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ABSTRACT

A procedure to relate funding decisicns and project
evaluations in an annual gran*t progran fcr vccational education
administered by a state education department (SED) ic described.
Objectives of the study included develcring a set of predictor
“variables for funding decisions, and cutccme variables for evaluating
decisions; determining cons=nsus among funding decision makers are ™
applicants so cne estima“*e cf the validity of the major variables;
and testing the feasibility of obtaining necessary data to implement
a procedure lirking funding and evaluaticn data. B first estimate of
validity was obtained by examining t+he relationship between «he SED
and local education agency diractors' ratings and rankings of outconme
and predictive impac* variakles. Feasibility of obtaining
distribution da“a was also 2xamined. Ccmbining distritution da+a and
judgmental data was the recommended prccedure for funding and
evaluation purposzs. The procedure is tased on a seriss of
objectively and subjectively known data which ars revis=zd4
systema tically and which proviide standards acceptakle to to+h
decision makers and fund applicants. (2uthor/MH)
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Procedures are needed to relate evaluation findings and funding decision making.
This paper describes a procedure that has been developed for a state education
department’'s (SED) funding of vocational education programs. A first estimate
of validity has been obtained by examining the relationship between the SED and
local education agency directors' ratings and rankings of outcome and "predictive"
impact variables. Feasibility of obtaining distribution data was also examined.
The recommended procedure is to combine distribution data (as in the present
study) and judgmental data, as used by Ory, Harris, Dueitt, and Clark (1978),

for funding and evaluation purposes.
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Validity amd Feasit—1lity of a Procedure to Link Zvsir=t! on and Funding Decisioms

Objectives

The goal of ““he present study was to defi= a : .:edure ro' r=late fudi=g decisicrs
and projec- evalmat-ons in an annual grant prezsra: v Tocationmi educutadT administer=s
at the stare lewl- The Zirst objective of toe: Stuiznr == to (=vwelop a set 7 both

“predictive' wartah.-os (those that can be knossr - 2e —ime of Zomding) md cutcome
variables, =mr ‘maitg and evaduation decisic = speect—wely. A ==cond otjiective was
to determine he comsensus ame=g funding deci.-i¢c ssters: znd Tmeing applicamts ==
one estimate © +h& wilidit <~ the major var&bues 0 2 used : = Zundiry decision
making and evrelu. ..»=. The tk rd major objec-ive ' 3 =z» test th “easibily of
obtaining dat< ne ded =~ imple¢ 1t & procedur=: t |. ¢ “unciz=g eeZsions amd

evaluation dzr=.

The procedur= Tc¢ 1k :vajutivm and funding ‘sisns r2quizes deremxining the
priority and crie=. i :ghts :oyp major predie-i+-. d outcome Impact vmarzmbles, and
prosviding estimatr-s © ae=cattfs’ -=s on which .. iects might be descriiied Tor each of
the dmpact scales [zre. “"ive : »d matcome). ‘Thaar .s ‘ar a varisple detem=ined to be
a major primriity :md Biv . a hzt wseighting, aw izdex ¢ a program’s ful f'Ziment of that

- varffable is me=emec-. O way o: —r-oviding a "z——m=' for a project on tme priority or
impact variables = to ¢4LBgorize a project om =~ incax into one of #hree categories,
stromg (3 points), gvewrage (2 p~ints), or weak . w2int). In order to categorize
projects, the valu. 74 - the in_.ex and the categn"r: bc''adaries need to be determined
through data or swb -ris estimates. This project sought to determine the feasibility
of defining categor®ics 'ty obtaining distributior data for the indexes ¥mai -asing the
distribution data to estatlish category boundariess. ° cal Education Ag~aciss(LEAs)
were surveyed =o obt=wiy duta for each variabie or m give an indication of futur=
avaitability of Gatui, .=, data that could Se av=laz's given advamced mwrice, or
that the LEA consifeeret - mpossible to collect. C:= 2th2r outcome of thne =tudy ZIs
a dialogue between gr¥mt.ung agencies and vocationz: exducation program aiimsctors on
the priorities in the fur ‘ing decisions and the impertaace of providing; deta for
evalugtion of Zundesd mroz ams.




Related Research

Davis and Salasin (197%) have summarizad many of th iscues in tae us2 of evaimation
results, 1including statemencs by evaluators that theix f: .dimgs are not we=2d and t—ose
by adminiistrators that evalumtion findings are not available when deczsimms have t—
be made. Although there is mmuch discussio- of the need to relate evaiwar—on and
decision making, there have Seen few effor s tc specify the mammer in ~t==h this might
occur.

Edwards, Guttentag, amd Snapper (1973 -ave propdsec @ad applied a method callad
multi-attribute utility messu—ement to ass-xy the 0Zfice wf Child Develcmment in
defining tme major dimensipns of importam¢- in deveioping priorities for Zunding
research grojects. The muliti-attribute u- .ity mea=urcmemt method is one of a set o
mesthods classified as deciziom aids by S1 -vic, Fischoff, and Lichktensteir (1977), a:
ommosed to formal behavior.. decision theory models. One framework for == present
srudy is provided by the proc=dures used 20 aid decision:.

1

"

A seond framework is the problem af defining rct' for the “ive=se set of

programs =mded under the bzsic grants &= ir the Vosrrzion:l Edwcat.on /zt (VEA).
Bernstein. and Freeman (1975) define Impar =valuatioo as mvament or =hzmge toward
the desired objectives of a project, i.e., _-=ssmec ~fied op&rationally FTimed goals

and criterria of success. In the current work. these l»finftions are e=tablished
exterpal”iy to the individual projects. -rojeczs sl _ nave varying goals and any one
project may nc: meet all the priorities of the fundimxy drogram. 3y operationally
defining the set of variables that define "hich immizct, and developing z scale or
districurica of these variables, individual p=ojects o be evaluated as "high' or
ow" impac projects.

A relared study has been conductz=d by Orv. Fw— s, and Clark (1378} am.. Ory,
H: .rris, Dueitt, and Clark (1978). They develiop=e =mnd field testwed 2z vocatiomal
edication evaluation model for prozrars at the sosmunity college levzl, lbas=d on
suitjectivelr and objectively derived cata. Wweicuts for six criteria were ezrived
freom pefived comparison ratings by state and loczl e- ucatonms, leg.-slators, callege
t—witees. and businessmen. Vocational programs weze assigned @ .ating ¢f strong,
@dzmuat=. or waak (3, 2, or 1 points) on each ¢ s=ix criterisn measures, ard the
ocm=gorz=s for the scale were established throuzh confeiapces inwolving Lwxal
wwogram zdministrators and the evaluators.

In .ontrast, the present project has collecte” informwtism ca the ==stribution
of majo: wvariables to establish scale :zategories.

Methods =ad Results

In one first year's work on this project, nor—ow¢ Llapr: -y, highl- relevant
(impact)) dimensions were identified for the funding age-cy, u-img interviews with
decisiom makers and review of the literature in vocatio:. 21 adwcz:-ion. In the current
year these statements were revised in light of new legmi. iz :ve prioriries. Three
questiommzires were used. Questionnaire 1 provided for ranking and rating predictive
and outouome impact statements. Questionnaires 2 and 3 ~ollrcted datz for the indexes
for eact predictive and outcome statement, respectively.

Th'e response rates for the different groups and guestimmazres ranged from 657
to 87%." F-om the responses on the individual questiommai=== -e+urned it is clear that

145 ZEA Questionnaires were mailed and 39 returmed (&7Z); 53 were mailed tc large
cities amd 42 returned (677%). Questionnaire 1 rankings arz= besed on 38 LEA directors,
33 respomeEnts from large cities, and 5 state level smjeérvisors.
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most of the information =z=sked for is either readily available or could be supplied if
given adfvamce notice. Foxmr most data, the SED can facilitate and improve the data base
by condimctimg workshops or providing guidance to LEAs through sample forms and
procedures. The data reported in the questionnaires were highly variable in quality.

The valtdity of the Zmpact statements as defined by the amount of agreement
between' rat=rs was signiT=cantly high as measured by Kendall's Coefficient of
Concordance IW). W was computed for the ianks given by three sets of judges:

BOCES, Large City and SED staff. W = .90 for the Predictive Impact Statements

(X2 = 24.2, .01¢ p<.001), and W = .81 for the Outcome Statements (X2 = 21.8, .01 <
p&£ .003). The SED staff rankings were used to develop weights, using the ranks
simili=r to the paired comparison method (Guilford, 1954).

Ar index was developed for each impact variable. For example, one of the predictive
impact statements that was given a high weighting was concerned with the number of
employment options that would be available to students after being exposed to the
program. The index for this impact statement was based on a listing for each
program of the occupatiomal areas for which graduates of the program are to be pre-
pared. The three scale categories of weak, average, and strong were defined by the
distribution data as follows: if a program anly offered 1 employment option, that
program was given a weak rating; 2 3, 4, or 5 options, an average rating; more than
5 employment options, a strong rating.

Amather high priority statement was that students will be trained for occupations
where jabs are available. The index consisted of the ratio

Total number of local jobs available
Total numter of sztudents expected to participate

Intuitively, the funding applicant who shows that lcss than one job per expected
student is available is a weaker applicant or is less likely to have an impact than an
applicant for whom at least one job and less than two jobs is available (which would
be considered average'. Stronger applicants provided data that more than two jobs
wére available in the local area for each student in the occupational program.

By assigning a program to a category (weak, averas2, or strong) on each of the
indexes and then weighting the index by the importance of the impact statement it
measures, a "score” for each program, at both the funding and evaluation stage, is
established. In addition’ to the impact variables, grant proposals would be
evaluated by screening criteria and quality rating scales in the areas of management/
planning and instruction/equipment. Since the variables that define high impact at
both the funding and evaluation stages can be related, they are part of a system,
providing feedback from evaluation to decision making. The basic process, then,
has three major phases:

1) Determination of whether a program has potential impact to decide if
it will be a) immediately funded, b) funded after recommended improvements
are made, or c) rejected




2) Collectiom of evaluation data after a project is completed to assess outcome

(impact); and

3) 1f a project is proposed for continuatiom, review of both outrome and predictive

variables to make funding decisions.

In addition to the general project review process, there should be provision for
annual review of the weights and scale categories for both the predictive and outcome
impact statements. The process is Bayesian~like in procedures, but mot formalized.
The process includes using weights during one fiscal year, collectimg data on the
impact statements after the project evaluation has occurred, and usimg the data for
all projects to form distributions on the indexes for the impact statements. These
distributions can be examined to determine if the scale categories siill are
appropriate or ueed to be 'raised" or "lowered" on the basis of project attainments.
These processes should help in improving progracs and making funding decisions on the
basis of both "objective" and '"subjective" information.

Educational Importance

The significemce of the present study is in demonstrating that evaluation
findings and fumding decisions can be linked to make better estimates of both predictive
and outcome impact of projects. By showing that two groups of raters both concerned
with the decision making process are in agreement on the important impact variables,
the communication gap which presently exists befween funding agencies, local education
agencies and evaluators can be narrowed consliderably. The process by which programs
are both funded and evaluated is a potentially dynamic system, in the sense that
the weights and indexes suggested in the study can constantly be reviewed and
updated on the basis of current data. The nature of the decision making task is
clarified and grant applicants would be aware that there were minimum standards as
suggested by the scale categories. The complete procedure for linking funding
decision making and evaluation is based on a series of objectively and subjectively
known data that are considered for revision on a systematic basis, and that provide
standards known by both the decision maker and the applicant for funds.
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otle 1. Overall Ranking of Predictive lmpact Statements
by BOCES, Large City, and DOES Se=Tf

Predictives Impact Statements Ranking
Largm

=0CES @ Citims? DOES@  dwerzll
1. Students will be trained for ! 4 o - 3
occupaticass where jobs are ’ :
available l

‘N
w
wn

"2. Project amjectives are statew 5
in measursale terms

made in r=cruiting and plac’ I

3. No sex discrimination will ze 7 I 7 7
students in vocational proc:: ' !

L. Training objectives will b= =t ! 6 & b 6
in the most cost effective
manner

5. Large numper of students v 1 10 9 10 9
be trained

6. Training will be provided - 1 3 | 5.5 2
increase :udents' employ-
ment optiocns

7. Students will be prepared ~ : 2 1 2 1
meet entry level skill re=:: re-
ments as specified by pra=m=ct-
ive employers. (e.g. emplcver's
ratings ¢f program performance
objectives in terms of job re-

quirements). :

8. Program will serve students' 3 b 5.5 4
interests. :

9. Program is articulated with 8 - 8 8 8
local post secondary
institutions

10. Program will be replicable in 9 : 10 9 10
other LEAs :

30verall rank based on mean ranks.
W= .89
x2W (9 df) = 24.18  p< .01




Table 2. Overall Rankings of Outcome Impact Statements
by BOCES, Large City and DOES Staffs

Outcome Impact Statements Ranking

Large
BOCES?  Citied  DOES?®  Overall

1. Program graduates are 5 2 1 L
working in occupations
for which they were
trained.

2. Project objectives 6 1 5 5
are fulfilled : :

3. No sex discrimination 7 8 7 7
occurred in student
selection, training,
and job placement

L. Training objectives are L 6 2 6
met in the most cost
effective manner

5. Large numbers of students 9 9 9 9
are trained

~

6. Training increases student | 3 L 2
employment options

7. Employers are satisfied 3 5 3 3
with graduates of program

8. Students trained have | 2 b 6 1
positive attitudes toward
work

9. Students trained continue 8 7 8 8

their education

10. Program can be replicated 10 10 10 10
in other LEAs

a
Overall rank based on mean ranks.

w = .809

2

X°y (9 df) =21.84 p<.01




Project Quality Criterriz.

FIGUEE

Predictive Impact

. Impact Statement

1. Students will be
trained for occupations
where jobs are available.

2. Students will be pre-
pared to meet entry level
skill requirements of
employers.

3. Project objectives are
stated in measurable terms.

L. Training objectives
will be met in the most
cost effective manner.

5. No sex discrimination
will be made in recruiting
and placing students in
vocational programs.

6. Training will be pro-
vided to increase students'
employment options.

7. Program will serve
students' interests.

Scalee Se===qgories SCALE

X

WEAK AVERAGE STRONG WEIGHT WEIGHT

Totall number of local joEs

Totz! number of program students
£1 12 2

3 [ -

. 32 3 X 3 =
No. entry level skills checked by Employer

——

No. skills listed by school

L7 274 1
L]
1 2 -3 X 2 =

No. measurable objéctives

Total no. of objectives

0 > 041 1

= e P -

3 X
Total grant $

N
1

Total no. students served

2 $1000 >$200< $1000 <5200

C]

! 2 3 X 1

No. sex discrimination items checked

Total no. of items to check
7-75
1 2 3 X 1

Number of employment options (OE code)
1 214 5 Es
3

1
Number of students to be served

£.5 2.5 £.75

No. students selecting area Ist or 2nd

L1 &2 >2

I R L1

1 2 3 X

—
1

Total Impact Score: (Maximum 33)

10




