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This handbbo% is being'sent to secondary‘schools, ROC/ROP directors

‘ LA , : n S
and gccupational administrators throughout the state of California.

~ o

: » .
’~” This manual was written as the result of a series of'meetings held in
nine California cities during the spring of 1978 Invitatipns to M

par cipate were sent. to alL,secondary school- occupational administrators'

Qy the State Department of Education and the Chancellor s Office of-the” .
State Community Colgeges. /”/' e
The‘primary thrusts"of-the meetings (further described in the

section following entitled "Brief History") were to. .review an. occupa- -

tional program planning manual written last year, Guidelines for 0ccupa—. -

-~ -

tional Program Plannigg, and to improve on the latter: secfions of that

handbook - particularly as they related to occupational ptogram evalua— 'ﬂ\\
. v ‘ . e . T

v

" tion. . . - , ) - ; F C
¥ ~ ’ < b ( .
dditi%pal copies of .this manual ma be obtained from Dr. William ;
| .
I

Morris, California Community Colleges, 1 8 "g! Street Sacramento,v

Calif 95814 or from Mr._William J. Callahan, ‘S ate Dept. of Edﬁcation,
721 Capitol Mall Sacramentoh Calif 95814,
BEief History > o Ty '[,,

—~ This handbook was writ;en after a series of‘r gional workshops were |

]

[N

conducted ¢hroughout the state of California as ‘the result of a project
» . 1

\ funded under provisions of the Educational Professions Development Act,
o PartaF, (P.Lz 90-35). . The~office for New Dimensions of the Los Angeles'

- Tt e . . :
4 “ . LI

Community College'District’serVed as. the fisEal agent for the pfoject.-

*

.
’ - E P .
. . - . . .- - - i

. . } . L YO . i - / N 0

~ X . . X . .

s ST . 3 : - ,J . . ¥
. . v . . .
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. o : ! ’ . .
o This PI ject was a "continuation of a. vocalional educational, Lo .

program\whi had . produced the’ previous year; a manual entitled Cuideline

-
»

’for Establishing, Mddifying,and Terminating Occupational Programs. ‘The
X ’, . -~
primary purpose of” the E.P. D A grant was to. provide a series of in—service<

" — s, . L. v r
training workshops to better acquaint ocGUpatioﬁal administrators‘ ) - T
'throughout the state with the original'"Guidelines manual and- to - =
V. 3 . . . i \. L] .
. ‘E NS 6” '
improve that handbook _ R R - e

a ’ : .
P

Many of the membens ﬁ'f ‘the statewide consortium who had beenminvolved

. {

4in the 1976 77 project volunteered to setvé’again, this consortium met three

’times during the- grant periGd to direct the progress of the program? The
. ) ; _
‘ consortiua\members are listed on page l. L T R A
' . . . . : C e e . Al . g
. | ) ) - -t R -
» ‘It became apparent during the first meeting of .the consortium and ° |
< L o L - C ” < TN, L
.~the early meetings of the workshops that attending members were acquaint—

“ed with, and generally satisfied with the materialskcovering the'initia?
. 2

-

tion of occupational programs but were desireoﬂsrof improving those areas

) identified as modifying and terminating ogcupational progxams. Secondly,._,
it was noted'at both the consortium meetings and at the workshops that
'._' : < . [ I ) o N

evaluation was the key to program modification and that the m%jor-time

Y . . :
: . o - . o i S .
and effort in the workshéps should b directed_toward improving pruggégi; .

evaluation. o : . L . _ . .

©

« . The: consortium provided the format for the workshops, the consortium

Y «

: identified the projected areas for @he workshﬁps (Los Angeles, Riverside,
. .San Diego, Anaheim, Santa Barbara‘mFres%;V San Jose,’ Hayward Sacramento

and Redding), the consortium also provided the format for the workshops
' which were to have:,an overview film; a presen ion by a-consultantfon (
‘ i {

-y
.evaluation, a review of. the Qriginal handbook a presentation of a work—

N | ".” 'v .. ) (j | | _l ’it : i5 o ) | V'u'
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- »

ing model of a pfogram modificatfgn chart for the’ workshops to develop..
) . Coar ‘ .

The consorfium also developed a’ final revision of the chart after the
A, <

workshops were concluded 'which is included in the*front of this

- it . ]
I

oo N e g e
Te

n WOrkshop? were planned but onIy;nine were held (the sch duled

* o

NN .
4.. : e

.

> . ~ 1 -,J N .-,
vcflmébting in- Los Angeles was litenally rained¢out) ) The meétings ran T \1
. ' ‘ ~ . , 4. - ‘.

approximatelycfour hours and included a slide/presentation,.an T 'f‘d o

expert 8- presentation on program evaluation and several hours of wérk—

-

N v o ’ 1. t 0N
N _shop members time insdeveloping the program modification chart./-méjq‘_ :
B i v
T . Three of the workshop evaluation experts were frgm SRI Internationhl
W s/ i N
g in Menlo Park M Shirley McGillicuddy provided the—first presentation,

e
) - -
. &

D Philip Sorensen dinected‘the others with asSistance in_several

g £ v .
o meetings from Dr. Georgé Ebey Mz C.-Allen Pauld, dean of technical~ N
- . : c . o '
'_vocational education atsiifssmont College, presentgy thelevaluation =
’ materials at the San’ Diego meeting. Mr , Robert Sayette, previously S

[ ,".

dea of occupational eduCationJhb East Los Angeles College and Mrs, _fjﬁ" '
v -J v :
‘_HoZ: Holcomb, previously the assistant to the Chancellor in the Los
Angeles G}dhunity College Districtj\directed the workshop meetjjgs with
Mr. Robert Holcomb Lt / o ; \ ‘k.“v' ﬂ,';“ - U ’,1 i\ ) :"'
f Use.of.Chaxt . | | | |

" . . _ X

: The basic

,_rking document of this handbook is the chart included

at the beginning of this‘manual.,.As used in last year s Guidelines v
- .~ ' 7\‘ N

'handbook, the chart is to be.used primarﬁly as a check list, for occupav

7

- tional administrators. m items will loomﬁvery significantly for SR ’f

- . “& .. ‘,
. some programs but may no 5be'particul&rly important for others.’ No -
m‘.
effort has been made to prloritize those items listed below each box -+

again such prioritizatib

s ?

L and from district to distngct. ' A o <o

£ o . B :
L . V3 i . B K3 : ] -

%&ﬂl vary considerably from prdgrhm to program ‘)?




o

. P - _.p.' Do . ,'_ .‘v ; ’ Aot .'-a‘_ ™ 6 - . . .' s ,. - Lo

S the chart 1s psed in. conjuncgion with the | ui lines h dbook\ of

‘%ast ykar, wOrkshOp members suggested that ite.n!g one on

4 ¥

S.he' x}éw chart "Operate

‘ .. ‘
’3- P .oéram" ﬂhoh‘l% be sup'Er-;l.mposed upon nheﬁprevious boqk's chart,'items 9 and .

.. ' oy ,_, . ; 4 . -.‘ _- .
e - . _.v : o . ) _.t 7 ?_ "s" lm /
: - R "'\ d:'v-. . Lt ¢

* ' T
P . L
¢

The primary emp(asis of this has dbook is upon program evaluation ——"

;‘_'. N . J] ° L A
particularl’y as it relatés to\godification %nd terminat&ien. "As stated

v - -

in the prior year s handbook Very littl. infod'mation has been written s

.* ’I'hus the bii?iagraphy \ cluded in th S, I‘amﬁfal identifies primarily S
g

o méterials,r ated to evaluation.. Somgé pects of pro§am modification.
were in?orpora,ted in the‘ ori.gina-l" %uideli‘nes &977) " T
Aé:lendum . "ff\/ ‘_ ' / g S

‘. Included in the latter’ section of this 'handbook are mate{ ls ".' ‘

; 'prov\ided by Dr.?;Sorensen, C. Allen Paul Mr. Robert Sayktte and .
[y \/ b Y,
gacramento City College. Some of Dr. Sorens‘en S material was ‘presented

at the workshops Pome was p;:ovided to the project director after the
™

| workshops were completed Mr._ Paul s material is briefed' f}om his San

Diego presentation and Mr. S{ayette S, material on advisory committees was
(

pngsented Aost workshopsi’ The associate ean of Occupational Educa—

tion ‘at Sacramento College provided dataron tl?si: college .ﬁmet od of '

working with advisory cogmnifttees. J _ ‘,.' T %., < ‘> ; RNV
- : o : U - » . (0 ' ; S ’ B
J . ‘- ’ - »
’ s ; .
. . . 3 R 1. -
-~ - ‘ S ' e
" N I * o IR 4
bd . v !
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-[OPERATE PROGRAM: | - N . -
INITIATE EVALUATION . o <o
PLAN ; = . : - R

= . ‘ ¥
‘

'\i:*,AS\indicated in the introduction, this handbook“ﬁjsumes that an

-
»

occupational program has been conceived and approved; 4t ig now to

o

be'implemented t' - g - . 4 o ' w N T

o B

( o . '
Review‘Goals andﬂbbjectives , L'.°

’P',' ] As identified in the 1977 Guidelines,_a*comprehensive set«of goals g

b and objectives should/be determined as’ each new. program is formulated

!

Workshopaatt dees stressed that prior to program initiatiom,, a careful

d”!.reviéa of theseeoriginal gOhlS and objectives should be made and should
. iy

be kept in mind fhroughout the implementation and—evaluation period
s . %

'vi, Review Evaluative System i ,-"C'.n ;/[fﬁf. ﬁf' ."f ;Ai’}llf'f\‘.
' - . e A S NL
Similarly, workshop participants.stressed the importance of , ; ii f'
reviewing, prior to’ program implementation, the evaluation system
_ establishedehen the program was’ beigg formulated ‘ '

"

Review Criteria for Data Colfection and Begin Information Co

,&c

At this point, the administrator should have a gOod concept of ..

“what 1nformation he is going to need’ for measuring Yhether the 'ﬁ . AA .

", program s goalsjand objectives are being achieved Heﬁghould have a
specific plan for gathering the information, he should know' Why he

needs the data, what he needs, how he is to collect them, when he is

going to obtain them and how he plans to evaluate them.

,.:3:”' Sy v.‘ P L v n : . .

;f :_.' - 'g _ Ai ) ; .




N » f 0 o
L e . R ' "ol -\< o
o o ANALYZE INTERNAL AND g FACTORS 'ro L
.  ~ | DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT ’BHE PROGRAM IS .|° "~ ¢ = % .
o MEETING ORIGINAL GOALS AND/OR OBJEGTIVES| - . . _ R

; e Ve
» o T L4

J.nternal and Ex ternal

B . > L s e
- ‘a' . T

As these termﬁ—are used in this handbook, the internal aspects re-;”i

-

R4

late to’ those within the institution, others are external A greatl

. . .
)

. . number of the items considered in program eva}uétion are shared ones

between the institution and the community of atre items which ‘should -

be considered ‘as evaluative factors both withln the institution‘and

K

N "
‘out'side of it, such 1temsfare classified in the chart as internal and

) - ' . ’ ’ . ' ’ AR o
'-external". S ' . - S LT T '
) , L | . .
' Communications ' T 4 - ’ : .

NS An aspect often overlooked in program evaluation, communication
| .. L ~

between institution and community as well as the communication within

- .
‘ . A ‘

the institution often need ‘careful evaluation How effectively are

Y [ EE

. programs advertized tQ students& faculty, employers and community?

vl

v

‘fIs there some method o£ ascertein}ng whether the media form being used

v,is/successful? Are there sufficient provisions made for feedback from

~‘all‘individuals,concerned? Is there a system fqr analyzing the infor-

1 P .
' . . Loy

mation gathered on’ communication° ,d"b ’ .l’

Political Aspects ‘ Co e -__f . EEEE

*
v ’

Every workshop gave attention to this” ever-present feature of K

r 1
<

program building Administrators more and more appreciate thﬁt ‘a. -,
, .

program to be successful must have the support of students, employers,

N L}

instructors, community and boards of education. In addition, approval :

. is often g\fded from area, state and the federal government. Utilizing

q . .
¢ 4 ) . ’,

sophisticated communication procedures, the prudent administratdr keeps\3 f

A

S
i) Y
L "



constituents aware of the program s progress and in turn, keeps informed

[ 3 vy

aglto the reactions of the various political forces to the program. The

.

'use of advisory committees, surveys, -follow-up studies, and broad—based

\

constituents involvement in the program have proven.effective techniques('

v e - ’

IN

N
.

in- providing the information‘needed by the°adm1n1strator who is’ sens1t1ve

-

to the political scene. _ ’ : o

s

"

Budgets . S . B _ .
‘Workshop attendees reported that Ehis itemJWas often-the'most crudial

s

item in program controi; The able administrator must be aware of’"external",

budgetary cha'&es which, may effect ‘his program -- whether these are 1oca1

state or federal. But closer to the scene. are budgetary changes Within the'

’institution and his own need to- control" the wvarious costs items incor—

porated w1th1n the program s budget. It was emphas1zed-that'in his

s -

original evaluation scheme,‘the'administrator»must establish a systematic

<

method of mainteaining an up-to-date budgetary picture of program and

provide for constant evaliiation of the various budgetary items.
. _

Legal Aspects -

LY
~

‘ Although closely identified with political aspects, many of the
occupational administrators at the workshops- felt: that this item deserved

-

separate treatment% Here the emphasis isvupon the need for the program
difector to be aware of current and pending legislation‘as it relates .
to the program. Often quoted as. examples of the changing‘scene in this
regard were .the recent’{ederal 1aws‘regarding the handicapped, sex bias
and ethnic factors as they-relaté to both\student registration and staff.

hiring practices. Other examples of ‘legal factors necessitating evalua-

tion analysis inﬁiudé VEA regulations, environmentﬁl control factors,

EY

Q . o '1:3>.. - .
ERIC | ' " |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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safety and health legislation as they'affect occupational programs.

\

Transportation

Although not as significant an item as legal aspects in many

institutions, 'many problems relating to'student transportation were

a

identified at the workshops. The decision as to where to-.hold certain -

occupational classes is often determined by the accessibif\?y and cost

’of transportation. -Problems of class scheduling.and the growing
demand .for busses .for other purposes have made many administrators d’
more conscious of transportation problems when evaluating their Programs.,

e

Governance
The growing:centralization of control - whether within _the 1oca1
' distr1ct by state or federal action ~-- was often a subject of ,concern

at the wdrkshops. As with 1ega1 and political aspects, the program

administrator must be conversant-with the changing nature of governance

r-

if he is to be fully aware of the many factors which may. affect his
.program. Again, the_importance of keéping local and state personnel-
‘informed as to a program's status was stressed at several of the

3

workshops.

Cooperative Education and Work Eﬁpefience . P /7:::>

! Not all institutions are involved in these programs, but.those

\ administrators representing schools that had such, felt that these
"\ " T
\\ items were significant enough to warrant establishing evaluation check °

“points. The importance of providing proper administration, good

»

te‘chers_and proper control of these prograﬂs was stressed by the admini-

strators at the workshops. Examples were cited of cooperative education

programs which shad been well administered at the institutions and which

had-good employerlsupervision that had continued to flourish when
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programs-lackingvthesg elements had‘nét been sUccessfﬁl; o
‘Funding Sources = : ;  R . - _ L .;
Although this iteh wasvmentione& Wheﬁ'reviewing bpdget'eVaiuatian,'

workshop members felt that occupational administrators should provide
. N : ‘ b

for am On—goiﬁg evaluation»of the‘fungzgg éources invqlvéd in any'ngw' .
Prt;?am- A shift vo'fa policies on the part of VEA, }t’heristace depa'rtnlllen‘t,
privéﬁé SQhrcés and/of the district qah'have a pfof?und ef?éct upon the
dinstitution's programs. The need to maintain an awareness of bolicy ShifFS. 
by keeping aBreast'Of nationar, state and local trends.via periodicals,

¥

bulle;ins-énd professional associattion meetings was emphasized by workshop

Y
()

b4 . “

members. .

priorities R ' . \\'- - 2 o . "
At éeveral'heetings.thewconcept f prioritizihg was Streésed; Admiﬁil
. : s v ’
strators recbgnize that obtaining funds for new programs iS becoming more
difficult and they have to weigh the various. programs agatnst cach other
to éscertdin which is the better. 1In ga like:manner, an administrgtor .’ ‘ -
cannot'év luate every aépeckyof every program aﬁd nust identify those P
itgms f?r evaluation Qﬁich appear to Bé most Significaﬁti"Local districts
and institutions. often are forced to make similar Prioritié;£ién decisioﬁé
as they review budgets, legal and.Politicaljaspécts of VariOUSvprograﬁs.
Estaﬁlishing early evaluation Procedures for SQCh'PriPritization can%helﬁ
reauce'the~;rauma which often'acpompanies making decisions in crisis

situations. ' o : <

w
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égpropriateness of Goals and Objectives

As administrators-begin.to-evaluate programs, one area too

[ET

often neglected, according to workshop participants, is that of
. . N . * »>

' questioning the Qriginal‘goals,andlobjectives. Since goals gre

normallysdeterminéd pri?;'to gaining the knowledge';ﬁaglcoﬁés with
- the egpériencé'of ruﬁﬁiﬁg é‘program, the participants ag ;hef“ i. zf /
L ;/w?rkshopgustressed ;hé‘need for féc?gﬁizing that,thesé goalé
‘ tpgméeives may need ;g be revised 'and thgﬁ-caregul progiém"yonitofing
"and apalysis may'illusﬁrate the néed for such changes:

2

. -~ f .
Enrollment and Recruitment ,
. 3
Another key factor in program evaluation is that of enrollment
a - . , L. .t ‘
-analysis. Workshop participants identified the following areas
. : -

needing evaluation when the administer is reviewing program enroll-

ment: the nature of students, legal requirements, numbers of
: . - _

" students-'enrolling, attrition ratgs, causes of attrition, declining.

- N I3 .
enrollment, effect of supportive services upon enrollment, nature

of recruitment and retention-programs. .Workshop attendees often
* stressed the néed for utilizing student surveys to identify

reasons for program fetention, attrition, and recruitment strengths

«

- or weaknesses’

Inpu

As~mgntioned above, wbrkshop participants stressed utilization
.0of a wide variety of institutional sources when evaluating programs.
The use of faculty and student evaluatioﬁ'fdrms was identified. by

. m£q§ as an effective method of obtaining feedback. Administrators,

O
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a

too, have to be alert to information regarding the progran received

from staff members, "higher" administrators and from board‘members

&

Additional Evaluation Areas | 7 . B
. . - - ~
Without going into a great amount of detail the workshops identi—_
-

fied the following areas as add;tional ones that the occupational

L w

.}.

ﬁ%éinistrator must review aS'he is evaluating programs

: Equipment and FaciIities - Cost, adeqaacy, obsolescence, mainte-
‘ _ o o

‘~nance, replacemgntv R C S

. . Rt ® . - E —
‘Personnel -~ Competency, tenure factors, costs, strengths and
weakness, ‘part time or full time

"Costs ~ -Cost effectiveness;zcost benefit 'current and pnojected .

~

Nature of Students ~ Are’ evaluation procedures established to evaluate

students att1tudes, skills, sex,’ages, ethnic composition9
- P
How does oneéchange program to meet changing nature and needs

*of students? "y

1

AdminiStrative Decisionsd— How 18 program affected by administrative

. , o .
Pressures? Decisions?
2 3

Support Services ~ Evaluation should be made of'thefeffect of support

‘services (counseling, s udent activities, financial aids;
S \ ‘ _
e guidance, placement, work\study, etc.)\on_prOgram.
I oo - : . v
Time of Offering - Could program being offered at better time of day? -

Should consideration be giventto evening or week—end.offering?
Curr1culum ~ When reviewing curriculum, the following questions
should be raised Are courses sequential? Does curriculum

really fit student needs? ‘Howidoes this program dove-tail
< : . _ LU

w4

with other institutional programs? ° o

C

. . - | 1':,:' T
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Methodologz Are- the teaching methods being utilized meeting student .-

" needs? What improvements can be instituteﬁ° Are facilities,

equipment and personnél satisfadtory?: .

. »
.

f{Placement\— Evaluation of placement shéuld inciude_establishing a
. , 'system to détermine: ,How gre students'being placed? Can

. L P institug&gn-do more to ensure placement7 C K o

, -
- hd :

. =
Student Performance - Are-there methods of measuring how students

are learning:

“ °
.7) €

SHills, knowledge, attitudes? Apart from job

-

s readiness, how have students gained from progr
i . o

am?
.. Effect on Other Programs - How has~this rogram affected other
| R

aspects of the institution - student draw, personnel

3

other,
programs? . ' g ‘ . ﬂ - : . '

ERIC - a K |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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At the workshops, the participants streSsed‘the'importance of

1naintaining communication with many external sources as.a means of .

; evaluating programs. Those identified to obtain reaction

from
included'the'following. L v o B} f

‘.;Emplozers —'The use o suTveys and personal contacts with employers

~ LY

Y

. were suggesced as way of keeping abreast of. employer needs

!
8 t .
: and evaluating employer reaction to progr; K ,?\

Labor - Although only a.limited numbergof workshop members\said

- G

\

\
that their schoolq,had close relationship with labor organiza—

ation, they suggested that more communicafion w1th labor groups

_ might assist in improving program evaluations.

Parents - Here aga1n, attendees stated that only limited" contact., -

¢ ¥ [} ' ir A
~was made w1th parents, several'Stated.that this‘waS'a’potential :

' 4

area for program assf-tance and evaluation. .0 . M

Ay

" Other Training Institutions - With the growing public demand to

reduce.unnecessary duplicatlonxin education, educators have

given greater attention through regional councils and thfough

)

.informal discussions to the.activities, desires and evaluation

of other institutions. Experience of.other ‘schools in ) -

'-' similar programs has'proyen beneficial to, hdsevinstitutions ' o
launchlng new’programs ‘and in evaluating t eirlogp Regional l .

b consciousness has* grown, public institutions hage ‘becanle more'

aware of "ron-school" training institutions suhh as comnunity

based organizagions (private and public agencies) and  the re- e
con

PR
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cognition that these institutions too can assist-whengone
: g ) . 4 v, . o

. . Cog X ; A .
is, measuring’the strengths and weaknesses of programs:
: S . P LIS

L y - v ,
. . : . . e s B
Trustées/;nd‘Board of Education'members_vary consigprably"in

th@ir'participatiqn in'program management, but many'workshop

€0

administraters emphasized‘the importante.d% both providingf[

information to, and being aware of the reactions\of,
\r

these policy making_individuals. It was pointed out thét

. )

V) when advance information.is‘provided to board!members, they

-t

-

‘are more likely to be more objective %n their evaluationwof’

new programs.

’

’,Media - Apart from utilizing the media for advertiz{hg programs,: o

A

occupational administrators can gain valuable information i:=

-

regarding“community evaluations ‘of programs when these

~are reviewed by the media.

.

Advisory Comm tees ‘- Workshop attendees stated that other than

N E -
the institution's own evaluatidns,lthe coqunity advisory
»committees often serve RS the best, evaluativ%,tools. “A two-

“

page review ofvadvisory committee use- and functions is

.-

. included in this workbook's appendix

Licensing Agencies - Although servdng only a Limited number of

e

/

occupations, the reports of licensing agencies can - .
r servevas a valuable source of program'evaluation. :
r f \

State Evaluation Systems, Although scheduled to g0 through some-

c-'

revisions in tha near future, the various state—wide

systems, COPES DROVE SAM TRACE hav in tHe past years

served as significant evaluation systemsf' With ghavy >

. P 2 .
'emphasis upon institutional_self—analysis, these systemsg

;F [

4
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R L usua}l<rprovide for a broad review of institutional pro— '<f3

¢ »

3

‘ o ’grawi, but ha also operqted tq isolate and look in
Y. Gep

N [
. ‘ ‘
' Chan ges - Bgcause of the numerous changes that can afgﬂct an-

$a sing e one (e. g. police science)m e

- y L
y '5 inspitutioﬁ s program which are external to institution s, L

¢ Kl

. cdﬁtrol the wise administrator tries to keep abreasb of these.

. changes ‘and utilizes information gathered whén evaluating
t - ahis-programs; these” changes include the_following:
e b ’ . o - ' A
B i b . . .
‘Technology - Bedause Q¥ the %apid technological changes in-

- W

today's world it is incumbent upon the administrator of"

occupational programs to keep aware of the. impact of such

37 e
——

changes upon his ‘pPrograms. As he evaluate#.a program, he
. . N 3 (‘ ¥ .
must cogsider‘how technological changes ma§ affiit the

e
teachingumethodology, the physical plant, the students and

N ) Vteachers, and what the possfble effect may be upon enrollment

and placement. T N

Socioldgical Aspects - With the”continuing population.shifts

being so much a part of the California scene, it is impera—

tive that the state's educators be aware of the demographic
R -4 L R -

. : changes in their areds and how these may‘impact'upon his
Tt ' . { ’
pgbgrams. How will a reduced population at a "lower"

M - . . ’ . - . i ( .
school change his programs? Will a major ethnic shift

‘alter the‘methods of teaching? How will the emphasis ‘upon
P providing equaldty of’training in almost all occupations

for women, handicapped and older citizens a fect his progrm’
» - -and his ewaluation of it? How-will these sociological
factors alter his hiring practices? Counseling? 'Placement?

- ¢
v

’ LN r

21 o
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. Economic Factors < Economic changes are as significant to the educétorf

-~

as the sociol giCal onesn. A sudden shift'in ij oppoftunities
. . : T

© can change a marginal program
. P

In evaluating any program, the educator has

1to- a dynamic7one or, converse-

o ly,,destroy it.

) , to recognize\hpth the long and short term economic shifts,
I Ea
‘a prime exampie of the effects of such shifts upon programs

R ~

is exemplified in the engineering-all d areas which have waxéd

,p ¢

workshop attendees remarked that these:shifts
A AR
coﬁld lead to ‘quicksand for good programs in- perio}fof

'

» economic st/ress if p]écement became the only key t?determine

s,

L whether a program was retained or dropped

Another economic factor to evaluate is, the nature of *

o

‘ changing competition to the program from other institutions,

organizations or agencies‘ .

~ . -
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IDENTIFYING OPTIONS FOR b

'| MODIFICATION AND ANALYZE
CONSEQUENCES OF EACH OPTION

. ‘ o T . -
Establish Rationale and Strategy for Change

Having'evaluated a program, the administrator has to determine

-

. whether to maintainbit (status -quo) ;7 to suspend it (keep it on the books

for future use) to modify it, or in extreme cases, to terminate it.
- Te

The administrator who wishes to. modify a program now haﬁ to utilize his
a

evaluation information ag'the basis for establishing a rationale for

-

-‘change. What specific areas appear to be needing modification? What\

- o0

., are’ the possible changes that could be made?. What are the various ways S
Ay . \I’/ N .
L»‘, ST . o o

of making tHese changes?

Determine Implementation Plané"

-

The administrator, having decided what areas need changing and
A

@ LS

having established various alternative methods of operating the program,

must now establish a plan for change, Are such changes feasible?
!

Suitable? Acceptable? Some road blocks appear immediately if personnel
L AR

o

changes ‘Seem imperatiVe :— can one move ' to transfer a permanent,.’”'; -

tenured instructor who has strong ties with .one of the teacher organiza-

tions? Are costs prohibitive when newer equipment is needed? Can bi—

lingual teachers ‘be hired when the ethnic make-up of the students make it

appear that. this would be wise?

Establish Time Lines u o ) LT

Along with the determining how to plan to implement change, the

administer must decide what schedule to follow in relation to "selling

the changes and in implementing it after obtaining approval




"finitiation should be reviewed if major changes are” envisaged

R 4 o _,“‘. - '>' L

A} ‘ . o \\l . - 20 - . ‘,;.
> ) i .4
s e RECOMMEND PRocRAM’ Sl :
. o MODIFICA’I.‘IONS L o
, _ 5 o : id'.‘:-:x o S '
-Provide Justification  for Change * s o e T '
” . . . . V N

Assuming that these changes must be approved by another administrator,

;the program administrator must provide his reasons for making them. What

have been the' results of evaluatlon analysis‘7 What will result from

these changes suggested° What are the.effects upon personnel, students, |
. LS N

facilitieE _cost, equipment? Are there income factors to consider’ e

olgtical consequences?" : -“J

Provide P 1o i;ies and Alternatives

Legal or

Tha administer should ascertain which changes'are most . signifi-
cant and when each should-be implemented According to' the situation,
,often alte;nate change strategies should be provided when costs, personnelﬂ
or other significant change factors must’be considered,ﬁ Many of the

‘-cpnsiderat1ons incorporated in the original Guidelines Handbook in program.
J - Ly

Establish Proposed Evaluation Methods for Proposed Program ‘ J

Included in'recommended program modifications should be newly )

tq\ .».

detera#ﬂed evaluation plans If extensive.changes are proposed considera—

tion should also ‘be given to reviewing and/or revising the original goals

-

-and objectives

- o - b M ”
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Modify, Suspend or Terminate Program ‘ )"”K"fy A S e
N N X : - v .
As directed by the board, presidﬁpt or- pr1ncipal q%he occupational
administrator should receive approval for changes and then implement .
% '\ » K
. them . Suspended programs are usually those kept "on. ice" for a year  -*

LaR ey 3 .

PO

for two when more., favorable conditions may provide an opp0rtunity to

reinstate them ‘“ﬁ ‘f ;;ﬁ -;‘

~Communicate Changes O . . ,

A final area;of workshop discussfons centered on the need for-admini~
c'strators to fully inform students,.staff and communlty'of program changes i
There was general agreement that efforts to communicate more extensively
‘would result in more: effective programs o : f"jf S

‘ .
. “_.

%

Although the above paragraph completes the coverage of the chart
£
_ development provided by'the administators at the state-wide workshops,

~

~  the following materials describe in greater detail the contibutions of

the consultants who assisted with the project This appendix includes ‘

an evalua%ion study by Dr. Philip H Sorensen, .an outline of Mr. Allen

¢

Paul s San Diego workshop presentation, an overview of ‘advisory committee .

functions as provided'by Mr.vRobert Sayette and a bibliography of

-

materials primarily related to program evaluation
@ .

N
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EVALUA’I‘ION OF OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS L

PO . Dr. Philip H Sorensen

.-
X( -

,Introduction
Planning,Aimplementation, .and evaluatipn are recurring functions of
program management. A pgogram is planned as''a reasonable solutién to a
o problem or need -- as a to overcome a difficulty\or ‘achieve certain
goals. The planned’ program ‘is t¥ted out or. implemented to .see whether
- the- problem is solved or the goals are reallzed ’ _ w//} E
done

) | : . L -

Evaluation is the process of . assembling evidence about what
.and -about the- consequences of what was, ‘done so, that sensible -judgments,
q.emd decisions can be made ‘about what tq do next. The judgments based '
. upon*the egvidence may lead to a decision to- try again but in a.somewhab
difféerent way Thus,'unless the initial,problem or need that started
the whole process -evaporates in the meantime, the sequence ‘of planning,
implementation, and evaluation begins gain but with more and better
information on which to base the new planning
\ This sectién is’ about the evaluation of occupational programs. The
purposes of the(section are limited to the following main points:

t

l. To show how evaluation is related to program planning and

program implementation. 'f e o ,~M. A
- ST
2. To identify some desirable qualities to seek in any program

,evaluation. R e L
o ,_ . .. , i . R

'3.' To clarify some reasons for evaluation and to illustrate how

varieus reasons lead to different approahces. ‘ . .

4, To describe various recognized and accepted models or .
. approaches t¢ program evaluation.

5. To list some references or other sources that provide more
’ detail than is appropriate for this handbook

Uses of EvaluatiOn o ~

. In the broadest -sense, the purpose. of evaluation is to help someone

“make a decision or choose Smong alternatives. “In- the context of occupa~
tiondl program planning, thHe
T~ the. total program and individual élements of it.

4

e
([GL R

P S . . C
-., N . v

central decisions are’ about ways to improve -

o
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‘ some'expenditure of resources. Note that this first question is asked.

of the purposes to be served by a program, not of a prpgram as it
_currently operates.  This allows one to assess the importance of purposes
'independent of any existing or proposed means for achteving such purposesp

_ Figure 1l illustrates a sequence of questions that an- occupational
program manager might ask with’ respect. to a specific course or other
‘element ih the oversall program For illustration, let that element be
denoted as "x." : -

v

, Figure 1 suggests, the first question that systematic. evaluation.
+ ‘can h&lp answer is whether or net certain ‘program purposes are worth
' pursuing. The approach to such a question is not umnlike’ that followed
in program planning and somehow distinct from evaluation. With equal
" justification, one may see needs assessment as a first step in evaluation.
. Functionally, such distinctions are not worth an argument. Essentially ?"*\_
‘the same tools and techniques of formulating questions, .gathering and-
analyzing data, and reporting findings apply to the process. The
important point illustrated in Figure 1 is.that the termination decision:
is based on an agsessment of the importance of purposes of "some" program

L If it. is established that the purposes justify some effort, then
it is appropriate to assess the appropriateness of alternative means to
those ends. In .Figure 1, a means (program X)- already exists, so ‘the
next question seeks to "determine the adequacy of X.  If the purposés are
worthwhile - ("yes" to question 1) and the present means to those purposes’
are satisfaetory ("yes" to question 2), then continuation of X without
,change 1is justified, _ Lo - "é

Figure 1 has been intentionally simplified to illustrate only
yes—or-no answerg to broad questions. In,practice,’answers are not
likely to. be categorical -- agreement. or disagreement will be expressed -
in degrees or shades of difference. ~It's a rare program in which some
modifications will not be considered desirable, either in the specifica~
tion of ‘purposes and objectives or 1in- the way that the program operates., °
Thus, ‘the cycle of planning modifications, trying them out, and evaluat-
ing them is initiated In the end, ‘the main application of evaluation is
in the continuing search for more effective and more economical ways to
achieve worthwhile purposes. : » - T

Evaluation in Relation to Planni;gﬁand Program Implementation

g igure 2 1llustrates rwo paths from- plan to program to. program
‘out com The broken-line path i1llustrates intentions and goals while
the soli =line path illustrates the observable world. For simplicity,
the anteckdents of "the plan' are not shown ~~ the problem to be solved,
-, the need sessment, that identified discrepeancies between the existing
and an acceptable state of affairs, and so 'on. Figure 2 helps 11iustrate
several relationships and possible discrepancies that either, may ‘be. foci:
of evaluation or factors to be considered in an eyaluation.

‘




| Are the purposes of X

: ' L : ;sufficieqtly:important 4 -
T, to warrant expenditure

' of effort and resources? |. .

.

‘Terminate
. X.

Is X satisfactory as it is
presently defined and operating?

.......

* How cég‘x be modified to o | .Continue X
become satisfactoryl" : as before

L

'
., R B

‘Initiate cycle of planning-
implementation—-evaluation
of alternatives to or. -
within X '

I8

vt
o

’ 'Fiéhre 1
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SIMPLIFIED SEQUENCE OF QUESTIONS AND DECISIONS ABOUT
: ~ PROGRAM TERMINATION AND MODIFICATION
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INTENDED - .@-'_ = DESIRED

D,' PROGRAM © OUTOMES
PLAN ; -
- | AcTuAL ‘_ —f-\ (4 )=t OBTAINED
. PROGRAM ' OUTCOMES
| , | _
' . A . ) Sy
Figure 2 - . , ‘

BASIC SEQUENCE FROM PLANNING TO
- IMPLEMENTATION TQ OUTCOME . -

(Numbers Defined. in Accompanying Text) .

>
L

. . . o .
‘Path segment 1 refers to the. logical consistency or Congruence
between a Stated plan and descriptions of an intended program. A compre-'
hensive plan for a program will include at least the f0110Wiﬂ8
-characteriStiCS‘ »
. . .
S 1. SPeCifiC statements of applicable policies, P“KPOSGS, and :
_objectives . .
. : ,
2. Approacheg @methods, strategies) to achieve the- stated purpdses
and Objectives, described in sufficient detall to guide action.

3. Provisions for cOntingencies, Such as an alternative method
of staffing if centain key personnel are not available.

4. Consideration of environmental factors ana other situational
variables that may affect imPlementation, ‘such as estimates of
- the jbb market.

PN E

5. A realistic timetablé of activitiés'and events.'

6. SPeCifiCation of indiVidU'al and organiational reSPOUSibllitieS
- for implementation (e.g., Who is to ‘be responsible and held
accountable for what actions).

7.- Acknowledgment of the relationships between purposes and
resource allocations or, more Simply a "program budget "

A plan for a Program may be evaluated logically against such cri-
teria as the above, 7t also may be evaluated empirically on many, -if
not all, of its elepents. For fexample, assumptions should be questioned
and verified when posgible, such as assumptions that ‘certain resources
will become availabie on schedule or' that estimates of ‘the marketplace

are based on accurate and up—tordate indicators. A :

59'
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Path segment 2 in Figure 2" refers to the plausibility or likelihood
of achieving desired outcomes ‘given adequate implementation of an.intended .
pProgram. The objectives of -a‘program -~ shown in the figure as "desired
outcomes" -~ should be realistic, reasonable, and consistent- with known.
facts, In a formdl sense, the desired outcomes are. hypotheses about what
will occur under specified circumstances -- "If X occurs under conditions
A, B, and C, then Y will result." :

An "jif- then" proposition such as the above accomplishes the following
. things. : "

1, The.intended program'—— X ~- is described.

2. The environmental and situational'variables thought to affect
‘the operation of the intended program -— A, B, c, and S0 on ~-__
_are defined - X

3. The desired dutcomes or objectives -~ Y - are specified "
S iv Specifications such as the above set the stage for ‘systematic evalua-
' tion by indicating the kinds of questions that should guide an evaluation.
Was the program implemented as intended? @ Did external variables exert
expected influences? To what degree were desired outcomes realized?

. Copsideration of path segments 3-and 4 in Figure 2_will help clarify
the relationship between the propositions about the planned program and
what actually occurs. Path segment .3 referg.to the relationship. between -
the Program plan and the program that’ actually Ais implemented.. The
empirical test bf the adequacy of‘the program plan for implementation
lies in the discrepancies between the intended program and that which .

is implemented (see 5 in the figure). In what ways did the actual program
. depart from what was planned or intended? Was a discrepancy between the
intended and implemented program the result of something that might have
been controlled -= that 1is, anticipated and\provided for throggh an
alternative in the plan, such as a contingency plan for staff ng? Or was
a discrepancy the result of something that was beyond direct control, such.
‘as an unexpected turn in ‘economic conditions that affected revenue? In’
‘any case, what lessons for planning can be drawn from the fact that the
aCtual program differed from what was intended7 . : '

_ The importance. of identifying -and analyzing discrepancies between
intended and. actual programs highlights a common shortcoming 1in many -
Program evaluations. ' All too often, the program that is to be evaluated
is defined by 1little more than its label or name rather than by the
process, activities,. and conditions. that give it operational meaning.
It folloys inevitably that discrepancies between intended . and "actual

~ program implementation cannot be detected, described, ‘and assassed -for

- their importance unless (1) the intended program is described and
(2) the actual program is observed ‘and described in similar terms.

Evaluation research over the past few yéars suggests strongly that .
certain differences between plans and intentions are unusually ‘eritical

-
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for their effect on ‘desired outcomes. One such difference ls ?he dis—
tinction between "planned time on a- task" and "engaged . time on a task."
For example, an instructional program may call for 30 minutes of drill‘f
or practice on a specified skill during each .instructional day. Ao
formal schedule and lesson plans may exist to.help assure that this

- occurs. Observation of classroom activities frequently shows, however, .

- that the actual amount of time devoted to the activity is legs than
”_hplanned The reason may be as simple as the time of day that the activity
' is scheduled, such as preceding or following a break or recess which
involves some ''get ready or ''settle down activities that consume time ’
but are irrelevant to the instruction. ‘Furthermore, pupils vary in
their attending behavftor or "engagement in’ the.;ask" within a sinple
classroom. Such variati8n§ both within a classroom and across class-
rooms, cannot be detected and recorded unléss.they are observed syste-

.
RO

-

matically. If one seeks to understand the relationship between instruc—-~

tional processes and- their outcomes, ‘then the instructional processes must
- 'be measured as accurately as'the outcomes. - * - : .
'-Path segment 4 in Figure 2 illustrates the latter point. Whether
" or ‘not the actual ‘program corresponds tqQ the intended one, it is only .
_the actual program and the obtained ‘outcomes. that can be observed oo
measured, and analyzed to provide a basis for. understanding why "X leads
‘(or does not lead) to_ Y under conditions A, B, and C." Thé relationships
~ implied by path segmeht 4 are the heart of evaluation reserach - the“
search for explanation in terms of cause and effect.

Finally, the differences between desired outcomes and obtained "
‘outcomes (see 6 in Figure 2) identify the: crucial contrast for estimating
the effects 6f a planned program Estimating effects, however,'may
. require considerably more than a simple comparison. Suppose that desired
" outeomes or objectives were defined in terms of changing an existing state"

”‘P.

of affairs into'a more desirable one, such as might be derived from a needs

assessment. For example, imagine that a vocational program manager
receives. reports from employers that many graduates of a vocational pre-
paration program are not able to do certain things that an émployer
reasonably can expect a new hire to be prepared to do- following co pletion
‘of the vocatio al- program These reports disturb the program man
seeks evidence to support or refute the contention. ’

Some hasty fact—gathering confirms that.zhe employers probably are
"correct, so. the program manager-and instructional staff pldn a modifi- -
cation of the instructional. program to rectify the oversight.' A test of
the skill is developed and administered to a sample of students currently_
in the program to estimate existing skill levels. A criterion of pro-
ficiency at the end of training is defined by instructional staff with
the help of the advisoiy committee- and a panel of employers. Instructors
are asked to implement the plan modify instryctional, and trainees are
given the performance test following completion of the program. What
are the possible outcomes and what conclusions might be drawn from the
results? - ’ .

For simplicity, possible outcomes may be reduced to four extremens
as\shown in Table 1. :

F
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INFERENCES FRDM RESULTS' OF PROGRAM MODIFICAIION AND
' MEASURES OF SKILL ACHIEVEMENT

' A 1, 'bbserve& Consequence on Skill Measure -
Implementation of .. _"criterfon Level = = Criterion Level
Prgs&m MOdificatiqn Achieved .. = Not Athieved
Modification implemented . Programvappears' Program does not
as planned. - “to.be effective. appear to be effective.
Modification not ! , T : S o
_implemented as . . Program probably . Program effectiveness
planned. . ; ’ ~ is.not a critical - cannot be assessed
: o ‘ ' “ - -cause of skill . = because the plan was
v ¥ ' : ' achievement,' - - not implemented.

, Note that only one of the four conciuSions in Table 1 can be stated
~with confidence, that conclusiofr: 18 the one which asserts _that the pro-
. gram modification has not been tested die - to ‘failure to implement it as
planned.” The remaining “three: conclusions are tentative at best, given
‘the conditions of the evaluation.

[y

-3 :
’ - *
To assert conclusions with greater‘confidence or greater generality,
future ‘evaluations should consider such issues as the following @i
R 1. Are there other prog%am modifications-that are more effective(
: - or lesp costly or both? : %

. L . )
- 2. How? much of the improvement can be ttributed to ingluences : %
' other than the program modification? For rexample, were the
trainees unusual" or not typical in some key respect?

" 3. How valid is the measure of skill achievement? -For example,_'

"~ - how well does performance on the test predict performance on
the’ﬁob? For that matter, how critical is the skill« itself
to overall performance on the job? After all, the program Was
modified on the strength of employers opinions, not a-rigorous
analysis of. job requireménts. = o

- & ) “
Several additional questions could be listed but the above are
sufficient to make the following points.'

\

k™ i

1. Measures of program implementation are essential if one seeks
meaningful conclusions about cause-and-effect relationships
between participation in a program and accomplishments follow--

- ing participation in that program ) PR

. 2. ‘Several” reasonab e’ alternative programs -- at least more than

one -~ must be examined before any conclusions can be drawn
about relative effectiveness or relative costs or both
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", 3. ConcIusions about " effects are very senS{ti;e to. qualities of(
e the ‘measures of effects. "When the index of- training program
X effectiveneds is performanee in a next higher level of training
‘ or on the job, the quality of measurement wvalidity is particu-
" larly. crucial. "Furthermore, when effectiveness is assessed w
against a standard ¢r criterion of competence that is based on .
_'judgment without . substantiating empirical evidence, inferences o
- apout effectivess are bound directly to the quality of, the
" fudgments that defined the criterion level. . :

* 4, The desired outcome of participation in a program rarely is

- ' singular. Usually one is interested in more than. knowlege or _
. skill, although these may\be the central objectives. -: A program , -

: may be judged- against séveral criteria, and it is not: unusual to '
find that judgments about the worth of a program will’yary with
the criterion.invoked Cost, of course, is an obvious criterion
to include with a measure of effectiveness. So, too, are: measures
. - of opinion and preference, includimg the attitudes of instruc-

.)} *  tional staff. Most of"- these criteria ca11 ‘for measures(other .
‘ : than tests. : 5 _ _ v C .d\‘&:
5. Evaluation designs and methods of analysis are available that '

‘wil} permit more worthwhile conclusions to be drawn, - For example,
'alternate me thod comparison designs with elther experimental or

statistical contsrol of trainee assignment to method ‘will increase

the generality of conclusions. As anotger example, replication
(i €., repeating the trial with suceessive groups.:of trainees) :

%111 add strength to conclusions. As a further example, multi-

variate correlational analyses that take accountiof trainee’

" charateristics, instructor characteristics, specific processes..
in the instructional méthod, cost factors, and so on, will

'extend the range of possible cogpclusions. 7‘ ‘ ' .

N o

Desirable Qualities in Any Evaluation o s g;_

5 Y]

The foregoing discussionhof the relationship of evaluation to pro- -
gram planning and program implementation has helped illustrate several 2
considerations that should be made in planning and &arrying out an evalu- )
- ation. In the following paragraphs, these and other consideratiqns arfe

- stated or restated as reminders about qualities to seek in any evaluation.

o )Evaluation involves the appTication of human judgment to

evidence. Because this is so, individual preferences and
predispositions will influence way, which evaluation-: . .
questions are stated,.selection ojﬁ gflence2 choices among o
methods of data collection and andlyses, and so on. A 'good" :
evaluation will ‘be explicit in statihg assumptions and,
expressing the rationale for choices among: ‘approaches or ,
kinds.of data. A good evaluation also will be designed to e

" protect against erroneoug or unwarranted inferences by -
remembering that a hypotliesis can be tested only under con- ~ -
ditions where it can be either rejected 6f accepted.

N . c. . ‘s
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'Evaluations have no value if they are not available to those 2
who must make decisions when the -time for thoge decisions )
comes due. Evaluation reports must be timeXy. This often

- means that approximations must stand for mQre precisg estimates -
that might be possible’with more time; adddtional resourcedt -
Put another way, good ‘evaluations are/designed\with the -
timing needs of decision—makers in mikd. If this means -

v that compromises in methods are made to ¥ a decision

Cie timetable, then a good evaluation will be explicit in de- -

- scribing the delimdtations and restrictions that apply to:
inferences that can be drawn from the analyses.

&

_ Evaluations shou cognize and acknowlege multiple causality
: of events in gene al .ahd human behavior in particular. Short-
, ‘may exert a ripple effect on later consequences..
One program may influence other programs in unintended ways. - :
‘Events and conditions external to a program -~ social. and
o _ political developments, activity in the marketplace -- will
; influence the.program environment, often in unexpected ways.
" A "good" evaluation scargely can be other tHan multivariate
L in forms, ‘particularly when it is realized that experimental '
.controls are virtually impossible to ‘establish and maintain.
It is just such i#@ability to control condftions in a "natural
, experiment" and the inevitability of multiple causality that
< ' makes ‘it essential that the programs: under study be observed
. - and measured periodically and frequently. One ay not be -
o able to control the treatment, but one can descripe it in
“process terms. :

g

a
L.

Evaluation “data should be based on measures obtained under‘
conditions that reflect attention to criteria of measurement
quality. Many of these criteria are too complex tordiscuss
in this brief section, but mention of them can. at least
"} serve to alert one to the issues. Key criteria include the
' following — D L ‘ A ‘
. - Objectivity, or the ability to share data and test for
-~ _conmon interpretation by different observers. .
-— Reliabilrty, or the qualities of consistency and stability
in measures. RO : .
- Validity, which may refer to several attributes. In
evaluation of instructional programs,’ the following two
_ . "are most important.' (1) ‘the content validity of the
N . _ measure (e.g., does a test used reflect a fair sample of \
the content of instruction) and (2) the predictive validity ,
.0of the measure (e.g., the relationship between the
' measure,. such as a performance test of skill following -
training, and a subsequernt measure of performance in the
&étting where®he skill is applied, such as error rates
n the job) . .
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— Practicalitf, orjthe'feasibility of applyingpthe measure"
or obtaining the data in the intended way.

Evaluations must reflect high standards of professionalism:

(1) the integrity of the evaluation staff, (2) protection
‘against systembhtic bias in’ the formulation of questions,
eollection of data, and analysis and interpretation of. findings,
(3) strict adherence tg. confidentiality of sensitive or .
personal information o , o .

o IR B
Contrasting Orientations Toward'Evaluationv e » = g - <
“/ B

. The manner in which program evaluations are approached and carried
" out will be affected by a host ‘of factors, some of which -are determined

by external circumstances and others of which’ simply reflect the capa-

bilities and styles of those undertaking the evaluation. -Following is

‘a brief discussion of . 'of the issues that an evaluator should con-
‘ sider’ since_each will | | a bearing on the manner in which the work is
"undertaken. The 1issuet e expressed below:as though. they were choices

between one orientation or a competing one; in practice, the choices.
, may not be as. extreme as may be implied ' . :

7
Formative or Summative Evaluation

]

.Formative evaluation'concentrates‘primarily’on the development or
alteration of a program, course, or unit'while it is still fluid.

Empirical research methods may be applied to such activities as (1) successive
tryout: and refinement of materials, (2) developing descriptions of target
.groups (e.g., capabilities, attitudes,. interests) to aid in planning and
materials development, (3) definitio of goals and objectives to assure
clarity, reasonableness (i.e., capable of being attained), ‘and appropriate
specificity, and (4) implementation procedures and variations in methods.
The formative evaluator’should be part of the program development -team’

. from the outset. As such, the formative evaluator usually. shares (oxr

comes to share) the developer's .enthusiasm for - developing something that
works well. The formative- evaluator's special contribution.;omes primarily
_from abilidb to apply empirical research techniques. in continuous, fast- '
feedback .assegsment of alternatives before” the program (course, unit)

is frozen ‘and put into general usge.

Summative evaluation is directed toward assessing the overall pro-
gram after it is.in operation.. ' Summative evaluation has essentially the
same meaning as ''impact assessment,! and will pay attention to both
intended and unintended outcomes of the program. ,If nothing else,
summative evaluation is concerned with consequences of programs, but
this does not mean that summative evaluation cannot also. involve analyses

of processes. o . .

One implication of extraordinary importance follows from the dis-
‘tinction betwéen forpative and summative evaluation. It is very difficult
for the. same.person qr team to serve both the functions of formative . :
and summative evaluation. The formative evaluator has beer an active _\*\"

. participant in the development effort. The summative evaluator should

-




R

. e,

LT e - 33 -

be independent of the.program development so that the summdtive evaluation'
can be objective and accepted by others as such. . This, is important,
© because the audiences for summative evaluations usually are those who ,.-
' set policy and determine resource’ allocations. These distinctions
'suggest that summative evaluation should be conducted by a third party
" who has no, stakeqin the decisions that' follow the EValuation.

Comparism‘or Absolute Standards

v

. Compgrative evaluations concern relative differences, such as A
differences between similar groups or differences over time for a single-_“
group. - Absolutist evaluations refer assessing results’ against '

standards related to. program objectives. Comparing a group's performance
against norms on a standardized test of achievement . illustrates .one '
' common comparative evaluation. ‘By contrast, minimum competency testing ,
* (in which a minimum acceptable level of performance is defihed in advance) .
illustrates a kind of absolutist evaluation. In the testing field, the
. distinction between norm—réferenced tests d, criterion—referenced tests
e :_is analogous to comparative vs. absolutist evaluation. o g "

' Internal or External Evaluation R . - T \\3
Internal evaluation refers to that conducted by persons from the
. program staff. As noted under’ discusston of formative and summative
evaluation; formative ‘evaluation by its nature is internal even though ~
someone' "from the outside' is retained to work with the developers and
provide formative evaluation 8services. _ . W

' External evaluation refers to that conducted by someone independent
from the program staff. Credible summative evaluation usually is exterhal
evaluation. - : LA :

e ‘ o . ) bl_
Evaluation and EValuative Research Y

3

The distinction between evaluation and evaluative research (or
' perhaps more appropriately, between evaluation and scietific inquiry) .
involves issiles too ‘complex to develop in thig'handbook -Roughly, however,
such pairs of ‘terms or phrases as the. following will connote, if not-
satisfactorily clarify, kinds of distinctions ‘intended: , question 'vs.
hypothesis, descriptive vs. explanatory, impact vs. causal empirical
generalization vs. theory, assertion vs. proof, applied vs. basic.
The above terms imply differences in,purpose and approach that S _
“exaggerate some of the distinctions intended. 'As noted at several . pointsa .,
earlier in this section, evaluation is inquiry applied to making choices ‘
or decisions. -For example, an evaluation may seek to reduce uncertainty
for a manger who must make practical decisions about policies--and the
allocation of resources. Evaluative egearch ~—- and to an even greater .
- extent, scientific inquiry -~ is less/ concerned with.imminent decisions'
or choices-.and more concerned with c nstructing a network of propositions’
‘and theories that "explain" general zable phenomena. : .
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In a crude sense, evaluation must try to answer such questions as .

“does- it work" or "how well does it workti.or "how much does- it cost to,
- operate.v Evaluative research tries ‘to answér a few more questions, Vi
- .such as "why does it work that way' or "for whom does it work best unde:
"certain conditions" ot "does it have to cost that much " -

J(j.’ A

Evaluation is oné procedune for formulating and testing hypotheses,

N but not necessarily hYpotheses ‘of the same form''and generalizability as
- derived in formal acientific ingquiry. Evaluation of educational programs

uses most of the" methodological and analytic tools of the social -and

“behavioral sciences, and shouﬂd use them with no less ‘rigor and tough-

mindedness. Evaluation- results can’ contribute to ientific theory-
bu11d1ng, but that is not an essential quality of evaluation.

”

Experiments, Quasi#ExPeriments, and Natural Variation_ . g

Thedé comments might have been headed "consensus and controversy
ir® the design of evaluations." On two fundamental points, there is

" general agreément regarding evaluation design ~~ that is, the conditions .
' fand schedule under which data are collected or measures are taken.

1, The desigﬁfshould be such that findings are intergretable.

1

2. The design‘should be such that findings are generaqLaable.'

-

, Interpretabllity refers primarily to the ability ‘to make appropriate
"attributions of ‘¢atise." Were' the results, due.to the program, or could

the results be die to other factors that the design did not control for
‘or that the analyses could not offset? Examples. of problems of attri-
‘bution of cause were mentioned earlier in the discusgion of’ evaluation

>

in relation to program glanning and 1mplementation.
I ’ y &
Generallzability refers. to the ability to extrapolate findings from
a particular evaluation to other situations.: (This quality sometimes is "

referred to as the external validity*® of the design.) Problems of. generali-'

zability are entangled with issues:of sampling in the broadest

sense” ~~ -the representativeness of the setting or situation, and the
replicability of the program ) - o
’ - LT
_Points at-issue regarding appropriate and acceptable designs are -

not trivial. While authorities tend to agree without controversy regard-

- ing the inappropriateness of some designs.(e.g., the so~called "ex post

facto experiment"), strong’positions have been declared regarding’ true
"experiments' and ‘the place of correlational studies in. program evaluation.
Campbell  and Stanley (1963) are committed to the true experiment, .eXpress
qualified support for other désigns,. and suggest rigorous’ strictures
regarding conditions that make\Forrelational studies appropriate.;__

- By contrast, Cogley andg/ohne’(l976) have made .a persuasive case?

~ for multivariate correlationil studies: . "The multivariate correlétlonal
- studies proposed...may not support the direct, causal inferences that ‘
some educators desire, but neither do they make impossible demands for B

-
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' rigorously ‘ekperimental data bases ... Educational innovations have to
. be. evaluated in natural settings ... Replication should be the rule.
.- :The réliabiiﬁty;of important contrasts between worthy, competitive *
%, -instructionfl “madels should be demonstrated. by replication of them, over .
and over again if possible. The role of statistical procedures- in -
> establishing.evaluation contrasts’ is heuristic more than inferentialy"“'
: The underlying preference reflected in comments .throughout this =
section'ofii?e haﬂgbook‘is toward the. Cooley and Lolmes position. .
: il I ~ - | ‘ o . : . :

anefg} Models of Evaluation c T e

After .giving due credit to othérs who‘haye_gnééftékeﬁ;ﬁ‘sfmiiéf_'
exercise, Ernest House of the University of Illinois, has"'developed a
taxonomy of major evaluation mo%els'(Hbyse,¢l978); Hfproduction of - |

 House's ‘taxonomy, in_this handbook is @ convenient way of illustrating

the range of legitimate approaches to program évaluation in education.
Since. the taxonomy is organized.to display differences accordingk to such

. diménsions’'as major audiences, preferred outcomes, and typical questions;

‘‘the taxonomy, also may serve as a preliminary catalog of options from =

- which one might “chdose when considering_alternatiVe,évalua;ion’approaches;_

. It should go without saying that the taxonomy ‘can. be expanded to admit

1ngw models. And for someone who treats the taxonomy as ‘a catalog of
options, ‘it shoyld be evident that eclectic combinations are not”,
prohibited. =~ - ... . - . SRR ‘

»

.. .House's taxonomy which followys is as: it appeared in the Educational .
‘'Researcher, Vol. 7, No. 3, March 1978, Even though the table .format is -
highlyu;glegfaphic in .its descriptions of the major models, effort
to éxpanq'upon that abbreviated description in this handbook would

be scarecely less concise. For ‘readers who seek more information, the

'_bibliogpaphy at the pages. 43 andf44;' -

o

;

;

: : : v, 7 v . . . ‘ ' s, ' 5
© JDr. Philip H. “Sorensen is a senior psychologist in educational research
"’%p SRI International, 333 Rovenswogd Avenue, Menlo Park, Calif. 94025,
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. FIGURE 1: A TAxONOIlY OF IIAJOR EVALUATION IAODELS : Dy s
o * Major Assumes o R e ———
. Model #«m : Audiences Consensus on . Momodology . Qutcome Typle-l Ounﬂom
Systems -~ RA " Economisis, Goals; known PPBS; linearpro-  Efficiency _Are the expected effects -
Analysis . : - managers " cause.& affect; - gramming; planned . . . achieved? Can the etfects be
. L) -quanhﬁed vanabhs - variation; tgst benefit achisved more economically? .
D * analysis. . What are the mosloMcbm
1 . . o S I8 - C ‘ pfograms?
Behaviorsd, Tyler, Popham - Managers, Prespecified - Behavioral Objec- _ Productivity; Are the students achiovlng the
Objectives c psychologists objectives; quantified tives: achievomont accountability objectives? Is the teather -
] : e s - ';," outcome variables tests e ©,. producing? :
Decision Stutfiebeam,.  'Decision-makers, .General goals., . Surveys, question- ~  Effectiveness; ... la.the program effectiva?
Making Alkin" - @8p. administrators criteria ' naires, igterviews; . quality controt. What parts are effective?
. : T : natural vanation o o
‘Goal Free - ,- * Scriven _ Consumers ' Consequeqoes; Bias controf; logical - Consumer choica. What are a// lhe oﬁocts? :
. ! : . criteria * analysis; modus _social utility,
. . . ‘ S - operandi ' . '
| Art Criticism ] Eisrier, Kelty ' ' Connoisseurs, ..Critics, standards, Critical review . Improved ;| w°uld a critic approve thls
o o . . Consumers : B Standards program?,
[ Accreditation North Central ~ Teachers, plblic - "Criteria, panel,  Review by panel; ~ Professional . How would pmfosslorwls rate "
] Sy Association . .. |, . procedures .. _self study i acoeptance +2 this program?
| Adversary Owens, L. evmc. A Jury ‘Procedures arid " Quasi-legal Resoluﬁpn What are the arguments for dnd
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I A PROGRAM EVALLLTION N 3
e R - T, ' a :

’ // S . C. Allen Paul, Dean, Tenhnical-Vocational

Education, Grossmont College : c;g;ﬁ
Director s Note" The follow{ng is a brief outline of the material
' presented to the San Diego guidelines workshop on March 3, 1978
R : by Dean Paul on' the subject of occupational program evaluation. "
<‘ : . o0 N
-.\“.‘ :-,;.

“" - i e, . . e

The reasons for occupationallprogram evaluation can be summarized
by utilizing the questions ‘to be ‘answered when seeking to write a
comprehensive news story: Why? What? How? When? Who? g .
\ ‘. ’
The __y_of occupational program evaluation can be summarized by.
reviewing the following. accreditation, fiscal, audits, VEA require-
‘merit of program's strengths and weakness, cost analysis, and;data for
grants. : 3 e

The what areas incorporate the various aspects of the program to

. be evéluated and, among others, ihclude: curriculum, relevancy,. memho—

dology, instructors, facilities, résources, enrollment, placement, client -
‘satisfaction, employer satisfaction and- timing. o : :

The hgw_factors in evaluation incorporate a wide variety of :
'techniques. Familiar to most’ occupational educators -in California are
the more" formal systems (COPES, .DROVE, TRACE, and SAM) but various types.
-of community, district and institutional surveys have been effectively o

cutilized at Grossmont. Student follow up by the college utilizing a
'mail system (copy appended) has “been used for. -many years. In addition
cost analysis of such items, as enrollments and attrition also are used )
Various methods of instructor evaluation (by students, self” or by peer 0
have been effective. - ST » K . .

The- question as to when to evaluation is a-: constant one. Most
educators would opt for evaluations on a coptinuum -— have evaluations ‘
as a ‘method of locating ‘potential problems rather. than evaluating after ,
trouble as surfaced. Evaluation is done when you can-.afford it (you
~often can't afford not to. evaluate). "Evaluation is & tool for improve-

<« mént and thus should be built into every program asa routine process of
> _action. L. S : -

,Who are to - be evaluated? Again the question may have a wide variety
«  of answers. According to the program priorities, certain’ elements willie v
- get Floser scrutiny than others, bilit the following are listed possible
" areas for evaluation: (students,employers,_instructors, administrators,
"isupportive services,.counseling, placement, etc.) By thelsame- tokén,,.«
- these just-listed elements may also serve' tofdo “the evaluation of "thefr .
~_own participation in the program r some aspects of ‘the program itself
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"Dear Grossmont College Attendee or Graduate:

The Grossmont Community College Program is vitally dependent on feedback from you and others who have had educational experiences

here. Your response by simply filling in this brief questionnaire when added to all the others constitutes vital information pertinent to
- course and.program development and change. We need to know from you how valid our findings and assumptions have been ih es-

tablishing the present curriculum: :

In the absence of any other means to secure this kind of feedback, | am taking this measure, and ask you to please respond. Your at-
tention and thoughtful cooperation to this matter will be greatly appreciated, and serves those who will follow.

YES NO :
[:] [:] ARE YOU PRESENTLY ENROLLED AT A COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY? IF YES, CHECK (. ) COLLEGE(S) BELOW.

3752490  Grossmont College

, . v o . Sincerely,

. ‘ ; .-Allen Paul, Dean -
(O sociL SECURITY NO L] L] Ll L i l _J o Technical-Vocational Education
©)

——. 3756764  San Diego Evening College 3780582 Califomia Westem University

—__ 3767209 San Diego State University ___ 3756939 San Dlego Mesa College . 3781473  Point Loma College .
- —__ 3778370  University of Calit., San Diego —_ 3753001  San Diego Miramar College — 3780582  United States Intematl University .
——— 3756632 " San Diego City College . 3758075 . Southwestem Cbllegé . —— 3788486  University of San Diego

.. 2222222 ' Other

MAJOR -~ —«'—— UNITS COMPLETED SINCE GROSSMONT _____

®

WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS? (, ) CHECK ONE

Employed in occupation trained/educated; Namely

Employed in related occupation; Job Title

Employed out of field; Area o

Employad in an apprenticeship program:; Namely
Employed and not satisfied; Reason

O AL -

(®  WHAT.SINGLE STATEMENT BEST DESCRIBES YOUR PRESENT JOB? (, ) GHECK ONE

1. Employed part-timg, less than 30 hours.

Employed full-time. 30 hours or more. .

Unemployed. Seeking Employment. . .

Unemployed. Not seeking work; why - ) ¢

Employed in Mititary. R B .

)
%)
5 -~

WOULD YOU LIKE GROSSMONT COLLEGE'S PLACEMENT OFFICE TO HELF" YOU IN SECURING EMPLOYMENT?

‘CHECK ONE o . .

®
o
O
<
o]
C

——— 1. Live with your parents? . . ' .
2. " Rent? :
3. Own your home?

Yes  No ' .
@ E&] [[_] Recewed Certificate from Grossmont; When
Yes No
® ] [[] -Recewed A.S. Degree from Grossmont; When R - .
Yes No ° . o
® [ ] Recewed A.A. Degree from Grossmont; When : "
Yes  No - ’
[[_] In Armed Forces while attending Grossmont.
Yeos o ) ,
@ Presently receiving public assistance or plan to apply.
Yés No b .
@ [ Did Grossmont College curnculum meet your needs?
Yos No - ‘
@ [] Did you acquire a marketable skill at Gossmont? ,
@ Area of study in Vocational Education e
a
@ Area of study other than Vocational e e
NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS .
\
® PRESENT EMPLOYER _
COMMENTS.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE
OCCUPATIONAL.  ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Formation. Each occupational education program shall have an advigbry committee.
Programs offered at more than one Los Rios College may operate with a joint advisory
committee. : : o . : -

Membership. Advisory committee members will be appointed by the college president
under authority of the Board of Trustees after consultation with the occupational
administrator and program faculty. Membership will normally be for a term of 1-3
years. Members will be selected based upon consideration of: (1) the authorlty of

the individual to represent an occupational‘%roup, (2) the active and current involve-
ment' of the individual in the occupational field, (3) interest, enthusiasm and time
commitment, (4) representation of community and student population. Department faculty
attend and participate in advisory ,coumittees as program resource persons.

Meetings. Occupational advisory committees will normally meet each semester. Special
meetings- may be called according to need. The occupational area deans will be respon-
+ sible for development of an annual schedule of advisory committee meetings and for the
review of meeting agendas and minutes prior to distribution. Meeting notices, agendas
and support materials will be mailed two weeks in advance of the meeting with minutes
being mailed within two weeks after the meeting. Meetings will be chaired by the
instructional ‘subject area chair or designee. Minutes will be taken by a subject area
chair designee. ’ ‘ '

Role and function. OCéupational advisory committees advise school administrators and
instructional staff on matters impacting educational preparation for employment. Com-~
mittee functions include:

-

1. Providing information on specific-skills needed for succeSSful employment
within the occupational field. _ N

2. Alerting the college to available educational field experiences and personnel
qualified as teachers, substitutes, guest lecturers, _speakers, and resident
experts.

Providing recommendations on the instructional program.

4. Assis ng in improving public relations and communication between the
college and the community. .

5. Assisting in recruiting students and in providing internships, work exPeri
ences and graduate placements.

n&;

-,

6. Providing review and recommendation of curriculum changes for consideratlon
by the’' campus curriculum committee.

7. Reviewing legislation and administrative issues impacting the educational:
program and/or the occupational field.

Parliamentary procedures. Advisory committees are designed to operate on a genernl///
consensus basis. In rare cases formal votes may be recorded. Only bonafide com-
mittee members may initiate motions and vote. All actions carry the status of
recommendations for administrative and district governing board consideration.

Evaluation. Occupational area deans will evaluate advisory committee meetings on
the basis of appropriateness of agenda, general conduct and participation of the
meeting and principal outcomes. The goal of evaluation is improved instructional
‘program performance.

Associate Dean, Occupational Education 4()
1 "/8/77 ' . ~
Q




v ]

_ - OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAM GUDELINES ‘
2140 West Olympic Boulevard, Guite 531, Los Angeles, California 90006 . (213) 380-6000 Ext. 26]
- ® v

. ' ' Occupational Advisory Committees
' February 1978

Types:

1. Community Advisory Committees--generalistg .
2. Occupational or tygde-tech. Advisory Committees--specialists

Purpose:

To insure the appropriateness of existing ang
Proposed vocational programs or courses.

Duties and responsibilities: ;
To advise and assist ij the development of mey programs.
To review €x15ting programs andcourses.
- To review content of eyisting programs and coyrses.
To supply teCh?1Ca1 information. ‘ : i
To suggest modificatiops: '
Changes 1N course content
Deletion of courses or programs
Undating of equipment and/or tools.
Standards of performance (1evel of skills to pe developed)
Selection criteria of gtudents.
Employment trends immadiate and future.
, How many trainees can be absorbed.
Placement of students jn fy11 time and part time positions.
Assisting in instructor recruitment. .
Development of apprenticeship training (1f appropriate).
Entry level Wages and galaries--maximum obtainable. .
Determining Value of program for employees presently employed in the
Occupat10no S -
Evaluation of texts, manuals, brochures and other instructional
material. . . '
Types of equipment, tools and supplies needed,
Assist with acquiring donated equipment and supplies.
Information relative to the adequacy of existing facilitiesor.
Suggestions for modification of existing facilities. -
Assisting in the develgpment of new facilitieg, ;

Limitations of AdVisory Committees :

Limited to advising, agsisting and suggesting, ]
Prograrm operation is the sole responsibility of the educational
institution. = % ’

Composition of Advisory Committees: /
Representatives of empioyers, employees, unions and public
agencies and.students, : ‘

The Committee should jpclude individuals who can supply technical
and personnel informatjon, . -

Q i ' B l {15}




‘Frequency of Meetings:

This will vary w1th\the task confront1ng the Adv1sory Comm1ttee v
New program development may require meetings as. frequent as once a
month until the program becomes operational. .
Program monjtoring may be on a yearly basis. ‘ :
Mod1f]cat13i and updating may vary with the awareness of the ‘need for
change by the instructional staff.

For ongoing programs it would appear that Adv1sory Committees shou]d
meet at least once a year ' v

Meet1ngs & Reports S e

" An agenda should be deve]oped and given to comm1ttee memkers ir advance
of meeting. ‘
Accurate mihutes should be taken and d1ssem1nated as soon as poss1b1e to
all members of the committee. -
A file of the minutes and other pert1nant data should be established
and maintainéd. -

Recommendat1ons

When action is indicated this should be transmitted tu the appropr1ate
administrator post-haste.

In general, administrative. personne] and facu]ty shou]d be kept abreast
of all deve]opments )

~Informing the public-

when applicable; students and the’ community served by the institution
should be made aware of what is going on.

Recognition:

It 4is imperative that non-institutional members services should be
acknowledged at appropriate t1mes

References:

Handbook for Members of Consultant Committees for Occupations: .
University of the State of New York, the State Education Department
off1ce of Occupational and Continuing’ Educat1on, Albany, New York

The Adv1sony Committee: a handbook on how to schedule and conduct meetings
Los Angeles City Schools Division of Career and Continuing Education,
Career Education Services Un1t Industrial Education Office, Los Angeles,
~California. A :

- Adv1$ory Committees: office of the‘Napa County Superintendents office,
~e  Mapa, California. _

Function of a Technical- Vocat1ona1 Adv1son17Comm1ttee South County
Community College District, Chabot College, Hayward, California.

3
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