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ABSTRACT :

, Phase 1 of the project consisted of a survey of the
states to determine the type of ‘model used ip the states' evaluation

of vocational-technical education. In addition, a search was made of
RIE and CIJE to determine the most recent evaluation research studies
conducted in each state. Through responses to inquiries and the
literature search, the type of evaluation. and research studies
conducted in each state was determined. The various methods of
evaluation used were grouped into the eight categories of self-study, .-
visiting team, follow-up, employer-based, cost-lkenefit, behavioral
cbjective, norbehavioral objective, and job placement relatedness.
Results are presented as discussions in which the literature on. each

" of the eight identified evaluation methods is summarized. A
discussion of process versus product evaluation is also included. -
Tdbles indicate the type of evaluation used as reported by the states
and also the number of reported research studies conducted in or for
the states according to type of evaluation method. Appendixes contain
project correspondence and a 19-page bibliography. (NJ)
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S ' ; REVIEW OF LITERATURE

/ In November, 1973, a letter was sent to the State Departments of Public
Instruction of the:50 states requesting information on the state's evaluation model
for vocational-technical education (Appendix A). A letter and/or materials were
received from twenty-two states as a result of that init{al mailing.

After a meeting with Dr. Robert Harris at Indiana University in ‘August, 1974,
a letter requesting information and materials was sent to four states he suggested
as baving a system:but who had not responded to the MNovember, 1973 inquiry. These
states were California, Georgia, Illinois, and Oklahoma, and a response was re-=
ceived from each of these states. -

In early October, 1974, a “Probe" was made of the Educational Resources Infor-
mation Center (ERIC) through Indiana University. A ‘Probe’ is a computerretrieval
program developed at Indiana University to search the ERICTAPES of RIE (research
reports and studies) and CIJE (journal articles). The result is a computer print-
out giving an abstract of the most recent 100 research reports or studies and a
full citation of earifer relevant reports or studies. The same is true for journal
articles. .

The following descriptors were used for the "'Probe:

1. Vocational education ; 11. Program evaluation

2. Agricultural education ' 2, Evaluation techniques

3. Business education 13. Educational aceountability
4. Cooperative education 14. Evaluation criteria

5. Distributive education 15. Course evaluation

6. - Health occupationz education 16. Statewide assessment .

7. Prevocational edfication 17. Statewide planning

8. Technical educsation

9, Trade and Industrial education
10. Occupational home economics
Anything including a descriptor from #1-10 in combination with a descriptor from
#11-17 was printed. A total of 800 research studies and 248 journal articles was
identified through this procedure. The next step was to elimirate inappropriate
studies from further consideration on the basis of the gbstracts provided for the
- first 100 listed. Abstracts for the remaining studies were located in the "Research
in Education’ journals at Wabash College and reviewed at that location. Approxi-
mately 350 research studles were actually reviewed on microfiche by two NED staff
members at Purdue University. In addition, approximately 50. journal articles were °
examined. Information was written on 112 research studies and twelve journal
articles. A bibliography is attached. b '

i During October, 1974, a letter was sent to the Vocational Education Divisions
of the State Departments of Education which requested updated materials from (
states who had responded the previous year. An introductory letter and request for
information was sent to States that had nﬁt:fesgaﬁded to the November, 1973,
inquiry (see Appendix B). : 3




In December, 1974, another letter was sent toc the Directors of the Division of

Vocational Education of the various State Departiments of Public Instruction who i
did not respond to the October, 1974, letter. Mr. Phillip Mann, Coordinator of
Evaluation, Indiana Division of Vocarvional Education, gave us permission to use his
name as a reference for the project for this mailing (see Appendix C).

To date, April 1. 1975, some response has been received from 45 of the states.
Thirty-four states sent materfals and/or evaluation procedures, eipght sent a letter
stating their involvement in vocational education evaluation, and three indicated
the state did not have a system. '

II. STATE SYSTEMS }'

’ - L= .

Through responses to inquiries and research studies, the type of evaluation and
research studies conducted in each stdte was determined. Table A presents a summary
of the evaluation gctivities reported:in a state through a reaponse to the various
Anquiries noted above. Since five states did not respond to the letters requesting
information, 'no reply' is indicated for those states. The various methods of
evaluation used in the states tend to fall into eight categories:

1. Self-study 5. Cost/benefit analysis
2. Visiting team - 6. Behavioral objectives
3. Follow-up of students 7. Nonbehavioral objectives
4. Employer and/or Community 8. Job placement relatedness.
evaluation '
% .
Four other categories are included in Table A:
1. Undetermined: incomplete data
2. In process of developing system -
3. No sysiem
4.  No reply.
, TABLE A
\ Responses from States

-

o

Honbehavioral

Job Placement
Incomplete data
In process of
developing system

Relatedness
Undetermined:

Employer~based
Cost/Benefit
No system

o reply

Self~study
Visiting team
Evaiuvation

Follow-up
Obiectives

Behavioral
Objectives

Alabama _ : ) : X
Alaska x 3 |
Arizona X X _
Arkansas X | o ~ a : .

]
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»
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TARLE A cont.

Fmployer-based
Evaluation

UInletermined.
Incomplete data

Yonbehavioral

Objectives
Job Placement

Self-study
Visgiting team
Cost /Benefit
Pehavwioral
Objectives
Relatedness

Foll ow-up

"

e
»

California
Colorado b4 - X
Connecticut

Delaware

gl

Illinois
Indiana X

RO

Towa . X
-Kansas Xk

bl

Kentuckyy X
Louisiana
Maine X bA

Michigan KA
Minnesota X e
Missi X

Missouri X X

Montana

Nebraska . _ -

Nevada | s
NHew ﬁampshire

Hew Jersey . ! B Sl

e

Hew Mexlco

New York _ , ' B

- North o B
Cdrolina X¥k&¥ Ykkik

‘erie
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In process of
developlnp system
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Yo reply
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North Dakeota X X
Chio X X X : X 7
Oklahoma p.d X X
‘Oregon X
Pemmsvylvania X X
Rhode Island X X
South Carclina X X
,South Dakota’ o ’ - . X
TennegSte— X . - ‘
Texas ¥ X X N X
Utah X X
Vermont X
Virginia X 7 -
Washington ' _ X
West Virginia X - X
Wisconsin ) X
Wyoning - X

* Submitted an evaluation of two career education prajgcts in Georgia which were
develaped ac the University of Missouri.

*% Submitted the annual evaluation rapﬂrt prepared by the State's Advisory Council
for Vocational Education. :

#%* Submitted an evgluatiaﬁ’sygtem for Career Education Projects.

*%%* The syatem and instrumentation is in the process of being fileld-tested.
Table B indicates the number of reported research studies conducted in or for
a state and other reports specifying s state. Information collected from the
various research studies reviewed that could be decermined as pertaining to a particu-
lar ‘state was categorized as follows: .




Behavicral objectives
Monbehavioral objectives
Job placement relatedness

1. -Self-study
2. Visiting team
3. TFollow-up of students
4. Fmployer and/or Community .. Other :
evaluation 1 General distussion -- evalua-
5. Cost/benefit analysis tion in peneral, not specific
A methods.

o= B ]

TABLI! B
Review of ERICTAPES and !Misesllaneous Studies and Reports

Follow-up
Employer and/or
* Community Ewal.
Cost/berefit
Behavioral .
Objectives
Objectives
Job Placement
Pelatedness
General
Discussion

- Honbehavioral
Other

Self-study
Visiting team

m

Alabama

Alaska

rasit
[

Arizona S | 1 1

Arkansas

California 7 7 3 5 2 2 1 3
"'Colorado 1 '

Connecticut 1

Delaware . )

Florida . Core 2

Georgla . ' » !i p
Hawaii
\Idaﬁa o N
I1linois

[

Indiana

—

Iowa
~ Ransas , S
' Kentucky 1 * . 2 1 ; 1 1
:fiauisiana - v A
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. . i -

it
w
et

Maryland 2 1.
Massachusetts
Michigan ) 1
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TABLE B cgnﬁg

Emplover and/or
Cormmunity Ewal.
Monbehavioral

Objectives
Job Placement

Self-study
Cost /benefit
Relatedness

Behawiloral
Objectives
General

Discussion

‘ Fﬁlluw~up
Other

-

Minnesota
Mississippl

Missouri

(it -
- -T : Wisitinﬂ‘ieam

[ o]
[

- Montana \)i

e
o

Nebraska %;
Nevada ) : ) . o1
New Hampshire ’ [N E

.New Jersey 1 - 1 1 1
New ' . .
New York 11 1 i
North Carolina - 1 1 1 1 1 4

North Dakota 7 \\\ ’ . .
Ohio 2 3 2 . 1 2 3 . 1 :

Oklahoma s -

Oregon .. ;;f — . , N
Pennsylvania 1 1 1 1

Rhode Island 1
South Carolina ) ' . 1

)

o
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South Dakota

—

Tennessee 3 2 4 3 )
Texas - 1 . . ‘1 . i 1 1
Utah | 1 1 ‘

. Vermont T ’ N ‘
Virginia _ T 1
washington 1 1 -2 . 4 )

. Weat Virgicia .1 _ .
Wisconsin -1 1 1 A ‘ ' 1 -
Wyoming ) ' ' '
WSsﬁiﬁgtgn, nc S |
Pﬁerta.Rica . :
No State Identity ' 1; 2 1 3
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II1. METHODS OF EVALUATION g i

"Information theorists refer to error in communication as noise, The overall
literature on evaluation is extremely noisy, has wide gaps, 1is difficult to foliow,
is voluminous and contradictory, and can ledve a reader in a state of frustration.’
(William Y. Stevenson and William Gary Ward, 213) ' .

An averﬁhelminguvagieé§ of combinations of the various methods of evaluation was
. found to exist in the available literature. Each method will be-diseussed below under
the general type of evaluation that it represents: process or product evaluatien.- )
A select number of the various combinations of methods will then be presented and .
~ discussed in more detaill. ‘ e -

Much has been ;itten»an(che'prcs and cons of process versus product evaluation.

Arguments are pi:sgnted as to why product evaluation 1s the better approach, why pro-

cess assessmeut should be conducted instead of just 1Qakiﬂg'atsthe product . and why
both types of assessments are essential. : '

. Many researchers feel the student should be at. the crux of any evaluation. Tt

is argued that there can be the most up-to-date facilities. most innovative ceaching
methods, a well-functioning administrative body, and every other facet ot a program
can be "optimal, but if the students cannot find employment where their training o

. will benéfit them or where the training can be of direct. use in some manner, the pro- Ei;g;
gram should be modified or dropped from a achool’s offerings. This 1is basically the
philosophy of the indlviduals whe favor program outcome or product as the sole measuyre,
of a vocational-technical education program's success. 'The heart of the evaluation
problem, these people feel, is the congruence between actual outcomés of the program )
and the objectives of the program. The Missouri Advisory Council on Vocational .
Education (137) favors product evaluation, which . ... would also help to substan- '
tively answer the charge that this evaluation is a small North Central.’ The majority

. of the accrediting commissions throughout the country appear to concentrateé on process

_ evaluation. , The council felt the evaluation could be expedited if evaluation would

&

focus more on output and.less on process. ,

Traditional evaluation has been toward process. Many individuals apparently
_still feel that this is the route that should be followed. Cornback in The Method* . .
ology of Evaluation (196) by Michael Scriven commented, "Evaluation used to improve
the course while it is still fluid contributes more to improvement of education
than evaluation used to appraise a product already on the market.” The Puerto Rico
Advisory Council on Vocational, and Technical Education (175) states that evaluation
should Le actually a process rather than a 'post mortem” activity. The authors af
the Annual Report for EDUTEK, Inc., (12) see both an’ advantage and # disadvantage to
.the process approach, "Process eva.uation 1s a necessary and valuatle tool by educa- - |
tors, for educators and with eduv.ators.” . _ . .
In addition to the people who expound only product or only process evaluation,
there are many individuals who feel a mixture of process and ‘outcome evaluation
would provide the best and most useful results. William R. Grive (87) indicated,
It becomes apparent that curriculum evaluation and development cannot be separated
from the appraisal and evaluation of individual competencies and that neither’ can
be accomplished without an analysis of job requirements and the development of
criterion measures based on these requirements.” | ‘

: ““Robert T. Willjams. (244) sums up the process versus product approach: "Rggardsv
less of whether the evaluation is product-oriented or process-oriented, its value will
“~be largely determined by when and in what form its results reach the decision-maker: .

and by his commitment to include its results in the planning process. I challenge
' -9~ '

o | S
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TABLE C -
) o SELF~-STUDY TMNFORMATION FLOW e

Cormmunity

LI LT omtmar

Fresent
Objectives

o N
(Recent)
Elans.

I —_— = e

"1 _Btudies

New or existing
committees -

Reaffirm
approvad
objectives, -
" programs, and
procedures

Chairman or
Loordinator

Draft
Self-Study
__ .~ Report T
1‘; ;
Discussions, Comments,
Hearinga, and Action

{
) N ) o

Final ;
Self-5tudy Report

Ed

710

Students

;

i Graduates 7
t from Special °
. Programs -

Data

New or existing
committees

Institute
neeaded
changes in
objectives,
programs, and

procedures

i

B

-



you Eq-hegiﬂ tying‘gvaluatinn results directly inta planning. Do not wait for some '
researcher to do it for you." : TR :

P A. PROCESS EVALUATION METHODS

1. Self-study o -~
Self-study is probably the most commonly used and written about method cf
evaluation in vocaticnal-technical education. Harris W. Reynolds (187) stated, ''The
- best evaluation is carried on by the local distriect as self-evaluation.” The North
Carolina Department of Public Instfuction (211) indicates that the evatuation/
accréditation process of which a thorough sélf-study is one part, . . . is being

removed from its historic -position of detached isolation to the mainstréam of the
ongoing operational routines of inatructional planning and educational management. ' -
* A self-study usually’is completed by the various components of the school and a
typical self-study information flow chart by Tadlock Associates, Inc. (98) which
shows many of the common_components is included as Table C. Although this partic-
Jular scheme was.developed for programs for the disadvantaged and handicapped, a
“gimilar format could be used for regular vocational-technical education prggrams

and Services. : : '

~ After the decision to conduct a self-study has been made, the school ugually
appoints 'a stes:iing committee which will be in charge of the actual evaluatipn. The
individuals directly concerned with the precgram's (or programs') conceptualization,
design, operation, and continuous -implementation are the logical persons to be con=
cerned with the evaluation process and should therefore be on the steering committee.
In addition to rractitioners, it is often considered desirable for students and )
community reprisentatives to be included on the self-study teams in order to have
input from all concerned audiences. These people are generally utilized as chalrmen
of sub-committees. )
Once & steering committee is established, the plans for the self-study need to
be made. The first step the committee usually takes 1s to develop a time table
stating what 1s to be done and when. Table D gives examples of time tables used in

three different evaluation syatems.

TABLE D
S:MPLE TIME TABL

COPES Scheduling Guidelines

(self-study and site visit) :
e Maximum Elapsed.

Step Action ' ) -. Days* From Raquest

1 College requést for assistarce on self-appraisal Y

2 Initial planning of COPES subsystem activities

with chief college administrator

3 - :| Appointment of COPES site visit team B

4 Orientation and planning visit to college by

5

»
ow

 site vieit chdirman | .
Completion and retuvh of perceptions instruments .
to COPES service center. . T o 35

6 _ Site visit and oral presentation by site visit T

chairman ' ' o 2k

| written summary of oral presedtation - J b3 —
*Based on five-day work week. - ] : N r )

from:- "COPES Giide: Community Lollege Ogcupational Programs Evaluation System,”

.California Community Colleges, Sacramento, California.

- ) ..
. ) . o
) - ) . 1 ‘1 Y ot . L=
. ) oty : = .

=11 =

o




A ERAALILE L LAMLL 5

?UGGEQTED TIM E ‘TABLE
Step Elapsed Time from Start of Fvaluation! .
- (in months)
. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9
1. Notificatien of T
evaluation ' :

2. TInitial cgnferencé with
administraticn and

Ea ulty .
3. TImplementation of -

self-study -~ .
4. Sub-committee reports . o

Steering committee ' kY
f%nal Teports

D.P.I. Review of

submitted material

7. On-site evaluation
8. Report of evaluation by _ ) : )
D.P.I1. : o e . ’ ‘ ¢

Evaluativ¢ Friﬁeris faf‘ﬁaﬂatianal Té:hnicsl P:agrams,” by Hay:f:Lsﬂr
W. Reynolds and others.
Inst¥ection, Harrisburg.

) .
adapted from:

hguld be developed.

iaﬁs, and character-
fes reviewed had criteria
nciuded

After g time Eable is des;gﬂed criteria for the evaluation

Iif not alfegdy available) and should examine conditions, prov,
istics supposedly found in "good' programs. Most of ‘the stu
listed under a variety of headings and sub-headings. These

1. Administration and Supervision 9. Gammuﬁity Resources and:
* 2, Staff _ : Involvement
3. Program Planning lﬂ‘ Public Relagions
Afskﬁutritulum ! 11. Student Séléﬁtiﬁﬁuﬂﬂd Testing
Ins:ructional Content i2. Physical Facilities and Equipmernt
6. Aduit Education ’ | 13. Placement and F@llaw—up .
7. Instructional Materials 14. Vocational-technical’ Studenﬁ
- and Bupplies s Organi:atians
8. Instructional Activities 15. Advisory Gommitteeg -
and Prncedufes 16. Studentws with Special Needs
17.° Dceupatiana, Hork Experienge

" Some selfrstudiea coverad only a few of thése aréas W%ilé some inval?ed mﬁst if not
311 of the above categories.




: After thg cfitezia are developed, a rating stale needs to be’ established for
etermining the level of competence of each. criterion measure. A varlety of rating
ales was faunﬂ tu be in use, but the most common tended to be 'a five-point scale

s'fallﬁwsf‘
-5 (@le or V&) _— Euperiar, uutstanding : o
4 (or 7 or G) ~- excellent, well done, above average
3 (or A) == average
2. (or 4 or F) -~ beloy average, improvement ﬁeeded 1acking snmething

7 - 'that is needed
1 (or 5 or P) -- poor, major improvement is néedéd; grossly substandard,

o

O RO

g

A
1 ' L missing o _
ﬁ NA (or 0) -— not applicable. Ly
" After each individual criterion statement is rated, a summary is usually assigned .

- to each area or program. A different type of rating scale is used in Virgiﬁia (91):

o H -- Major improvement needed -- critical weakness or inadequscy exists in L
B ~ “ " meeting the minimum standard for the guideline. L
T - Impravemgnt needed ~- with minor chaﬁges the prngram could be improved
et the minimum standard for the guideline. : ;" -
s r#Am meets the minimum sta dar, hr .the guidaliﬁe. )
L _ o A Prngram exceeds fhe minimum ndar® for the guideline.
S - F == Program far exceeds. the minimum standard for the ?uideline.
C A

v

== not applicable. , . , | o . 7

[
1]
1

=

While it appears this rating scale follows the typical 1-5 scale described above,
irginia State "Board of Educatinn designed the rating system with symbolic letters.
‘{other than VG, G, A, F, P or 1~ ~5) -in an attempt to have the overall program rating
“so that it 1s not an averane of numerical ratings ‘but’ cnnsidgfs speﬁific gtrengths, -
seaknesses, anqifeeds that are. revealed. i L - . ) . » s

; 7 e : - - ‘
L The ﬂext step in a self—eéaluatian genetally is to conduct. the evaluatian o 2
according ‘to the plan ‘egtablished earlier. In adéitian taﬁkgging zriﬁeria in a
variety of areas, questionnaires and/or iﬂterviews are often used in a ffﬂ t to
sbtain 4nput frnm a variety of saurces. This utilisatian of queatiannai
interviews is most papulaf when the pEﬁple looKing at the program aspacts are- all
cators within the 5choali By seeking input from students, business and industry,,
‘parents, and other community repfesentatives, a broader pool of knowledge and diver-
t viewpaint% ald dimensions to the program evaluatiun.” Rather than using - .
.questiﬁnnaifas or .interviewing a sampling of the students and community people, some
studies stress commnity and student fepresaﬁtagiﬁn on the sub-cnmmittees that rate

.!indiviiz?l pragrsmsgpr ﬂepaftments; - . ) . .

: A general hearirg. is sometimes heléfta review and summafige findings fallewed_
by a written :epnrt with gnmmenﬂgtinns and»recommendationsa. Sttetegies for imple-—
menting the tééﬁmmendltinns ta impruve the pragfams should then be undertgken.

Manj states utilize and a numher of research stuéiea Egcus on che use of o i
ing :eama as an eveluation meEhad {(Tables A and B). The specifi& methaas fag Coa §.

i it
h team reviewyé:e wiéely varied.

Generally, “the Eirst step in the visiting team évalua:inn is to select a cnait—ji
Iher%ldid not appear to be any pattern dealing with the selection of a thﬂifa.l':
One of the next steps in a visiting team evaluation ic for the chairman ta v

-13- B




n_visit the schnal to be evaluated and discuss the entire procedure with the. chief

‘administrator and anjone else the administrator desires to include. After such an
initial meeting, the remainder of the team is usually selected. This is sometimes
.done with the schaal administrator indicsiing his appraval of . each team membergu

The rampusitian of the visitinp team differs. :nnsiderably from one study or.
state response to anather?“ Team members are sually chosen ffcm the Egllawiﬁg list:

1. State Department supervisors for each vocational-tachnical area
2. Other Division gf Vocational-technical Education pecsonnel . ‘ _ -
3. Personnel from other Divisions of the State Department of Public :
Instruction  e—
4. 'Vacatianaletechﬂical teachers and administtatnrs frnm other local ‘
schools
5. Vncatinnal—te:hnical teachers and administratars within the school
6. Vocational-technical teacher educators .
7. State Advisory Council members ' T : |
-8, -Local Advisory Committee members !
9. ‘Business and Industry representatives
10. Llay public
11, Students -- former and present
12. ‘Other vagatinnal—teghni:al peaple as neéded.
= N /7 B .
_ Vhile some studies includé people from the State Depaftmenﬁ Ef Public Ingtru:tian,
= ‘loecal. sehnnls, and the community, other studies use teams consisting saleiy of State
. Department personnel. th—afﬁgtate peuple as well as in-state- individuals are some-
- times iﬁcluded on_ teams. .

Some visiting teams, such as Hississippi 8 (228), are :ampﬁsed entirely of in-
state educators. This apprpach has tlie advantage that all team members are familiar
with strategies and state policy concerning vocational education. Team members’

 aleq beneﬁit from their observations of various pr@gtams by ﬁating ways to impfﬂve
. theily hume programs. . _ : ) . o “

‘In other states, public input into- the evaluation system is considered essential..
A study done by H. M. Hamlin (95), stréssed the impaftance of eitizen evaluation of
public ‘occupational education rather than educators'. R. C. Stape notes (95), "It _
is a great misfortune ‘that thé best trained evaluators have been 1acking at education
with a micruscnpe ratheig§:an a- panaramiz view findet. L.

- The schaal ‘often prepares for the team visit by completing .certafn forms and
*questinnnaifes and gathers materials for. the team members to rewisy. When the
‘team arrives, there is usually an arientatian meeting for team- mEmbe:gs team chairman, .
and chief administrator of Ehe school. After the orilentation. meetingg the varioug
team members have their specific assignments: and they start evaluating various
programs ‘and school .components through observation, talking. with vardous staff
‘members and students, and reviewing materials pfavided by the school. Some studies . &

also have the team members intervigw variaus cgmmuﬂity repfeaentatives.

. ! "'J'tEfiE‘fﬂfﬂgach“afEgﬁbeingﬂgxaminedmﬁsﬂuﬂﬁhiiynaaaéwbjﬁfj
membefs who assign fatings te the various program aspects. Areas e xamined and -
rating sfales used #re similar to those discussed under the self-study. One (or more)

member 1s usually assigned particular areas to eValuate. After each team member

. .complétes a section, he/she generally provides an overall rating for ‘that assigned

~.gection and writes commendations and recommendations. When all team members have

g,éampleted thelr tasks, overall commendations and recommendations are written. A
schﬁal meeting is usually held before the team leaves go the team mEmbEngESﬁ provide.

o - B
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AN imﬁéd;gterfeedbaék of their findings to either the entire staff or to select admin-
istrators and/or faculty members. .A final written report is subsequently submitted.
The final' summary report is usually prepared by the team chairman. S
x=fc * - The time allowed for the visiting team evaluation varies with how extensive an
evaluation is being done and how much preparation is done by the local school. -
Table D undgg the self-study shows some time tables that include vigiting teams. The
length of time a team 1s at a school varies with the size of the school and the areas
being evaluated® the duration for a team site visit is generally from one day to a
week (it also deperids on the number of people on the team.) .
7 The team site-visit method of evaluation 1is gastly since the team members gener~
‘ally have to have expenses and honoraium paid. If a local school must pay all such
_expenses, the total figure could be quite prohibitive. . ’
- E . B. PRODUCT EVALUATION METHODS

1. Follow-up of students

0f the various types of product or outcome evaluation, follow-up of students
is the most common method used among the states. The type of information generally
sought in such a follow-up is summarized ia the objectives as found in the_Final A
_ Report for the Central Kentucky Vocational Education Evaluation Project (VEEP) (36).
- ,They are . . ’ S . ' .
R - . |
‘ 1. To acquire data reflecting the number of former students of the Central
.~ Kentucky Vocational Education system who (at time of this study) are
employed and-unemployed. : . ;

< 2. To acquire data.on the number of former students in the .Central Kentucky
Vocational Education region who have moved from the area in which
they received vocational training. . A
- 3. To determine wiether or not graduates of the Central Kentucky Vocational
o , Education system are continuing their education. ' -
4. To determine the reasons former students continue or 'do not continue
their education. e o -
5. To acquire data concerning the time lapse between. graduation (exit from)
vocational education and acquisition of full-time employment. )
6. To acquire data reflecting the success of the Central Kentucky. Vocational
Education system ih educating former students in . - ; - -
‘a. occupation of their choice’ : R ‘
‘b. occupation for which they are qualified ‘ : '
¢c. level of attainment they desire. A .
7. To acquire data concerning the relation of vocational education programs
taken to the actual occupation of the formér students. ' :
8. To obtain feedback information from former students including:
“a. satisfaction/dissatisfaction with vécational education taken,
b. recommendations for improving the vocatiohal education system,
c. type of education the graduate would have taken in retrospect, and
d. type of education former students are taking or would take (given
_.the opportunity). . - - ' =

Floyd L. McKinney and Cﬁgg?es Oglesby (133) cited five groups of people who '
_ ought .to be involved in conducting a follow-up study to insure maximum return of
" valid /data. They are _ ‘ ' : N
1. counseling service, .
2. teacher;, ' s = : B
3. . school administration, 15 . : :
4., - student committee, and :
< E ' =15~ 5 .
. . - : j




-Thete.éyé three basic ways cf cﬁnducting;a fallﬂw-up study"’

1. Mail questionnaire =- poor return anﬂ not repfesentative of all fnrmer
studenits, but the least expensive:
C 2. Iﬂ—perSﬂn interview -- costly and time consuming, but clarifying ques-
tions can be asked; and,
3. Teléphnng interview —— less castly and time cgnsuming than in-person
interview, but limited in the amount of information that can be obtained.

When determining the pracedure to fcllaw McKinney and Oglesby feel Ehe fallawing
seven. fEEEDfE should be dongidered;: )

What kind af data are needed?

How much data are to be obtained?

What are the sources of data?

How much time ig available?

What is the size of the group(s) to be studied?

How much money is available? .

What is the availability and competency of the staff?

g B L I e

_After the type of follow-up is determined, the students are. selected. Sone
st . dies include just gfaduates while chers also include dropouts. MceKinney and
Dglegby feel it is important to include the dropout and. make him feel that he is a
~vital part of the follow-up population. They suggest. ‘the passibiiities usingz a
. different approach for the dropout such as a different form of letter and question-
naire af even a diffetent type nf survey like an interview.

_ A few gtudigs:sutvey students wi&hinua few months after leaving the school and
never again. Some studies conduct a follow-up shortly after graduation and again in
about one year. Theé length of time elapsed after Yeaving the school and cnndugﬁinn
of a fallnw=up tends to have an adverse effect on*the rate of return. For example,
the rate of return on a five-year fallnw—up will probably be. lower than the rate of
return for a one-year follow=up study.’rTherefafe, the deaired rate of returnishould
.be considered when deciding to conduct a one-, two-, or more year follow-up. f
.McKinney and Oglesby (133) indicated that only students out of school for one year or
“more should be included: Students can be involved and alerted pricr to graduation by

having teacliers discuss the imperﬁance of follow-up studies and by ‘having: the students

supply basic information including the name and address of someone. (such as a relative
iﬂ the area) who would know where _to reach them Ehauld they move. '

ﬂf'f: ‘A mafl questiennaire is the most cﬂmmanly used methad. Various nmailing proces _
dures were used in an effort to obtain a good return ‘McKinney and Oglesby (133)
suggested the failﬂwing pattern ,

; )

18t mailing ~-- "alert" card

2nd mailing -~ follow-up instrument, cover letter, and. return envelope
(stamped and addressed) - ) . . -

,,32& mailing

5. Board of Education and Vocational Education Citizens' Advisory Committee. - !}

~— first thank ymr-reminder card a N -

: 4th mailingréé second recuest. fallawvup instrument, second cover letter,
o h -and return énvelcpe (stamped and addressed)
5th mailing - secand thank yau—remiﬂdgr card.
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“Johmn.A. Cox

i}

(52) utilized ﬁha féllnﬁing mailing pattern:

1st mailing -- questiomnaire and pre-stamped, pre~addressed return

envelope :

2nd mailing (10 days later) -- reminder letter to ngpérgépaﬁdents‘
3rd mailing (10 days later) -- questionnaire and envelope. - )

Donald
rate at the

1.

2.

e

i. Si,

) 5‘531

V. Brown (30) 1isted the following techniques to produce a high return
most economical cost: .

involvement of present students to address envelopes, help locate
students, and tally responses; '
mailing a 'get prepared" card:

a brief yet personal commitment cover letter; , '

a well-designed instrument that requires a minimum of time and effort
to answer; - ' : ‘ -
follow-up reminder card: and :

finally send out another survey and a personal, typed letter to non-
. returns. , o R . :

He also:suggests that the card/and survey-cover letter be malled out 80 as -to be re-

ceived about the same day of the week (i.e., Monday). Third and fourth mailings

should be scheduled to arrive at a later day of the week (1.e., Friday) which compen-
_ sates for the fact that some people are ‘’early week' while othérs are 'late week'

respondents

-ty mailings.

i

) ‘

, ‘pavid J. Pucel (174) reported a research study finding on how to improve the

returns on follcw-ups. The study concluded tha. returns could be improved by :
* approximately 27% if a pre-letter was used; the dquestionnaire was printed on green
" paper, and a novelty such as a packet of instant coffee was included with the

materials.

In addition, faterials in the packet-shguld’be‘peraanalizeﬁ by having

addresses on the 'envelope and letter typed and the letter hand-signed.

McKinney snd’%giesby (133) feel a cover letter should be used and should be
brief. Five items thould be included: ) '

: i
iy b

S——
s e
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of 1965

To {haée graduates who did not respond to’the second ﬁaiiingﬁaf the Follow-Up
Eijsﬂugzes of VUisconsin Schools of Vocational, Technical, and Adult Education,

purposa of study, - : )
ugses tc be made of the findings, . S

importance of hearing from everyone in the class, g
‘a suggested/date by which the form should be returned, and

assurancz of the confidentiality of the information to be pfévidedg

Kenneth;J. Little and Xichard W. Whinfield (123) sent out two, additional mailings

of & shorter form reqiesting only basic data. This praceduteﬁingfeaéed the total

 return by approximately 35%. . L =

Resﬁlts of follow-up studiééjafe used in a VEfiEEY:Df vays sﬁéh as:

;2!
3.
4.

TG T ASESTRINE T Jol " plaTeters

Y

v

¢ L e ———— -
‘To agsess. cost/effectiveness or cost/benefit, . _ .
To provide program imptovement suggestions, and - = - ' -

To preparé State reports. , _ .



zﬁ’ Employer-based Evaluation

~ Donald V. Brown (30) stated, "The primary function of vocaticnal-technical educa-
tion is to provide quality employees to business aad industry. In business and :
industry, ‘the process quality is largely a responsibility of the personnel employed
‘(the product of vocational-technical education). It is generally recognized that in
‘business, manufacturing or services the product relates closely to the quality of
the proceas. Upon 'this idea the Local Evaluation Project attempts to relate the
. process of education to quality of its product (the student).” One of the methods
used by the Tennessee Local Evaluation Project is an employer-based evaluatiun.

§

An employer evaluation is usually baséd on either a mail questionnaire, an inter-
view, or a combination of the two. A typical evaluation utilizing a questionnaire
was carried out in New Mexico (131). A covering letter from the Governor was sent
along with the questionnaire. . In an effort to achieve a quick return, a deadline -
was eatablished and included in the letter: "Questinﬂnaires returned after the 16th
of December may be too late to be used."” The employet rated five statements as true, .
 false, or no effect concerning program graduates. The statements examined were:

1. Those who have had this type of training generally need less on-the-job
training because of job kriowledge and skills they already pgasegs when
. hired.
2. Those who have had this typé of trainin? e enerally can be ttained faster
or more easily when required to take ,the same instruction as others. ]
3. Those who have had this type of training are potentially more productive
- and/or promotable. ' - T
4. Those who have had this type of training are more likely to:possess
- specific critical: job knowledge and ekills that you find difficult to
obtain or costly to .develop in your employees. F
.5, Those who have had this type of training generally can be taunted upon. * .

- to have bEttEt wark habits, attitudes and mttivatiaﬂ-

-Each of these statements was answered for five types af programs: high achool, pQEtE_
high school, adult education, Federal programs for those with special needs, and
military. vwmplﬁyef opiniona were alsa sought :nn;erning ptagram/availability in

three respects: - .

s there an oversupply of . applitantg?
_ s there a need for more app;i:ants?
r ) fyf Do ytu p:efer to start fresh and tfaiﬁ tn—the-jab?

. Lynn H;EWillett aﬂd William E. Piland (243) usad bcth a questionnaire and an
interview for emnlayer input.' The same questiaﬁnaire was used fﬁr all program areas
because the staff of Morainé Valley Caﬁmunityxcallege felt that a given type of work

" or work situation involves generally the same ""job :equitements reggrdlegs of the
activity or situation. The staff from.,each of the. college's program areas assisted

in developing the questionnaire items gndfgpenséﬁdeﬂ questions’ “which were relevant

to* their area of concern. An interview schedule was déveloped to enrich data anelysis
and to gather data specific to individual programs not covered in the questiannaire- -

A mﬂjtr prnbltm when garryiﬂg out an emplayer—baﬂed evaluatian apPEEfE ‘to be
dng g : sponsgse and useful information from the Emplnyers. If a ques-

titnnaire is sEnt'ta\j large company, gamEtﬁé in personnel mighl €as 1Tt~ o
without knowing the student or how the student is actually doing. The supervisor's

_ time is limited, and he might not be able to be interviewed. In order to conduct an

effective emplayer—béséd evaluation,  excellent: school-business-industry rapport
should already exist if a maximum of success is to be expocted.
¥ bl B - ék -
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3}§ Behavioral Objectives

_ Robert T. Williams (244) indicated that evaluation was the comparison be-
twean the processes, outputs, and outcomes which are desired and the processes, out-—
puts, and outcomes which are actually observed. .In this case, output refers to what
the system pro duced, and outcome takes into consideration how this product was
absorbed into- the environment. He said there are five levels of evaluation of ine
structional programs in occupational education-® . :
Analysis

o — .

Outcome 4

Product Performance 3

The third level, product performance, can be measured with®the help of behavioral
objectives. Mr. Williams feels this challenges ediicators to move away from the

- traditional practice of holding time constant and allowing achievement to vary to
hile allowing time to vary thus providing for: individ-

" 'holding achieveidient constant wh c :
cept of allowing time instead of achievement to change is

v

~ual differences. This con
' fairly new, and little has been written on the subject.

B ] "7!,: [ & fé ) -
~, Behavioral objectives examine atudent and/or program outcomes with two measures:
quantity and quality. The number achieving specific objectives as well as the -
‘quality of the performance are used for this type of evaluation. . 0.l

The Massachusetts Information Feedback System (111) utilizes behavioral objec-~
. tives which have three basic components: -

1. Tell what 1t is that one will have to do when he 1s evaluated,.
L 2.' The conditions under which he will have to perform, and
‘ 3. The level or quality of performance expected. 7
] . . ) . = : = - !,
" In grdet—tn~de€erminé\ghg number of students completing each gbjeéctive, a pre-test/
post-test format is used. Criterion testing is done prior to the beginning of
instruction in a.curriculum unit; and post~testing is administered after the unit
has been presented. ' An analysis and reporting of the test results is then provided.

. -In the Evaluation Séfvi:efgggtef'§g§:peggpati§ﬁal Education. F;nélrﬁepnfgj(ég),
it was stated that the performance test used to measure the objectives can be con-
celved of as a criterion-referenced test for three reasons: .

3

@

L1 . B .
= ﬂari i! il = =

TR - 18~-ulfect C
2. It seeks to ascertain

to a previously measured norm group, and

1 o whether the competency

=== ,© =3, It -usually-requires.a dichotomous decision as t
has been demonstrated. ’ T

. : -

=19~

a subject's possession of a specific competency
rather. than to complete a comparison of the subject’'s competency level -



The report alsm cited thfee reasons why pe:fttmante testing is EspEtially Epptgpfigte
far evaluating Vtcatianalwtéthﬂital Edutatian'

1. Performance tests taﬂ be hyﬁathttiseﬂ to produce more reievtnt and valid
data concerning the instructional program output, :
2. They produce product records which can be =tudied by teachers to diagﬁ
- nose where a weakness may have occurred, and :
3. It contains the flexibility demanded by the information nceds of an
evaluation system,

. The Fresno Caunty Department af Education. Fresno, Galifnrnia, has an ﬂufﬂﬁﬂﬁiﬂ
- gystem, PEAPOL (Program Evaluation at the Perftrmante Objective Level) (161).. The
system generates a serles of reports designed to allow vocational teachers and
district administrators to closely monitor the progress being made and expenses being
incurred in individual classrooms. : Its approach to the use of behavioral objectives
is dissimilar to the method described above for Massuchusetts. | For  each course, a
.set of measurable behavioral objectives (not to exceed 75 objectives) which completely
describe course content must be developed for the PEAPOL system. A time clock is
installed in each’ classroom and students are provided time cards for recording the
amount of time they spend on each objective to the nearest hundreth of an hour.
- Another form used_to supply necessary data ia the class event. input fﬂrmg ThEa
_system generates faur weekly reports:

R A 1
* PR e

1. The student gummary report thtws htw much time each student has spent
on each tbjegtiva¢ which objectives he has completed, and how his
prestnt rate or" prgEEES ‘comparas to that of §revitut weeks.

2. The classroom summary report produces grouped data which shows the tatal

.. amount of time all of the students in a tlgtg have spEnt wafking on

- each objective and how the class's present® rata tf progress tgmparea to

' " that of previous weeks. \

3. The dollar summary report diaplays overall class budget dallatt .expended
to date, prorated cost fnr each tbjective, nd pro rated cost per stuaent
for: each objective. :

4. The special student- -report’ groups students by sex, ethnic group, age,

reading or mazh tttres; and produces perfnrmante data for each-group.

e

The success or failura of these two appfaathes usiﬁg behavioral tbjtttiveg is
ntt glven in the reports reviewed.. No information was supplied as to whether these
systems are currently belng used in gny sthutlt or statesz or if they are still in the
develnpmental stages. . )

4. Ngnbehavitfal Dbjettifas

While Jbehavioral ubje:tivtsflank at bnth quaﬂtity and qualitys nonbéhavioral
objectives examine only the quantity or number achleving an objective. ' For exgﬁple,
""15 out of 20 students completed the smell engine repair program," refern to a non-
behavioral objective because no mention: ia made of the qizlity of the program output . .
Ewhat do. éath of the 15 students know?) -

. /o -

"An’ apprtath to the use af nonbehaviatalxgbjettivet for evaluating vttatitnali
teahnieal education was developed at The Center for Vocational and Technical Educa-
tinn, The Ohio State University, entitled, A System for Statewidt Evglugtitn of

1

%

"FﬂtﬂtiéﬁgiﬂﬁﬂaEEE*EH“(%B%*E&Q;?mmihi§~§YEﬁamniE-éEEisﬂ,;, -
‘management-by-objectives approach to program planning by vatat-anal edutttiﬁﬁ agena
cies. It is also constructed to serve as a monitoring mechanism for providing infor- .
mation about the extent to which the vocational agency is achieving its cbjectives.
The authors of the system feel the main point in the evaluatian—program planniﬁg cycle

is-the. systematic manner in which-the vocational agency’ pftteeds.

20~ x, o T S




The system ha§ five gystem elements which pxavide the data fequifed £af
evaluative decisions about pragrammatiz outcomes:

1. A set of program objectives aund goal statements. There are four broad
objectives and 47 goal statements. Each goal atatement is designed to
‘have a nuwmber supplied by the vocational agency in order to quantify
the goal;. ,

2. A data set. This was dasigﬂeé;:p produce a core of cvaluative- 1nf§:ma—

I tion useful to most states and is nrgsniged to provide: .

a. student in-school data,

b. vocational program data,

e. achool data =nd :

d. follow-up information about former vocational students. - ,

3 A set of six inatruments used to collect evaluarive information.

4. 1Information flow procedures. Evaluation personnel plan for distributinp

" collecting, processing, and reporting evaluation data: for. receiving .

feedback required to improve the system: and for révisiﬂg ﬁhg system in

preparatian for system recycling.

5. Data processing routines and computer programs ta produce data in a

variety of formats useful to system users.

= b

H

Alaska’ (125) examines how well program objectives were met. The objectives for

each vocational pfqgfam are to have four chatactsristicsi . . - .

. Relate ta the accamplishment of prinrities,
.Contain a time frame,

Be measurable, and .
Indicate degree Df time of achievement.

B

The results of the variaus programs dars determined by means of a follow-up ﬁues;iana

) While thare is a gaad deal written on the subject, most of it. 1is extremely
‘complex. Although many formulas cited in the studies are very lengthy. ané appegr Co

._to be eumpléx, the real complexity lies in determining what numbers to 'plug' into

‘the formula. The terms cost/effectiveness, cost/benefit, and cost/efficiency are

. often used interchangably. Villiam W. Stevenson and William Gary Ward (213) Andigate

4

there are no concrete definitiaﬂs to those thféé terms, but they deal snmewhat with
the fallawing. . .

‘1. Castleffe:tivenéss == ratio of products to total cast of program.
- 2. Cost/benefit -- payback to society for its investment in education.
3. =Cast/efficiency == ratio of reauurceg to training activities. L

In thiE *épart the termsxxéll be used interchaﬂgably.

Jacob J. Eaufman (llﬁ)sxég\ed six mig;nnceptiana of :ast/benefit analysis.
They are . .

1!

2. A benefit 15 meaaured iny 1ﬁidallar terms."

3. Theére are some things that greﬁﬁft quantifisble. , ot
4. Not fully developed. C :




5. The :DEt/benEf;I.t analyst subst.ituteg hiﬂ 1udgmeﬁt for that of the

- decision-maker. ;
6. Tends to ignore paliti;al ;unsideratians.

- Hr. Kaufman stated that one gspeq; of gnaﬁlneﬂefit analysis which should be
qstregsed is that it is basically a "way of thinking."” He indicated it tends first
to force an administrator to think through his abjertivés, to concentrate on costs
“as well as objectives, and to think in terms of alternative ways of achieving the
same objective, Charles 0. Hopkins (101) remarked, 'There is a certain quality of s
product produced by vocational education that buaineas industry, and government ‘
services wish to acquire. It costs a spe:ific amount to produce the praduct to the
specifications required. ‘A cost can be associated with the accomplishments of a
vocational training program. If the objectives of the schools warrant change, the
administvration should evaluate the total vﬂcatiaﬂ_l ‘program by looking at the
§Eﬁievements and costs of each individual program."”

TahaWeieﬁu (102) cited three basic steps in detefmining the cast/henefit
analysis of a program:

1. dentificatiun of costs and benefits of a given ptagram;
2. .ists of benefits and costs. both private and social, are expresaed
. ©8 monetary values in order to arrive at an estimate of current net
benefits.

3. Comparison must be made of Ehé stream Qf annual net benefits and the
— cost stream of the program, .
A variety of Eaﬁtgrs-must be taken into account in _order ta analysg vacstiaﬁal-
technical education as an investment in the human agent. The relationship between
costs and bEﬁéfiEE should be determined only when factora such as time, depreciation,
risk, an”d ungertainty are taken into account. Below is a description of the sacial
and private costs and benefits as presented by Richard H.-P-—Kraft (120). ; :

/

Social ' : o S Private
B ) L s a '
Costs. ~Costs : o -
Def.: costs incur:ed either directly. Def.: costs incurred either dfrectly T
- or indirectly by society at - -~ =, or indirectly by students for = - g
large for operation of formal ' fafma; vacgtianal—technisal
vacatianalateghniaal training. .« training.
;ElémEﬂtE - - . — Elements ' *
1. Total dollar amaunts actually 1. Foregone esrﬂings or ﬂperatianal .
expended for praviding edueatignal - costs of students due to attending
programs. DR . ~ training programs.
Elements - | : Elements i s
2. Operational costs of not 1easing ©. 2. Total direct costs to students for
o or renting facilities. . registration, books, supplies, etc.
Benefits . ) Benefits : 7 a ’
‘Def.: economic welfare gained by Def.: -economic: welfafe gained by individ-
society at large as a result v ual as a result of formal training.
af farmal Efaiﬂiﬁg.‘ o < :
Elgmeﬂtg_'; f'"r o o - .Eleméntsr 7 ) T
Local, State, ard Federal marginal 'Student’'s margiﬂal earnings gztribgtable
- ‘taxes attributable to formal training. En formal training. -
izga

.vjzﬁaf




. Chafles 0. Hopkins (101) cited an example of another means faf determiaing the
castlbenéfit vatio of a program. A Carpentfy program has 30 students enrolled. The.
___progran length is two years. 80X of the students completing the program had a
 marketable ski11. -The total annual ccsts of the program aire '$11,843.00 For 30
‘students, the cost 1s $394.77 per student anhually. School information indicates

-that 15 students completed the program, and 25% of the graduates were employed in

the arka for which they were trained or in z related area (four students). The

" annual placement cost of these four students is then $2,960.75. A total of ten
'students are placed in related and nontelated employment for an annual pla:ément cost
-of §1, 18& 30 to the program. .

Steven L. Barsby (22) presented ''The Three Methods of Comparing Benefi(s and

Costs." The type of comparison, method of :alﬁulatian, and decision rule are

présgnted in Table E.

TABLE E - | L,

""The Application of Cnstwﬁenefit Analysis in Manpower Area.” by Steven L. o'*'*
Barsby.  Arizona Occupational Research Coordinating Unit, Ehnenix.

The Three Methods of Ccmparing Benefits and Costs

Type of - ' ' : Method of .. -~ Decision Rule

Comparison Calculation ; .
1. Percent Value of n B - Ct' ' ' Select the project with
Net .Benefits : .o £ : _ : ~ the highest net benefits
— . L e firat, then pursue
S . t=0 (1+i) 5 successaive projects ‘in
- -3 : T ’ descending order of net
R ' : _ benefits." '
2. Rate: of Return n - Bta— ) Select the project with -
,g; N F =0 ~ the highest rate of
T e g return (r),; then pursue
\ - t=0" (l+f)t " successive projects in
o . . " descending order of (r)
< ' ; . ! until (r) equals some
' ) predetermined interest
rate (1):
- 3. B enefit-Cost 15 B, :
Ratio ) r # - : R
—— . =D Q-+t . . Select the project with
- . o o the highest B/C, then
. N n c . ' pursue projects in
N . t . ‘ descending order until
; j% . B/C = 1 or budget
t=Dz ti;i)tf' ' o exhausted. r

B_ = benefits in yeaf t

| . [

=

e T O T O € 8186 PANNGA - DI L1 ANALIBLE . s seraren e

i = social discount rate

='C!‘; = costs in year t

r = rate of return : 223
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T Very little information-was found dealing with job plscem&nt.felstedness as
it relates to the Eua;uaLian of vocational-technical programs. In some cases,

-this was tied in with a tallaw—up of program graduates, but methods for assessiung
the jab félﬂtéﬂﬂéas were not prnvided. ’ .

(1) Ask former gtudent if his pfesent jab is felated to his trainin31 This abtains

. only a yes or no response, and the rpliability ‘of such responses ia questionable. -

© . ‘model for this method.

Relatedness may mean different things to different people. This could be minimized,
however, if a description-with examples is used to give the respondents a reference
© upon which to base their answers. (2) Individuals rate the relatedness of their
trgiﬂing prﬁgrsm ta theit jabs on several edugatianally—relevant vafiables. The
between accupsfiuns ‘are prnblems with this methad (3) An 1ﬁdividuai will supply
“his job title along with a brief description of his job. On the basis of this =~ .
" information aond a knawledge of the occupational training program, the evaluato?
would make a judgment as to the relatedness of the occupation to training. A suit-
able decision model is needed. Mr. Wheeler's paper describes a complex decision

4

7 David J. Pucel (174) discussed-the design in Minnesota to provide inforpation
“on job placement relatedness and program improvement. Mr. Pucel indicated that the
overall effectiveness of programs should be judged on the extent to which the grad-—
uates of the program become employed and maintain emplaymenc in occupations in
which they can utilize the skills developed in the program. Five classifiea:ians

are used for a graduate's job one year after graduation:

. Emploved in exaect occupation- -for which tfainéd*
Employed in ﬁ:cupatinn felated to but not. exact n:nupatiaﬁ faf which

trained-

[l et

- I

3. 'Employed in unrelated occupation:
4, - Unemployed —- seeking work but cannot find work: and
.. 5. Unavailable for employment -- further training, military service,
;o : ~1llness, housewife, or pregnancy. _

. .C. COMBINATION OF METHODS'

In addition to EEEh qf the methﬂds discussed above being used for evaluation.
. a variety of combinations of these methods was found among the literature. The
- most widely fouud combination is a self-study followed by a visiting team. Often
the visiting team's evaluation is exterisive, but sometimes it is mainly to verify
reportings on the self-study. - Follow-up of graduates and nongraduates fquuEﬂtlY is
also used with the self—stud? Eﬂd visiting team appfna:hes.» L o

~ [ b .

Another cambinatiﬁﬁ that is found ia an employer-based evalustian and a follow-
.up of students. Both of these methods are also used for caatlbenefit analysis and
the behavioral and. nonbehavioral objectives approaches. =
IV. CONCLUSION o R

While there is a great amount of literature on vocational-technical education
evalua ticn each approach has several advantages and disadvantages. There is no
'i;bgd_afgezglgagign_ghaggmz¥me_g:Prfuf every v vacatinnalstgghnicals

 program which wauld always provide the most useful information. Whéﬁwdevelapi Y-

o
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- L o - -

' : - - i:
an gvalua rion -system,- sevargl faccors shcgld be considered: - .
1. Is the Evaluazion for the’ entire institution or just certain areas? s ;
2. Db*you want to evaluate vocational-technical prégrams ‘or caprses? : ¢
3. What is the purpose of the evaluation? ’ . A o o
4. How much time do you have to conduct an evaluation? 7 T L
? : 5. dow much mOney is available? - . . v R Y.
-~ 6. Are there any state or federal requirements that ‘must’ be fulfi illed?’
: 7. What_.is the. targees for the evaluatlon (i.e., students, ﬁagili ies, L .
. staff}9 s L R
8. .Do you want to evaluate thé pracesses, the praducts{*af both? ' ' _
9. How much cooperation can be anflcipatgd from the school’ staff, . T
Advisory Committees, and the community? . ) '
10. Are resource people available to assist when needed?, -
; 11. Should special groups receive addit;onal attention (1 e.,, disadvaﬁtaged
T s handicapped, etec.)? . = - ‘ ) _ .
No matter what dasign is used for Evéluat;ng a particular programfbrischéﬂi tire 1}
most important criteria to keep in mind are that the system must meet the needs - .
of the school: or program, and a de51re aﬁd Eaaperatinn to impleﬁent the results
o T
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NEW ED’?ATIONAL mnecnons

W Bowker Gannon and Associates Education Projects -

G BOX 307 CRAWFORDSVILLE, INDIANA 47933 | (3;_?)*'35243,
! \ - o
<. . . November.l, 1973 o J
i | |
¢ ! 0 . H] .
) = : i.’: v . . = . ﬁ,
# . - = i i "’ ) i

?

. \New Eduzﬂtiunai Di:ectiaﬁa (WED) i1s interested in leatning of thed

Effgrts being carried out:in.the yarious states concerning state=wide

» evalustigns of vocational—téchnical programs at bath the secondary and

= . 9=

pasu—seﬁnnﬂary levels, B} . cLoe
- S : : P _ )
’ IE your state turfently invaived ig or has itc&qpleted a eamprehensive Q;'\
vvstaté—wide evaluation of vacatianalitechnical programs in the state? 7,>’ .
. If no, is such an evaluation beingicansidEfed -for 1mplementa§ian in the, ' .
for gseeable. future? IPyes, will you share with®NED descriptive’ infnr*
mation, interim or final réports, as well as daza—gaEthing Eeehniques
and instruments for such a eamnghengive stuay? _ e
I look Earwa:d to hearing frﬂm ¥ou saén. NED yill report to yau a .
sumbary of the fEﬂiiqug wé fEEEivE’ffﬂm this letter of inquiry. I
thgnk .you in-adyarice for ydur caéperatian._ : T
; Sincerely yours, L -
o = - Judith M. Ihampsﬂn ’ T s
. :Direcsar ‘of, Aﬂministratinn = .
F =>§ ) - ¢ ’ ;'\ ’
V ‘ »‘ i '-'V T . .
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'NEW EDYCATIONAL DIRECTIONS

o i\'g anker Eannun and Asso, tes Educatmn Prujeets

s BOX 307 CRAWFDRDSVILLE,INDIANA 47533 B (317)352?8877

October 10, 1974, . ° A

= s ) - . =

New Eﬂucaciﬁﬂsl Directions is curzently working with the. Indiana S
State Boa¥d of Vocational and Technical Edu:atiﬁn. Our pfegént C :
. . task 18 to review literature concerned with evaluation of vocational=
* .technical education for grades ¥-12 (including exemplary career V
. education projects at the elementary ‘Jevel). Ultimately the state will .
be developing a comprehensive evaluation system. Ue are writing to
Pthe various states fequesting‘infnrmatian they might have available.

£ ) 5

. He ara just beginning sﬁ any information of ma;erials you are able” - "
to supnly will be deeply appreciated. At this stage. we would like

. to know about the system(s) you have developed (if you have one),
infbrmatian'cﬂEEEfning ‘how you went about developing it, how the

. system works, time schedules, sources utilized, and cost estimgﬁes -

M- for develuping and,applying the g%stemi . ’
Thsnk yau in advancé faf yaut assistance and“I lnakafarwafd to hearing
from you soon. y .

L1

o : S ;ﬁs‘" igiﬁEEfle;

N

O :
. e . : . Sandra K. Roth . .
e T . , R : ‘ ’;'A@@Iﬁistraﬁive Asgociate ) "

= . : . *




~ATIONAI_ DIRECTIONS

'Bo\vker Eannon and Assucﬁtes Educatrun Prnjects

NEW EDU

BOX 307 | | CRAWFDRDSVILLE, INDIANA 47933 (317) 362-8877

December 6, 1974

New Educational Di:eztiaﬁs has written to the various statds
concerning an evaluation system for. vocational-technical educa 'iﬁn.
Mr. Phil Mann, Coordinator of Evaluation, ‘Indiana Departmeut o
Public Instruction, has suggested that we write to.you directly mbout
the enclosed ‘request for information” as we have not yet regéived a : '3

response from

Thank yaﬁ‘in advance for your assistance, and I look forward to
" hearing from you soomn. ,

" ; . : Sincerely, .

Sandra K.,Rath
Administrative Associate

SKR:aa
Enclosure




REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE
New Educatiomal Directions is currently working with the Indiana State
Board of Vocational and Technical Education. Our present task is to
review literature concerned with evaluation of vocational-technical
education for grades K-12 (including exemplary career education projects
at the elementary level). Ultimately the state. will be developing a
zamp:ehensive evaluation syatem. We are vriting to the various states
requestiﬂg information they might have available.

Ye, afe Just beginning so any information or materials you are able.
tﬂgsupply will be deeply appreciated. At this stgge, we would like
td know about the systems you have developed. 1f one & “available,
iﬁfurmagian tnncerning how ygu went abaut dev oping it, how the |

s and cost Estimates for

30 ,
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