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One of a series of sixteen knguleﬂge transformaticn

papers, this paper deals with the nature and extent of use of
" evaluative data by administrators in vocational education. First, the
following conditions which govern the use of the data are aeecribea-

-availability,

reliability, credibility, utility, and consistency. .
'Sirce the legitimacy of most actions supported Ly evaluative data is
obvious, it is not discussed, but one less well recognized use,

. public 'relations
- evaluative. éata in state planning. While it is difficwult to

, 1s acknovledged., Also e:gla;néa is the rolg of .
Jetermine

the actual extent to which vacatianal educatcfg use evaluative data,

‘it is stated that sources do exist for this type of informat

on, such

as systesatie analyses of state planes and surveys of state planners
-and administrators. Other evidence of the data's use is foun/d in the:
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s g&dnﬂs to_salve educational problems relating tnimdmdual careér

* " planning, preparation, and pmgr&;on The Naﬁqnai Center fulfi lls :
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: ;Bespltg the emphas;s an eva

- eXtent/to which they use the 8ata,: and
. -of these data., ‘This, p,'er represen
. commentary on the. natu é, 4,0

- tors. of Vgcatianél education.’ Top1¢§ diéﬁussed include condlt;g 5 gnverﬁlng

. ‘the use. of evaluative data, the use of these data for stdte plann1ng and- .

‘xilmprawement«&f* ublic-relations,-the extent of-tise of-‘these -data; and some : T

‘ators. use evaluative: data, the -

the results they: obtain fram :he use.
“an, attempt to deal with thé,lack of .
of Hise o evaluative data by /administra-

little ¥s known: about hn#'vncatianal

ﬁbﬁEfVﬂtlﬂns 6f the ¢ffectiveness of and problems/in the use of evaluative ““*
ofitional EdULﬂElDQ o = §j{ . : .
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;?aluatlve Data by Voeatlcnal Educators“- 's - one of a sgyles of 16
hroduced dur;ng the first year of- the Natlcnal Center s knowledge /@5
/

'tranffarmatinn program. The 16 . papers are concentratéd in the four heme
. .areas emphas;;ed under the National- Center cantraeté peclal needs s
';fpapulatlans sex fairness, plannlﬁg, ‘and evaluat;gn in’ vocational.. edu:atlan
' ‘The review and’synthesis of research in each ‘topic area ‘i$.intended to com-
“.municate knawledge .and suggest applications. Papers shauld be of interest ]
to all vgcatinnal‘aducatars, lncludlng admlnistraturs, re;garchers, federal s
;agen’y persunnei ‘and the. National. Center staff o

3§ Champalgn/UIbana,
and Dr. Nﬂrval Mcﬂaslln the. Natinnal Center fqu Research in Vocational
[du:ntlan ‘for their critical ‘review of the manuscript. Dr Carol P. Kowle,
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~ that qmaluatlve data hnye been-put to use. _@J . -

CiwmooucTion ¢ Y o e LT

. o . . .
DEHPIEE the emph351s ‘on- gvbluatlan and accountahlllgy in, vdcati

“1ittie s known ‘about how. vﬂcatlonal ducators yse ‘evaluative da a, the extent
teo WhiLh they use the data;:and the Yesults they obtain .from: tlle use af these
“ddgta. The term-evaluative data: refefs to the pIOgram resultgdused to measure

" direction and pﬁggress toward intended objectives.’ Comsiderable reséarch has
been cgnducted ofl approaches to ‘evaliation, data to be Dbtalned,,forma and .
1n5truments to be used, and” pracedurez to be folléwed: At the same time., ' *
very little has been publlshed ‘on the’ use‘éf such reseafch by vacatganar“
Educatﬂrs._ : . A : ) .

. . A R PR : N R N .
, = . ,— of NS

T ere may "be an’ assumpt;an that research of thls k1n§~1sAnot néeded Edéallﬂ-

“tion rebults "shogdd be/obVLDus"‘{p 11) “Lamb C"{
evaluating vocational education programs on the'basis of JOb placement . and

Iabor market supply and demand: She States, however, that locating available

.primary concerns.. .Forming judgments and making décisions are omitted insthe
dthUbsLon*?*Thls pattern is repédteésfhroughant the’ Titerature on eval ation,

T e - = % . BN W -
o SRS ST :,/5 o . ,

CONDITIONS GOVERNING THE USE .+ . o

OF EVALUATIVE DATA . . L A S AP

. =7
- = 1 R e - -1" L=

Thg present study is based on thrge assumptlonsi (1) the use of valuative 7

data cannot -be assumed; '(2) "use',is an active, not pagsive functi ioh; and

(3) a numbeg_of interrelated elemgnts govern the use g Eyaluatlve daﬁ; o

Lach assumpig n!has an lmportdnt rale in the evaluatjon prccesz oo *

I R

L

4]

“The tlrbtst% mptlun should be sel f&v;dént The prablemimay be in the 5eqﬁnd

- nssumptlun When the term 'use" ;sﬁtdkcn to mean the fun;tlanfaf Judgment

‘only, for qxampl&, finding out ‘which pxogramz are performlng w¥L] and wh;ch;
ones are not, it 4i5‘easy to assumeé that evaluative data will,be used. When
ewvialuative data lead to am underﬁtand;ng of what certain-—prbgrams are ac%gm
plishing and allow CDﬂLIUSlGﬂE to be drawn and judgments to he fﬁrmed the - =
data are obv1cus1y beneficial, But as, long as th21r use ‘is passive, nathlng‘
has really happened. - When LGHCIH%IOH&saﬂd Judgmentsﬂlcad ‘toraction of some .’

kind, if only to be incorpérated into the planning process, there.is ‘eviderice,
R

hpeoa = ) *
: . P . .
= N '[ e

cM"Use'™ in thl% %;ps;!ls nut H blmplg r25poh5e to the a;qulsltlcn\gt evdluative .
“data. [ Lew vocational educators command total contxpl. over, -the’désign an%jgw
En

“1mplementit1gn of‘their programs. ‘Administrative ar leg1blat1ve action
_ F?L prEFOEBEIVEE of a.-teacher in the ‘f1assroem, are rasfly exer21s§d without -

L] = "

} ddVLLE or - dpprnvaflﬁéﬁghgrs - ;o o . S (

al education, = .

ff) dleQESES a modél for * R

t_f:’—{.

.1nntufmut1bn. Dhtdlﬂing additional 1nformut10n, aﬂd “analyzing 1nFormdt;ﬂ rgnf;g .
o
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;’ The dv&llﬂblllty of Evalu;tlve data may nnly Toc

o ‘: | o _ “: | 'é . J‘ .Z_ - N __.';T,

The use af evaiuatlve data undef th e ¢ rcumstances is made 1ﬁcreasing1y
difficgﬂt as sg;ﬁ data encounter the,'cr iny, and sometimes the. hostility,

. of a variety of interests. As Datta- (1978) says,. ""There is tittle evidence.,

" r “‘that prog:ams are dlsmantled because of unfavorﬁﬁle evaluatidns If anythlﬂg,

political feet undeterred by ev1dence" (p 33) .- . R
/ rL' i . * ‘-' "‘ s
-, As.Datta alsé notes,’ hawever, there is "cause af hope”gfp 37T' Moreover,
there,gs evidence (bee," 1976) thdt" eValuathE (data are bheing -used by - ¢
vocational educators iygn though their use is fot b21ngjﬁccumented Yet,

. :i f)evaluatnrs ‘have -lamented that demonstfably 1néffect1ve programs march on

3

One is .

7 ‘avalldb111ty= Resaarchers ofren dévalap good evaluatlon te s, and have ﬁ%
' : knowledge of ‘the vgrrety of peﬁsans who could us€ the data because th "sys~-

. tems are 1mplemented by adminlstrators re§pcn51ble for the p

This d@es not mean that évery ev, 1uation ré%ort should be publlclged or dis-
tributed’ 1ﬁalscr1m1nately Ste enson and Ward (1973) are rlght in caut

oy N oning
. T that, whlle ie ) - . s . o ] }‘
; ' ¢ \ di .;.,‘ 3 Y
L =+ .There are many uses. for %valuatlan results,. »this $s not to
.« e say=that alliresults, shcﬁld immedigtely be made p %ﬁc .Some ..
T g§ﬁ§ésults are in house items and should be used tolcorrect 51tua=- c
- tions.prior ta pubflc d:%:%osuri. (p 3) e 1 C
¥ov s . : N . . .
v U51ng evaluatlvé data 1mproperly in’ the - -wreng gontext,or without adequate -

_-understanding of th31r implications isworse than not using them at ‘all.
, L . s

=

quire, that they be preaentcd
&' in a way fhat ‘they’ “can \be readily undef%tagd by diverge groups. . Kjtfer and
Voelkne? "(1975). TELDngZEd this when they developed dﬂ evaluatlon of VOLJ‘
A@tlondl education SPEC}AI needs pragrams in Michigan: They commented that
- gon;tﬁglnts‘w thifi the State Department of Educgtion necessitated keeping

. analyses .simplle so that they could readily be interpreted: and used by persons
pnot thb§@ughly famlllar withagtatistical analysis tethniques,. patta (1978)
“also suppnrts this observat®® when she comments s '"Evaluation reparts -which

lgre long on meﬁhodalogy*ﬁné qhﬁrt ‘oh unqualified conclusdons are faillires for

most. palldy purposes" (p 14) ' The pollcy 1mp11cat10ns for thE use of

o Ll )
J% i ® 3 . . "h_
L ; .
. * ¢ f % i = - 4
i s &i * = = - =
L ) - { W1 [ -
- - Vo -2~
4 . = + &
L - I = = S LN .
3 . T A ‘
: - A .
' > i " ;"!

wocational. educatars sfjould kncw«why and how to Tealize gréater beneflts Framn
eval,atxpg ) . . :

[P
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L A,semnticnndltlan that gnv&rns the use of evaluatlve data is th51r relidbil--
' 3 R S 4 Researchers usually meef this requirement. Howevér -not” all\ayaluativg '
T Y q

. data are direct or indirect results of research There is no reason tX
- assume- that .reliable eﬁgluatlye data can’ iny pe obtained through*reseafth
In sgme;respects the rese&rgh community dhy be so inhibited b its concern
% over data perfection that it reduces’ the centylbntleh it mighit otherwise make
& to the: devglcpment of reasonably re Tk ﬁ'ﬂatasi “Venn (1978) commented at.a
f . recent natlﬁnal nferenie[cn measuring theﬁachdmesigf vacatlonal educat;ﬂn

gi% It*may{be that—th# search for e?bluatlye datq tﬁgt are nonchange= e

+ ¢ .able mﬂy become the search that is unending and could lead to the =~
cul-de-2ac that methodology has often entered if we can't measure
if!’LI isn t significant. *(pggﬂr Co , n' .

' . - R . ~, . . _i
“At th& %ame conference, KléVlt (19%8), Pentloned a lack of dz;% to prav;de
"hlghlyﬁ?allable and valid answarg,? but - 5uggestej, nit 4 neévertheless, g‘

~ valuable to- ask what we do knnw and what cgn we rey Dnably infer from what
we kﬂnw” (p . Lo v. . ek i;f; Lo

L

[ . : - P . ) ] .

Rgllable evalua;lve data in this SEH%E ‘are mot necessarily unlmpgaﬁhgbla. e
‘There cannot be GbVLGUE or.evensuspgsted, distortions, bias, oy carelessnegi_'

A good examplé dis the use of. labor market. demand data. Admlﬂ;&trators hav
regarded most state’'and local ¢valuations based on ﬁhese data gto be without
.‘merit. Their distrust QF the data was confirmed - by W1rtz andjﬁaldgte;n
(197%), whc stated . LT : : C o

. = . 7
’ I

{In general .gthe ‘estimates of both cm&}ayment and un mplog%ent
currently being relied on to initiate These various Erograms n 7,

=

a state and smalle®'basis and to dlstrlbute multi-Biliien dollar . ;‘
federal appropriations are 51mply not reliable. (p“ [Q : - '

| %IHLD Wirtz and LQJd%tELﬂ hﬂVE pub11§hed thélr candld obse

vaélphaﬂggiut the .
data for which they once had official’ TL%pDn%lblllty; the Departmentsof Labor

hus improved ity data-generating techniques, and-employment market *data now
availuble -td many states are’reportedly mych more reliable.  Howeuer, voca-
tionai* edudators are not- likcly to aggepﬁjthE‘ﬁew datd with. any more.

4

. Luntxdenue‘than they d%?ﬂ;hc old. .

Cred1b111ty n B 7
- . E R . ’ . )

zregghlLLty is the thlrd condition JFFLctlng the usc of ¥yaluative data
Irewss QIQTS) illustrites its importince by Gbscrv ng that "Local schools

with established .vecational programs linked into -fhe Qommunlty infra-structure

. are not galng to be dlssuaded Fram GfFerﬂg a progray 51mply on the basis of
bs—jifdged by an external’

%tﬂndlrd to b: relaﬂbd to he prggrdm” (p. 0) Drewe” dand Katz C1975) have

also noted "a dl%LErﬂdhlE- tendency of vu;nt1ana1 FdULJtloﬂ protess;onal% to

dlsflU%t manpower dltl (p: 23). T e . v |
. . . E .
— - f’3ﬁ"’- , ! f [
a . . L] i ' .
. . Y )
) - : f \ B E '
s -:f 9 o - \:, "
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R The:e’are several gxamples @ lack Df tredlbllity 1n vacatianal edﬁcatlon )
Pe evaluat;ve dataon a natir.le scale. A task force ap‘pcznted by HEW Seéretary
e 'Elllﬂtt Richardson in 1971
e " ‘of 'youth and adults for employment.  The report,
Bt s v) based on,'the contributions of fifty-seven authors _of commissioffed papens and
i - consultants-and was circulated widely. Uhe of its conclusions was that .. .
RN : "Vacatlonal education ifn the high schools has. fdiled to  give students useful
~ skills or pia:e them in sat;sfylng jobs" (p 134). A broad génerallzatlun of

. _ this sort is indefensible and subject to loss of tred1b111ty Even Secretary
R ~ - Richardson Enuld not give it 'his complete endor Semént, and vocatln%al cducators
L. v were outspoken in the;r critlclsm S S _ - Lo

xamined employmant ﬂﬁnd;tiuns -and the preparation
(1972), was L f

Work in Americ'

- Latsr, Ihe ASEGClatE Comm;551oner for Adult, Vocational, Technical and Manpawe§
E ‘Educatjon in the U.S. Office of Education appainted his own committee to cri- .

‘tique the offensive chapter. The committee found flftEEn unacceptable
, dssumptions in the report and proceeded.to make a parag raph by-paragraph , o\
-analysis of the content dealing with vocational education. ®When they had g T
finished, there was little vocational, educators Gould use in a study that had
taken a year fo Enmplete, had'cost a substantial amount of ’ money, and had been
intendéd‘to hQVE a ma]or impact on federal pollQY - -

Another study two yedrs later (Wllms, 1974), sponaored by the Natlcnal In5t¥t
N tute®of Education- (NIE), reported two major findings.  The first involved th
. fact «that eight out ‘of ten graduates of professional and Yechnical-level post-
'sEcandary vocational programs did not get the jobs for which they trained. -
The second stated that eight out of ten graduates from lower-level programs
got the jobs they trained foTr but, w1th IhE‘EKEEptlon of secretaries, barely.
earned the fedgral minimum wage. : _ R
" In fESpDnSE to thesg f1nd1ng5, crltlcs ngted that Wilms' had been tareless in "
' the way he had generallzed fram data inadequate for %that purpose (Pucel, 1976;
Mag;sgs, 1976). Wilms and Hansell (1976) responded te these criticisms, but
in doing so, appeared to contradict themselves. Wilms'had reported his find-
¢ ings separhtely and apart: from the qualifying zlause, "nét representamlve of _
the entire nation." Failure to admit that the findings wefe not representative ~ _ .
. . destroyed the credibility of Wilms' report for vocational educators. The )
* . problem was not, ds he states, the fact that "When studies uncover ‘gvidence. !
that’ Lcntradigtq tho conventional wisdom, vested interests often challenge the )
- study design dnd:mLthudalogy rathcr than prVldE data to thg LOnthFy"ih) 22).

&

-
e,

‘A more Jecent sxample of lack of QredlbllLty in evaluatlve data appeared in the
Phi Delta Kappan. Egginton (1978), reporting on a study of -attitudes among
"vocatianal éducation students, concluded; "It appears that participation in .
» ~vocational education programs. is ineffective in developing a positive self- 1mage
' *  among the most alienated of the Subgrmups of teenagers'" (p. 533). Swanson
-(1978) replled to Egglntgn noting ''yigoroys react10n§ from people who con-
sidered Egg}ntonfgul ty of poor - scholarship and cdrelessness with the facts.
qj%puttlng his finger on 'the scale while weighing the evidence'" (p, 87). _
Swanson considered the report so-lacking in credibility that it could be dis-
o *missed w1thﬂut a response: "It is. hardly necessary to reweigh it here, it
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prgbagly shauld have been lnoked at mcre crltlcally before belng put Dﬂ the
scale in the. first place" (p 87)

. o iy
)

Dne way of lﬂcklng at these Examples is-to assume that, any unfavarable data -

‘-_would be considered by the vocational education’ comnunity as lacking credibil -

. ¥
=

&

N

%

?%x\k_

ity. Vgcational gducators, like .any other ‘established group, are'fguick:’to
resent attack and are vigorous. in défending their, efforts and achievements,
but they also recognize their own weaknesses when presented with supportahle

data. LvJLuatlvg data thLh do not meet. that test are re;ected Cat
Utility - N S

Anothér condition for the use of evaluative data’ is utility. Availability . -
and ‘utility are closely related. . In order to be used, data must be rgadily
available. If the language is too technical, however, they will still not be -
U3Ed When Stevenson and. Ward (1973) made a study of information available

to state leaders in conducting 'evaluations, they found much ofit unusable.
“Their description 'of the gltuatlon makea an exzellent palnt .

Information theorists refer to error in c@mmUﬁiiatians Es‘%oise '
The overall literature oy evaluation is noisy, has wide gaps, is
difficult to ‘follow, is voluminous and contradictory,’ Qnd can

Peave a felder in a state-of fyustration. K It is easy to under+
stand how phraﬁgs such as '"raped by rhétoric'" and "information
uverladdlng" gould be applied to this literature. Cp.'?)' S
Edugdtlonal regearchers have the responslblllty to explaln what research data,!A
LnLlUdlﬂg evaluative data, mean to nonresgarchers " Research égta intended for
Ta generdl audience have little utility unless. pres ited in clear, unmlstakable
‘and casily understood.slanguage. . Some reports of the National AﬁVlsary Council
on Vocational EdULdtlﬂn are Edeples of gleﬂr presentatlons 1ntended for non-
“researchers, . . L o A

£ 4 T

. . = . ia

The importance of utility in evaluative datd was the’ subJELt of orie of the

+ sessions in the recent ngtlonal conference on measuring vocational education

outcomes. . Drewes (1978) stated_that, '"Use and ultimate utility of a standard-
ized vocational education data system will depend on whether this system is
_primarily accounting or decisionsoriefted” (. 5). It was generally agreed
that most .existing state reporting systems aré accounting oriented, as is the

.current 'U.S. Office of Education yeporting system upon which most state systems

& #

Coriented data reveal which students and programs, in which locations, and
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are based. As Drewes points out,; "The most critical consideration governing
the use of standardized data at thQ federal level will be whether .data are

used prxmarLly to ensure cnmpliung or to support. improved leadership' (p 7).
The difference is in the way they ‘are” collectéd, analyzed, and presented.
Account ing-oriented dpta reveal only agpregate numbers, such as enrollments,
expenditures, platements; and other measurable aspects of edugation, ”LLl%iDﬂ=

opder what ciregastances perform better, than nth;ra These data have mor
utility for adiministrative dec lHlDQH T i s
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. A difficult situdtidn in this respect ha
sla

On finai canditicﬁ.ggverning,the usE gféevaluatlve data is- eﬁnsiqtency.” i
3%,—':—%

“ This is probably the most. 1ppartng§iand the most- Fraquenklyllgnared .
characteristic of data. Consistency meuns. that datn must, he Lumputihlo'wlth
all other governing factors, such as legal requ1rement%._establlbhud policy,
‘felevant adv1sgry tommittee recommendations, and, even with.the views ef key
;nd1v1duals.’ This does not mean that evaluatlve data’ must be distorted or -
biased or edited to*agree with established policy. It means that evaluative
data‘'must be .collected, aﬂalyzed, ;nterpreted and maderavailsble wlthln the
‘bnundaries of pués;ble a:t;on R ;’ % : ‘ o
l = % * | . A . - .
b,,, created B the state plannlng
on

as
7 requlrements of the 1976 federal legislati - Each sthte plan must

. Set out Explic1t1y the gaals the State w111 seek tu achleve ..in

— terms of the courses and other, training opportunities to be offered,
"‘the allocations of. respnn51b;11ty.fﬂr the!: afferlng of those ' _

ccurses and training nppgrtunltles ‘dmong the v rlaus levéls of © . -

.education and among the various institutions df the State, and the.

‘allocations of ull local, State, and Federal “financial TESDUTCE%V_

"available in the State'amgﬁﬁ thesé courses and-training opportu-”

nities, levels of educationj-and 1ns;1tut1§ns w1th1n the State.

(P.L. 94- 482, Sec. 122) beo L IO

p
It wauld be eas sy .to ES ume that the flaw af evaluat1ve data to- the State.
agency. in this kind of "detail would{ehable the planners tofmake simple
declslans on program offerings and financial resources. However,.local'
school d;strlcts, not states, usually decide what courses to affer and huw
to distribute their resources, ~As Drewés. (1978) poimts out, "Althaugh the
States have constitutional authority for- educatidn, they have in effect dele-
‘gate gth31r authority to .the local level’ (p. 8). Evaluative data, in crder
to bzacan51ste t with the legal and practical ‘aspects of plannlﬁg, must -
,be ‘directed tfard locdl schools as well as state andsfiﬁeral offices. ~This .
s ;e%peudlly true. since. the resources which support the system are controlled
more ‘often at the local level. than at the state level. -Drewes %tdtesithﬂt
"because of state law,fStatE'Baard of Education pﬁllcles, ‘and 'the relatlunzhlp
-of vocational educatibn to general education, there is relatively llttle dis<
_erctionary autharlty \Qvg:r the flmv OF Federal and gtate funds ‘to the lncalsi"
)

(p. 9);}» e ‘ s LT 2 - “»\; '
r (gf! = d ) ' ; o . »
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USES DF;:*EXV‘AL'Uéfiva DATA BY VQCAﬁoNAL EDUCATORS
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The pétﬁntlal ude of data. gdthered should be a cgn51deratlnn in the manner in

" which they aré abtalned and the analyses and 1nterpretat10ns made. ~There is ~

- .no’ feedback-on whgthgz some evaluative data are-more useful than others. The

,’pruduﬁtlun of evaluative data bEEDmES an ongoing- linear att1v1ty without

benefit of its .own produat gvaluatlon ; .

N i

Voca 1onal gducat@rs use evaluative data in determlnlng policy, establlshing
godtt and objectives, developing plans and plannlng detail, taking adminis-
trative action, allacat;ng and re-allocating funds, obt&inlng additional
funds, adding or drapp;ng courses and programs, changing curricula, changing
enrollment and completion requiremeénts, and public relations. All except the

" last_activity are recognized as légltlmﬂté actlﬂns Supparted by Evaluatlve

data.

Public Re]ations _
- 4

Public relatluna,.howevcr, can also be an important and entirely proper use of

evaluative data. If such data show, for example, that certain programs are
performing well, and their ‘continuation depends on public support, .what better

‘use of the data could be made than to help obtain that support? On the con-

trary, if a program is politically entrenched and not performing well, evalu-
ative data can be used to inform the public in order to change the situation.
Admittedly, most public relations based on evaluative data can be expected to

. support Eletlng prcgrams rather than to undermine them.

Researchers and evalugtlon spec1allst5 need to understand the value voca-
tional educators place on .evaluative data for publl; relations purposes so
that data ¢an be used for this purpose without being easily misrepresented.
Neither the Wilms nor the Egglntgq Qtué§‘ulted earlier may have been intended
to destroy public confidence in vocaﬁional education, but in ‘each case, the
presentation of the data made the studies vulnerable to misrepresentation.

"Somt of the best examples. of the uses of evaluative data, espe¢1ally for
_public relations, are reported in Volume V of the PrDJect Baseline series

(Lee, 1976). When recipients of the preyvious year's report (Lee, 1975) were
asked how the data were used, some of the responses were as follows: '

“Much. of the data thdt the National Advisory Council on Vocational

" Education has used in publications and testimony could be traced
directly to. .your reports....Quite frequently this. information has
hcgn sent to peuple who Qﬂll thc AmETICﬂn;VOCdtlﬂn A%:uc11t10n

erk dnnc by Pro;e;t Bahellng hdhthDught us a lgng ay down the

i

&
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o S road to galnlng national perspective of vgtat;uﬁal educatlon while
N giving the states some basis for compafiscn....We (state agencies)
: .- ~have used the reports in draw1ng up goals and m1551Qn5 and for the

’ DlVlSlan when preparing budget requests (pp 94-= 107)

. g - b . -
State P1anning . \
Some of the uses of the Baseline data noted.were actions,: nﬂt just knowledge
These actions included public relations, legislative testimony, and. proposal
writing for project funding. In most cases the action is implied, not stated. A
- The mest frequently stated actlnn of the Baseline data was planning and pre- J)
paring state plans. The actual use of evaluative data in state.planning
~ presumably would be in the allocation of ‘resources and concentration of effort
on the basis of what the data show, as for example, existing strengths and
weaknesses, gaps and opportunities, and supply and demand. O'Reilly (1975)
) ﬂfaund that that is the way state agency perscnnel temt to describe the plani
- nlng process:
S 0o
The general pro¢edure fallowed in writing. the State plan consists
of three major steps. The statistical dgta necessary for: evalu-
- ating accomplishments, identifying need%, and estabf&shlng goals
and objectives, are gathered. The goals, objectives, and accom-
. - plishments of the previous year are reviewed, The goals and . . .
T objectiwes for the coming year are established, and a State. plan
is written. The exact manner and sequence in which these steps
are completed varies from State to Stdte, and many States have
elaborated on the basic procedure. ~(p. 11) '
Only those who. have the responsibility for planning in each of the states can
verify the process. Little has been written on the subject of the use of
evaluative data. According to Lawrence and Dane (1974), "An examination of
the literature reveals that while there are .innumerable articles describing
the development of planning systems, the pilot testing of planning systems,
and the availability of plannlng systems, there is a serious shortage of
information on how planning is actually working in situ" (p. 4] They comment
that ''planning in operation may be so detailed that it is not 23511y described.’
Buttlvr (in D'Rcllly. 1975) comments Further that: j

. Planning is not a one-shot deal-which occurs in a vacuum, performed
‘by individuals divarced frgm where the action is....The _process
) : paticnal eduaatlan program at 311 levels=ﬁfederal, stl:e, and
H e STt local.,..In the fleld cf Qccupat;anal educaticn, whlch EPEIEtES»
by forces, agencles and 1n5t1tut1cn5 Qutside of the eduﬁatinnal
structure, you have an extrgmely complex and constantly changing

(p. 5)

lg"
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.Sources of Information

® . ' .

EXTENT TO WHICH VOCATIONAL EDUCATORS USE EVALUATIVE DATA

The (iovernment A;caunting Office CCAG) document, Report to théVCDqgréSS

What is the Role of Federal Assistance for Vocational Education? (1974); .
meljad that states were failing to carry out their planning requirements in
good fuaith. It may have been less a matter of good faith than legal and
practical limitations on what %tate agencies are able to accompllsh _ Drewes
(1978) stdtes that "relatively few states are in a position, nor would they
wish to lmPDﬁﬂAthQ state will on the locals" (p. 8). -

<
3

‘“There is even less available kﬁawledge about how and to what extent evalu-

ative data are used in local vocational education planning. AgEing ETEWES
(1978) doubts that much real planning take% plate on the bas1% of evéluative
dath: :

resources. SLHLE htdte monies tend to flow dLLDrdlnh tD anrD1l=
ment statistics, administritors are reluctant to drop courses

that are popular and hence paying their way....Educational resources
are frequently not easily transformed’into other uses. Staff,
cquipment, and facilities, once acquired to support particular
program offerings, are not easily shifted to accommodate newly
emerging demands. ‘The scarcity and frequently limited- substitut-
ability of resources tends to restri¢t the discretion of local
decision makers and thereby reduce fhe utility of data to con-

tribute to improved program planning. (pp. 9-10)

Despite the lack of a systematic bddy of literature on the use of evaluative
data, .there- are sources -where this kind of information should be available.
Systematic analyses of state plans over a period of several years will give
some indication of the kinds of evaluative data consulted, and more importantly,
the instances when program changes followed directions indicated by the data.
Studies of this kind at both stateand local levels can be useful in deter
mining .which investments in evaluation justify their costs. _ .
Anpther source of information on the use of evaluative data is the group of
planners and administrators in cach state ‘who manage programs and resources.
O'Reilly (1975) asked state planners about the kinds and sources of data used
in writing the state plan.. He found that thirty- eight states used their
vocational education statistical data in the planning process. Only twenty-

" nine were U$lng their State Employment Service data. Fourteen were using
.additional data from the U.S. Department of Labor, usually the Bureau of  Labor

Statistics. .Only eight professed to using data from their state departments
of economic and business development.
ke A



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B

ﬁséd by state vocational’ educatlon planners They Simply 111ustrste that, !
state ddministrators and planners are a good source of information on the use
of evaluative data.#¥zAs a source they have’ 11m1tat10ns, however, . G'Re111y
(1975) was-unable to Yind out the extent to which. u51ng any of the data,

-including evaluative data, me§nt that changés were made in programs and the
“allocation of resources, or iffsthe results: "It is me0551b1e to determine in

and prﬂgram results" (p. 1v)

H

plang and state per%onnel They iOUld clarlfy whether changes are. :arrled

out as planned and directed at the state level, or whether, as Qréwes (1978)
insists, they have more authorlty tth the state agency. ‘ ’

Other sources to”he*used.w1th caution are reports of state and local evalua-
tive systems such as PRIDE in Ohio, the Minnesota follow-up, the Employment/
Enrollment Forecasting Guide in Washington State,. DTiS-iﬁmleahbma; and
others. The originators and directors of systems like those probably know
how and to what extent the data they prgv1de are used. They may, hgwilgr,
lack documentatlon to support what they say. In this case questions e
asked of the’ person who creatéd or operates the system. Pride of authorsh1p
or ownership is powerful incentive for these individuals to err on the .side

‘of overstatement. Such project directors represént a source worth explorlﬂg,

but not without collaborative evidence.
: e S 7
Althouéh it may be dffficﬁit to assess the use of evaluative data by voca-
tional educators, these data do seem to be used by Congress and many state
legislatures. A former staff member of the Senate Education Subcommittee .

" told the Baseline staff, '"In perusing the reports, I came across statistics

- Inferences .

which indicated that the states were not using vocational education funds in -
accord with the law. FOgether with the information that_my: LOlIEﬂgULH in the
House had gathered, this resulted in the GAO study and repe rt on vocational i
education which later cvolved into leg1slat1vc action" (Lecg, 1“7F . Uh).

v -

Seme. knowledge of the use of evaluative data by vocational educators could be
obtained by inference from two developments for which data are available.
Changes are taking place in many of the.states, and the nature of the changes
fray be related. to evaluative data. In eight states, for example, the number
of vocational students who are disadvantaged increased between 1971 and 1976
by 25.5, 18.7, 9.7, 8.1, 8.1, 7,9, 7.8, and 7.7 péfcentagé points while
natlanally the percentage dECllnEd almost one percentage point (Status ¢ of .
Vocational Education, School Year 1975-1976, p. 176). Seven states more > than

dbubled their vocational eduzat1on enrollments per 1,000 populatloﬂ during. the

O . .
. 3 4
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Ta comprghen31ve manner»the effect of State Plannlhg upon. programs, Expendltures,.
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lenrollments in the annual totals, and shifts in enrollment percentages from

~ sponsible for the actions. There is also the possibility that no overt

=

same period compared to a national increase ofs 39 percent (P I56). Evalu=
ative data which suggeated the need to achieve such increases -were available

.in -those states ‘each 'year: Whether or not there was a direct cauge .and

effecet Pletanhhlp 15 only gpeculatlcn, but could be détermlned through '. v*

“further inquiry.

In various states, substantial increases can be identified 'in the numbefs,of
handicapped persons served. by vocational education, the number of femal'ed in
male-dominated programs, the percentages of postse;ondafy and adult

one GLLupatlonnl arca to another.- In .each case, evaluatlvé’data were
available calling for actions whlch could hdve prnduced these rgsults. The

“evaluative data may have been the principal cause of such actions, or they

may have been only incidental, or they may not have been known by those re-

actions were taken and that the changes occurred simply as a result of S
g1r;um5t4nces over which no one exergxqed appfeglable control. '

e:.-%

Obviously, inferences are a risky way to assess the cxt,nt to which evaluat1v¢

Adata arve used by vocational edugiators. JThe second development | for which dJatad

are dVJlldth.dnd from which inferences may_ be made is even less satisfactory
than individual state performances., On the basis of the /same performance
data, there was virtually no improvement between 1971 anq 1976 in the per-
cent of handicapped or disadvantaged students enrolled, and very little in
nontraditional enrollments. Little change occurred in overall enrollment

and expenditure patterns in vocational education (Status of: Vocational
Education, S;hagl ear 1975-1976, pp. 158=207). The inference is that
evaluative data were being used very little, although this tonclusion con-
flicts with’ the inference from 1nd1V1du41 state performances.

The answer may be tHat in different states évaluatlve data are beling used,
but in selective ways, s0 that 'some states show progress in one ¢irection
and others in dlfFerent directions. It is more likély, however,’ that
evaluative data are njot being used at nll in some states, and only partially

in others. In any ¢ e, changes that are cvident from individual state data

tend to balance out nationally, which means that improved performance in one

state his been offset by regression in another. Vocational educators may
have cvaluative data which they are unable to use because they lack the
resources to do s0. This is what needs to he known. If evaluative data
have mot been used, rescarchers should anehtlgate the reasons for this,

EFFECTIVENESS IN THE USE OF EVALUATIVE DATA : , :

Only where the extent of use of evaluative data is known can the’ effectiveness
o{ these data be examined. This is the ultimate test of the worth of
elauluation. Unfortunately, it is a step that depends on finding out how and
to what extent vocational educators are using evaluative data. ' '

;51 1-.
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The sources of this knowledge are ;local, state, and national evaluative. data. . .
_ _ © 'The process,is cyclical, beginning with the collection of evaluative data .
'+ . . - about program perfofmange. Lawtence and Dane (1974) developed a prototype o
‘ of vocatjional’ education plarning ‘and’ suggested the fnllauing .

m"

¢ : B

}i There 15 a cy;l;calaprocess operatlng 1n whlch the actlans of : - Y

. dlrected, and the effects of plannlng are cnntlnually belng o e
reintroduced to the_.planner as environmental- changes jfor him to : )

‘ take into account in his next- plannlng cycle.  The ctux of this .
theoretical position rests in the view of the: plannlng process . S v
as dynamlt and iintlnual, and it implies the heed: for a regular . )
flow of information. between theaplannlng syﬁtem and 1ts a%SQClatEd

EﬁVianmEﬂt. (p 8} v .

o * E Vo Lo -

bt
g

Lawreﬁte and Dane used a natlonal ccnference to develop their planning- model

. This might gonstitute an apprcprlate means of develgping a résearch madel .

. . for assessing the use and effectiveness of evaluatie data. The present,
erDIt is a review of knowledge about currént practice%,,%ugge¢t1ni Om1s%10nS
in the rescarch. The work to be done would benefit from the ifiput of evalua-

«  tion specialists, administrators, planners, and researchers. In the meantime.
vocational education evaluators and producers of evaluatlve data may want to
‘make initial inquiries into the best medns of a%sesalng the effgctlvEnesq of

'

the use of evaluative data. . , : K
S OBSERVATIONS ABDUT CURRENT EVALUATIVE DATA , o
, ‘ ) 3

.The most extensive evaluative data for use by vocational educators are : . , <5

produced by state and local management information systems (MISs). ' These
usually include what the states-are*required to collect for the U.S. Office
of Education. They do ‘have some value, even -though they are compliance
oriented and have limitations affecting their reliability and utilization.
" They do provide a fairly'reliable count of students enrolled by occupational

program, which can be examined each year. They contain” somewhat less rcliable, .-

. but nevértheless useful, placement data. They include aggregate breakouts by

- sex, handicapped, disadvantaged, and ethpic minorities, as well as expendi-
ture data which are quite accurate as far as Federal and state support is con-
cerned.

1 S
1

A few of the states have taken a step tow rd better evaluative data in their
MISs by collecting unit level data. This meand\ enrollment data by individual
student chardcteristics, such as age, ‘sex; handi,apped or disadvantaged, ' -
ethnic minority, occupational program, grade level, ln%tltutlﬂn, and name gnd '
address.’ Systems with unit data are always automgded, since the. quantltle: :‘ '
“of data to be sorted and retriéved are too great N manual handling. A
number of statés have unit data follow- -up systems, some of which can match

enrollment with follow-up results. The sophistication of the automated systems
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advan:ed rapldly with the result that tﬁe patentnal for their use is Al
greater than th21r'actual utillzatlon. o i ©oL ) P

3
N .

N -Utilization gf the ‘data tech logy has been enq&uraged through vocatlanal
' ,education research and: development funds ‘at both the state and federal levels.;x.

. The field as_ a.whole has some distance to. g? bgfore highly useful . evaluative

data can be expectg? from the state systeﬁs. Starr (1975) comments that: .
’ “ A review. of thé literaturé 'on th develgpments in management 1nf0r= e
mation: systems for. vacaﬁf@nsl educatlon indicate that, to ‘a consid- ‘
. “érable extent, many SDVE's continye’to operasg with second and
. _ third generation systems. - In spcg systems ‘a digproportionate defree

‘ : " of emphasis- continues to be .placed, on the quest for the impossible

dream: that of. 1dentlfy1ng the alln51ve. simple, common core of
unchanging data elements whlch cantbe supplied-with minimum effort
by the lgcal school sources, and‘whlch will provide ugers with the %
maximum data needed for dEClSan making with regard to policy '
Formulatlon; operations and :Dntrol ‘for accountability’ purposes.

- , What is required is a fuurth generation system. - (pp. 2-3J. . -

-

*%tgrf,‘Blaék- and Gray (1977) have stated that "iny flVE states were found
) and report geﬁéfatlng capabllltles” (p ig In an overall assessment they
" found: .
- It is apparent>that§the state MISs studied were neither compre-
. “hensive nor adequate Wlthln the framework of the standards-set
'; . , by the project. The only Yeal strength was in hardware support.
The Juse of at least a medlﬂm 51ze :nmputer 1n Sla af the states

- serious prD leﬁ though poor service and lack of ready access was
, often found' to be a constraint in their use. Even in states which
do not use comppters, there were usually computers available which
could be @ed. sThe'operating components were, on the average,
gquite -inadequate with only 28% of -stdtes having at least ncar-
~ddequate data output, 19% having' adequate data ‘processing and 13%

i

N . having at least nedar- ddLﬂUde data huae% Support components

‘ were almost non<existent. - No s had ‘even near-adequate docu-
T, A mentation or assessment, and on¥ 8% -had at least near-adequate

Yy . training. (p, 39) )

The major reason for the existonce of state MISs ig to produce statistical
__.reports each year for the federal govérnment, which in turn are the input for
S an annual statistical document prepafred -by ‘the U.S. Office of Education. . As

a source of evaluative data, this document, serves Snxelementary purpose, but
=" " has never been w1dely used for program planning, ijanagement, or even legis-

‘ lative action. It is compliance oriented and .suffers from lack of interpre-
. tation while containing uneven and nonstandard data. A parallel set of
- documents containing evaluative data are state descriptive reports, and these

"+, are often useful for detail, They do.not serve.’as objective indicators of’

program accomplishment, but as illustraﬁévc material for the statistical
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:'reports ‘In- 1979, under the 1976 legislatlan* annual. s;ate evaluatlon reparts
-1w111 be’ requ1réd which are expécted to be. .important sources of. evaluative . ,3"
- data. Their rellab lity, credlblllty, and utitity are Stlll unknown, and q
;they w111 ‘be r;gﬂrously,scrutlnlzed ' lﬁg - _ i.o: . v
A 1',Dther sources of ex;%tlng EVEIUEthE data faf 'vocational educators are thé
frepcrts of State Advisory. Cﬂun;lls for Vocational Educatign (SACVEs) and the
Natl nal Adv1sory Council for®Vocational Education (NACVE). DIroject Baselino
wa product of NACVE, since the Congressignal mandate under which it was -
} Larrled out.gave the tespan31b111ty to the National Council. The SACVE '
‘reports, and an annual NACVE summary of- those reports, are of mixed quality,
- ¥ For the most part the SACVEs have -not conducted evaluation studies, relying. “
- instead on observation and the examindtion of available evaluative data, —
"~ including -state descriptive and statdstical reports. Under the 1976 legisla- .
, - tilon their evaluatiqp resPDn51b111t1e5 are more specific, but their sources
of data are still largely limited to what tﬁey can obtain from the agencies = ¢
whose performance they are evaluatlng, L . X K t

This may change with:the lmplEMEﬂtatloﬁ of .a new national vocational educa-

tion data system (VEDS), also mandated by the 1976 legisldtion under the =,
responsibllity of the” National Center for Educatidnal Statistics (NCES). The:
promise of VEDS is unllmited its fulfillment dependent on the willingness of*
Comgress and the states to prQV1dE funds -for development, and on the willing-
neSs of agencies andi,ndlvlduals to establish a major neﬁxtoaperatlve enter- v
: . 'prise, Slow but definite progress has been made, and the prognosis is

. i guardedly. hopeful. The most seripus problem , faced by both the states and
e NCES is inadequate fundlng from Congress. .

& z

another product of the

* Finally, a potentlal source of evaluative data .ancd
L 1976 leg slatlon is thd National Occupational’ Informytion Coordinating )
i Commitfée (NOICC) and-a similar committee (SOICC) in ach of the states. As- P
yet, ! DTCC and the SOICCs have no clear legislative direction in.reaching P |
their objectives. They are slowly getting organized, and- while ideally they Y
could bring. about the interchange of data among several federally .supported
tralﬁlng systems, (vacatlanal educatlon, CETA vacational rehabilltatlon, and -

= . - e
f

)

t&qﬂbserve and advise. -
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A number - of cogdltlons must be met before evaluatlve data can be used. The

- first of these is avallablllty, which means the data must reach those-who are
in positions to use them. The secoend is, relxsbxllty The third condition is
Lredlb111ty, aften related to but-not the same as reliability, Data may be
rellahle, but".if they are not trusted they will fiot bée used. Utility is a
fourth condition, and one that researchers ‘and 1nformat1@n spaclallsts often
negleéct. If reliable, credible data. are made avallablg in a form not clearly
grasped or understaod by vocational . educators their use is severely

. . T A
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reatrl;ted, And’¥&nglly there s LDh thﬂcy EV&;UE;ngidiIa are not likely% :
{ to be used if- they-sfﬂ inconsistent with lggal requ;rement%,‘Establlshed L

w policy, advisory committee regommenﬂdf\ona “and the ;GnV1ct1ﬁn% of adm1n15= ,%i
, tratd}a and pﬁilgy makers¢ e e s L . o ‘ -
ile’ r;a;@f;h on thp use of evaluative data by VDggiionalieducators is - ,
. Timited, ‘ therei ‘nevertheless EQPI icad cv1d2n;@~af ‘their usc The uses .. B e
.- mustQUftEﬁ qund are in publig relations.uctivities, in {paring . léglslﬂtﬂve s -
s sand hudgct téquc%t% in pre?ﬁixng classre mnmaterlal ih$' ational teachér ' y
L Ddg;dtlnn chusrses, in pchdrlng repo ‘ —Tecal planning. n = - 7
_ pldnnlng, however, the lise of evaluative. ddtd is so thuc and-uncertain, thdt :
.o the extent and EfoLflVEnQﬁ% of that use may itall Epn§1dcfahly short of Qurrent.

J cxpv;t:tlunsrf‘ - T BEERSTNEE A | i/
- . - B .

Sources Fﬁbmkwhlch knowlcdgc about the’extent and cffectiveness of uzlng e
evaluative .data should be available~are: (1) the annual state plans, (2) the |
planners and adminiStrators of vocational educatign resources in eac h® state,

-~ (3) local 'schHool administrators, and (4) the designers and‘gperatursfof state 1
’managemsnt information systems. Inferences can also be made about the use of
evaluative data from stdite and national.statistics,and trend.analysis over a

period of ‘yegrs.. Congress-and probabty state legislatures make extensjve use ¥
¢ of exaluative data. A miscell; Iy of ctber known uses suggests that rﬂsearchers

and evaluation speci:ilists shpuld consider the product of their efforts ‘as o 7
multi-t Jngtﬂd rather than directed toward a limited number of users. , ’ L A
L . L, F N A .
N State management lnfurmdtlcn systems which 1nclude enrcllment placement, * ‘) &
. -+ staff, and expenditure, data. contain the most. éxtensivy’ evaluative data cur- A

lcntly available., . A few state 5y5tcms with unit datd and analytical capability
drc\gnud hut mcq% suffer from the clf=1mpg;ed 11mLIdt10n% of collecting only
.the compliance data required for annual’ reports to .USOE. Even those with , -
autgmdted data processing have often failed to keep up with. the rapid develop-
ment of computer technology. The national and state wvacational education

~ddvisory council reports are another potential source of evaluative data, but :
with the exception of the NACVE's sponsorship of Project Baseline, these - :
soufgc% usually comtain only observations and data iypplied by the administra-
tive agenciesT Several provisjons of the 1976 federal Iegislatlon are 1ntended
to increase both the quality and availability of evaluat1ve data, notably the
new natioral Vocation EdUCdtldﬂ Data 5y5tamFCVED5) ' N :

i 5

#

Oucrall, rescarcherd, evaluators, d‘ﬁ ddmlnstratgrs Shaulf flot wait until VEDS :
, “and other products of the 1976 Legislation matérialize. A better national
L data system, state and federal evaluations, NOICC and the S0ICCs, ang more
stringent planning requirements. may result in better tvaluiitive daty, but more
interest will have to be shown in-determining wh%ther‘suLh data are used. lhe .
. initiative remains to be, takgn hy udv1snry councils, evaluation spécialists, .-
Y cand researchers. : e
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- ;”’( ' }éﬁFivebcoufses;nf-actioﬁ aré recommended: ) ) .
- J. ' 4 .
. 1., The, thlmnal InstFtltL Gf [ducltlﬁn {NIE), . the lelﬂ“dl (enfcl for
c ., . = Rescarch. in Vocationul Idm.ltmn. the USOE Bureau of ()u.upltinnil i
wr & . Adult- rduglflﬂn (BOAE) , and the Stat e R'fcu:;h Coordinating Units (RCUs):
- ¥ - should make the.use of ‘evaluative data a* recognized qghEI|Lh catepgry.
‘ This should, be iven high PTAﬁllfy at 18rst untll H] hudy nf I}aig
kanlﬁdgC is extablished. . & ngrb . .
. 2. avaluatlcn specialists should extend th21r profeaalonal E{bErtlhc Jnd
L : vKPEflEﬂEE to include the use of evaluative data, Ej;LUmStaﬂLEE affectlng
' ‘ tgat use, an&-;ts extent and ;ffe:tlvenes
_ 3. . Data: ésyétems aperators aftd other pfoducers of evalua§1ve data should
. . bu;ld into_their systems a.: feedback mechanism for the deal purpose of
&_ _ da:umentlng the need for tﬁ31r products and of evaluating the effegt—
LV 1vené%5‘of thDse products4 : T : :
o A M W - .
) Evlﬁiﬂ Adv1scﬂ} Coung;ls at the Federal state, and local levelg Shﬂﬂlﬂ heggﬁ
o to make inquiries into the ufe of evaluative: data, the extent of use, ~
L + and the results nbta1ned by administrative, agenﬂles -

O
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A national conference on the use of evaluative data by vocational

educators should be' sponsored by NIE, the National Center, BOAE, or

a camblnat;on of these andgpther sponsars to, explore ways and means 2
of developlng a basic knowledge of the use of evaluative data. A ’
research model would bé a welcome outcome of such exploration.

-
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