
Table 41. C10S Arithmetic Computstion Fosttest ,
x\ \ . /
Analysia of Covarlance p .
/
\ Covariate = Pretest , /
~ * R /’
e a
e . i
. [ - ' c Hean -
Group n gteat Maan . | Posttest Mean [AdJusied Mean Differvnce
ACE-Oluey 36 496.3 K 525.3 521.1 M %
Context s6' | s02.0 514, $13.0 TR
i, ¢ -
. ~. AN
- =T \ » . ‘" «
; .
! . . 'Annlyns of Covarjance -
~ . ‘ -
. v " . .
Source ss i NS r
= _— -
Betwaen 4342.2472 ] 4342.2472 1.3489 ! ‘o
7 |% wichta 2065033800 *| 89 3219.1392 o .
Total ' *290945.6272 90 p {2486 53 1
. . e o, j
i) - - o A
. ’ . !
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the ACE-Olney, Comparison, and Context groups identified a significant

;

Arithmetic Cgncepts.

’

1

The analysis of covarlance which included

différence be&gssz\éroups.. When- Tukey Tests were performed on the

differences between adjusted means, the ACE-Olney and Context groups

.. .
] [ . il
were superior in performance to the Comparison group and equal to
one another. The analysiJ of covarlance which included only the ACE-
! a . . . N . o
Olney and Context groups confirmed this finding; there was no signi-
"‘ficant difference between the two groups. The analyses of—covariance
are presented/ in Tables 42 and 43.
; ; .
, . v,
@ ' ,l /
; ; Teblc 42. CTUS Arithoetfc Concepts Posttest
T Analyale of Covariance *
2 % { Covariate = Pretest
S
* .- ™ l ~ i
' , Meen
2 . Group ~ n Pretest Moon Posttest Mean Adjusted Mean |Differen o
] E- oo Ry~ L e~ ,.; - —— .- prap——
ALE-Oluey 1 5% 8 $39.3° 346.8 | m—————-
. -
. Conprxt 56, 516.5 64,7 543.4 3.4
‘ | eparteon 22 $25.2 508.9 502.5 “.s
» T \ '
. .
3 4
N A
. Anslysis of Covarlance
1.L : . \
. . A
Sourge SSs df MS F
/ SED— . —— L
4 -1 e e et s e = e ~4-= j“" . — -
g Betvcen 31839.2056 2 15915.1028 (39631
Al Gl 4 —T T
. Within . 441736.7500 1o 4015 7887 |!
= T Total ’ ' 473566.9556 112 ‘F<.6§w
bl +
- . - o - .
: . ' ) l/’ - ?
N Tukey Teat for Differences Betrween Aljueted Means
- 4 - .
M Adjusted “ran .
¢ Difterence 1 2
Ty T ot a | an e ’
1S ‘ 2 34 - Critical Velua = 32.3 ]
- - p <.10 /
R - - : _
L S , N~
. ’ "
- ,Q * ( A I
. . /
icC - ) ! /
) ‘ L
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' ' Tabie 47, - (1BS Arfthmetic Coniopts Posttest
/ ‘ 7 ‘Analysis of Covariance \ . .
: 4
Covariate = Fretest
’ = * e
) -~
. - Mean b
Group a Pretcst Mean Postest Mcan Adjusted Mcan |Difference .
. " ACE-Olnéy T 136 504.8" $39.3 543.7% | eememem ?\ '
- ! ‘ . ¥
Conteat 56. 516.5 S44.T . $40.3 34 \”"ll s .

o - A
\ i . | .
. ~ i , R . | | .

¢ \ 1
’ ) N - i .
' I v .
. L Analysis of Coveriance ! 2

- o — »
. ) . | . ) l
b Sourct S s df NS r
\ e e : .o¥
o . Between 251,11 1 251.1312 n.060)
w
e / (,; Virhin 370389.4100 89 4166.1732
Total 371040. 5412 90 < 8066 .
L} .
/
1
LN : . .
. e A/» -~ A'
/ / -
. i , /
~S—h 4
N LN
A .
i
LN 14 .
, h J

' ' © , T
Arithmetic Applications.
. ——

included_ghg_lﬁi-Olney, Comparisons, and Context groups revealed a '

—
R LI g

The analysis of covarlance which

s!gniffcant difference between groups. Tukey Tests on the differeacs .
§ I

betﬁeén adgus%eé~Means |dent|f|ed the Context group as performing ; )

~<|$nificant|y Iower than the ACE-OTney and &ompar|son groups which

, t

were equal to one another. The ,nalysls of covariance which Includsd .
3

-

-«

i . . . e
only the-ACE-@Qiney and Context Groups also identified ‘the signiticunt

difference in posttest levels of performance. The analyses of .covar-
C /

. , / '
lance are presented in Tables 44 and 45.

. ERI

/ |
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Table 44, CTBS Arithmetic Applicatieas Pesttest
i Anslysis of Covarisace
. Covariste’ = Pratsst ¢
r L
-1
/ \d .
. Mean
1Group a |Pretest Meas Pesttest Meas | Adjusted Mase | Differesce
1. ACE-Olney | 36 490.9 s26.8 $37.7 ——————
2. Comperison | 22 471.8 497.1 306.7 21.0
PN .
3. Context 56, 516.2 493.3 482.9 .8
-
> i -1
- -
Anslysis of Ceveriance
o ' -]
L] = -
Source $s a4 f ‘ ns r
- Between 41870.7402 21 21935.3700 3.9%02
Within 604710.1900 | 110 5497.3654
Total 648580.9302 | 112
-3
- oo o p £.0213
Tukey Test for Differsnegs Betveen Adjusted Means
o
justed Mean
7 ifference 1 2 4
s 3 et 2.8 * cricicel valus = 37.85
2 21.0 ped0l
\ Coy,
Teble 45. CTHS Arichmetic Applicetions Posttest
) Analysis of Covariance .
- Covariate = Pratest
- .
.
\ H .
} Groups* Pr . ean
3 p n cteat Mean Fosttsst Mcen Adjusted Mean | Differcnce
. - =
. ACE-Olney | 36 490.9 526.8 $34.8 |
N Context 56 516.2 4933 485.6 48.9
- - — o - -
, I~ Anslysis of Coverfence
Source ss af ns
. Betveen $1230.7149 1 $1230.7149
1 Within 4£28891,5600 [ 1] 4£819.0208 '
Q .
EMC Totel f ' 480124.2749 1 %0 p {0016
QY7

e



>/
Analysts of Covariance
« Covarfiete = Preteac
- %
o
(s A Mean -
Groups n | Pretest Mean Posttest Mean Adjusced Mean Di!(\oum
. ACE-Olney | 36 489.0 523.4 T s29.2 - —
> Centext 56 505.6 514.0 o 509.5, 19.7
Compar £s0n 22 500.5 $02.2 500.9 28.)
Anslysis of Coveriance
' Sourcs S So dt NS
Sctveen 13214.2242 2, ¢607.1121 °
Ry
Within 354224.6700 _{uo 3220, 2243 *
Total 367630.8942 (112 ‘ o p(.13%
Teble 47. CTSS Arithmetic Tocal Posteant’ .
~ . <
Anslyeie of Covntlluu:
v
P Covltlat,! = Pretest
e
4
.
T -
! Meas
Croups L] Pretest Mesn Poutubt Mesn | Adjusted Mean Difference
ACE~Olnsy 36 489.0 523.4 528.4 —————— .
Centext 56 505, 6 514.0 3509.0 19.4
N L3 Analysis of Covuttnnc, | N 3
) “
Source ss [14 NS 1 4
Setwean $213.0324 1 213,026 | 2,525
Vithis 289424, 2800 (1) 3251'."!! v e
o g
Total 297637,1124 90 <.11% . "ﬂ ‘
&) ~
<« g :..
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dlffergnce‘between the ACE-0Olney and éontr

,

™ Tedle 46. CTSS Arithmetic Totel Posttest

=y

of covariance are presented in Tables 46 and 47. .

Arithmetic Total. Nelther analysis revealed any significant

ol groups. The analyses
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The testing of the hypothesis that experimental §tudents would
demonstrafi significantly greater gain in basic skills proficiency
than contro[ students failed to identify any significant differences
on any{of the Reading subtests of the CTBS.’ Only two significant

differences were idéntified on the Arithmetic subtests of the CTBS:

the ACE-Olney and Context groups wére equal to one another and superlor

to the Comparison group on the Arithmetic Cdncepts subtest and the

I's

2;}-01ney group was superior to the Context group on- the Arithmetic
7 -

pplications subtest. When the Comparison group was removed from

the analyses, the only significant difference identified was the

superior proficiency of the ACE-Olney group on the Arithmetic Applica- .

tions subtest of the CTBS. - '
In general, the failureato rejett null hypotheses for all but

two subtests of the CTBé (one if the Comparison groyp is excluded)

offers scant support for. concluding that experimental students gained

significantly more !n basic skills proficiency than did their control

o

group counterparts.

Hypothesis ‘3. Students will gain significant[y (p<.10) In career

maturity. The hypothesis that students would gain significantly in

career maturity was tested by an examlnatlon of galns on scales of the
¢

Career Maturity Inventory (CMI). The scales used were the Attitude

Scale %and the Occupational lnformation a’nd Planning compéténcy subtests.,

Correlated ''t" tests were calculated for gains on. each of the measures; "

since a durectionality of outcome was incorporated in the hypothesls.

one tail "t" test critical values were used. ~ The data used for the

1
v
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¢ ) calculation of the 't' tests were the pretest and posttest-(aw,

s
. i}

scores for each student. .,
. \ 3
‘ The ACE students did not demonstrate any signiflcant gains in

career maturity. Rather, they Qhowed losses on the Attityde Scale -
v as well as on the Occupational Information and Planning subtests of
5
the CMI. The pretest and posttest levels and 't'' tests &or the ACE

group are presented in Table U48. '

N - ,[ .
¢
.
Table 48
N 9
Career Maturity Inventory Cains
- .
*ACE Group 4
T
Scale Pretest Posttest Gain t
Attitude Scale 35.31 33.09 -2.22 -0.71 .
« Occupstional Information 15,97 , 12,85 . -2 ~1.50
Plasaning 11.46 9.7% -1.72 -1.n
’ eritical velue: ¢t » l.J'l.. = .10, 4f > 30
* «

+ The ACE-Olney students demonstrsted significant gains on all
' measures of the CMI. The.y showed signlificant galn’onfe i\tti'tudé\.
Scale as Qﬁ}l as on Occupational Information and Planning subtests
of ' the CMI. Galns, pretest and posttest levels, and "t' tests are
presented In Table 49, = . . ' » i
Thus, the hypothesl; that students would gain significantly
in career maturity is supported by the CMI performance of.;he ACE-
Olney group an& nqt.supported by the performance of the.ACE group.
The differential perfgrmance_by the two ‘groups ‘is difficult to lntgr-

pret. Differential Career Guidance was provided to the two groups:

\ , .

1% \ , 1600
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Table 49 . v
Career Maturtty I‘nunton Cains

ACE-Olney Group

» . -
‘ Scile . Pratist Posttesz in 50t .
Attictude Scele 2. 3,29 +1.92 1.37* d
Oceupational Jnforsation 14.15 15.46 +1.01 1.58%
Plensing 10.21 - 13.44 +3.2) 3.6

critiesl valua: t 2 1.31, & = .10, ¢f > %0
. ;

> -

the ACE group received one hour a‘week of Group Guidance and the ‘ACE-

o L3

Olney group recieved two hours a week of Group Guidance. This®
differential guidance doés not explain the losses }n car;er maturity
ievidenced by the ACE group; one might expect less gain but a loss
should not be anticipated sinée guidance was provided. One plausible
explanation would be that career matyration is esbeclall;~faclrltated;

by the first yeaf‘s participation in a Career Education Progrém; daté
: ¢ :
are not available on the first year's growth of the ACE students and

o

this explanation cannot be supported. This posslble effect due to
time of participation In the Career Education Program is a topic tﬁ§t )

requires further investigation before ;ny'ooncluslons can be sub-

stantiated. a ) et

Y

»

Hypothesis 4. Students will gain slgnjglcantly (p<.10) more in

career maturlty- than comparable students in a traditional school.” The

hypothesis that experimental students would demonstrate significantly
more gain in career ﬁatuqlty:than comparable students in a traditional
‘0" school was tested by comparing the performance of the ACE-Olney,

ERIC

agzEzarison and Con text groups on E??‘qftltude Scale and the: Occupational
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1nformatfon and Planning subtests of the Career Maturity Inventory

t

« (CM1). The comparisons were conducted by performing analyses’qﬂ

covariance on the posttest performance levels on the CM| measures;

" the entry level of the groups was made eqqualeht through the use of
) . . . .

the covariance procedure. Raw scores were the form of the data

i3 . L4

»

useH.‘ In all cases, the posttest pérformancels;ote was the criterion .
&> -

measure and the pretest performance score was the covarjate.

Two sets of analyses were conducted due to the previously
; -

-

identified noﬁ“equlvqlengé.of ﬁhe Coﬁparlson group: one set included
the ACE-Olney, hoﬁpafisdh and Context groups and ‘he other included
only the ACE-Olney and Context gfeups. Each set Included an analysis

for éach of the CM| measures.

- .
°

. ° °

N
* .\‘ Ay .

Attitude Scale. _No significant dlfference_ﬁetween the ACE-Olney
group and the contrbl groups was identified when all three groups were
included in the analysis. However, when the variability due 'to the

. Comparison group was eliminated from‘the analysis, a significant dif-
. : fefence between the ACE-OIﬁey and Context groups was revealed;“thé

ACE-Olney group was significantly superior to the Context group in «
S}titudes measured by the “Career Maturity Inventory. The results of
the analyses of covariance were presented in Tables 50 and 51.

\

Qccupational Information Subtest. Significant between graup

differences were identified on both analyses of covariance. JIn the

andlysis of covariance which included all thesc groups, Tukey Tests on

“the differences between adjuste& means indicated that the ACE-Olney
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: ] Teble 30. OMI Attiguds Scels Pesttest

Analysis of Coverismcs ,- .
N -

4 Covarists = Pretest / ’ .

5

i » - - . . “ s
' Nean “
Group , & | Pretest-Mess _ | Pesttest Neem I Adjusted Mesa | Difference T
1 ' — =‘
' 1. ACt-Olmey | 48 nne n2y 51 7% ) N [N - .
N 2. Cestext 30 31,90/ .93 .02 1.89 N
. - *
: 3. Cemparisen| 17 30.41 31.08 “°31.78 L9 o .
' ’ Analysis of Covartance ; ¢
. . -
P .
/ Sourée ss at X ’
/ " | Betveen . < 05.9304 2] aums2 19749
. Within | 34904 | 9 ~ 21,7354 B
Totsl s u3sens | 9 ’ .

] e op ¢ A

»

Teble S1. (M} Attitude Scele ‘ruuut
v .

- / Analysis of Coverience

Covariste = Pretest

&, é [
X - - Neas ! :
f( Grewp ’ n |Pretest Nean Posttest Mesm Mjusted Mesn | Difference
1. ACE-Olesy (1] n.n .29 34,08 rmm———
0 D -
12, Centext 30- n.%0 .93 . 32,17 1.88 [
L]
Analysis of Coeveriasce ) . . ~

it N8 ’ .
Betwase 6.9778 1 “. 577 3.083% <"
Within 13048978 , | 15 21,268 !
Tatel 1659.8753 *
.9 € .00

L]
" ,
-

/

group was superior to the Comparison and Context groups which, in
turn, were equal to oﬁe another. The analyslé of covarliance which
Includedpgnly the ACE-Olney and C§ntext groups ~lso indicated vthat the
ACE=01ney grobp was slgnlflcaptly‘betser than the Context group in Its
‘maftery of occupational information. The analyses are presented ln‘

Tables 52 and 53. -
Q
ERIC

" S 100
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. Toble 32, CNI Occupstionsl Infersatien Posttest
~

-
Analysis of Coveriance

Covetiate = Pratest

- P [y . .
) . . . os . ~
L T
. - . - | Nesn
: Crowp s [ Pretest Meas | Pesttest Neas | Adjusted Mees | Differgmce
Y e 1. ACZ-Olney | 48 14.13 14,46 13.95 P
] Y
2. Comparison ] 17 10.47 9\_ AN 9.87 Y - 408
- \
. 3. Context | %0 1067 8.20 ) 5.06
° N 4 '
, T
! N Asalystsaef Coveriance
- . L .
\
- . T : .
* .. | seurce s s it ns v
RN Batveen . 453.9634 2| . 22622 13,6747
. ’ Within . 1510407 [ 163997 ’
a A < "
Tetel 1964 . 4471 9 - s
’ P ’ ) . < .0001
° ' Tukey Test far Difference Jetwesa AMdjustedyMasas
L} hd .
Ajusted Neas
Difterence 1 2 . .
- 0
3 . 3.0¢ 9.9 + * Criticel velue = 2.32
2 ‘0t pe.10 ’
32 . * .
\ , s
Teple 33. OMI Occupatiosal Iefermatiem Phsttast 2
) Analysis af Coveriance
Covariste = Preteyt S
.
- * "s
n)\ v Mesn
Greup a |Pretect Mesa Pacttest Nesn |[Adjusted Mean |Bifference
N 1. ACE-Olney 1] 14,15 ’ 13.46 /1438 -
2. Context 30 10.67 © o 8.20 .0 3.04
‘ . ,
\\ . y . .
" '. ‘ Analysis af Covariance . v
- *
-
. -~ “
Seurcs ' LI dt " s L4
. = —
Begveen . 397.0430 1 397.94)9 23.0204
Vithia © 1282.5%0 ) 73 18,7004 .
. Tetal 1630.4739 1
\ . - “p <,0001
o s

ERIC | ‘ ' "
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Plannlnglubtes(. Both analySes “of covarlance lnd!cated that

there was a slgnlflcant.dtf’ference in the planntng perfomncas of
-the groups. The analysis of covarlance whlch Inclqded all three

groups prodqud an F Value of 27. 9292. Tukey Tests performed on the,

_ad;us;ed manlemwmm WMALMM*_M__ ;_

better on plannlng tasks than did the Comparlson and Context gréups,

the Comparison and;Context groups were 9qua| to ofve--another. The

s .

analysis of covarjance which Included only the ACE-Olney and Context
groups also indicated that the ACE-Olney group was significantly

better than the Context group in.planning performance.” The analxses-

. - /
of covariance are presented in Tables Sh and 55.

\
L4 \
\

- ) Tedle S4. ‘OMI Plenning Pesttsst

Analysie of Cuvarience

, -
Tukey Toest for Diffsrance Botuvcn Adjusted Nesne

Mjunted Mean
Difference

1

T

3

626"

2
1.3 .

oo

2

5.02*

103

. .~ T " ¢ Cevariets = Pretast
LN N
R ) . ° . ) . ) Nean -
Greup n | Pretent. Mean Pout test Mean M junted Mesn bifference
———te = =TT
* 1. Mk=Olney | ¥ 10.21 13,44 “1399 | eeeene- .
K F
1. Cemparisen} 17 13.06 7.88 1.9 3.82
3. Context % s.70" ‘o7 _ o2
B T ry -
- # ’
Anslysis of Covsrisnce
N 1 2 . .
, " A
Seurcs Togs et ms v .
Betwacn $76.3198 2 ,438.1339 27,9292
o .
Within 1427.6662 ” 15,6002
Total 2301 ,9460 | 3]
[ S ’ (.Mt

»

y »= .10

¢ critical velus.s 2.23

[ -
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15810 55, CHE Plensing Pesitest
‘. . - : ”
Analysis of Cpverlemce

-~ ’ . Cc&ulotc s Prgtast
- : - - ! - A
- .
(]
v l;.. .
. »
. |orew “ n |Pratest Mian * JPosttess Mean Mjusted Nean |Difference
~ . i 0
1. ACR+Olney | 48 10.21 13.39 12,20 | e
. - .
2. Centext | 30-f 5.70 713 1.97 . ' *
T P e S ot T LT TET T N
L] » . % a *
' -
-ty
. . ¢ 1)
3 . °
- Asalysie oﬂ’ Coverience > °
. L Y ! L -
\ \ - -
Source S's Llét ns r
[
Betwesn 5%.077 1 » “255.2077 19, 6710 .
—
Vithin - - " ©973.3330 i : 12.9118
- - wdh. . U]
N Totel | 1228.4227 Y g f’ .
- - .
. ? » <0001
v - v ) M - . S

The three group analysls of cova(iunce showed that the ACE~
Olney group -galned slgnlfl cantly more chan did the, Comparlson and Con-
text groups In the Career mturlty Inventory Occupational informatiort
and Pl’annlng competency subtests. The three group analysis revealed

no differénces on the Attl tude Scale. When tre Comparlsor.f group

was. el iminated from the analyses due‘to Its doubtful comparabl th..

O

th\ ACE-Olney group showed more gain than.the Context grouﬁ' on the

)

Attltude Scale as well as on the Occupational lnformatlon and Plannlng

»
T

competency sub;ests. . . -
The results of the analyses cleariy indicate that the ACE-0lney
group gained significantly more in career iaturity than the control

groups as indicated by the competency subtests of the CMI.~ The two
Y

group analysis indlicates th:t the ACE-_Olney group also qalﬁe\d slgnl.flcantly

more in attitudes than the Context group.

)

SLoA06
N { [ ]
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*~  Thus, there s strong support for the conclusion that the ACE- —

Olriey studfnts galned slgnlflcaﬂtly more In all measurep ‘aspects of

career turity than did comparable students ip a tradltlonal hc@h . - "¢§,,
*‘ school.- ) : T » - ‘ ““ 4

3 . 4
’

. ) ' ) "
. . Hypothesis 5.. Students will evldence a slgnlflcantly (p.<19) mbre )

| : posltive attitude toward school ‘than students in a tradltlonal schpol.
| . . - . N . * »
The hypothesis that experlmental students would evidence a signlficantly
» « M >
, more ggsltlve attitude toward school than their control counterparts ; Y

was tested by compa?lng the performance leveis of the ACE*Ohney‘ Com-
- --“.7.0

parlson and Context groups on/the Assessment oftStudent Attitudes“Soale

- 2 S

o (ASA) The comparisons’were conducted by performlng analyses of .. . %,
covarlance on the posttest'performance levels on the subtests and Qver-‘ o \//.%

all mean of the ASA. Analyses were thus performed for Attltude Eoward

1
— Qo . [ R

* Education in General, Attitud¢ Towad School Curriculum, Attltude»_« CoT,
Toward School Resources, Attitude Toward School Counsellng, and Overall

. ‘Attitude Toward Learning Environments. Raw scores were used for each »

’

of the subscales and overall means were used fbr'thq‘0verall I\ttltudegr
- - .‘t .
of ..

Toward Learning Envlronments For all analyses, the posttest level ¢
3

the attitude scale was used as thé triterion measure and the. pretest ;

- )

level was used as the covariate. ‘ © ¢
. Due to the previously identified non-equlvalence of‘é;f c%mparlson'

. group‘ two sets of analyses were conductéd. One lncluded the ACE:Olney;

!\

Comparison, and Context groups and the other lncluded ouly;the ACE- Olnew

‘\'a

-

- and Context groups. Each set included an analyslstor each of fho ASA ,
/

e o £
. N > \ P
measures. e . -
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" Attitude Toward Education’in General. Nelther analysls of covariance.

.. .

_— revealed any signifiecant differerices betweéq;broupﬁ in thelr Atti;uge ’

| Y

. Toward Education in General. The analyses of covarlance are presented

.
) 1

a

In Tables 56 and 57.

‘Tabie s6. ASA Atcitude Toward Education in General

\ " - ” . Analyafs of Covar lance -
. - . . N )
. Covariate = Prctest ta
— [ . o : ' .
4 .
. . 3 . P ' Hc:n B
R Group n | Pretcet Mean | Pogttest Mcan Adjusted Mean | Differcoce . ‘
: N . Py
- . 1. ACE-Oluey. | 32 V456 o l_E'm.s 351.5 ————— nlll .
— . 2. Comparison | 22 335.0 k.2 346.2 5.3
. 3. ‘Context 6 1~ 3312 335.7 "3%.2 U ]
. . "
' - o »
. . ’ . , . " % L ,
s T .. . '.Anllylla o‘f Co\:mrunce s
R
’ -
N R . '
. Sqprce ' s s atf.’ L 4 *
. . Betvean T drse.eso0 | 2 23799754 0.4535 !
- .. | e s33825.4500 [1oo 5224768 - i
) N Total | . sseses.aoos  [108 ) t ‘
“w ’ . - » (6354 )
L] . M '. ':,\
Table 37. ASA Attltude Toward Educeties tn Gemesal '~ *
2 . - . -t
Analyeis of Cuvariance - N -
N . . T, v . > - ,
.. - ~ Covariate = Pretest .
= -
—— - —_ ,
' . Meas .
Group & | Pratest Mean' | Posttest Mean |.Adjusted Mean |.Difference
1. acz-Olney | 32 | w56 0] 3sas 382.7 Ep— .
2. ‘Centext Sy 1.2 s g 37,6 15,1
s [ :
. oy - . . - :! - i
R Y .< - i s
: ‘ '
- . " mlyﬁ- of Coverience - ) L4
. L
’ . * <
. o Source : t s it NS ) ' N
< p——
@ _— my
Setveen » 11.2247 1 4611.2247 0.08322
. —— .
Vithis 470950.5300 85 5540 .6887 ‘
. A Tetal 47359.2341 | : 1 .o
v O . . l LI Ro
- ERIC - \ S POy -
| .
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P . Attitude Toward School Curriculum. The analysis of covariance ’
q;s whlchljnéluded all three treétment groups did not reveal any significant
differences between the groups in the attitude toward scmuil ’ -
' curriculum. However, w;en the variance due &o the Compafiéén group ¥ *

was eliminated from the analyslsf,the_anal¥515—oi—eevar$a:ﬁe indicated

*.  that.the AéE-OIney groub had a significantiy-more poiitive attitude

pop * . toward school curriculum than did the Context group. The analyses
L, . :
K . T . \ \ v &
/ of covariance are presented in Tables:58 and 59. PN
\ N \ -
. | . . ; , \‘\ ; L ] \) ‘
. \ N !
Teble 58. ASA Attitude Teverd School Curriculum AN . .
. . . N SE g
Anlyﬂl of Coveriancs - .
4 -
N
Coveriete = Pretest
Mean
Greup n |Pretest Mese Posttest Mess Mjueted Maen Difference
- . —_—
3. MCE-Olnoy | 32 345.0 9.4 3.8 o]  meme—- ‘
. 2. _Ceaparison | 22 370.0 3%8.2 3643 13.3 ¢
, \ + 3. Context 56 32.1 31.8 Wr.1 30.7
~ i v.‘) ~
Analyeie of c.vorﬁnu : :
L] ‘. w- ‘r'; N .
~ . ‘:rfﬂ"
' ) Seurce [ ] 4t NS . [
. i 4
1 * T = - -
. Mtvees . 17833.5841 | 1 ~A17838.3841 2.9669
. - . Wit 2 ). sudz2.0000 | 83 013, 0%
.o PR T
. LA “fotal g&?&ul 8% ~~
‘u - I . S ’ Y
’ 4 P ° . -~ ¢ .
RO 3 c . s pCom
Teble 59. ABA Attitude Tovard Scheol Cutriculum .
. . " .
s . Analysis of Coveriesce s . \ ._(_' . t
Covariate = Pretest . P ] - '
4 . v .
' . : R 7 » N .
:-—' ———— s T e /——““ "_\‘j— L' . . - Y
- Mean *
Creup o | Pretest Mesa [Posttest Meen | Adjusted Mean | Difference
1. ACE=Olney 32 345.0 3469.4 ,375,; ’ R, .
2. Comtext 3% .1 351.8 MS.6 0.0
) Analysie of Covertance -
s [l >
- ’ N 3
" ‘1 Seurce s 8 d . ns ’
14/ L
: Between 19483.3318 2 9741.6659 1.7114 * .
. »
g withie 1603364.7700 | 106 v 5692.1205
) - SN .
E T C Tetel 622848.1018 | 108 ,
K ) , 109 ’
o : v < 2856
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Aftltude TONSQESSCHOO‘ Resources. Each analysis of covariance

VAR (: N
Indicated «that there was @ -gignificant between groups difference in
attitude toward school resources. Tukey Tests performed on adjusted
means resulting from the three group analysis indicated that the ACE-

Olney group had a signficantly more positive attitude toward school

g

resources than did the_CompaFlson and Context groups; the Comparison

3

3

and Context groups were equal to one another. The analysis of

covariance which included only the ACE-Olney aﬁd Context groups also.
Indicated that the ACE-Olney group had a significantly more positive
attitude toward schod) resources than did the Context group. The

.analyses of covariance are presented in Tables 60 and 61.

Tebls 60. ASA Attituds Toward g‘chool Ressurces

Analysis of Covariance

Covariate = Pratest

Group

Pretaat Measn

Posttest Mcan

Adjusted Mean

Ditfarsnce

1. Aci'—Olney

.8

380.)

383.6

2. Comparison

332.0

343.3

344.2

3. Contaxt

3.5

324.9

Aselysis of Covariance

Source

Batveen

$4114.0730

42057.0363

witnin

393336.6800

3712.6102

Tetal

477630.7530

Tukey Teet for Differencs Setveen Adjusted Means

Adjusted MNean
Differeace

p* .10

PE2N

* Criticel velue » a.n

146

—— g
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Teble 61. ASA Attitude Towerd Scheel Resources
Analysis of Coverilance
a9
Coveriate = Pratest
Mean
Croupe n Pretest Mesn Posttest Mean | Adjusted Mean |[Difference
ACE-Oluey 2 ns.s 1380.3 139 ———
Context 56 |& 337,58 324.9 321.3 62.6
Analyeie of Covarimce -
Source ss dt NS r
Between 78164. 6852 1 78166.6852 19.8107
o
¥ithin 335383.2900 | 85 3945, 609
Totsl 413549,.9732 [ 3 » £.0001

Attl tude Towar§ School Counselling. The three group analysis of
covariance revealed no significant between group differences in
attitude toward school couhsellng. When thé)Comparison group was
removed froq-th; analysis, the two group aﬁalysls of covariance indi-

. cated that the ACE-Oine9 group had a significantly more positive
_attitude tow;rd counsaling than dié‘the Context group. The analyses

of covariance are presented in Tables 62‘and 63.

114 B «
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Table 62.

Analysis of Covarisncs

»

ASA Attitude Towsrd School Counseling

Covarista = Prctest
Mean
Groupa n Pretest Mean Poattcat Mean Adjuated Mean | Differcnce
ACE-Olney 32 282.5 340.0 %0.4 | aes ]
Comparison 22 273.6 300.0 304.0 36.4
Context 56 294.6 307.5 303.1 37.3
I
Anslyais of Covarlance
Source $s Tt NS r
" detween 31193,7978 2 15596.8989 1.9876
Within 831779.9900 106 7846.9811
Total 862973.7878 hos’ p ¢.1421
Table 63. ASA Actitude Toward School Counseling
Analyais of Covariance
Covarfate = Preteat
Mean
Croups | n Preteat Nean | Poatteat Mean | Adjusted Mean |Diffcrencs
ACE-Olney 32 282.5 " 340.0 3428 | emeeeeen d
Context 50 | * 294.6 307.5 308.1 7.7
Analyajs of Covariance
Source ss dt NS F
between 23361.4987 ) 21361 4982 1w
Within 710772.3400 [ }) 8362.0299 -
Total 734134.0382 86 p {.0691
s )
11°<
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Overall Attitude Toward Learning Environments. Both analyses of

covariance indicated that there wé; a significant between group

difference in overall attitude toward learning environments. Tukey

Tests performed on the adjusted means of the three group anafysls “
indicated that the ACE-Olney group had\: slgnlflcantl§ more positive

attitude toward learning environments than the Context group did; the

Comparison group was midway between the two and did not differ signi-

ot .,
ficantly from either the ACE-Olney group or the Context group. The
analyses of covariance are presented in Tables 64 and 65. -
< .
Table 64. ASA Overall Attitude Toward leerming Eanvironmente
Analyeia of Coverisuce
Covariste = a'““"
- -
[ Nean
Croups n' ] Pratest Mean Postteet Mean | Adjusted Mcan |Difference
T 1.ACEDlney 32 328.2 361.8 363.0 pR———
2.Comparison | 22 us.8. 2.9 343.8 19.2
3.Context 56 .6 330,3 18.2 .8 .
A
¥
Analyets of tuvuuuc - '
t
Source s s daf us r
v | setveen 20808.5506 | 2 12404.27%3 3.1956
Within 411710.0320  JO& 384.0569
Total : 436518.5806 |08 “ » <.0450 -4
Tukey Taet for Diffcrence Betvaen Adjusted Means
- Adjueted Mean ) |,
Difference 1 .2
-~ -
{ ]
3 N 15.6 * Criticel velue = 32.42
- p2 ?e 10
i4
.-
Q ! T 143 °
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. Overall Attitude Toward Learning Environmnts
Analysis of Covariance
Covariate * Preteat

. Nean
Croups Pretest Mean Posttest Mean Mjusted Hean | Difference

.

ACE-Olney 328.2 361.8 = 363.2 o memm————

Context ; 33.6 330.3 328.8 M.

Analysis of Covariance

Source ss 4 ss

Betveen 24086.0750 1 24086.0750

" Within 354948.2200 85 4175.8615

—

Total 379034.2950 '3 »(.018¢

The analyses of the ASA which included the ACE-01ney, Comparison,

and Context groups Indicated that the ACE-Olney group had Q\slgnlflcantly

-~ .

more positive attitude toward schoo! resources thgn did._the Comparison
and Cthekt“grodbs and a significantly more positive overall attltude
toward learn[ng environments than did the Context group.

When the Comparison group was omitted fzom the analyses of covarlancé,
the ASA indicated that the ACE-Olney group had a slgnlflcqntly more
positive attitude than did tH? Context group toward school curriculum,
séhool resources, and school eounseling as well as a significantly
pore positive overall attltudevtoward I;arnlng env i ronments . Only
on one. subtest of the ASA did the ACE-Olney group not show a significantly
more positive attltude than the Context group: Attitude Toward Educa-

v v

tion in General.

Hypothesls 6. Students wllliggln significantly (p<.10) in career

knowledég over the course of cluster experiences. The hypothesis that

414




experimental s tudents would gain significantly in careef;knowfedge~over

the course of their cluster experiences was tested by an examination
of their gains on the competency subtests of the CMI. The Occupational
Information subtest measures.knowledge of characteristics of 6§zupa-

tions and the Planning subtest requires kpowledge of seéuences of

T

factors related to dbccupations. Both subtests thus require careet \\\
L knowledge; the Planning subtest requires additional ordering of that
knowledge.

-Correlated ''t" tests were calculated for the ACE and ACE-Olney )
group on each competency tesf. One tail 't" test‘va1ue;-were used T
since directionality of outcome was lncludéd in the statement of the
hypothesis. The re;ults of the correlated ''t" tests were repértcd in
-,the testing of Hypothesis 3. The ACE stﬁdents showed no significant
gains In career knowledge;grather. they shqwed losses on both measdq;s.
The ACE-Olney students did show significant gains in career gnowledge
as indicated by both the pccupational Information and Planning
subtests of the CMI. N
Thus, there is partial sypport for the conclusion that
students will gain significantly $B career knowledge over the course »
of cluster experiencef. First year participants showeﬁ significant

gains. The losses exhibited by second year students cannot’ be fully ‘

interpreted since first year data are not available on these measures.

F

3

Qther Effects Hypotheses

Hypotﬁesis ]. Employers will be able'to provide learning exper-

lences sufficient to meet student needs and Interests. This hypothesis

is to be tested using three adequacy ratios each yielding a percentage

Q ) y o
léfgl(; R
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statistic. They are:

1. the total number of student places avajlable In operating
employer learning experiences divided by the total number
of student places necessitated by program requirements;

. (Adequacy by Need);

« 2. the number of student first preference placé5aavallable
in each cluster divided by the nymber of first preferences

expressed for each cluster - summed across cluster
(Adequacy by Interest); and

- 3. the total number of student first preferences actually
. ) assigned divided by the total number of first preferences
which could have been assigned under ldeal scheduling con-
ditions (Schedullng Efficiency). ¢

The first statistic testg_gross meeting of needs. The second corrects
for interests and yields the percentage of correct student asslgn@e;ts".

possible given expressed Interests and actual'places,avallable in

;ééch‘c!qster. The third expresses the percentage of correct assign-

ments actually made In light of expressed interest. Differences
.

between 1 and 2 refleqtrthe fit between the distrlbuflon of places
available in various clusters and the plaééé desired In those clusters.
Differences between 2 and 3 reflect scheduling '"slippage": cluster
assignments which could have been made given maximum operational
efftclency vs. those actually made. Thus, each statistic measures a
different aspect' of the adequacy of employer learﬁlng.actlv!tles avall-
_able. No percentage level was preestablished as acceptable. Obviously

.

1003 is good; less than 100% is not as good.

‘9

' Career Exploration. Program requirements Indicate a minimum

of 6 career explorations for each student during his Academy tenure..
. Glwen the student population, thJs requirement ngcessltated a total

Eapacliy of 125, 92 and 84 places in career exploration for the Fifth,
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4
Sixth and Seventh Quarters respectively. The 'need débllnes as

’ continuing students complete the requ!rement;%lt fncrelses as
new students are added. Theeclusters of employers offering courses
had total student capacities of 160, 172 and {52 for tbe'Flfth,
> Sixth and Seyenth Quarters respectively. Thlg ylelds Adequacy bx. |
Need flgur;s of 128%, 187% and 181%. Adequacy by Need thus exceeded
. the requi;emenfs. LT N
‘In‘the Sixth Qua}ter the fg?st chotces f%r cluster assignment
were known (éompleted Student Needs-4nd Intecésts forms) for 4k
s;udentsl 0f these, 40 could have been glvenéthelr preferénce
1glven the places availuble in the clusters of their cholce. In the >
Seventh Quarter the first cholces were khown for 75 students. Of
these, 62 cculd have been given their preference under‘ldeal‘scheduf-
ing ébndltlon§. No ‘data were avallable for the Fifth 6uarter._ The
AdeqLacy by Interest figures were thgs 91% and 83%.
In actual chedullﬁg during the Sixth. Quarter 32 stud;nts were
* given their first fholce. During_the Seventh Quarter 54 students
actually recelved thelr'flrst choice. This ylelds Schedullﬁg
_ Efficiency quotients of 80% and 89% respectively for the tw? quarters.
\>\\\\ Overall, these three stailﬁtlcs support the ability of the
‘\\\(g:rulted employer pool to meet the ﬁisds and ln%ereﬁts of students.
Room for improvement in the fit of available places to student
alntérests cluster and efficliency ln.schédu1lng Is indicated. . It
should be nizgé\that only stdd;nt»flrst cholte was employed in these

.analyses; second, third or fourth cholce was obtained in almost all

assignments. |t should also be noted that a substantial number of
-
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students either did not express preferences, or those preferénces

«

were not recorded. . .

.

- - -

w A

Career'Speclallzatioﬁ. In this area iny Adequacy by Need is

used as a measure slﬁce a predefined pool of eriployer resources did
not exist. It was attempted to recruit an employef to meet each .
expressed,sfudent need and.interest. Adequac; by Need thus measures
the abl]lt} of the program staff to identify and sec;re employer
resources to fulfill sgudent requests.

In the Sixth Quarter 25 stqdents'requested ;areer gbeciallzations.‘
This defined the‘extent of both student neﬁds and interests. 'Of
these, 19 were su;céssfuﬂly placed in the sgéclallzation of their choice.

In the Seventh Quarter out of the 25 students who requested specializa-

tions, only 10 could be place®. No comparable data were available

. with reéhlts from the Employer Questionnaire. This instrument was not

for Fifth d;;F;E?. The resul tant Adequacy by Need duotienti were 76%

and 40%. .

Overall, these statistios do not lend strong support for the ,

~ -

ability of employers to meet: the néeds and interests of students an

careerwspeclallzatlons. This area requires extensive effort in future
i

project years. ' N

N

Hypothesis.z..'Emplqyers will evidehce a positive attlitude and N -

commi tment regérdlng the program. It was intended to test this hypothesis

0
.

successful In either form. or procedure. Only a smal!l number of

-~
.

employers (21) completed the instrument and the valldléy of obtained

.

’
o ‘ <
) - ] {7# . )

“»



results was questionned due to the gen;rally-negative reaction of
i, employers to the processi,;Thus, this hybothesis cannot be formally.“

P L tested ' iny gross Jndicatlons can'Be mentloned; . C . .

%ﬁ‘ Results from the Empfoyer Questlonnalre*suggested a general CTT

-

S \\satisfaction with the program and the students lnvoIVed A sizeable . f

L]

: J ‘ minorlty of employers. however, did Indicate concern about the level e ¢
of lnterest exhibited by thelr students. Must “gmployess respOndIng ; e

were concerned about feedbacw from the pro /ct. Feedback on-the plan- ‘ ’
6

ning and implementatlon of their Iearnlng actlvltles and partlcularly
: - ne
Lo data on thelr effectiveness with students was seen as lacking. A

- ~

falrly high level oﬁ\employer commutment is suggested by the fact =~ . - ,

hd .

that fewer than 20% wlthdrew from the program“durlng FY*197R~- —

“x f .
f . . . R

. . Hypothesis 3, Parents will ‘evidence a positive attitude and

PN ~

. . : ¢
commi tment regardlngfthe program. In order to gather.data relevant

(S TN to thls hypothesls two.sets of items ‘were designed for the Parent .

<

Opinlon Survey. This Instrument was admlntstered to the parents of

studenté:attendlng the Academy for Career Education; full results =
are presented in Appendix C. The»ltem sets selected for thls hypothesls "

were "Attitude Toward the Program in General“ and ”Beneflts of the

* Programﬁ:‘"fach’ﬁtem had“a“response"scale“from"l (negatlve)'to 5

t
‘ . < %

n 'f\'(posltlye). The spec!fic ltems and mean responses appear below. * A ';

»
2
-
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Toble 66 ’ . !
’ ¢ Attitude Toward the Pregrem in Cemeral .
k]

Teens > Hean g NN
1. New well doee the Cnur Rducetion Pregram T
conpere everall vf:h the pu; echosl "m
riences of yelir daughter/son? 4.47 N T
!i you Ed 1t te do ever egein, wuld ' Lo et
you wemt your sesn/daughter to partici- "
pate im the Carser Educatien Pregrae? 4.43
Nov well do you think yeur aes er hd
daughter 1ikea tha Career Liucetien Pregram
coupared wvith past achoel axperientas? [ B
Averages " 4. .

>

Q
[ d

Table 67

Banefite of the Pregram !

Ttona Magn |
6. HNave you received emough infermation

[N abeut yeur eea er deughtar's progreas <

R in_the Career Educatien Pregram? 4.00 .

. 7. In cemparisen vith ragular scheele hev . .o
wuch epportunity did the Carger Educa-

tien Pregram previde your dayghter er een for .

.,T_L'LPE%M!EM"" > &6 |, '

» What effect, 1f any, haa tha Career . .
RBducetien Pregram had on Mlptnu your sen
of deyghter form caresr plans? 4.4 ¢
79. In cemparisen vith fegular Acheels how
* wuch appartunity did the Caresr Sducatien

Pregram provide yeur son or daughter feor ' Py
| _Genara) learning? 4.33

[10. 1e cemparison vith past axperiencee in . ]
regular acheele how sutiveted is your . Y
daughter er son te Iurn in the Career . .

! Sducat fon Program? o 4.4 : '

11. Hew weuld yeu rate tha approachea to . )
learning used in thie Career Fducatien LI
Program? 4.45 .

~ Average : - 4.44 ‘]
\ -
" . »

v

As can be seen from these results parentﬁ expressed.an extremely
high opinion of the Academy program with most responses nearing the
positive extreme. Since the rate of return on the Parent Opinion Sur-
vey was approximately 50%, an unknown sample blas wap Incurred.

Exlétlng data, however, argue strongly that parent;l support for the

-

‘program is high. . .
& ‘-'.(.'z",
) : . [
- ‘ »
» -
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ﬂxpolhebls b, Instltutlonal relationships will be established

- to enable the, conduct of the program. In addition’to the commercial’

’

-\\\\\\fuct_the Academw for Career Education Program. . the flrst is with the

" public school district. It Is this set of relationships whichallows

9

and industrial firms necessary to provide speclflc Iearnlng resources -

as discussed abdve, - two principal lntegratlng sets of Instltutlonal

relatlonshlps and_ structures need to be establlshed-ln order to con-, °

v .

the program to operate with public school students-as a population and

‘o

deteemines the future of the program out;lde:of the experlmentol

context. The second Is with the Champber of Commerce. It is this set

ae

of relationships which facilitates the participation of community
. [ 3 - “ -
resources‘and, in combination with the_school'dlstrlct interactions,

seeks to accomplish the goal of uniting business and education in common

enterprlse.

The testrng of this hypothesis is not amenable to any statlstlcal

N t

treatment. The relatlbnshlps either exist or they do not. The Issues
bf quallty and longevity lay outslde of the scope of this report. It

can be stated that‘ the desired relatlonshlps were established in a form

v

which seemed to meet the objectives. .

" The Phrladelphla School Dlstrlct has become an increasingly lntegral

partner ‘tn the Academy for Cireer Education. In FY 1974 a cooperatlve
program was established whereln Academy studenbts received much of thelr
eQucatJonal program thrnﬁghrfte Academy on a released-time and after-

class basis, whlle having public school resources open to them.' Basic

state credit requlrements were successfull? met by Academy learnlng

. activities. Student public school schedules,were substantlally adjusted

to accommodate Academy 'programmatic needs. Ouring FY 1975 these rela-
. N . A
129 I C ’
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) ships are expected to continue their developmental pattern plth an "
A , . A . B . [y

_[ egration of’Academy and ‘public school facilktles and‘gtiffo

- ) ; - The Greater Phlladelphla Chamber of Commerce has functloned well”
) »l ln ldentlfylng communt ty economlc resources and lnltlatlng contaqt for o '
. . “ the Academy. This successful _function and the relatlonshlps developed N
N .a. wlthln Its context have enhanced the role of the Chamber as a viable ﬂf

lntermedlacy between the economlc and educatlonal communi ties.

) R

These results strongly support the contention that lnstltutlonal

o)
. . N

, . ', relatlonshlps which enagle\conduct ofe the program can be establishel.

fhey further‘suggest that beyond facilltating the denbnstratlonal
O Academy program, a replicable and larger scale experlence—based career ' \l

. . educational program is feasible ln the public schools. ’ ’ > . g

~ . 13
N, r
< ) ¢

- Hypotbesis 5. It will be demonstrated that the program can be

v operated on a feaslhle cost .basis. In Eﬁ; “FY 1974 Operating Plans{fla .

goal’ for the Career Education Program was to reduce the FY 1973 per
| I - , ) ’
} Ve pupil cost of instructional services 30 percent; the targeted.cost

\bel'student for FY 1974 was $3, 309.36. This targeted cast is accépted
- N . )
| as the definition of a feasible cost. )

v

" Costs for FY l97b are based on total expendltures for the core e

’ components of the program (Career Development Career Guldance, and*

. " Basic Skills). A four th component (Supplementary Actlvltles) has

b

' been omitted from the cost analysis since it will no longer be.provlded ;
' bylthe Career Education Program and slnce it.was pffered only°to senior -
students. Thé costs of program administration have been prgrated to

_the costs of" each core component.
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‘ * The total cbgt 6f providing the RBS Career, Eduction Program in

FY 1974 was 52910,'01‘)2.' Based on an average er;l:ollment of 13k studen'ts.
the cost per student for FY 1974 was $2, '197.IO°“thls figure is

$1, 112.26 below the deflnltlon of a feastbie cost per student. Thus,

&

®
FY 1974 results support the hypothesis that the program can be
operated on a feasible cost basis. .
A . Table 68 .presents cost information regarding total expenditures, o
cost per hour scheduled, and the cost per student. ) T .
/
- - ' )
; " e .
PEEN . W
A ' ) - Teble 68
S W Caresr Rducetion Pregram ’
\' - 3
. ’ . Cembined Pifth, Sixth, and Seventh Quarters : )
. Tetel Heurs | Cest Per Averags Student | Cant Fer |
] Onit Total Ceste Scheduled Heur Scheduled Enrellment - Studene |
- Career K } ’ . ! -
\ i : Develepment | $127,324 25,609.6 [T Y B I, l3eseas |}
” Career ‘ ’ . e
* | cuidence - 61,637 7,114.0 9.51 14 304,90 .
) . Basie '
. Skille 99,431 21,440.7 4.64 ] 1M 42.02 )
., Lau 323,412 54,1643 33.44 % 2197.10, |
e kG .
! »
- ’v Q
oF
L]
~‘ I .
*:
‘ -
Q2 ¢
K ‘ o ,.f,"
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It was reasoned that the post-graduatioﬁ effects of the program were
the most significant ones and a start should be made in the Iongltudlna!
investfbation of effects. The resu}ts of this lnltlal-lnvestlggélon
-are briefly reported here beEausevthey are pertinent to a summative
i::_' B evaluatlon of the program and because they suggest direction for future

study. -

S

T

, ~ Three student groups were selected for the longl tudinal study.

The Experimental group cons isted of 67 students who had graduated from

the Academy during FY 1974. . The Control aroup consisted of 24 .

U ey T T

_ students from the Context group who had graduated from Olney High
School during FY 1974. The Non-Graduate Group consisted of 21 students
who had dropped out of the Acédemy prog;am during FY 1974, -

g i _fhese studehts were administered @ brief survey by telephone

near the end of the summer. Approximately 90% of ‘the students.in each
group could be contacted for response. The results are thus fairly
complete. -

The key survey Items with the responses obtained are presented

below: ) -

1. What is.or will be your present education or career situation?

’ £

Category Experimental | Control |.Non-Grads °
Student F 1 % 7T X 1 7 k3

Posf4§écondary School 3] 53 B138 | 0 0.0

Full-Time Employment 7 12 4119 5 26.3

Part-Time Employment 2 3 115 1 5.3

Military Service - 6 10 1] S 0 0.0

Full-Time Homemaker 2 3 o| O 0 63.2 .

 Stil) Plannin 11 19 7133 {13 -

[Totals = 59 1100 21 100 ] 19 _[100.

* of the non- -graduates 1n this category eight were enrolled in
their original high school and five were unemployed at the
time thls questionnaire was given.

/ . 3 )
. s
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2. Has anyone associated with the Academy/Olney been of help X

to you in getting a job or getting Into a training/education N
program? '

Rfifffff——»__———*""'—ixgermental Control |[Non-Grads

— Students # 2 2 ¥ %

Yes - .27 46 6] 29 8 42.0

No v ‘ 28 47 5| 24 9 47.5

No Response* 4 7 10] 42 2 10.5

Totals 59 | 100 2T7HY00 |19 1100.0

* The control students in this category could not decide
whether guidance helped them or not. The experimental
and non-graduate students in this category did not-
respond.

]

3. DIid your experiences in school help you make a decision
about what career you would like to follow?.

Response _ Experimental Control Non-Grads

Students #1 % fl 2 L, 2

Yes - "38 [ o4 | 11| 53 Boes not

No 18 31 10|, 47 apply
| No Response - 3 5 of o
Totals « 59| 100 211100

\

] % As can be seen from these results, Academy graduates were more
prone toward- further education and were more firm in thei; planning
than were control’ graduates. ‘Botb Academy graduates and non-graduate-
reported substantially more placement help from the A;aéemy than
cantrol graduates veported for their school. A greater percenta;e of
A ademyﬁgraduates felt that their school experience was helpful In
career decision-making.

Thé§e results support the efficacy of the program lp*facilltatlng

»cazeer piannlng. They also suggest a fostering of desire for post

sejondar{ educatloq in preparation for a career. This initial

in estiga&ion may serve to highlight the need for Iong?tudlnal s cudy
1 < .

{ . . . .
of program‘effects. Equivalent control groups are needed for drawing

176
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definitive ‘conclusions. Timé series data are required for documenting
development. Follow-up studies should assume increasing priority as

the need for summative evaluation in program dissemination increases.

V. SUMMARY -AND RECOMMENDAT 10NS

Overview
—————— - £

Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS) is responsible for

“»
e,

developing, operatlng and testing a prototype of experience-based ‘

oy

Q .
' career educatlon (EBCE). This program has been operatlonallzed

in Fhlladélphla as the Academy for Career Education (ACE). 'The‘

Academy operated during FY l97k as a llcensed private acadenmic schgol -1-
'withAsenlor students receiving their tota1 educational program from

the Academyl All seniors were in the program for thelr seéond,

year. All juniors and sophomores were in the program for their first

year during FY 1974.- Their curriculum differed somewhat as a result \
of an Increasing integration of the Academy with the Phllgdelﬁhia.

Public Schools. Jun[orstend sophomores participated in the '‘core'

" Academy program, while taking some courses (foreign languages, driver
, training, physical education, etc.) at their sending school. Students

thqngelltinto two distinct groups: seniors who attended the Academy

courses oﬁly, and juniors and sophomores who attended some public

school courses in addition to Academy offerlnés. A1l students partici~
pated In fhe "core Instrdctlonal éomponent" which consisted of three N
major subdlvlsﬁgns: Career Deveiopment, Career Guldance and Basic

Skilis. This core constituted the bulk of each student's academlic

* program with at least 14 hours of instruction per week. It is this

N
3




e

academic motivation, integration oi Academy activities, setf vxplora-

core program which forms the substance of the present report. The

v ~

. 2
other instructional component, Supplementary Praarams; was availabfe

+
only to seniors and has been discontinued as movement is made toward

having the publi¢ schools adopt an experience-based career education

- . 4

program. ‘ ‘

“ The first subdivision within the instructional core was Carcer

Development. This consisted of Career Exploration and Career Specializa-

[
tion activities for students. (n Career Exploration.students experienced

4

yroup programs (selected by them out of a large number of possiblities)

at community and Tndustrial.sites provided by employees of the various

24

businesses, .unions and agencies involved. Students participated in
these first-hand activities in order to learn.about ;he.kconomic

community, to test thelir own vocational interest, and to obtain information

for their career blaﬁning. lp Career §peci$lizatlon students selected
a spé&ific career area and investigated it in depﬁh, These egqeriences‘ .
were highly individualized and required extensive interaction at a
single ‘community site.
.The second subdivision within the instructional core was Cnfcer

Guidance. This consisted principally of small group quidance

-

sessions which met each week. These sessions focused on life skills,

" '

v

Ltion and career planning. Carecr Guidanve also T luded individual

»

L 4
counseling of students.

{

The third subdivision within the instruciional core was Basic
Skills. Students were scheduled for activities ln-an Individualized
Learning Center several times ;;ch wé;k. These aétlvltjes focused
on developmn;'ln Communication Skills and Mathematics and utll\zed

17K
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a variety of individualized instructional resources. The Individual ized
Learning for Adults approa;h was the prfmary learning system.

‘These subdivisions combined to form a, core of Instquctlona{
activities which were characteristically individualized and responsive
to student needs. The Acadenw‘grogram was designed to maximize student
development and choice within an operational structure wplch could'
serve a large number of students at feaslblg costs.,

During FY 1974, over 150 students participated in the 5cademy for
Career Education p§ogram. 0f these, 67 graduated this year after
spending two years at the Academy. The remainder were juniors and soph-

omores who will return next year. The Academy student body seemed to

be representative of an urban school population.

The evaluation of the Academy for Career Education program has

-~

t
conducted by an Internal evatiation staff. Evaluation activitie

were of five principal types: formative evaluation, summative evalu;tlon.
data systems development, instrument development and cooperative
research. The latter two activities occurred within the context of an
ac;lve and producf!ve formal interchange among the four EBCE project
evaluation staffs and the sponsoring agency (NI1E) evaluatlén officer.

Data systems developﬁent was undertaken to provide accurate information

in program operation management and evaluation. The formative and

Lt
L R

summative activities formed the major occupation of the evaluation staff.

1

These are discussed in depth below as they relaie to evaluation

recommendations.




Formative Evaluation

-

accomplished f%rough the adminlstration

« Formative Evaluation was
A

of questionnaires to project participants, the lnspectlgn of project
records and lntervlewgtwlth staff. The formatlv; structure was based
‘on assessing key tasks within' each major program subdlvlslon; All
perilﬁent information available was applied to the‘evaluatlon of the§e
tasks. Results and recommendatioﬁs are discussed below for eacﬁ sub-

division.

v
’

. Career Development. The process of identifying and r;crultlng

employers using both the Grea;er Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce and
project staff appéared to funct}on well. A total of 84 commercial
and industrial firms conducted learning activities for the Aéademy
students during FY 1974; this represents an increase of 83% over

FY 1973. Partlclpaglqg employers also served on the Academy Board of

. . 3
Cirectors and were involved in recrul ting both new students and employer

AN

resources.
1

Employers were grouped lntp clusters based upo;'commOnalltles In
products and career égtegorles represented. It was lnfénded that the
instructlonal content and objectives would be integrated among employers
within clusters. This was to be accomplished }hrobgh “gluster meet ings"
and cooperatlive progéam development. To a large extent this did not
occur. Since the integration of activities within clusters Is seen
as Important to curriculum continuity, it is recommended that means of

accomplishing the intent be pursued by effecting old procedures or

.designing new ones.
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The pool of employer.resourc;s available for student selection
during FY 1974 was more than sufficient to meet stud;nt needs and -
interests In Cireer Eibloratlon: In some cases inefficient scheduling
produced problems in matching individual students with learning
i actl?!tles, but overali the process went well. The situation was
different foé Career Specialization. Most students who requested these
activities cou}dC;ot be scheduled for what they wanted. This represents
a serious shortcomingin program conduct. It is recommended that exten-

“~

sive effort be applied to develoelqg the resources %or Career -
Speclall?atlon, promoting the activities among students, ané enablln§
studeqts to be siheduled into the activities of their choice.
The course plans and student contracts available for employer
’ learhlng activities were generally good, but lacklngiln specificity.
Of more basic concern, onlx about half of those plans which should
. ha;e been produced‘;ere actual ly ext;nt for evaluation. This signals
poor documentation at bést, and gay‘Pe indicative of more substantial
‘problems. it Is reconmended that all course plans and student ‘ , .
coﬁtracts be produced for Inspection before the learning activities
they cover commence. The currlcula can bé evaluated only after this ,
e condi tion has been met. '
Avallable test results indicated that students learned from their
Career Development activities. Surveys indicated that students also
felt these activities were very worthwhile and well conducted. Stu-

dent opinions were étrongly positive about most aspects of both the

Career Exploration and Career Specialization courses.

S L Am
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Overall, it can be said that Career Development reSources were
effectively identified énd recruited. Most students (exceyt ig N
Career Specialization) were able to participate in the learning
activities they wanted. As a result of this ﬁarticfpation students
learned and perceived the employer courses very positively. The .
weak‘llnks were tﬁe lmplementétlon of Career Speclallzatlon and indi-

_vidual program documentation.

Career Gdidance. The Guidance Groups constituted the major

instructional activity within this program subdivision. 0On all

measures this activity was identified as a problem area. Tests
’ of know]e&ge administered to a random sample of stuaents sugges ted
low effl;lencyvln transmitting lnformatlon.‘ A full 75% of the ran-
dom sample students selected the Guidance Groups as the least
‘worthwhile program element. Roughly half of all the students in the
Academy felt that'fhe guldance groups were not benéflglal. Only
/ ’ 13 of the FY 1974 graduates indicated that the guidance groups were
the most useful part of the Acad?my\programm The Need; Research énd
‘Personal Position Audit was operationalized as a segment of the
Guldance Group currl;u]um\er tenth and eleventh-graders. Documentation .
of the conduct of this actlvl}x\was insufficient to permit evaluation
in any substantive way. Th;se re;qlts clearly indicate that the

Guidance Groups deserve a major rethinking. Since they have been .

desligned as an instructlonal activity, it Is important to create

the. mtlvational climafe and instructional content whereby learning

may occur.
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Transactional Activities were operationalized as Life Skills

Spécializations, a parallel to Career Specializations with a human

Pl

services emphasis.. Since fewer than 10 students particip;ted in this

e

8 -
activity. evaluation could not be conducted in any generalizeable

L]

way. This activity has been combined with Career Specialization, and
thus s of‘no future concern as-a discrete entity. Y
Student placement was not undertaken as a plﬁnned activity of
the guldan;e staff. However, post-secondary pquu;tsuare considered
to be an lﬁportant variable affected‘by the program as a wﬁdle. In
this regard, the outcomes of student placement were very encouraging. -
In a survéy conductea at the end of the summer, 53% oﬁ»the.Academy
gna&uates were apoutpto enter post-secondary education. Another 15%
were employed, 102 in the military service, 3% homemakers, and 19%
;tlll planning. A full 71% indicated that they were actively plgnning
a career; and 643 said that the Academy experiences had helped them
to select a career. About half furthgr iéplégted that Acgdemy person-
nel had been of help in getting a job or éettlng {nto a training/
.educatloﬁ»prog;am. )
.+ Overall it must be concluded that the implementation-of the guid-
ance program did not proceed well. Students evidenced a predom{nansly
negative attitude; documentation was often inadequate; in some respects N
it appeared that(planned activities were not actually implemented. The
outcomes of student placement, however, were very cncguraging. It

does appear that the guidance element needs‘raconslderatlon'ln form

and implementation.
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.‘;Basic Skills. The\Basic Skills subdlvision was implemented as -

. the Individualized Learning.Center. Indjvldualizét!on was apparently

effected. The results from a staff checklist supported the proper,
use of individualized materialé. Students felt that*the program al)owed’
them to progress at their own rate and that ‘the mater ials were p;pvid-

ing for their individual needs. A field iqyestigation also demonstrated

that hundreds of different learning activities were in active use
bi‘students. This high level’oﬁ individualization should- be continued.
The documentation sg:tems utilized in the Individualized Learning

Center are necessarily complex in order to accommodate personalized

student programs. They functioned well providing operational and

evaluative information. A computer system was designed and partial1y

)

developed to serve both instructional‘and research purposes A good

deal of development remalns to be done. ' This effort shou]d be

supported to the degree possible as a facilitator for largc scaie
L ]

implenwntation. . .

Both students and staff had a.favorable opinion of the materials
utilized in the "Individualized Learning Center. Sgudent; felt
that the learning resources were above average and that éhey were

learning more than in their previous schools. Staff,indicated that:
. N . ) A

the interest ‘level of the materials could be improved; This might

1

s

alteviate thé attendance problems which were noted. Such development
should be encouraged. ~

-Overall, the Basic Skills program seemed o function well.

x

Students were provided for individually. The documentation systems

N -

were adequate, but could be lmproved if time and resources can he

applied to computer systems development), partlcujarly in operational

ARS
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. ! utility. Continuing to develop the interest value inherent in

the materials was also advised.

¢ . ) i

Summative Evalaution
}

The summative ‘evaluation design was based upon two experlmentai

) . . ]
L] ] N

groups and two control groups. The experimental groups were thQ.ACE
group (twelfth orade;s in the program for their second year) and the
ACE-Olney group (tenth .and eleventh graders in tne program for their
‘First yegr). The control groups were the Comparison group (students
who had been accepted but dropped out) and the-Context group (students
who were randomly selected from the sending school). The latter
student groups were non-equlvélent controls since random assignment to
experimental and control situations could not be accomplished. The
ACE group needed to be anlayzed independently because it was selected
from a clty-w!de population of public, parochial and prl vate school
studziits who had participated in the program for two years. The

ACE-Olney group was analyzed relative to the Context and Comparison

groups because all were drawn from a single Phllad;lphla hlgh.school.

Oiney. The Comparlson group was intended to control for interest in
career education slnce they applled for the program (hu; dropped before
lt begain). However, their group characteristics proved'to be .
sufficlently dlfferent from the Academy students to‘mnke the validity
of comparlson dublous. The Context group was lntended to depict the
“typlcal“ high school student In this it wes successful 1imited

only by the self-selection of students who elected to take the

u tests. ) -

k] ‘
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Both experirnntal and control students were administered a
group of summative tests at the ‘beginning and end of the school

year. These tests QOnsisted of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic .

(4

nSkiils (CTBS) to measure traditionally-conceived cognitive

development, the Caneer Maturity Inventory .(CMI) to measure

o

career awareness and competencies,and the Assessment of Student

!

Attitudes Scale (ASA) to measure attitudes toward learning enyiron-

ménts. . A

The summative design was thus a quasi-experimental design with

. L[4

a pretest and posttest battery of instruments administered to

N

experimental groups and non-equivalent contrdls. This design, is

.
v

limited in its generaiizeability because the degree to which exper-

imental group results and control group results may be\deemcd validiy

comparable is questionable. The design was, however, Judged to be

‘

reasonable given the early state of project development. Results should
be broadly indicative of trends, if not precisely in;erprgtable

as effects of an experimental educational program. The conclusions

and recommendations drawn from the semmative evaluation of RBS'

' Experienca BaSed Career Education’ program “are here presented in terns

of_hypotheses formulated. as being central ta the intended success of

the program.

SN

.

Student Effects Hypotheses. It was found that the Academy

students gained signlficantly aver the course of the year in
many basic skills areas measured by the Comprehenslve Tests of
Basic Skills. The grade équivaient gains were as follows:

L
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As can be seen from these results Academy students gained substantiatly

more than public schoal students in nationally normed grade equivalence

units.

- Group .

Subtest ACE ‘| ACE-Olney | Comparison | Context

Reading o - K
Vocabulary .3 . .6 .9 i 4
Comprehension 9 | - .7 d
Total - 6 b .8 .

Arithmetic i ‘ )
Computation .5 .7 .3 - .2
‘Concepts -* W7 .9 . .6
Applications 1.1 .7 .3 -.6
Tota' . .7 8 .2 .2

Average Gain .68 .59 34 AR

- signjficant in the anaiysbs reported herein.

These- differences in galns were not, however, statistically
This suggests that

" the Academy isNaf least as effective -as’the public schools inipro&ucing

growth In basic skills. This hypothesis ;ahnot be definltively tested

without true controls (random assignment of students).

resdﬁts with non-equivalent control subjects depict

resent

Academy - .
students in- releation to public school students whose/:tatisticai

Regarding the career maturity variables as

'comparability is an unknown.

YA

.

asured bf'the~Career

Haturity inventory,only first year students (ACEFOlney) gained signi-,

ﬁicantly over the course of the year

4

-

maturity of students than pubtic school prégrams.
test of this would require randomly assvgned experimcntai and controi .

groups.:

«

v

These gains were significantly

greater in each case than the growth_ evidenceJ by control students. .
/

a
2
»

J

/

" This suggests thaffthe Academy program, contnﬁbutes more to tht career’

Again, a definitive

Academy ‘students generaiiy demonsqrated a more positive att! tude

T

b

toward schooi than eontroi students as;measured by the Assessment

.

R s
. ‘lni(
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s

\.

T

{

3

4]

1S}



é T - Vo _‘3"_ . ’
¢ x_// ———

of Student Attitudes Scale. This suggests that the Academy
erxnerience promotes favorable student opjnion§ of their learning -

environmente This could be an important motivational factor, but
. * .
definitive conclusions must await testing, under equivalent contsol

conditions.
!

-

-

) The teéting of student effectls hypothceses generally supborted

. - Academy student growth in basic skills and éareef maturity, as well

‘ as the development of favorable attitudes regarding learning énvir-

' -~ -

onments. In some cases the data suggested that the Academy is more

.
¢

\‘j/ effective than traditional school prograns in promoting the learning
. ’ ) - '

and attitudes represented by the measures employed. However‘,éll C.

~N
analyses were limited in conclusiveness by the -fact that exper-

imental and control groypswére non-equivatent. The major recomnenda -

- " tion to be derived from this is that future study should include a

randomized student population design. A second recommendation is that
‘ »
the instrumentation should be carefully ussessed for appropriateness
. ' 'Y .
-

and intepretability. During FY 1974 <omeé instruments were used with

-
.

M ) . . .
a knowledge of their limitations because they were the best available.

To thé extent "‘possible, instrument modilication should be “undertak en

. B :

to veduce limitations incurred. A third recommendation is derived

|

) . . ! (]
* trom the observation that in some casen swecond vear stadents drd naet

.

duo an owell as first year' students. Tuture designs should Tncladde " th
capability for analyzing multiple year effects.

¢ . " Other Effects Hypotheses. In the investigation of these effects

it was found that thlness community resources. could be made available

L

ATK

’ . o
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to meet student needs and interests in the Academy program. Some .

%

?neféiclenc; in the utilization of these resources was noted, but
gprogrankfeaslblilty in terms ofzattractlng commun ity ‘Tnput was .
:establlshed. It Is recommended that an increased effort be made in
schedullng to get students into those Iearnlng activities expressed =

as their first cholce. A more complete expression of student preference

- should a!so be elicited and documented. Improvements are needed both

—

in the availability of resources and scheduling efficiency for Career
Specjalization- to meet its objecti es.
Rega?dlng employer attitude and commi tment to the program, the

_hynothesls stated cou'ld not be directly tested.’ It was notedz how-

<

ever, that employers seemed to be generally satls?led with the program,
and that fewer than 20% dropped out-during FY 1974:. The major employer
complaint %eemed to be in reference to a lack of feedback from the

Academy regarding employer program development lmplemenfatlon and
i

3 ,effectlveness. It is recommended that-this concern be further lnvestl-'

-

gated and attention glven to its remediation. - . E R ;‘1‘
al X\

Parent att[tude toward the program was found to . be especi

positive. 'Parents indicated that the Academy had.provlded a valuable

%
L]

learning and developmental experfence for their children. . Further, .
i ' .
they felt that such results would not have been as obtainable by their

children in the public schools. Clearly, this constituent body sees
) ’ ‘. . . - . »
‘a valuable role for EBCE in public education and their continued support:
and partlc!patlon should be encouraged. . ) '\ .

@

Progress was also seen relating to another important constituent

-

body: the public schools. Relationships with the Phlladelphfa Public
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Schools have developed from a status of coexistence during the first year
’ to a coopératEVe venturevduring FY 1974. This seems to be moving '
toward a situation wherein the public schools will sponsor the
Academy program in the‘future. Such development approaches the major
6roject goal of making the EBCE experience available to~nany students,
not.just those in demonstration programs. Substantial reductions
) Tn costs - this year will Jndoubtedly-also foster _Progress towarh
this goal by making larger scale adoption more cost-feasible. The

dev-.coment of relationshlps with the Phtladelphla Pulec Schools was

’ ¢

thus seen as very successful., . . , .
- The attractiveness of EBCE does not seem to be limited to Phila-
delphia. The model has generated interest among publ?c school

L3

districts throughout the Pennsylvanla - Delaware - New Jersey area.

~

A
A malling of informatlon about the Academy esulted in positive fresponse
from close to 100. school districts Interest::\{n finding out how

~ EBCE might be utilized 4n their schools. Thls‘was an initial effort
In festing'the market, and it was an encouraging one. "1t should ' -
be attempted to follow up on the interest which has already been
expressed and further dlssemlnatlon of -EBCE should become an:

1%

increasing priority.

&

NoneHypothesized éffects.‘ The conclusoon to thls section is

\
fittingly concerned wlth FY‘J97b\9raduates of the Academy for ’ .

-
Career Education. Graduates demonstrated very positive attllude

a ~

toward the program. They indicated that thelr Academy experlences

had been Eeneflclal in‘planning their careers, and, as a group

440

. Y
.
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they seemed to be taking more positive action in career pursult
than control group graduates. The longeruterm program eftects are

probablytthe most Important ones, and they should be accorded priority

. In future evaluation design.

N’

Final Words e .

P

In the totality of the Final Evaluation Report for FY. 197h

extens!ve information about the RBS Career Education Program has been

3
e

presented. In the process important points may have been obscired “.

" by the breadth of the ground covered or simple reader fatlgue. These

"flnal words'' have been reserved tp highlight several conclus!ons,

.assertipns and Issues which are seen as superordlnate in program -

I i
L4

evaldatlon. To wit:

The term "Final Report“ is hopefully a mlsnomer. It is "flnal"
]

for FY 1974, but FY 1974 stands as the successor to. FY 1973 and the

predecessor of FY 1975. The ptoject and its evaluation must be under-

.stood In the perspectlve of a progressltehactlvlty. The summative

s

evalyatlon of program efT!zts reported here does not represent a’
conclusive statemenir of effects; it represents only the best state-

ment possib]e at this point in time. The present 'best statement" Is'

* distinguished from a '"conclusive statement'' by the lack df adequate

control groups, gaps In instrumentation, and difficulties in

. des}gn implementation. These discrepancies between the ideal’ and the

act al.are neither staqger!nd nor shocking; they are factors to be

confronted ard surmounted as the evaluation effort deve]ops. The

,llmltations are fewer this ‘year than last, and _next year further °

%

deve::l//}/will be in evldence. ‘From thls it is Important to dhder~
: 141 |
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stand that the FY 1974 evaluation represeﬁti an lnté;lm stage in

1]

assessing effects, not .a final judgement.  Last year there were no

comparison group data at all and Instrumentatlon was primitive.
This year 'there were non-equivalent controls and developmental

instrumentation. Next year there will be true control subjects

~

qaﬁd more complete instrumentation. The fact that evaluation findings

have limitations due to the:stage of evaluatlon development _does not
pdr se detract frdm the slgnlflcante of the results if they are
lnterpreted in cognlzance of this inherent limitation.

As should be evident from the scope of the Final Report, the

breadth of topics covered b9 the evaluation design during FY 1974 ~
¢ - b

was extensive. The evaluation tasks were both mul titudinous and

’

diverse. The -resources applied to the effért were also substantial
and deployed with all the administrative efficiency available. The
extensiveness and multifaceted nature of the tasks at hand, however ,

mitigated against the accomplishmént of all tasks with the

. deliberating depth whichswquld be considered optimal. Various

integrations of findings, interpretations of outcomes, cross substan- .

tiations of results, and complex analyses were seen as des!reaﬂﬁe"

but simply could not be done. This may .be interpreted as spreading
. N4 LI .

o

the resources too thinly. It is a fact of life In comprehensive

program evaluation on the one hané. but it contains a recommendation

/ .
on the other.: Greater selectivity in the topics for evaluation shoqld

y

_ be exertized as the evaluation effort develops. It 1§ asserted that

the resultant gains in depth enabled more than oft;gt the losses

in scope incurred. . ‘
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The hope that an -evaluation will result in a simple ''good" or
"bad" rating for the subjeet of the eévaluation is no more fervent in
the mind of the reader of evaltatlon‘reports tpen it is In the mind
of the evaluator. This fantasy, however, only comes true ln‘publjc
relations documents. In an effort to ald the readers of this report,'
and perhaps Induce a false eense of security, a brief statement of
perceived net effects of the Academy program is here presented. The
principal EBCE eonstltuent groups - students, parents, en:ﬁoyers
and public school representatives - were very -positive about the,
value of the p}ogtam personally and as an educational contribution.

Students gained substantially in knowledge, personal career awareness

and affective dimensions during thelr experlence ln the oraaram. In
many cases student development in the program was superior to that

apparent in the publlc schools. In.-no case was the development of

public school students superior to that of the students in the program.

Problems in the implementation of the model have been identified which

suggest the need for continued development and reflheé%nt. Real lnter-

_est in this type of program has been expressed By many public school

districts. The-fact that the program can be'lmpleﬁented wlth.reasonable
indications of accomplisﬁlng intended objectives which are valued

by major constituent bodies argues for the significance of EBCE

as a viable educational lnnovatlon. I'ts potent\al shou!d"continue to

be pursued.



