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- FOREWORD b S

" .&3 . . ) t
v ‘ So many have contrlbuted major input to the fleld test
S 7
: processeb of unlt delivery, monltorlng and instrument completlon,

rxact1~neteauaﬂé—aop&aud—tndtvrauaL T

— e e - e

;::;;;%EEEi::efbets——“Traﬁfﬁhre—that—att—those 1nv61ved~1n thlS major-team —

effort can see how much has been accomplished and have a posi-

- tive view of its educational SLgnlflcance for the young people
| of Arizona. By docu%entlng and analyzing the capabilities of
vthe.pareeryeducatlon units tested, we all have coétrlbuted a

positive boost{to caréer education in school districts across the

® . state.

B . - -
- .

. . « ' I : ,
The. task of Field Test Manager has been simplified consider-
V]

ably by excellent staf%ysupport from the Mesa Public. Schools
Department of Research and Evaluatlon, respon51ve a531stance ,

from the State Department of Education, and the effecthe ~manage-
N

I

\ment shown by the ! field test coordinators from.the rqspectlve

® . flelq‘i test progects _ 7 ~ : C A
“'V J . A

: Erank Leo V1c1no
%«N Field Test Manager

. i Sy

- June, 1975
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r | ' N PREFACE - I
: : ) Yy e — '
°® © This is one of a .series of field test reports on ;
Arizona developed Career Education Curriculum Units. Thig B

report presents. 1nformatlon concérning overall field test
- rationale.and compilation of results for,all”fleld tested

B —____-units, Otherx reports in thls serles contaln unlt spec;flctrrrrmpruur,_
e er;d~test~matereal T e - s e e S
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' o The work presented and reportgﬁ hereln ‘was performed
- pursuant to contract from the Arizona State| 'Department of
- - Education.  However, the oplnlons expressed herelh do not
necess rlly reflect the pos1tlon or pollcy of the Arizona o
® . ‘State Department of Education and no o£f1c1al endorsement ™~ T
/} by the Arizona State Department of Educatmﬂn sHould be in-
ferred.
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* B B - ' <:ﬂ . Echuﬁgve Sumﬁ;ry
° “ > Y —
| Objectives ﬁ ' T
o ) Mglnuan ¢f£ort‘to examine tjemeffectiveness,gf ArizOnarl ,_A:wm_;;
@ | careet education units, a field test was designed amdrcohe
| ducted. - The field,gest examined Ehe éucéess of“the“units
in terms of the uﬂitié ability to affect pogi%ivély,_ ;
o ‘ : studentns' cognitiv.ei,n«/affective and psychomotof bepavi\or . ;‘
accordigg\?o expressed’pérfdrﬁance and behavioral‘objective%h R ‘\t
' The field test of the 11 cdrear educa;ign curriculum .
¢ - units was cogduéfed across the state in the fp],'f,lowing“
hine projects: . ’ - - i % ’ ' |
‘ CentralfMariqopa Roosevelt # h
P ; Cocomino % . Tri-Couynty . .
* Mesa \ WACOP
Pima " . Yavapai C -
) Pinal = . S )
Approach o - s g g” i“
* ‘ “Basic unit data was“gfcni;aé'téd by the usé of UNIVAL, an -
| inst;umenf designed‘to garner stddent/teacher demographic
‘ information, student/teacher attitude, and student uni;_: : ~
M performance. Another e\zalua’%ion strategy, .teachérj | o |
ﬁohigg;ing; waéﬁﬁéeS%;o gathé? in-depth unit refineﬁéﬁt
o data. The data analyzed was from ap;aroximatély 4,900 .
students and 152 teachers with the fglléwing ggperalgresﬁits.
. Results ) . ' “ S -
.° 1. A .t'c&:al gt -approximately 4,900 "learperQS were 9 »
abﬁ‘ exposed to the units in the 9 participating\\\ _ i

projects. Fifty percent of the learners w,e{e

§
-3 g



°
e - - . . e . - : g
“ . “female, Earxd ‘sixty—nine p"egr'cent“ of the ~‘lea‘rne1-rfs‘:' R » -
® .
: were Anglo. - “ - - T . \\
) ) 2. Of the"]:S‘z teachers*t‘nat Dreienfpd the. u'rn-ké 19‘1 s
] "Ti'ﬁwer%bemaﬂfei{ == hewmedfaﬁ~9éars—or—experlence—was*‘“' ‘" —
¢ o " between 6- lO years and 93 had prev:.ously taught ' | '
or developed & car¢e~r educ,at:.on .um.t or program. )
This was“;nore than double last ye;ér's totaJ. oif. : o
* . teachers who had previously taught a caree_nﬂr" | ‘
educ\\é\tion unit. .
, - 3. Teacher attitude toward career education ‘was .
@ very hn.gh (3.98 on a scale where 5 was theH D d
. highest possible response)., Of the 304 poss.iblel ' ) “
o revsponses, 83% were positive, 11% wer 'o;_!.’ nq o ‘ .
)
® - - 7 ‘ ' .
. Teachers that had a high positive attitude toward
, ' éa?:epér education -appeared also to 'fgvorﬁ the unj:ts
o ,  wEedds L
6. Learner attitude was positive toward all units o
. ‘dctoss all prdjects (2.6 on a séale where 3 was .,
® the Highest possible requﬁse) . Sixty-eight ‘
o h‘ x‘\“:\\\\ (618),’, percent of the 27,879 student responses were
} pos:.tlve toward t}}e uﬁ”vnits,, 22% no o‘piniori, andi .
v. Q o .‘\ lbé w"ef."”e negati\;e tqwa,;i:d tbe ung.bs. ‘ ' : %%, , |




Executive Summary

Learner performance. on the units--the overall per-

s

cent of correct scores»for all the units by all

e
e

- 8.

"9.

.dissemination decisions.

Recommendatlons

variation across projects.

Measures of unlt effectlveness based on

Teacher*

Attltude toward the unlt, Learner Atfltude

%

toward the unit, and, Learner Performance

On

crlterlon reﬁerenced lessOn 1mbedded 1tems’

n’

‘were calculated for each unit. -
presented in the body of this report.

Student demographlc data from the field
site were subjected to .an ethnlc profile
units' effectiveness was ranked in relat
to ethnic“profi;e, so that districts wit
comparable ethnic profiyes could use the

information for implementation and/or

‘(‘ -
" -
% T

l.

All 11 units which were field tested are
1975-76 statewide implementation'program

~taining s/ggestlons .for refinements, lis

W“f

satlsfactory enough to be included: in tn

It is recommended that an attachment con
!: l

=

-\ ranklng of

‘the units in terms qf unit EffectiVeness is

test
. The

h

ted

iﬁ:¥h§m1nd1V1dual unit reports, be attac
»\
to the approprlate dnits for use by the

1mplementatlon teachers. | )
viii.

hed
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The major purpose of moSt.innpvative programs such as

cogni-

The present fleld test was des1gned to determlne the

A

This information
" ;

of the Fieid'Test

° _

—y :

() career education is to affect positively students'
tive, affective; and psychomotox behaviorFaccOrdingvto
expressed performance objectlves.‘ " |

®
extent to which the performance objectives have been met

¢ by the Arizona-produced career education unlts:

'@ secqndary purpose of the field test was to provide data
which could.be used to reiine the unite and<assistain
determining implementatien,strategies.

’ is intended for the Curric:u\"}.l.um” staff at bot;h the State
Department and participating sites.which ultimately will

: be enesen to imnlement the nnits.

® " Mesa Public Schools Department of Research and‘

ot W Evaluation, as the Flele Test Management team, was_‘
| responsible for fhe development of the field test7inetru~
@ N ment package and’ the general monitoring/managing” of the
%, field test. The major responsibili
s Management team was to reduce and analyze all ‘data re-
,’b

-ceived from those projécts field testing eareer education

.

Other responSLbllltles 1ncluded COnductlng a

units.

[
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- o ] ‘ SELECTING THE UNITS, =
X : | INSTRUMENTATIQN, AND THE

§ S ~7 ' DETERMINATION OF THE
. ¢+ SAMPLING FRAMEWORK

¥ 3 N [
s Ex - ®
—r - -

4

¥ .

The State Department (through the Research Coordlnatlng

/ Unit) utlllzed a unlt selectlon procedure (Crlterlon check- fﬁ"'f

llSt) Wthh resulted in the selectlon of 11~ career unlts, S
, : 4
, plus 6 special education units. - f“ . -

»

In conjunction w1th representatlves of the State Depart+

. ment units were dlstrlbuted to the nlne s1tes using the

following - 1nstruments ‘to reflect proper sampllng and to take

-

F

1ntd*hccount the progect s preferenceu)

a. Field test s1te goal descriptlon ;?

GE"“ noF
- b. Progect preferencf sheet * J
7oA « o

r

c. Random selection procedures (constralned by
) geographlcal d1str1but10ns) T
~

¥
[ ¥

‘ FIELD TEST .
o - INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

[P
fﬁ .

R S
‘VField'tesj/gnstruments were devéloped by Mesa's Depart~

‘the State Department ﬁor reV1ew and crlthue. A Unit Eval—

uatlon Instrument package (UNIVAL) was . completed SOllCltlng

demographlc, impact, and assessment data.

o 5
P

‘ ment of Reseaieh and Evaluatlon, sénding working copies to ///f




Sites across the state wene chosen tohfleld test

selected units. The follow1ng prcjects were 1nvolved 1n

“

that effort: o Sy - o . -
’ 1. Coconino, _ n 6., Roosevelt
2. Central Maricopa - 7.v Tri—Coﬁnty .
3. Mesa (non-furded) ' 8. WACOP é f
4. Pima - - ‘ 9: Yavapai . ST
5. . Pinal C : ' ) . '

The followlng list presents the t1t1es and grade

levels of the unlts field tested.

GRADE » . e .
UNIT : LEVEL . o : TITLE
1 1 - Grocery Store Occupations i
2 1 ‘Parents Are Community Workers Too "
3 . 3 We Need One Another
4 4 . Yearnings and Earnings
5 5 '~ The Workers World
6 5. Sailing With Sales
. 7 6 Ranching
8 6 What Does A Secretary Do’
9 6 - Learn To Earn
10 6 General Job Requirements
11 . 7

Constructipn Industry Related Math

-

MESA'S MANAGEMENT ROLE : _
IN THE FIELD TEST Ao

In order to insure the efficient, timely and orderly

'flow of the fleld test a milestone chart outllnlng act-

1v1t1es and parallellsms was constructed and served as the

basi¢ management instrument for the conduct of the field

-

test (Eigﬁre 1).
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) | FIELD TEST COORDINATORS'
o WORKSHOP AND MANUAL DEVELOPMENT

T

PR ' .
. - . 4 ' ’

® - ‘ o On September 26, -a Field Test”Coordinators" Workshop- -
was held covering the following topics: .
. o Introductlon--State s Purpose of ‘ “ '
Field Testlng . _— Dr. Beverly Wheeler

o o ‘ , -

Role of the Field Test Mahager + Frank Vicino
Data Coilection in l973-ﬁ4 ;Dr. James DeGracie
. Role of the Monitorlng Site; Dis-
® - . cussion of PERT, ‘Teacher Workshops :
’ . and. Coordlnators' Manual . Charles Small

Examination of a Sample Unit, | : T -
.Discussion of Kits and Special- :

Education Unlts S , " Beverly Potter
‘ Workshop Evaluatlon BlSCUSSlOﬂ - L

and Questions ‘ All
. “. '- . o . , «. .
The major document used 'in” the Field Test Coordinétgrs'
Workshop was the Megg—devei%ped Field TeséiC60rdinators'
Manual. The workshop covered Ehe‘varioué role demands of

the field test, instrument usiage, and instruction for inser- .

vicing field test teachers at the various sites. -
o | | : EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP
4 - N _‘
. N . . LN »
) - - An instrument to evaluate the workshop was designed by

Y]

Mesa's ‘Department .of Research and Evaluation and admini-

:~ stered to the field test coordinators. The results of the

16 V“‘<‘~




-
» . .

f " evaluation were presented to the State Department in.a

;. f »previqus‘report. To summarize the report:
5 - . ) p ‘ A
= .. .The workshop participants felt they had ‘ - g
. , attained the major objectlves of the - ' '
Do _ workshop.
* “
e ...The procedures used by the presenters
oL ‘ ‘assisted the participants 1n attalnlng
oy . “the objectives. . .
& Y L
. ...The objectives were important.
o v
.- | uNIT DISTRIBUTION
.‘;4 ' 1 -
' ' . PR ) .
-During the period from October, 1974, to April,'l975; .
@ eleven career education curriculum unlts were fJ.eld tested.

) The following listing shows the number of classrooms and

correspondlng units tested'ln each project. .

.

. .
B
. » . .
-
.
. .




L . it o . o . .
§ - Eoy N } '
E s <o 4 o ; . .
. Lo ) . b " .
: ' e . o
¢ i s ! f (w %’ ) §
" . A i

P ;f STATEWIDE UNIT DISTRIBUTION : '
i b s ‘ i ) ‘ [ ‘ . ) - .
E; ‘i : Ai; . : »’“ : ‘f : 'c -

‘ R S : ~ *NUMBER: OF
. ' g Y- - UNIT - .. CLASSROOMS
PROJECT B .. _TESTED . COMRLETED

: “ Central ,Maric":dpak R S| . 3 -
; | 2 3 .
: : 3 3 :
. % 4 '3' ‘ i
| i 5 3 V
bt : ' 7. 7
. " - N - ' Total= 22

* | Coconino . -2

9 ’ g : A
i 10 o R
) i : tll ) v | 1
| ’ Total= 12 | :
: “ !?
Mésa v(nonf{inded pr’gjec‘:vt)' | g . ' -

C I

-

.

L]

*As of May 1, 1975




STATEWIDE UNIT DISTRIBUTION B

)

4

UNIT

~ NUMBER OF 8
CLASSROOMS  ~ | - -

PROJECT

TESTED

COMPLETED

‘e
Pima

- ‘ﬂ(;

-

-2

(52 BN -

~

s _/f‘

. o
2

.

2

1

4

, -~ Total= 16

Pinal Y

3
4 N ) )
3 K

. pokald 10

a

@ ..

10
11

-

. Total= 19




\ . . - . ‘ v . e —

T . *  STATEWID

E UNIT DISTRIBUTION e

LY —— AN '(: - '

. . N

- R UNIT: . .- - CLASSRQOMS
PROJECT _ ~ - * TESTED — T __COMPLETE

Y

&
= .
-

Tri-County

W W W

'—J
o
L ]
W W
’

i

— ¢ . ' motal= 21 a

NUMBER OF ~ — —

WACOP 7 4 o .5 -
i3 6 £ " ] ’ ; 4 | 4 'L‘,’r
) V Iy ’ - ) ) .
o .9 2 4‘
i
- 10 o 3 g
, Totals= /16 i
| |
Yavapai , i 1 | 6
o 2 ) l1
o
R 3 * i'l 3
: I .
L 6 ‘2.
- 8 — ne 1
h 10 . 2

4

Total= 15

: . ©  9()  OVERALL "OTAL= 152
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o .
DATA COLLECTION
" AND
ANALYSIS

&

The field test is ‘a large-scale multl-purpose use of

the,unrts, ‘generating data to gulde product 1nsta11at10n
»

“and further reflnements. The following 11st of objectlves

‘ijectives“5s”oper§fioﬁélly and 1logistically possible

.

-

+

1s presented as an 1nd1catlon of some of ‘the major ob-

) |
jectives gu1d1ng thls fleld test.
l. To examine product performaﬁce under
large~scale c0nditions.

To show under what COndlthnS the product
"doe's ‘or does not perform.

To establlsh whether a product works with-
_out the supervision of its developers.

To determlne amount of e necessary for
the product to achieve 1ts objectives.

-To determine tralnlng requlrements for
school staff.

To determine whether the Jproduct is worthy
of further investment. .

To provide product refinement data.

o facilitate eventual W1despread dis-
semlnatlon of the product.

an effort to answer as many of ‘these outlined
the audiebce and/or contributors to career education were

defined. The two major populatlon categorles were defined:

s e e ke

”Learners, and, of course, Teachers (Fig.2),

»

11

21

e
s
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1 over g
|

| g ‘ ft} Career edﬁcatieh, in prde» to be a v1able and| eventually" L

| a¥ :%Vﬁ}a/permanent entry 1ntoAthe educatlph'system, mu;t olicitﬁ 5

"»\ Ef”ufﬁﬂ; e 1§ from)these populatlons.; 5 2 R y { 5‘~; R ;
Y {_From the.learner, perfornance on the'unlt s ohjectlves N \,~

éhould be xamlned. In addltlon, it Would be extremely im~

a
j portant in order to determlne placemeht of the unlt, ta i

R exa‘lnt the characteristics of thC'StUdLﬂtS in relation

%o the Unit's success.® . ; ‘

.

Ltarner Attitude toward the unlt, unfortunate]y rarely

/- sought systematlcally by product devtlopers, should be ex- ;,'\
A

i amingd as early in development as possmble. High student -
o . @
o 1ntere t or opposmt}on“shopld serve as a cue to developers

. ' ~ :
’ f that the\product has hit the mark or needs major revisional

A N A
. . ., N v,

AN \ At the tlassroom teacher s level is where acceptability,
4%;: _ ase bf use, cWrriculum confornance, vocabu;ary;'End effec-

“

work.

¢

: prlor to implement tlon. _' »

effectlveness.

1. Teacher Attitude\toward the unit
. —

2. ‘Teagher Attitude toward career education °

* 3. Unit refinement infoymation-~-classroom teacher
comments concerning d\}t activities, objectives,
evaluation items, etc.\ If: rgeneral feelings - about-
the unit are -shared tongistently by many teachers
this w;ll lcad to unit r flnement




Teacher characteristics-rhere the intent is to .
see 1f there 1is. any 'relationship between teachet
characteri®tics, such as teacher experience, |
educatlon, age, and success withicareer edu- |
cation Units.. b

. - Rl
{l
i

*l

-

UNIVAD,
f

.

» -

©

An instrument, UNIVAL, which was included within the

currlculum unlt package was deslgned to ass1st in
L. "

gatherlng the baslc data concerning the unlt and lessons

dlrectly (Appendlx I). . , : ; } .,

’

“The unlt and UNIVAL booklet contalnlng the evaluation
instrumint for the unltlwas dellvered by the. fleld test

;coordlnatorato the cIasSroom teacher in conjunctlon wmth

-

an inservice sessgion on.the use of the unit and complet;on“
N .
of the UNIVAL. vy

‘ The followmng data was collected W1th1n the UNIVAL:

'l."Learner Unlt Performance (Lesson Imbedded Test
- Items)

, 2. Learner-Attitude Toward Unit

- 3 GLearnet Cnaractepistlcs

4. Teacher Attitude Toward Unit

" 5. Teacher Attitude Toward Career Education
6. Teacher Characteristics
UNIVAL data was collected ffom approximately 4,900

students and 152 teachers.

° {




®| . PROJECT MONITORING “*° |+ & °

S .- “ e .

- B N
"o : . L)
P2 -

R - -
- - *

Monltorlng VlSltS to each of the partlclpatlng s1tes

L4

vwere ‘conducted durlng the duratlon of Lhe fleld\testlng.

The first monltorlng v;s1t to each of the progects

was conducted 1n/m1d—November*and the flrst week of . Fo

Decexnber’ 1974 . ,( .. ' a":‘- -y | y . o ’u R

L

. ‘7“(

ducted durlng the month of February 1975. ~k-7‘ﬁ, e

1/ e T

Monltorlng 1ﬁstruments were developed to conduct

Auniform 1ntervrews w1th the coordlnators, project staff

The second monltorzng VlSlt to each pro;ect wag con—’y

and teachers. Also, adherence to the schedule .of the mllestone

AN

chart was. examlned as well as 5dherence to- the requlremeﬁts

t

~of the goals angd state requlrﬁments of the RFP The inter=
views provided an opportunlty to famlllarize the monxtorlng

site staff w1th the general features and operatlon of the
¢ o
local career educatlon pro:ect

b

Since the fitst visit was rather. early in the year,

the teachers in’ most, projects had not started to field test

the units in the classroom.

[ o~

B i )
- On the  second visit, two days were set as1de to visit

as many schools .and teachers as poss1hle.
The data collected on each visit was analyzed and

]
presented in a prellmlﬁary report to.the State Departmenﬂ.

&

. -~ ’ 253 ' '
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' FIELD TEST RESULTS

-~

OVERALL UNIT REVIEW

s
*
L

- -

" This section of tHe report-presen%s the overall data

summary and analysls for the fleld test o~ e T

e

slgnaflcant summary Statlstlcs w1ll be.presented and

-

dlscussed in the.Fleld Test Results sectlon of thlS report.

o

Detalled statlstlcal summarles for each - unlt are presented

.

-in separate reports. AQ‘outlxne of this sectlon ﬂbllows.

A descrtiption of"the fleld test 1nc1udlng ‘f‘ T
\ -demographlc charagteristics of both par-
ticipating teachezs and studentsf -

Attitudinal data from both teachers and
students concernlng the units.

Rl

&

Learner-performance data on -the lesson
specific items. ¢ S,

Unit‘analysis data.

» L

L J

~ . )
DESCRIPTION OF

. . THE PARTICIPANTS

. L

- Tabie'l‘presents the exact number of classrooms on

which data was available in’time for analysis. Originally
M

vit was antlcrpated ‘that* each unit would be presented in

15 classrooms throughout the staée. As in any 1arge-scale
: 2




number of problems completlng some of the un‘ts on’ tlme."The'“ P

resultlng number. however. was sufflclent to form the bas1sf S

for Gﬁlld declslons concernlng the unlts.} fﬁ’hfh}75' '"‘“»?; .
‘I‘ABLE Lo T
.. UNIT TITLES AND FIELD TEST CLASSROOMS S
| . A e T ' NUMBER OF ... ..
UNIT .. TITLE = .7 TR QLASSROOMS‘
1. Grocery Store Occupatlons L wi7 21 S
‘2 . Parents Are Community" Workers ‘ToO . fgﬁ;lS .
3 We Need One Another = - b “ 23y
4 ' Yearnings and Earnings L ST 14
5 The Workers World -~ - R B
€ Sailing With Sales n"g»f[*V'» Lo 16
7 Ranching = | - - - N &
8 What Does A Secretary Do’ s 9 .
9 Learn To Earn . . U - ST <
1o General Job Requlrements o - 13 ' ‘
11 Construction Industry Related Math <10
1. Learners 5 P o ”
Table 2 presents demographic infOrmatioh‘omfthe‘learnersf_
~that were exposed'tosthe‘career education‘unitsQinjthe*fieldk‘-fhq
test. A total of 4,914 learners were ekposéd to the 11 /'

curriculum uhits‘throughout,the state, ‘From,Table42‘it-
‘can be noted that the learners' demoggaghic'characteristics
represented the state fairl& well. There was approximatély a

50/50 split on male-female'learners. The ethnlc compos1t1on
"1ncluded sllghtly more m1nor1ty representatlves than the
l stateWPOpulatlon. The equlvalent state flgures are 20%

Spanish,’ 70% Anglo, 4% Black, 6% Amerlcan Indlan.‘

¥
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~ . 1

-

Out of the students tested, 1,524 (31%) were repre—
e | ‘'sentative of the mlnorlty backgrounds [944 (19%)- Spanlsh
| Surnane, 164 (3%) Black, 393 (8%) Indian, 23 classified
as Other], and the remaining 3, 380 (69%) were Anglo.
o " When the ethn1c composltlon or proflle of' the varlous,
| sites in the field test populatlon are examlned we flnd'
varying patterns. The following table (Table 3)exh1b1ts D
'Q » an ethnic profile of each of the prc_jectfs field 'test

participants in terms of the distributién of the ethnic

- . { E e

. ‘groups. . : ; .
/ . TABLE 3 .
9 . % .
, LEARNER ETHNIC COMPOSITI.ON«PROFILE
Indian . Black Spanish Anglo = -~

, Central Maricopa - 0 : - s ,
e
: Coconino ' + - - -

™ - - - +
l ’ Pima - A 0 . . 0 ) + ’ .
@ \ } | o

. Pinal . - -0 ., . + -
. .

Roosevelt ‘ - \ + + . -
' ! Tri-County 0 - .0 0
. v\ ] . '
. * WACOP - - 0 o+

Yavapai- - S - - + .
L] ‘ +significantly above field test mean

-significantly below field test mean .
0 no different from field test mean




.

Tri-County 5 ethnic profile was closer to the

average of the group With, however, a less. than aver-

= -

age: number of Black students. -
[ ' s V ¢

Coconino showed a higﬁ profile°in Indian students.‘

?

Pinal showed a greater profile of Spanish rather than' k .

Ly

Indian and Anglo learners. Roosevelt exhibited a higher

profile of Spanish and Black than Indian and Anglo learners.;

Pima had a greater profile of Anglo learnerS-With lower
than average Indian and'near average Black and
Spanish populations.

dentralkMaricopa had a greater profile of Anglo
with lower than average?lndian and Spanish. WACOP
exhibited nearly the sahe”profile but with near - - f"ff"*
average Spanish and below average Black populations.

The diVerSity of profiles throughout the field

test augurs well for learners' ethnic representatiom .

in the field test. ' This diverSity/can also,asSist = if\\g”/(

other Arizana districts contemplating ‘the use of the
field tested careerfeducation units in implenentation.;
Administrators from other districtsrcould subject
their-district to the'same technique of ethnic pro-
filing as employed in tnis report( and by examining
the various units' success in sinilarly profiled .
projects; could list prioritiesigf unit implementation.
This wtll be discussed further in the section on unit

effectiveness.

30




“

2. Teachers B

.Table .4 presents the total number and selected
demographlc characteristics of the teachers partlcl—

’ , .
pating in the fleld test. :

. It can be ncted from Table’4"thatgthere were
nearly four times as many female teachers presentihg;
the units as maie teachers. This is probably best
explained by the fact that_loicﬁt”cf/the 11 units .
.were,elementaryfunits.J»TheQedianunumber o% years |
jcf"teachihg experience fell between 6-10.years;
The teachers that presented the units 1n the .
field test appear fairly soghlstlcated concernlng
 career education. .0f the 152 teachers, 140 were - o
,famlllar with career educatlon, and of the 140, 56’
“‘prev1ous;y«taught a career education unit or program, .
and 37 had&experience‘in de&eloping a career educatiOn :

unit or program. - , o .

Al
‘

o : ﬁTTITUDINAL DATA ‘ .

, .

i . -

L] s 24 ¢
. ’

-

.

l. Teacher Attitude

-

Included.in each UNIVAL (Unit Evaluation Instrument)

* ' ¢

was an Instructor Attitudinal Data sheet which included

PR -
7 A e e 7T EY . .

two questions concerning&dttitﬁdes“toward career educa-‘
tion in general, and 3 questlons cOncernlng the teacher s

attltude toward ‘the speclflc ‘unit (see Appendlx II).

SO

e - 4
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(r = 0.05 level Table.;

}

Teacher Attitude[Towaxd Career Education -

When the teacher's general attitude is

examined toward career education (Table, 5)
A i ”

we find.that the mean response ACross

3

‘queétions, units, and projects was é'high

3.98, on a scale ‘wheré 5 is the highest
pdssible positive response. Of the’3b4
possible responses 82% (2562 were positi;e
towards careér education, 11% (34) were of
no opinion, and only 7%>(20) were neéative.‘
There wa;\;ittle vagiability acrosslprojéctg.

Teacher Attitude Toward the Units

Table 6 summarizes thé‘teacher attitudes

foward‘tqﬁaunits in the field test.

The overall' response to the units was a
” ,

moderately positive 3.59. Of-the possible
456 responses, 68% (311) were positive, 128
(55) were of no opinion; and 20% (90) were
negative. ‘ N
Teachers that”had a high°posi£ive attitude
toward careerxeducation appeared also to.
favor %he units as réf'ec ed by Pearsog's

/

correlation of «

product moment coeffici
4
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TABLE "7 .

- MEAN INSTRUC 'OR ATTITUDE TOWARD THE UNIT BY INSTRUCTOR ATTITUDE |
TOWARD CAREER EDUCATION
INSTRUCTOR A INSTRUCTOR
UNIT : . ATTITUDE -

- - ATTITUDE o CAREER ED.
PROJECT] (QUES. 3-5) , ____(QuEs. 1,2)

Coconi{o . 3.47 . 3,799 - : ;
Central Maricopa 3.70 e . 3.8 .
Mesa | - 3.40 ~ 3.95°

i

Pinal h ) 3.30 - < . - ;»~. "'3.95‘. L #—J
Roogevelt | .89 . 0 a4l N

A'»' N . ‘” . - ..t! i R
Pima '; ‘ - 3.50 . 4.00 . - » 3 ) ’.x

Tri-Céunty . 352 - 407
: i L ) I
WACOPA: ’ 3.56-'1. .? . : ot 4.03

. . . . . o X x‘. . ! N ;‘ PR
Yavapai _ 3.80 ” - 3.63 e e
i s .‘h ‘ o E ’
- ,“l - -
N ‘ ]
r= 0.42
“ - . . A . -
H y‘ 4
. o
“ ® . b-
- .
!
o 4
» ‘s‘ .
- . L )
o - -
- :
: R :
. 7 ‘.
* b': ‘
3 3 s
' .
*
I




Learner Attltude S
When learner attltude to;arh\the unit is

I .
’examlned (Table 8), a falrly hlgh‘posltlve feellng

toward all’ un1ts across all projects 1s\seen.

= 3
\

Slxty—elght percent of the 27,879. student

responses were posltlve toward the un1t,,22% no

-

~opinion, and 10% were negatlve toward the un1ts.&\<

-

LEARNER PERFORMANCE

@ :
» - - '

In order to examine the learners' performance on the
R . ’ [} } . ) w o
units, chmulative-scores over all the lesson items were

¥ "~)

‘examined.: Table 9 presents the total learner scores in

¥

percentages for all the un1ts ‘by each project.

The overall percent of correct scores for all the
B units by all the ptojects was a highﬁé3%. There was little
| var1ab111ty across ‘projects. This variability appears to
be more related to the d;fferent un1ts that were field
:‘_‘tested rather than dependent on pro;ect site. ‘
Examlnlng the relatlonshlp betWeen Learner Attrtpde
.f. and Learner‘Performance (Table 10), it can be noted that

4

.?a p051t1ve relatmonship exxsts betWeen the two (r.= 0.24).

" Thls correlatxon, although not high, is significant at

1the o =, 0 05 levela Tarnlng to,thenrelatlonshlp between

ﬂ “v::}ir B ffgigjxl; 87
' ' -_" " : B ' 2‘7 "




, i |
P
7 1 \,
[
' TABLE 8 |
i ]
. * LEARNER ATTITUDE TOWARDS UNIT -
(NUMBER, PERCENT AND MEAN OR COMPOSITE o |
LEARNER ATTITUDE RESPONSES) S .
. | '> - [‘hi’ - o | ‘
- I poN'T ~
| R VES/HAPPY . CARE/OK _  NO/SAD .
PROJECT H T N | % N % MEAN_

. Coconino 1412 57 639) 26 407 17 2.4l
Central - T | )
Maricopa 3335 67 1203 24 414 8 2.59

4; S ‘ «
Mesa 3535. 78 595 ‘13 404 9 2.69
Pinal . 1186 75 289/ 18 112 7 . 2.68
~ y | L
Roosevelt - 2437 69 7911 - - 722 ¢, 290 8 2,61
' Pima 010 71+ 312 22 -lol 70 2.64 -
Tri-County 2555 69 826 22 339 9. 2.60
. WACOP | 2117 57 1168 31 444 12 - 2.45
Yavapai =~ 1266 65 464 24 228 12, 2.53.
Total 18853 . 68 6287 22 2739 10  -2.58
AN — ’,,,
[ ]
¥ 4‘? /.




TABLI 9 -
o | NUMBER AND PBRCENT OF CORRECT LEARNER .RESPONSES
‘TG LESSON IMBEDDED ITEMS FOR A GIVEN UNIT .
| : ~ -~ NUMBER OF  PERCENT OF
o o | NUMBER OF CORRECT =  CORRECT ey,
o PROJECT  ,  RESPONSES _ RESPONSES - RESPONSES
* Coconino - - 1642 " 1321 S+ 80
. éentral, , ,6 : L
K J Maricopa - 3759 3064 81
Mesa | 4725 3999, 85 R
Pinal © 7 1115 - 953 85
e . Roosevelt - 2888 | 2293 ’ 79 .
" Pima 798 684 86
N Tri-County 2243 - 1874 . 83
e WACOP 3574 - 2865 . 80
Yavapai | 1831 . 1646 90
Total 22575 " 18699 . 83




*. ,Teacher Attitude toward tflé‘ unit and Léa;:ner Performance,
° © no correlation was found' (r = 0.01). This is not significant

at the ¢ = 0.05 level (Table 10).

L
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TABLD 10 \j°

gt ‘~x‘.» ST e

MEAN INSTRUCTOR ATTITUDE TOWARD THE UNIT BY MEAN LEARNER ATTITUDE |

PROJECT

“INE

2 % UNIT
__arr

TRUéTORMjVT

. LEARNER =
__ATTITUDE B

\ *LFARNER .
PERFORMANCE c

- .‘Cocomino.’ !

Tlea . .
) Trl-County
WACOP'

LI

o A
Central Maricopa'
- vty ;9

Mesa
Pinal.

Roosevelt

Yavapai

o

;3§47f'
3,70~
*3;4¢f’m _
5ﬁ3.3oi,5f1*
i,:3;89“)
V7[3-56f}_‘T

ITUDE A

352
3.56
380

""2;4i;fﬁf
dse
269
(}2 68;' m
S 2ler
"igisd"Tj
Z;GQ,'
2.5

- 2.53

'”80" “
g
kasu ;,,
g5 f';T
~j79’fT:;v:
e
84
‘”*f80""“
50

- rBC

rAC
rAB

0.01
0.28
0.24

(!

.

Y

*Percent of students attaining unit ijeétivesA

u

Correlatlon CoeFf1c1ent "




Varlous other data was coLlected from the teachers 1n- -

»volVed in the f1eld test of the unlts. Thls data was complled;

and examlned”andfls presented below.’

g
]

The data’collectedfinCludedfthe fOllowing'information:

1. Teachers 1nd1cated whether they had experlence in

l

- jobs other than teachlng and whether this 1nfor-

matijon helped in teach1ng the un1t.» It was found

'that 93 of the 152- teachers (61%) had,prev1ous

experlence in a A9Db. other~than teaching. Of these

SRR A - s 2 Jaa.uvwm

93, 75 1ndlcated that the prev1ous eXperlence helped
in teach1ng the unit, (Tables ll and 12)
,‘2' The teachers were askedvhow many guest speakers

they used. Slxty—51x of the 152 teachers (43 z gig

A total of 145 guest
speakers were’usedain»the 152 classrooms. (Table 13)

3. The teachers were also asked to 1nd1cate the amount
‘of time devoted to the un1t per week and what time
of day (AM or PM) the un1t was prlmarely taught.,
The median number of hours spent per week teachlng‘
the unit fell-between 2-3 hours.‘=N1nety—four

(62%)‘teachers‘taught_ﬁue unlt in the afternoon

whlle 58 (38%) taught the unlt in ‘the mornlng.
(Tables 14 and 15)

L

4. The teachers Were'also asked what,kind‘of classroom

or method'of teaching they‘useda One. hundred.;f

eleven (73%) of the classrooms wereuself-contalned‘

I O YA e 1

24 (16%) werevopen classroom and 17 (11%) were

team taught. (Table 16)

32

42
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‘TABLE 12

[

. WUMBER AND PERCENT OF INSTRUCTORS THAT‘ “TAUGHT N
“EACH UNIT BY WHETHER PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE HELPS |
©~ IN CAREER EDUCATION
] B
) ," ©© PREVIOUS . o
YES ) ' NO EXPERIENCE TOTAL ‘

- PROQJECT N % : N % W% . NUMBER - v

Coconino 4 33 2 17 6 50 12

Central o | ' R ; :
.Maricopa 13 59 2 9,7 32 . 22

Mesa 8 38 3 14 10 48 21

Pinal .4 40 - 2 20 4 40 10

- Roosevelt 15 79 1 5 3186 . 19 .

Pima | 6 37 3. 19 7 4 16
Tri-County 14 67 1 5 6+ 29 21 °
' WACOP . 9 °56 1 6 6. 371 6

Yavapai. - 2,13 3 20 - 10 .67 15

! L . . . ’ N l, ] \ ) N . ) ‘ .
“Total © 'f 75 49 18 12 59 39 . 152 -
. . o
04
~ : 4 4 ¢
) 34 .




[ ORI S P W

TABLE 13 -

° ' NUMBER AND PERCENT OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TAUGHT EACH ST
’ UNIT BY THE NUMBER OF GUEST SPEAKERS USED | :

. - 0 1 2 Y3 4 |

, o - . “TOTAL

PROJECT | N % N 2 .. N & - N % R’ L.  NUMBER .

@ ~ .Coconino 8 67 3 25 I 8" 0 0 0 0 12

S s " B : . s
Central : - : oo ‘
Maricopa . 6 ___ 27 13 59 2 9 1 4 0 0. ok

- o e B " N ’ 1
Mesa 5 24 13- 62 -2 9 o0 0 l 5 21

. ' ' v v ' . 7 k ”

~ Pinal 7 70 1 10 ;1 10 1 10 o [ 10

. V V / “' * ’

Roosevelt 7 37 4121 5 26 1 5 2 10 19

N Pima 6 37 2 12 2 12 L & 5 31 16

@ B ' " ‘ - , u
Tri-Colnty 9 43 8 38 0 0 2 9 2 9 21
WACOP 8 50 8 5 0 0 0 0 0" 0 16

| Yavapai - 10 67 3« 20 1+ 7 0.. 0 1 7 . 15

® / . . . ‘ o . !

> Total 66 43 35 36 14 9 - 6 4 11 7 ‘152
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L N - TABLE 15
. . S 'NUMBER AND PERCENT OF INSTRUCTORS ’,TVI-IAT TAUGHT
K S " EACH UNIT BY TIME TAUGHT * ©

e - | . AM PM ~ TOTAL
__PROJECT - N s N % NUMBER_
Coconino 3 25 9 75 12

| . Central T ) | )
® Maricopa 6 27 16 73 .22 ;

Mesa .9 ©o43 0 12 57 21

.“"i»inal, | 2 : 210" R | g0 ,1,;dv )
® Roosevelt 11 58 g - 42 "1,9 ‘
Pima ’ 4 25 12 75 o 16 . | P

Tri-County - 12 57 .. 9 - 43 21 P
h . N . - . ’/ - .

™ © WACOP 6 37 w0, 62 -+ 16 @ *. '
. . fg N . i - ] . . ; .
Yatvapai : , 5 < 33 - 10 - 67 o 15 :

4 \

Total 58 38 » o4 62~ 152,

. . " . L .
- - — RS E)
- * ' . M ' *
o 6 Ld .
- ‘
s -
7 £ d
. ¢
@ v
N .
o y
L4
® ! )
. * C
. ¢ ) 4 + ;
RLY ‘
. - < .
X " B N 5 .
. %
9 ‘
A - N .
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s o
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~ ~ A
’ Al
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N = -
e
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N . A i
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- . A &
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. TABLET 16/ T
NUMBER OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TAUGHT EACH UNIT .
BY TYPE OF CLASSROOM AND METHODP OF TEACHING'.’

4

¢ .

OPEN | TSELF . TEAN
s ~ CLASSROOM CONTAINED _ = TAUGHT:
. PROJECT . _ N A N % N8

v

Coconino -2 7. 8 67—~ 2 17
Central ‘ - — | o
Maricopa 9 14 64 6 27

" Mesa 29 11 52 ﬂigia ‘"V;& V‘u
Pinal EPTIR —70 1 107

Roosevelt 0

Pima 19 - 11 69 12

Tri-County
6

WACOP 19 12 75

= W W + N O N

1
0

| 2

19 16 76 1 5
1
0

Yavapai 7 * 14 93 VI
Total 24 16 111 73 17 11
) |




. m
¢€ndeearner Performance“ln:the“form of lesson imbedded test
@ “ . : - A ‘l S g il
ltemg. e e “ ‘ . ‘
1. unit Effectlvenessyﬁg'.» ) -

SN , The folrbwlng model was employed to ‘combine the-
- . '

Pt |  UNIT ANALYSIS

a“ When the major unlt,measures of effectlvnness are
examlned they reduce to three major factors. Teacher

Att;tug% toward the unlt, Learner Attitidde toward the unit,

major measures of unlt effectlveness to arrive at

"an overall un1t valué determlnatlon (Plg 2).

. These three measures yield a good look at the

_ggeeﬁ veness of the unit=--in both the,cognltlve -

¢ . .n . =\ R ’ o ) L . ‘"‘
A and affective modes, The unlts were‘then ranked in

- ¥

" relation to th;s measure of effectlveness.;ew P L

%

#

This effectlveness ranklng could be utlllzed by
- S

school dlstrlct admln;strators to a5818t them in N

f‘\

ch9051ng units to be implemented ‘in this dlstrlcts. N 1
The prospective users can examine the unit's , .

. effectiVeness in projects with similar demographic
Q‘characterlstlcs as his, own. 'In this way he can

C choose units that have a high probabillty of success-

sl
.

ful 1mple@entat10n and 1oca1 acceptance.

)
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. “

The overall effectlveness ranklhg, along wlth

"7{rank1ngs across unmts for Teacher Attitude, Learner

K-

"?Attltude and Learﬂer Perﬁormance are p&esented in,

q . ‘», q ~.7 .' . .

a

Y e : B i‘.i

?EffectlveneSS and Fthnlc ?rofale .Q o o

1f .
In an.effort«to a551st future'users of the unlt, in

}termé ofplmplementlng units with higher probabllltles

s of shccess w1th1n their own district, the follow1ng

]

various ethnic proflles represented *in the fleld test

“(Tables 18 through 25). ﬁ ) ’

¥

It must be noted at this tlme that not all unlts

Were .tested w1th1n all progects. Therefore, a unlt

~may not be ranked within a particular ethnic profile

because it was not tested within that specific

profile. In that ceee no data exists concerning that
unit's performance w1th1n the spec1f1c ethnlc proflle.
This is not to say that it would not be successfully
1mplemented in such a dlstrlct The data here is
presented only as a gulde to 1mplementatlon, and should

not be used wlthout examining thefspecific unit and

the associated individual unit report recommendations.
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TABLE 19 o _ALL UNITS

CENTRAL MARICOPA
) ” : - —-
‘g A.I. B. s.S. A.
ETHNgc' ’ , . ’
PROFILE =~ o, o -t |
| STUDENT ;mei§HER ~“§ — STUDENT _ EFFEET.
UNITS ATTITUDE " ATTITUDE ', 'PERFORMANCE = RANK'
o+ sm) Ay PR
R o s o
2 1 ' 5 1 1
3 4. %-;_\ o )\\\1&.5‘* 2 - 2 |
+ s Louseo s 3
1 2.5% o 3,5% s 4,
7 2,54 - 6 % 4 ‘ .5,
.5 6 . 3.5% 6 6

**Tied ranks




- TABLE 22 . ALL UNITS .
*  COCONINO | |
AI. © 3. @& s.s. A.
ETHNIC o oo »
PROFILE  * - B -
. "N
— STUDENT |,  TEACHER . + _ STUDENT _ EFFECT.
UNITS ATTITUDE - ATTITUDE  PERFORMANCE  RANK
: (sa) - (TA) ’ o
L
-
3
4.5%
4.5%
..’6




s .
P -

*TABL33187 t7;"
MESA, YAVAPAI -

" ETHNIC o .
PROFILE 7 T RN

‘: ‘;k“ B

UNITS

“STUDENT ~ TES |
ATTITUDE ~  ATTITUDE
(sa) - oAy

TEACHER + STUDENT
PERFORMANCE

TEEFECT. .

RANK =~

(I ST

10

S sk 3

10 - 1
o4 10

N e




‘PIMA

-~

-~

ETHNIC

PROFILE -~ ~ 0.

STUDENT |
ATTITUDE ‘
(SA)

" TEACHER _

- (TAY

ATTITUDE

~ STUDENT

" PERFORMANCE -

22
' 5.

. No Data B T

'No bata . 1

1 |
:;g. L
‘«3:

No Data -

No Data

s

EFFECT. ..




, TABLE 23

xd

-~ . PINAL

- o < . ) . o

: L U[UBROFILE. T o 0 4o

L . . - s . . o et - T P . E . &
. 3 . / é‘ 5 . - v ] e .- i o R

-

__ /BTUDENT - TEACHER -~ STUDENT & EFFEC
UNITS ' ATTITUDE - _ ATFITUDE  PEREORMANCE . RANK

POLER=

T.

. (sn) - ()

- L . , . Lo (PO




TABLE 24
 ROOSEVELT - |

—

-ETHNIC
PROFILE

T _STUDENT “TEACHER __ STUDENT . EFFECT.
. UNITS ATTITUDE ATTITUDE .. PERFORMANCE = RANK
3 (sa) . (Ta) T

1.5 *
1.5 *
4

3
6
5




TABLE 21

L.
TRI=COUNTY

ETHNIC
PROFILE

] “STUDENT “TEACHER "STUDENT  EFFECT.
UNITS - ATTITUDE ATTITUDE - PERFORMANCE  RANK
) ($3) _(TA) . - o ‘

2 a1
3 3

*Tied ranks




TABLE 20

WACOP

oy

u

‘'ALL UNITS !

‘.'.

ETHNIC

PROFILE . -

4 . .-
. .

STUDENT |

UNITS ATTITUDE - -

TEACHER
ATTITUDE

STUDENT &

PERFORMANCE

EFFECT,
RANK

(SA) (TA) .
8 . 5 1 1 1.5* ‘
4 * 2 4 3 3
& 2o
‘9 . ” , . 5 2 4“ 09 “
L S T 3 5 E
*Pied ranks - , : * s
. *
5 . . A -
. . g o
* ‘150 PR
‘ ) ‘50 . s
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-t . B *
M

A tdtal of approxlmately 4, 900 léarners.were exposed to

b

the unrts 1n the n1ne part1c1pat1ng pro:ects. Flfty

percent of the learners were, female ahd 81xty-n1ne

percent of the learners were. Anglo. dg .

("w
[

2.:”0fhthe 152 teachers ‘that présented the unlts, 121 were

| female. The medlan years of. experlenee was between
'6 10 years and 93 had prev;ously taught or developed
a pareer education unit or program.w' |
‘;meaEher attitude toward career education was fairf&l v
high (3.98 on a scaleawhere“skwaé the highest_‘ |

" possible response). O;dthe:de possible responses, -

83% were positive, 11% were of no opinion, and only

7% were negative. s
Teacher attitude toward the unlts--the teachers‘ﬁere Je‘
moderately positive overall toward the unlts {3.59).

of the possible 456 responaes, 68% were pOSltlve,

12% were of no‘:opinion and 20% were negatlve.

s

Teachers that had a high pos1tvefatt1tude toward

career education appeared also to favor thecunits
- % “ »

(r = 0.42).

61




A“n6.* Learner att1tudé was pos1t1ve toward all unlts across

Py

all progects (2 8 on a Scalt‘where 3 was the hlghest
w;possmble response) : Slxty—elght (68) percent of the

2? 879 student responses were pos1tlve toward the

nnlt, 23% no opinion, and,IO% were négative toward

> the unJ.t. T i

Vo

Dearner performance on the unlt—-the overall percent

of correct scores for all the units by all the pro:ects

“ +

was a high 83%. ;There¢wasullttle variation across - e

projects.

L

Measures of unit effectlveness based on Teacher Atti-

tude toward the unlt, Learnér Attltude toward the
unlt, and Learner Performance on crlterlon referenced———
lesson 1mbedded 1tems were calculated for each unit.

A rank;ng of the units in terms of unit effectiveness

5

is presented in the report.
. W
Student dehographlc data from the field test 51te

were subJected to an ethnmic proflle. The units'——

effect1Veness were ranked in relatlon to ethnlc proflle,

so that districts with comparable ethnlc proflles

!

could use the information for'lmplementatlon decisions.




-
-

All ll unlts wh1ch were fleld tested are satlsfactory

enough to be 1ncluded 1n the 1975 76 statew1de 1mple- )

mentatlon program. - ’ . ‘Vl

It is recommended that an attachment contalnlng .

< .

suggestlons for reflnements, listed 1n the 1nd1V1dual

»

i,unlt reports, be attached to the approprlate units

-

for use by the 1mplementat10n teachers., ‘

»
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OVERALL '

MEAN STUDENT ATTITUDE BY TIME OF DAY UNIT TAUGHT .

o | | t:,"STUDENT o '?Egﬁ gEAﬁAY< P
PROJECT , ATTITUDE - - y . MEAN‘ k - : |
kCocon#no‘ - 2.41 r11;25

 Centra1 Marlcopa 2.59 ‘ 2.27
Mesa E " 2,69 1.43
Pinal ‘k ’ 2.68 1.20
Roogevelt 2.61 1.58
Pima 2.64 1.25

* Trl-COunty )f 2.60 | 1;57

“wacop 2.45 2.38
Yavapai . 2.53 1.33
r=0.01
-

'
v e B
65




. - . TABLE IT o ;
' OVERALL ‘ R N
MEAN STUDENT PERFORMANCE BY TIME OF DAY UNIT TAUGHT
e — ‘ ., TIME oF DAY
‘ : :  *LEARNER o 1=PM 2=2aM
— PRO’JECT . PERFORMANCE" - MEAN
o Coconino o 86‘ ' _E 1.25
Central Maricopa , 82, - S i' 'i.27’ |
‘ Mesa - 85 C . 1.43 , :
Pinal 85 0 v 1.20
Roosevelt 9 o o | 158 é
i Pima ) V 86 . 7 , 1.25 .
Tri-County 84 a L7 e
’ WACOP 80 1.38
Yavapai 90 - 133
r= =0.17 \ : - ‘ .
: _ *Percent of students attaining‘phit dbject;‘.vés‘”
’
' )
N L
4
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FIELD TEST INSTRUMENT PACKAGE

d5enif Ewenbonanfioem
. ABRIEIARE. o
~ . LEARN TO EARN
. S ©© GRADE LEVEL: 6 °




S o emmrr

CAREER zoucm‘rou FIELD TEST
.PROGRAM INFORMATION -

. PleaSe.prinr;
’ Instructor >‘:7 '_':r"_ achool R -
“Unit or Kit 'ritle L District
Grade Level - “PrOJect,t_r;, L ;;Lv
Date unit or Kit introduced in thefclassroomg’. VAR AR
' ‘ : : o mo. day /e
. Student data: (*the numbers should agree)
“ ; '*Total number bf students exposed to the unlt _ ‘
< *Number of students of each«sex: a. male;___ : b. female
. *Nimber of ;tudentsuxnoeach ethnzpogroup;:5<;</f:”,“‘
Na." American fndian*___ ' ”rd~$'AngloVWhite___~
* b. Black____ - e. Other_;_;
. Ce SpaniEh Surname;ﬁ__
. ", ]
DIRECTiON§:' Circle “the letter of voyr answur.in each of thei
- following cuestions. ” - t . ‘
R T P T S S R O .. : v
; Teachersy o , - .
How many years have you worked in the field of education?‘
a. Less‘than one .4 11*15 years
L.* 1-5 years 2, More than 15 years
?c.. 6-10 years . - '1 ' { |
- Which of the follovrné wou;* best descrlhe your exposure to
' Career. Edgcatlon o) date)’ 4 have: - .

a. Develormd a Career Faucatlon‘Unit or program
b. - Taught a Career Educatzon unxt or program

c.. Read ‘a Career Education unxt or program

-

'd; Had sone exposure to Career Educatlon

e. Had no exposure to Career Education

. .




jWheﬁﬁis‘your sex? '
a. Male e o . B R
b. Female_ . .. . R a .
1s yquﬁ classroom: (more than one gneeer may be applicebie)ﬂ ‘
~a. Open_ " . ‘ g o | |
b. Seif-contained_“__ ) el
c. Team ‘taught R : L - .-

What tlme of day vere the 1essons taught (predomxnantly)?

a. AM_ . S i o .
N m__ . ; - e S
. How much time did you @evote to the'ynit each,weeﬁap
‘a. Less‘thanhl hour . :
» b. 1-2 hours.
c. .2-3 hours | - IR .
d. 3-5 Hours c | |
. e.  More. than's hours | _ )
How many guest speakers were’ used in con)unctlon with the
unit? . .
a. -0 : X
. b. 1 | :
- c. 2 - | .
a. 3 S S ’
e. 4 ot more w -‘ V“. | ,
Havie you had another occupaﬁion<other than teaching?
a. Social sciences , ‘e, Technical ‘
b. Physical sciencee f. Censtruction
) c. Chemical sciences - g. Industry |
, d. Business . " h. q




2

ool L v - -
’ ( » “-
- . v
4 . P
L4, B ;
. X B .
Ears -
- £
L ¥
B . .
4 . .- @

pid th.t- exﬁarienép hglptin tuéhinq the Career Bducation
unit? ..~ S | S

. .

a. Yes

v .
'h. NO
& & -
N -
»
-, , .
s
.
.
. -~
.
.
~
.
.
.
. »
b -
g
¢ *
4 -
e
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]
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i
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Dirgctions:.

PART II
Learner Performance Data

Please provxde an 1nd;catlon of how well the

lessons delivered the performance obJectlves.

The lesson numbers and methods of evaluation

for each have been indicated. Page -numbers, -
objective spec1f1cat10ns, and item numbers are
indicated as appropriate. Please indicate the

total number of learners responding. Then record

the number that responded correctly. Complete

this form as you teach each lesson of the unit.

Lesson
Number

Page No. | Instructor| Respondini
Item No. Test' Checklzst Judgment Respondin Correctly |
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xlnlt:ucto:@ At-.utdiun;il Data = o

Directions: Read onch statement nmd phu a duck in the box
' under the. hudinq thnt eucrl.bu you: response.

.

v ~ R

Strongly — ] %o - imry;, :
__Agree_ | Aqree inion | Disagree |Disagre
. Eluns in my subject , ‘ o e

grade level would be "
more meaningful and rele-
vant if focused around
Career Education obj.c- ‘
tiVCl. ) '

Career Education is just ‘ | | .
another fad that will ~

soon be torgotun

After ntniul nviliom ,
.- this unit will be
ready for statewide : : , : .
distribution. : B , e

The learning activities « .
were very effective in : :
helping meet the per-

tomnc- stated. .

2

The content of the un.‘.t
relates directly to my

regular chu Program. ; , ) N T ad -

Indicate below. any further comments conoerning the. ltunqthn or .
weaknesses of thc un:l.t. , Q ’ o

e . . . -




PAR'r III (Continued)
Learner Attitudmal Data

On the follow.mg page is an att:.tucnnal survey which
we would like your learners to respond to. Please remove
that page from this mstrument and reproduce enough copies
for each of your learners. We feel that it would be best
if your learners responded'to this survey at the completion -

of the unit. 1If your learners do not have the needed reading

ability to complete the sigrvey, please read and explain the
items to them. After the Iearnerl have completed the survey,
please tally their responses and record the total number of
learners responding in each manner of the form provided

YES - I poN'T NO

4

CARE
1.
L}
2.
3.
4.
HAPPY - OK , "SAD
5.
6.




PART III (cont'd)

3

LEARNER ATTITUDINAL FORM

1. Houl& ‘you want to know more
. ahout what we have learned
in these lessans?

V2. Do you know more now' about
these .lessons than before?

3. Were the lessons interesting
to you?

4. Do yon think that next year's
. class should be ngen the:e
lessons? :

- 5. How did you feel about fhg
lessons? )

Q

f\
o -

6. How did most of’your other
d classmates feel about the
lessons?

. .
., - »

-

7. How did your teacher feel
about the lessons? A
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