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The information reported herein was obtained pur-

. suant to Contract No. 300-79-0549 with the Office .
of Education, U.S. Dep/artment of ‘Health, Education,
and Welfare. Contrac}:ors undertak:Eng such projects
under Government spoy sorship are encouraged to ocu-
ment information acc rding to their observation and

. ,proﬁessional Judgmerfz. Consequently, informatic-.,
poings -of view, or /opinions stated do not necessa-Z1ly
représent official/ ffiée of Education position "r
policy.- .
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Jean Worth 1s the d1rector of a career education G

il

prOJect*that has Had. seyeral years of 1mplemenfa-; "~;:v7
tion.v,She believes that/the project 1s ‘sound, havingjiu'
completed ‘ar’ extensive. yaluation to demonstrate its f;' 5
‘ effect1vedess.‘ W1th the[evaluation data in hand ',
. f” she decides to try for; pptoval ‘by, the’ federal Joint I
AT D1ssemination Rev1ew Panel (JDRP). It isn t the end ERR
o .of the,world to’ go for}it"so why not?" Moreover, . '
- her SChool pr1nc1pal.and district- superintendent P
SR encourage her to-make' the ‘effort. Jean and her hard- - .
o o 3 working staff would appreciate the honor of natlonal
T lrecognition as an exemplary career education activ1ty.
"'i/'l > Net only that, it would also open the‘door to entfy - ¢
Q] 1nto the National Diffusion Network (NDN) .. ‘Once, in
, N the NDN, others (students and teachers) across ‘the’ .
oo F,'country ‘could benefit from atl. the work Jean and er
L n staff have done, ;/4

T

- -

©

‘,.‘. : oy

- I . -

Understanding thag before she can. subm1t the :
,';”‘ requlred 10-page- summary report on the effectiveness
'/,J/ - of ‘her project to the -JDRP, she must get the proposal
sponsored by a federal educatlon program,: Jean takes
pen In hand. It doesn t! take long before she /realizes =~ -~
what a chore it -s to 2ull together even a f1rst draft
“of the submlSSlon. ..Lorg before ‘this Jéan had had her; :

',ff."; staff score the data ::_lection 1nstruments, tabulate
.« - _ the’ data, and analyzt tmem, It had'been ah arduous A
'“E!rtask ‘but:tables.of ra=z:lts are finally ready for her .

T to insert into the e-:luztion report. Tables, yes!

v

' The harder part thoiz>, has fallen to Jean--writing
g th narrative that wo-_d zxplain to the reader the® <
ing of :all the :u:l=Z data, not to mention ‘the.. ' '
. adminJ,trat1ve anc . rTuctional ‘procedures used in
-the 'pr“=2ct. its coszo c:iginz,:demographic“charaCA/
o terisz:i .z, atc, - - L.
At long _ast ( =d = zz- much sweat) Jean has’'a

rough drzZt of the grrnors ~—eady, and_she ﬁails a’
, copy of ‘it cff fi =z state career education
i - coordinator . as requ¥ s - U .0, E.,s0fficeofCareer
£ducaticz . OE Jioz =m 20 -ands that the .coordi-
nafor-will -av- amermar .° :r staff,with ‘expertise
-1
N _
. y )
. . N
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,in evaluation review the draft, and that a written : @

- summary of the review will eventially be mailed - - .. ¢
"back-to her. Jean is ho ing that this review will o
9 .be brief, if not perfunc%bry, 'so- that she éan get on- e
- with the business of subm1tting a fﬁnal draft to -~ . R

_ “the federal Office of Career Education. She also
-0 understands that program officials at OCE are respon-

' !ld . sible for conducting-a detailed review of the .sub-
- . mission before it iS/approved and forwarded by them
an to the JDRP. . | . s

Y

. It was’in this frame of mind that Jean later

opened an envelope frpm the” state career education -
_ coordinator and read the follow1ng letter, which the - =~
- coordinator had forwardéd to her.', '

e

Y ) R -; ; '*l

.. - . e, : . :
b B . 0 -
.

Dear Ms. Worth- L .

.

~

. My staff and L. have gone over your draft .

" JDRP submission, and I would.like to"offer - -
you the following comments. While ‘you have
planned your evaluation-reasonably well, '

/ . You have allowed inaccuracies or inconsisten-

' cies .of one kind or another to be introduced

) that have clouded the results.: We havef

P several areas of concern' o

RER

'ection of Evaluation Sample' ‘You used St
.e__ment/controlngroup des:ign, _but you failed .
t¢. szscablish the comparability of ﬁhe groups.

i r'»Ci*ically, a bias was introduced when’ you
zad "olunteers for the treatment sample. “In -
~ition, you failed. to?account for the greater

ibar of dropouts from the treatment group
compared with the conﬂrol group. _ e
aelection/Development.of'Instruments: You
az e a good defense for your decision not +to:
usz -tandarized tests, arguing that available -
in: © uments addressed your act1vity 8 objectives
on_v verz pherally. However, the instruments you
deveoped and used locglly were not supported by . | .
sat‘ tdctory ev1dence of reliab111ty and validity. :

# -

- P
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‘¢ Inferring that the Treatment Caused the - _ -
Gains: Inferring that gains made by the - ..
target population were due to the treatment,

- | without" ruling out the.p0551b111ty of other,
- -t ‘reasons’ for the gains, is another concern..\\\\
. Your selection of reontrol groups did not rule

- out the possibility that intervening variables
such as parallel programs in the school or '
rcommunity could have influenced the results

demonstrated by testing.
. I

-

I would be happy‘to'”lgborate on thése a\d
other less critical areas of concern 1n SOuY
_draft- submlssion. ' : 4

-

31ﬁcére1y, -

s B. Sharp
¢ P o ’Evaluatfﬂ conraitumn

mfter pi-king herself up off the *lc r, Jez.
»~1ly unloaded her feelings on tha:t store depar
Frw 2 consultant who had the gall to rez-= to oer
ot like that. wWhat right dic he have to c-it .-
z:te Jean's efforts when he had no first—hand ir “-r-
:tion about her project'at all. He was just werzin
lot of the taxpayers' monev. After she coolec
“Wn somewhat Jean . suppose¢ that it protably wc..id
2¢ worth the price of a phone call to fird out
there was any hope’at all of correcting the pron--mr
acted in the 1etter.;..” :

WORTH: Hello, Dr. Sharp. This is Jean Wortk,
- _and I have just, received your letter
in which you éritiqued our draft JDRE
submission. I'd like to know more_.
e . about what *ypu think we could .do to
strengthen our evaluation data.’

* | . . -

-

)

| AU h
. If you'WOuld like to call cr write me, 'i .-

5
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. SHARP: Jean, I'm afraid that T can't be very o x
" - A encouraglng. Your best bet wouIH '

B -~ . . . .
. . . <

have been to select the _groups ran-
domly from'total populations, or at - = -
Yeast to have established the relevant

.\\\ variables and located -samples matched -

on those variables. And with your
exceszive numbeg . of dropouts from t e
trea*~-nt group, it would hzw: beer
be:.izt Lo have limited the zinz _vsis

t. thosss whe oarticipatéd ir to:-h pre<
aad po- :-me-:7irement, providied -hat
ALETZoi.w Cic 1ot result insg;fiematib
bias %e:twesn :me treatment.zr- control -
groups . i

’~

YORTH: Well, . Su=->, that's eac. - -=aid -
: than ..ne. " Thare's not much -, .0 I -
can ¢. -hout tnose decisiorz agwi. .
N . What zvcut the problems you z=v with
.  the ir=: 'uments,we developec"

L,

SHARP: To ¢ st *he validlty of ~ou~ in- s
’ strize.-cs, Jean, you need tc sk..r that E
_ outfl:; experts -or.studies conf .rmed. ‘ ‘
.- y-a .z of specifications thar v-w=-
' " inzrrruments had to meet, anc . .-t
) ':,;-it:;_:were.written expressly ©: test
-9 for . .:ainmenc of the instrtct:.nal °
objectives of your project materials.
A svstematic :eliability study would
also be necessary to report, for
o example, dat& establishing the test- °
S retest rellasllity of. the instruments. .

»

WORTH : You re‘ﬁery discouraging, Dr. Sharp. A L R
-,\_ What do you, expect me to do, ‘sTart : S
\ all over aga1n9 ’ ‘M_ ' . s .

SHARP: .I'm sorry to have to be.so discofir- :
N agimg, Jean,- but there'§ no way that B ¢
> your present draft’'will be approved
' by the JDRP. ,You'd best go- back to.
the drawing board and collect some ) -
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- f more data based on a hetter evaluation
. ©° design. - T

, Jean hung up the p one and g&umped backward 1n her
. chair. Her prOJect unds were -almost expended. - There
. Was no time or money. to ‘begin anew with a more compre-
hens1ve field test;of the project. - Jean's vision of
N JDRP approval for the project and eventual funding
o for national dissemination had been aborted, despite
. her strong belief in the ,effectiveness of the project.
. Jean's final d1sgruntled&comments went something like
th1s- "Who needs.all ‘'this pain? I sure don't. The
JDRP can get along just fine without our ‘Project. .
| Though it just about killed me writing it, the best
' place fot this draft submiss1on is File Thirteen—— °
Forget 1t""‘ :

L 1%
8 ' The purpose of this monograph is to help local
project directors and state career education coordi-
nators avoid the above diSaster by: .(1) helping you,
" the Q§§ct1tioner, understand ghe importance‘of design-
ing And implementing a sound ewaluation- from the early "
stages of your program; (2) alerting you to common
‘errors or omissions that weaken or destroy conclusions
. that can be drawn from the evalujtion results, and
showing you how these can be av, ided; and (3) explaining
in step—by-step\detail the administrative procedures
. involved in obtaining JDRP approval of your careet eduiﬁx
cation project. : L
i Why_Go For'JDRP,Approval? : ' ’

By

’ ~ [~ ) <
—

" ' . The Career Education/incentive Act . (PL95- 207) *
' is providing approximately 20 ,1illjon dollars per - .
year to state” educational agencies which, in turn,

.¢ award.about” 85% of that money -in grantsjto local edg—
cational agéncies to enalle them to implement dareer
education activities. - Local- school districts are
encouraged to plan and carry out carefully designed
evaluations of the local pfpject activities. Some of .
- these local evaluations may produce convincing evidénc

' Qf the efﬁgctiveness\of the career education activitie

- s
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_ that are being conducted, providlng the bdsis for A

their consideration by the-Joint D1ssemination Review

Panel (JDRP). Those projegts that are approved as - _
&exemplary by the JDRP can Eﬁen be disseminated for
rep11catlon by other{local schood districts.

S o A .
_ The Vision T : - N s 5

- o Sy
. Projects with the potential of becoming exemplary, -
' such as career education projects supported with In-
centive Act funds, may develop programs which later
can besadopted or adagpted by other school systems.
An implied responsibility of potentially exemplary
programs "is to provide potential users with sound
bases for deciding whether to, try them dn their .own
school systems. That is, a school administrator. in , .
New York should.be able to predict whether a program o
developed in California will work in his or hexn
school on the basis of the California program's eval-
- uation results. Career education evaluations should

include both process and outcome data so that it is

{ possible to make 9e11able predictions from one program
\ implementatign™to. another. This includes a gdod

: description of the ‘treatment(s) applledk\thus facili-

tating the process of transpo ting successful compo-

;nents rom one site to ‘other sites. » o
‘The visiontof U.S.0. E; s Office of Qareét Edncation,
_~ the agency.responsible for administering the Incentive
Act fupds, was presented by the OCE Director, Dr. Kea-

" neth -Hoyt, at a 1978 meeting of the National and. Sfate
. Advisory Councils for Career Education.'

»

-~

_Even at this relatively early stage, it .

least one school system in each State
‘whose .career education efforts produce ”
evaluation data that could be submitted
. to HEW's Joint Dissemination Review ‘Panel
. "(JDRP) for approval and subsequent inser-
tion into the National Diffusion Netwotk
- (NDN). . This is an important strategy for
two basic reasons: (a) it will result.in

. : ———

{
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wide national publicity for cereer edu-
i cation efforts-that have proven themselves
-~ to be ‘effective; and (b) other school . '
systems can, in later years, use ESEA
- Y funds for adopting models 6f career edu- - :
! cation in the NDN network long after the =~ = ' —.
brief five-year life of/Public Law 95-207

///‘ ~ has ended.! _ . N
- . TN

“ To implement this strategy, state earepr edug on -
o ¥ coordinators will need to assume a leadership role
' in identifying outstanding local career education
prOJects.' This will include encouraging-and assisting
such" projects in preparing submissions to the JDRP,
and fhen helping the projects that are approved by
the JDRP. to. develop proposals for submission to the
NDN in order that they can obtain ‘funding to serve as .
developer/demonstrator projects in the NDN.

‘

NDN/JDRP: Who and What Are They?

R At th s\point, you might be-asking: Why all this _
emphasis on the NDN and the JDRP? Will they do for -
careet education all that OCE i$ hoping - that they will
‘do? Of course, there is, no guarantee‘ but, let's look ‘.-,
at the ,record, and the prdmise. PR

3

NDN structure. The NDN is a nationwide system B ﬂQﬁ;;
established to assist locji school districts and. other /

- educators in improving thefir educational programs o
T~ through the adoption or adaptation of already develdied
- rigorously eval ed, exemplary educational programs

‘and practicesy , Begun din fiscal year 1974 by the U.S.
Office of Educa%ion (U.S.O.E.),\fhe'NDN has two main.

purposes: . o N
_ ; To build and maintain a national system
o ‘ for delivering an inéreasing variety of

'

e

 IThe NDN already has a number of JDRPrapproved career
education-related programs and practices.

. e

]




- . . 4
successful educational projects to meet <A
the needs of local school districts at
a fraction of’ the original development
x -cost.

4

e To agsure that successful educhtional
Projects developed in, oné,state are made

. available for eonsideration by school

: districts in all states. : .

N

A
-

To carry out these purposes, U.S.0. E. s D1v1s10n >
of Educational- Replication contracts with two dif- . ST
ferent groupsv, Developer/Demonstrators (D/Ds) and
State Facilitators (SFs). ¥ De s ' ~
_ ) * . . \
D/D projects are’ directed by lpcal school staff .
. members who have dqheloped over a period of several
.« .. years (often.with the help of federal funds) an.
- exemplary approach for handling.a specifiic school
!, need? "-Before being admitted into. the petwork as a
) D/D,sthgkproject must have been approved by the _
Jbint?ﬁisseﬁination Réyiew Panel (JDRP). As of // . o
. April L980 245 1ocal projects had received approval "
. to disseminate from the .JDRP, repregenting over 57%. '7,"
: of those originally,seeking approval Of the 245
JDRP—approved projects, 138 are._ receiv1ng d1ssem1— LT
qation funds as D/Ds. Their primary job is‘to - . o
. - secure the adoption. of their programs in other cr .
AR states* At least 50 percent ‘of the patentiad ad Sp~ - -
+ - tidns they obtain antiially must, take p1ace 1n a . _
Lt 'state other than their own._ T N o
N c T2 SR
REPCNY B NDN Facilitators, the other group funded byVUSOE e L,
~%  to carry out NDN activities, are primarily respo
'+ -t gible for helping school districts in their own : .
° state.or fegion adopt adaptikhe exemp ary prOJects L
that have been develoWQd in‘other states and approved
} < by the JDRP. They.are also encouraged to, pramoté
: exemplary projects that have been developed within
' ‘their own state. . ) : .. _/(

.

o g, P .
One of theﬁpiggest accomplishments of the NDN is ﬁu
. 1ts reéord of cost-effectiveness. The federal govern-
bY ment's invéstment td develop the'138 NDN prajects:
totals almost $66 million with the median cost being
e




$248,642, - These projécts are being ingkalled in. .
local school djstricts through the NDN:at a cost

to the federa%iggyernment of ‘approximately $4,000 to -
$5,000 each. The median per-pupil cost to a school
district to adopt an NDN project is $12. ‘This effec-
tive dissemination of- quality programs also helps to
do .away with.theé_ all too preValent and wasteful '

" Wreinvention of the wheel" every time an’ educator has

.a problem requiring resolution.,' :

. The director of u. S Q E. s Office of Evaluation
and Dissemination (OED), which is responsible for the
NDN, stated his vision for the. expansion of. career '
education programs in the NDN at a: 1979 NDN Conference.
Enlarg and broaden the repository of
‘tested/ practices” and methods. Postsecon-
adary. options are needed to move beyond o
. the early childhood and K-12 range, plus
S there is a need for additional programs

in special education, vocatioqgl educ -.~; } L

tion, and career'education.' _ ..fy v

JDRP structure. The NDy ig a federally sponsored
approach to spreading exemplary education ograms
and practices throughout ‘the natiom. The validation -
mec¢hanism- fbr the identification of programs to be
-included in thevNDN is the JDRP, - Basically, the JDRP
reviews programs and products proposed for dissemi-
nation by federal education programs ‘to ensure that,

',,-claims of effectiveness are backed by sound ‘evidence.,.

Its basiq purpose is to provide ai.quality control
mechanism of federal education dissemination acti-
vities. The JDRP is not a- component of the NDN.
However, only programs approved by the JDRP are eli-

gible to receive Developer/Demonstrator grants through;,'

the NDN. . .Ultimately,  then, the’ JDRP functions as a
clearingh0use, a legitimizing agency, an indicator.of
federal educational priorities, a qualityﬂcontrol
»mechanism and a: target criterion for program devel- :

""“'-Opars Kl . ‘ - . » . . . o

*”:
ERSNE

~ Phe JDRP was established in 1972 by the Education
Pivision of the Department of,Health‘ Education, and



. Is the evidence credible” i ) . _ff. N

Welfare.: The panel has 22 members,‘eleven ‘staff

from ‘the*U.S. Office Of Education and the same num-
ber from the National Institute of Education,
appointed respectively by the Commissiofier of" Educa—
tion and the Director of NIE. Panelists are selected.
on the basis of their ability to analyze and under- -

-stand evidence of- effectiveness.” Panelists are, of

course, expected to base their decisions on personally

. unbiased and methodologically sound Judgments..

\’ )
JDRP review seeks to set standards of effectiveness
and ﬂocumentation for educational products and programs.

h Before NDN support can.be provided for dissemination, o
'suitable evidence must, be provided-to convince the '
. panel pembers/that each of these. questions shas been

answered“ . C . . R :

o‘ Is there evidence that something happened9f{

Wy -
o Did something happen often ehough th?t
_effects as large as thosge observed would -
t be likely to happen again° . .;'ﬁ

.o Did something happen big edsugh that: the'
’ ‘effects are educationally s1gnificant°

) Did the something which happened often
" -enough and big: enough also’ occur under
4circumstances ‘that are likely to be repro—
ducible?. . . o
© Can what happened- be attrib ed td the
g treatment7 \

With these criteria, the -JDRP has tri d first to

. define effectiveness. and second to encourage use of

professional judgment. The emphasis is on persuasive
or compelliny evidence rather:than rigid- cutoffs,
" The Panel se¢ks reasonable evidence on the criteria,

j not perfection. - Programs may be approved for which-
' “evidence on one or-another-criterion is not parti- - -
- cularly strong, if the evidence as a whole seems

" tes



..'convincing that the program is likely to benef’t o .//\,
_othFrs)if cﬁrefully adopted or adapted

To some educators, JDRP standards are. un"alA.- I
istically high, particularly in the areas o educa-

: tional significance, attribution of measure effects,"
and reproducibility. To others, JDRP standards are "

too low or not applied with Sufficient éxattitude, .
’particularly in the areas of statistical reliability,
credibjlity of the. data, 'and magnltude ‘and-attribu~ ..
tiogrof effects. The panel tries tb strike.a middle S
ground between qgak standards id unachievable rigor.
Probably the best ‘way' -assess t JpRP s .procedures
is to read’ the detalle notes of'sessions recorded
since January 1976. If you havé an opportunity,

C . d some JDRP sessions, which are open to the

v public, . _ . e :
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Problems in Career Education Evaluation
. e L ! : ST
\_ _ The federally sponsored d1ssem1nat10n vehicle—~

' the NDN and the JDRP--is firmly established,-and the
vision o%n widespread disseminatiom of - proven career
‘education activities is of public record. ‘The next’ °
questlons are: What is the state of the art in )
* | career education evaluation? What is-the baseline"

practice, so o speak?. s ’

In 1977, .the U.S. Office of Education contracted
with- the Amer1can Institutes for. Research (AIR) to-
" examine the effect1veneSs of. career" education by ;

identifying the "best of the current career ‘educa- o
‘tion programs and practices" (as ealled for by Public - . °
Law 93-380). . Each: .career education act1vity had. to .
furnish objective evidence of effectlveness based on
significant differences in' measured- achievement
. between activity participants and-an- appropriate’ comi-
" parison group or standard. Suitable evidence meant
-,.that eac& of these criteria had been met or exceeded
: 3
5.0 The intended posit1ve effects of the product -
" or ‘program were achievedy,, without appﬂé}
ciable negative side effects.
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" e The positive effects were . sured reliably
"and validly and "the obtained measurements

o * ‘were not epr%inable by chance.

v ° Ihgre isatangible evidence that the product S

-6r program aptually caused the measured
effects. Sy I
ol The magnitude of the measured effects h‘.
“ .,is educationally significant. ‘
o The available évidence is presented is
a_thorough, easily interpretable, anc v
plausible manner. : S

v . :
© There is a reason:hle chance that th.
.positive effects can be reproduced e
, where.

CIf some'activities could be identified as wel.
they could serve as guides for school districty

* seeking to adopt or adapt effective career ecucztion
activities. . o :

evaluated and ultimatelv approved f;;7d1ssem_1::1on,g g

. In addition to a search oZ published and nonpub-~
lisHed reports, -AIR sought nominations of evaluated .
career education activities from knowledgeable people

\in the field.. In all] 394 activities were nominated..

e :Evaluation reports were obtainéd from 257 of these_

getivities and scre ned according to stringent cri~

‘teria.- Following this nationW1de search, n.careem
education activities were recommepded for the JDRP" s:

‘consideration by ‘AIR staff and the.U:S.0.E. Project

“ 0fficer. Jltimately, seven of the ten'career egduca- -

“tion activities were ' approved for “dissemination- by -

the.panel and authorized to’ .apply. for- federal funding

support, and' two of the remaining ‘threé activ1t1es-1
- were viewed as having - strong potential for approval

if more conclusive evidence of activity impact was -,

3

provided ..“ :

A key find1n of this natiohalrsearch'for»ekem— '
plary programs as that the»probability of finding

2



- a serious obstacle to the diss

caxeg. ucation projects with accer ~ evidence
of effectiveness is very- smallEQand that this poses™
mination of career
education activities. Are good programs' really -
lacking, or are there simply too many ptoblems in-
herent in evaluating a developing ‘area such as career

&

: education9

-

s

.evaluation

b .
~

In AIR's study,‘the most common reasons for

'rejeoting thé evaluation design or data from a career '
education.activity were: the lack:of testing'for

statistical sig- ‘ficance of studént outcome data;
problems in th saluation designs including eithe-
the lack of a ccrison group or standard, or f°
with the manne _ which the comparison groups wc:
formed;. and: fz 11t lata collection instrumehts or
procedures that could have resulted.in error or
bias, Mos;\zf)the problems found in- the activiiy

ould have peen avoided .-

P . \

; ﬁeasurement of career education outcomes is

"major and widcly recogmtzed problem. In the.pz-:t,
program funds fregdently have purchased audits

. process reports, Gonsume(\sanisfaction surveyc

and, less frequently, outcome evaluations. Fe: funds"

have been’ spent on outcome evaluations, and tre
quality of outcome evaluations when they have be=an -
funded has offen been low. One. interpretation is

’that most evaluators are convinced that outcome-
”,‘oriente valuation should not be attempted until :
. the prog¥an is well-implemented .but time runs out,

.Another reason might be that ‘most evaluators as '

‘ employees of the program director, have almost no

- power to insist on thQNessential elements of an sut--

' come-oriented =valuation. It is also true in scme -

sp recen .

instances  thit resources have bgen limited, pazzicu~ -
-larly for the extensive field testing necessary, -

el

: High quality instruments for m suring outcomﬂs v
ara-not yet generally available, _ggcause demand is %'
Often, local test development is @hn only

: ves involved. However, failure. to =3ecify
drmahce- indicators acceptable as evid"‘e o<



’ " .o 4 . ) ceie 3 o - . /
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“‘ L achievement of the program objectives typically : . /_
A leads to unsuccessful use of local tests. . & .

Standardized tests can be considered for measure-

.} ‘ment of career eﬁucatioﬂ outcomes only if certain
conditions are met., Sufficient linkage between the’
instructional program obJectives and the content and

skills mpled by the’instruments is critical. Unless v
\,* this ¢ dition is observed, ‘the results obtainec will
» , beof ery little:- value. , . :
L ﬁ s . . - ..“',L‘v,.(~ .“\'
Surmouﬁting the Problems. - o '

. -

2in How might these roadblocks to measuring career
" 'educa¥®lon outcomes be“i overconé? . One alternative . R
would beé for the JDRP to establish a second level of V -
acceptability, such ‘as * 'promising practices, waever, '
. the panelists are concerried that the- meaning and . - K\J;;»
v clarity .of different ‘levels of approval wauld become / S
7 _ blurred, with the result that everz;hing -approved.
by the JDRP at whatever level would”be seen as .essen—
tially similar. The distinction between "promising"
and "supported by evidence of effectiveness" would
..~ . quickly be losti - Present U.S., Office of Education
" policy allows the distribution of descriptive catalogs
- - and listingg of .projects -and materials qf unknown :
A ejfectiv‘:gss only if claims or. laudatory -statements
are avoided. This policy is aimed at %afeguarding :
the right of potential adopters to expect that pro rams -
. recommended _by the federal government® have something ,
\ C substantiaL\Suppogging them.in thé”way'ﬁf evidence'of o
~[> . 'effectivene ~ - ¢

7

. , i

o Q & more*creative and desirablecﬁlt rnative is to
’ *  expand, upgrade, and support local. cafeer edv 1tion

program evaluations. ‘Her® are Some spec1f1c recommen=

dationsg o - \E L : o o

- R T 1.8 nce some of the best career’ education :

- . . pPograms dqin gt have the opportunity to =~ .. -
L o go through he JDRP review. because funding

‘ : provzszons fbr plannzng and - implementing

ludtions are Zack'z,’;?l the level

Sthat. goes into planning approprigte

";",f A ) | ; . o q‘ m-/

r




e .
. n desumu;q% euaZuatznq 7nstructzonal ,
. pe BT T 7 B career educa- s
“;i’ Tk meveacad. o R
The Ca idue ati oo Incentive'Aé% recognizes the
7 need for . ~-ate nrc‘r m eveluations. The Incentivé
/. Act requi: :at nn .. state plans "provide proposed
’/,"criteria e Cor’\s,,oner for the evaluation of
' / the exten hich. - State will achieve the objec-
' tives set . _n th ce plan.) Although the Incen-
tive Act . .ot r . 2 specific funds to be set
aside for = .. uppc— - local school -system .personnel -
who would b= raspdi ... s for evaluation planning and

infplémentat . u, %t .os specify that federal funds may
be’used to "provide zate leadership for career educa-

‘tion, either direct - or through arrangef€nts with — ,

_/Bﬂtlic agenties anc ; -ivate organizations (incluﬂing
ingtiteciors of hi-her Oducation),xin...conducting
needs: assewsmentC omd zvaluations." - The state plan

echanism .ould Le 18ed to ensure that an increased

~ IQVel of effort is ~:1i:d to evaluation of career
~ education activitie suppo’rte%&{i‘th'.,Incentive'Act- v
N funds. o . P : : : :
v . L N . S /
' © 2. Technzcal assistance should be made avazZ- ' R
\Qr - able to local career educators at the time v X

~

. T of proposal wrztzng so that an evaluation
destgn revieved by experts can be zncZudedl'

in thedr. roposaZs, K )
. . :
\ L . ;. o oL -
AN If an appropriate =valfuation design. is not a L.
~ of the : 7 i.a] projeczt proposal,. it is unlikely

,:.that necessary evaluztion planning and implemeﬁtat‘ou
"will be carried out :-ace the project is:funded. " Such

technical assistance,,ould be supported by either’ e

4floca1 or state agen:les that.solicit career education
o proposals, or possi>lv v technical assistance clear—.
.- inghousgs‘such as t-2 0CI-funded Northwest Connection .
- or those maintained > cthe, NationaI Diffusion Network .
_;gﬁhe prigaty one ie 't; .ecbnical Assistance ﬁase <f,
'7_-'consisting of five -eogi-nal service unitd that match -
_persons og,agenci £ “—:*-ding technizgi\iervices with

Present or poagntlc_ ' -funded projects needing ser-
. vices)s ' ' E » s o
. . ! ] .
' o - . b. L L ¢ A\ s
u"’ . ’ el ’ v . . * ’ J
: /1

L ..‘.4.'3 ‘(‘ ‘ - N ) a'.. 5 )




To provide local career. educators with
some tools to parry out evalyations *
acceptable to hee/\e(gRPjvl @ ‘few generie
career’ education evalugtion models =
should-be field tested 8ith actual * - o
eareér educationﬂactidﬁ%ies. -

"~ One of the products of the &IR study of well- =
evaluated .career education’ activities. is an ey ation
handbook that”was_deVeloped'to.encqurége local career |,
educators. to apply sound evaluation models to their )
efforts.! .The handbogk contains models for evaluating:
(1) curriculum infusion; (2) staff development; .(3)
product developmént; (%) facjlities; (5) supplemeftary
activities; ang,(6) indirect interventionms. .Each model
inclxmes the steps necessary to é%oid those problems -

r IR found ch¥racterized.local evaluations of simi-
Lo .« lvities, By focusing ‘on ways to avoid/the, prob-
1= he writerg.hdpedéto‘encoq;age local practitioners
z¢t -+ or -adapt applic le models to evaluate: their
lorac ‘ucation activities LoéaI’caregr educators
=Tz urye 1 to Build one of the evaluation models into
“zure ;rojectlprOPdégls,.anﬂ:to'repo%t to the Office
Career Educaeépn thh;;'gxperiences dn field testing
2 models , o ¥ S ST T

.- koL . Cy i Lo . o
4, Career education ZuatzonLdeszgns e
' should p’Zacecgre&t r emphasigs on non-

&

test evidence.of effects.

Vo . A

More attention could be“given’fb;évihence_of effec-

tivenzass that includes unobtrusive ‘measures. Ome Qf
: the-bgst'JBRPﬁsubmiésions'innrecgnt years came from. i .,

lO-yet:,‘IO-schoqlitrend data on number of suspensions /
aq%ieﬁ?ulsioﬁs.. These data showed that the treatment. .
se

3 .

. . ) T V' . .
- -
, L R \ -
. . . L
. ) . : [ . i
» .- ‘ . B v - S
° 7 L ‘(j’ . bt

-“inder a'U.S.O.E.ré%bfpved ublishing agréement,- . -

“lympcs Publishing Company ‘ofegalt Lake City; Utah\ i

-3'distributing this-handbbok aE’a minimal coste —
-2 1s referenced ,in Appendix C. B R
. e TR : AN -

.- y 4 . . ‘ 4 ¢ -7’ - : ' B ; \‘ .

oc_.had large decreases*where previously there had ., .
. -2 cecr \J“% re pre : -ere, St

s,

-



. , ’Q. . ‘ Lo

' been a trend ﬂpw&éﬁ and wherge co-narison' €choo_ s
showed no decrease,»although the were comparal
in other ways. . Other $trong JDRP sudbmighions hes

.used school retention rates, schoci -zompletic . Y
rates, and rates of placement in e—t"”w;ex:,' |
';, - b. Career educatzon evaZuatan g
) ‘ should place greater emphasz ¢ 0 int

" mediaries as well as on st~

"here are many innovations Cla
student progress that coulc LAk o

DE?, For example, changes in .. .- gio_.
- .wl.ige, aml attitudes are pa carly
.o cree” edication. - Increases i: academ. _ di- - . J
P 'tz s a nz2¥_able associated with improve c:e. =
.:ment . I time gs a learnipg rescurce suli :=

conviicing. Innovations that improve the “fi_.
effectiveness ofjuse of schocl Ffun:us couid s
smitted.’, . . _
. P N . = a

* ‘e i ' .

. . v
. . =

cciffle Hels for .the LdCal Career Ec¢ icator
— -

R ¢ \

. In this monograph, a\’heckllst gi\.ng M s ens
ST * tial points forilocal career educatr—y . ttqchs_h:
\*‘.7 © in pla ing tﬁeir evaluation desi . wi_I Ee iz ise

' in detail, . with .full opportunfty _or ¢ zaders - e
the 1list to assess, an existii g design 5 well
Although’'a poest hoc assessme§t has man: 'fWi- cios 3,
as was founhd ‘in /the,AIR .stud there ar= usyz_ 1y _

A
- 3.

| some possibilities fog?’improvinc aes1gns~or hullhs

3 : reanalyzing ;the Outcome data. Tollowir the rrese:

, v “wtation of the chgcklist, spécific recomdendat ns. will
. vbe given to the lbcal career. educator k»aardlnf tHc o
. preparation and submission pf“an evalu::ion re?ort EIR
toft%e JDRP. Much hds been lea-ned frem- the £IR:
"study; these findings will-be 1laid out in a steprky—
‘step” approach, Thé" federal gov:rnment _sairresponsiale
if it does- not take steps. to enzure thzz the €ducational
\mgferials it ‘diSseminatés are backaed by obiective -

idence - of effectivenESS' the- Joint 'USOE/NIE parel,
_ensurés that the same criteria or- Judging eviderce’
“of effectiveness yior to federal dissemiQation are .
. a plfed to allosu missions: : -

17 -




- - ) '/\‘ . N ‘ . ...
* Once thercom~: :... =2ss8 involved o ong before‘ﬁ
° the JDRP iéispe o ou-will ‘be ¢ . 5 o on. .
.: tosa section SO s Smmon questionﬂ asked‘by T
'f_your colleap ¥ . -izald and theIpn"?e:s typi-
;oo .+ dally gtven .o 131 _OMS. nally 2o appendix
7 contains thra 2 = JDRP submiss: from the
" 'AIR stuﬂy. Lo .3 the exact 1i - zefreport
> . » - PR [
. - | submitted to ~Z.£ - . particular'.. -.r educa<
- ~‘tion project . .rscror. 1+ all threé in:. f%esl the
‘submissions w:::3a1prt' ,‘byya'hnanimc-; T nedrly .
.~ unanimous vote -f :the ‘21, The last sion of
*. the appendik i-=ludes . st of additi referencés by
. likelx to beic. use 'to.i = readér,; B ) 1‘ -
. . -7 ‘4\{ ) & 2T .
Cafeer Echatlon‘Pr::f:;\Eva Hﬁﬁ ; dﬁlist )
e o . R . "..x ,‘
\ , : N .
'A For a_caree: _g-;;%ﬁan activity to . - . irded as ;i~
b effective the 773F re. - : ghat there sound evi-’
"~ ,dence that if wa , in “o ¢, responsible .r the obsekvec
, change in the par \icipen Evaluation .nould.be a
L continuous ard ongoing ncv‘*t of any prc- ecty with
. qfw a, key. beingrtne value of uscith process azz outcome
v #\evaluation ag an aid to mazm:igement decislonm:king. o
T her, an evaluation deszp which is cire- tly
i L

relat ta tke p*oJect s ‘:ated -objectirasg should‘be
J«estab Shed early and bds:“ne, data should be’ obtained
? . ,prior to, or at teast=eonc. *rent with ,1it1ating,the .
o delivery of services,, The shecklist béiow gives'essen;“'
¢ial points for local career eduéators to consider in

; fl' planning their’ evaiuation oesigns.; o - :_ . .
: : R T ‘. R : oL T Y
N A S DS 2
<o Toples .y, 7 ¢ - Questions T ¢ fi
$ s r . ] - T ¢ - . . .
‘- TREATMENT ~ R
- . - B . . : ,“.. -
jﬁ%ff *  Needs. ' Are the needs fhe treatment is.
K Lt e ' {{ designed to fulfill important’ ,
.:“ v f.' : ‘-2 re the needs def1ned in terms
e ' of required changes in the way
. '. people think feel, or act? . .
S T: R Al 2o S R
. ‘“;!' g ‘ SRR
! N éf i I'. ’ .
Cn - »
, LR N 20
7 . ' ‘ ’ Sos
oo
: g M ) LA




* Topics = - Co .Questions A
' TREATMENT (cont.® - .. - C e
'. Dbjectives + 3..Do .the desired outcomgs of the

o et trﬁatment relate to its needs?

s B - “Is there "a reasonable chance that’
P N . ¥ 1f the qutcomes are attained,

& - o TR the. needs.will he met?
A{ ) . » . '."-.. o . . .

. T oyt A 4. Are the desired outcomes of the )
. ’ freatment appropriate for its ‘

. . intefided audience.and circum-~ -

b

e y stiances of useZ

. - i '
Stee . 5 Are the desired outcomes eithey » _
, PR v e -i explicitly stated or;clea{iy RIS
. L T , implied?- : -
Qo s _p’ . . l ' . v . ’ - .

' 4. .~ Progcedures, - 6. Do treatment procedUres represent
..o o0 , : , an implementation of the treatment
. . - objectives7 -

)
o

. LY L 7 Aré the procedure;\likely to pro- W
« B : // . duce theadgsired outcomes under  °

. _ 1. ?
. "'\\\d ' ;5 (\\x:tae intended;kircumstances of ‘use?
. ’
°
-

o 8. Are th procedures directed at
. L ‘career education'outcomes distinct

and not confounded with ndQJ;reat—»

h:ay
! .

- fe';.."f ment components?

. PR Rl e N
_ 9. Are there likely to be no. unin- AR

s y tended side effects, particularly

: ' - undesirabI%,ones7 e

i

P
, . 10 Are the effects of the proceﬂgres
el ' ; measurable in the short run? If .
L " S not, can’suitable proxy measures
g - : - . be developed7

s v

2

Y T § "Can the procedures'ﬁy implemented -
s S ithin practical time and resource

co straints7

[AFuiTox provided by ERIC . Y - - . P



",'\' ) . '. '- ) N ) - o ‘..
Topics = " Questions R AR
0 o ‘ ‘ v T
. TREATMENT (cont.) .. A ' :
o o P
- v 12, Are the procedures consistently
- L T employed by staff responsible

. for instruction? -
. ‘

A ‘ .. T N C

Lo _ ) 13. Are tg§ details .of instructignal ' .-
' - proce' res available. te: provi ’

adequate descriptions of treat- %

A ment methodology’

EVALUATION - = s
s, . s N - .
-+ " _.Evaluation 14, Are adequate esdriptiverdata .
y Design ' characterizi g the treatment
- .. ‘., group provided’ '

s - 15.'Are adequate - descriptive data
N ' characterizing the comparison o
N 'group‘provided? - : ﬂ%
‘ . : _. : "- -'07

*  16. Are procedures for se}ecting the
'comparison group specified’

- ﬁ‘; 17. 1Is the comﬁErison éroup reaspnably
' S comparable o the treatmenﬁ group?

S S 18. Doég’ he comparidon group use : .- =
R . o typicgi instructional materials
. IR and pr cedures’ e
. Measures” . 19, Are the measurement instruments
-  either standardized ttests or
Lok - . specially constructed tests with
~ 4. reasonable and v ‘ifiable validity
- and reliabil .
. . ' » L
20. Are the measurement instruments _
appropriate for evaluating the .
des1red outcomes’ )

.

5,
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- Topics e , guestions‘, : ;f
\ 4 . ) . . ' . ' s
EVALUATION (cont.) '
A ) . . . . . o .
Schedule L 21, Are the instruments administered 5
o S . . to tmeatment and comparisQn groups :
ee { _ s > _ according the same schedule R
"and under the same conditions?
. . o } . - - N . . .
R D:%a Pro- 22. Ave the classification and grouping -
L.t cessing of raw data for processing appropriate
St 5 for the methods of statistical analysis
. i oo used7 R We%.q_ . \\ o
T " Statistics 23./Age the statisti al'analyses used N
R ! " * appropribite for khe evaluation LR
. . ‘» ~design? + < L '% '
. Lo e : A > ~ 7
«" -, Results .  24. Is a discussio oT the meaning oﬁ L
A “ the results provided?” . ' = K y
) . . v, . . v . .
L o //}L " 25, Is .a plaus1ble interprepation of é'4 ‘
- Tt A n"k\\“ the rea on for théWresulds given7 ‘* - 9'
. .
Educational/r 26 the di ference in performance “ '
7 Signifi-- _ ‘oﬁ'the—Ere ment group is statis- +
__ cance of . .' tically sign ficant in comparison .
.. Results ‘ . with an appropriate comparison '
e o ' -, group or standard, has the educa-"
. ' ) - : o tidnal signiflcance of this differ-
' ' " ence been explained7 .
%fzﬁj Consistency 27. Do the evaluation data give promisea'
BRI of Results ' “of replication, or are they verified
: . \by data from adequate replication(s)
&, . ' of\ ,the treatment? - . 4\\
/ Explanation~0f Checklist Items_ "
. . 4
' Nsbds, obJectives, prgcedures.' Evaluation reports
submitted to the JDRP are expected to provide an adequate
description of treatment procedures. - Such information 2

is necessary for potential adopters to ‘decide whether ' .g
. to try out ‘the program in their_school. districts based .
P, on&vp adequate understandlng of the career educatlon _

3 . < . v

‘./_




S A .
.+ program and the factors responsible for itsg. successful ST
operation. Inﬁormation should include the program s
conceptual framework and ‘methodology for identifying
. priority needs, its major gohls and objectiveg, its
instructional procedures, and its managemeng plan:
‘Information about the number>of~students jnvolved, -
// their ages,, grades, and other relevant demographic . ., /.
« .  characteristics 1is also required. . Infogmation on - ' !
' * teachers includes relevant agpects_of‘thedr training,
quaiificationé— and )erience.,<Inﬁormation on the .
-‘context includes d%mographicJﬂﬁhmpcteristics of the
locale, rel#vant aspects’df the.school system (e.g.y. o
\size and,finan 1- status), .and gpe historical back- " - V/:
ground of". the program. it is %lso necessary ‘that i :
~ program materials be avaleble’for-dissemination. _
An adequabe’ﬂgﬁcription of the. treatment implemen- .

tation helps fldture users. to implemﬂnt Jthesprogram = Y
. properly. e . £ -
N Sincerinancial consider ns .are key issues f\r

. school districts alanning adoption, it & neeessaryﬁ
'to include ‘dgst iaformation.’ Although differences-
v - Adn total costs ard in ‘cost categories exist. among <
' ograms and locn_ions,\it is still important to . Lol
-\giovide accurasj F& start-up . and@recurring budget guide-
-lines for admiy ittrative, clerica1,§teacher, ‘and.
teacher-aide’ salcries, ‘matetrtals, equipment, facili-
ties, consultant: ,-services, travel, testing, and
evaluation. Totzl per-student!costs must be presented/
_ so that any add-cn costs for adopting the career
' edudhtion program atre. clear.:. - : '

a7

-

Evaluation design. A gpod evaluation dengn must :
be gble tagsupport strong inferences, ‘particularly
5§£garding assertions that the treatment as 1lmple- "~ ,
mented cayised the.effects measured, and that the par--
ticipants 're a representati%e sample of. the - entite -
defined audience.‘ In principle,«the design best_‘
supporting strong inferences is one'in which two
subsamples® of -participants are randomly selected:
ong subsample (the treatment group) participates in-

_ - the career-.education implementation' the other (the
- ' control or ‘comparison group)’ does not. In addition
' outcome mea3ures are administered both before (pretest)

e ' i) .

. : g 15 ' I . . .
22 e /. , Do R _ .
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and after (posttest)’ the tszatment is implemented

" The performance of the comparison group is used to

indicate what the participants' scores would have

jbeen without having been exposed to the . treatment._ .

In practice, it rarely possible.to use_this
randomized pretest ttest control group design.

.There afe various reasons for this. .There may not

be enough persons available to construct two .groups.-
It may not be possible to collect all the needed
data from the nonparticipants, who have no incentive

:-to participate in the evalnation. Under such, circum-

stancgs, compromises areinecessary. "For example,
the project.director often will have to use a non-

‘randomly selected group of nonparticipants, chosen
by their willingness to cooperate. If so, an effort
‘should be made to provide evidence' (by comparing

the pretest performance of the two groups) that the
two groups are not inherently different. Remember,

._tﬁe strength of the inference depends 'directly on

the'strength of the evidence provided._

Other appropriate comparison groﬁps:or;standards-
include: (1) national norm groups: (2) local norm .
groups (norms for locally developed tests); (3)
trendlgatég (4) experimental expectancy (gains of
the tkeatment grdup are compared with expected gains
as indicated by research); (5) time~series samples;
and (6) .alternative treatment. groups (several treat-
ments administered, with the possibility of a control/
no-treatment‘grOup used also) | . S

The strength of the“inference is also directly R

_;related to the number ‘of persons involved in the ... . .
. stddy. The more participants, the greater the chanc
- of detecting real differences between treathment and ﬁ}

comparison: groups. apd the more generalizable the °

‘'results. However, it is often difficultago involve -
large samples in the treatment implementat on and in-

the comparison groups. Thus; in general, 25-40
persons . per group are probably qSequate._ If a number
of persons drop out after the pretest, the. pretest-
scores of the dropouts and non-dropouts should be
compared to- ensyre that no significant factors (e.g.,
ability level) caused the attrition.,,Program effec-

~
-
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tiveness should be measured only on the basis of
those who took bgth pre- and posttests.
Measures. Although the problem of selecting an =
' adequate evaluation instrument is common ‘to all
kinds of educational’ evaluations, it is especially
critical in the area of career- education evaluation.
The difficulty in identifying appropriate instruments
to measure.career education outcomes is -the- most
frequently mentioned problem in career education
evaluation. The issue facing-local career educators
" is to determine whether valid and re11able instruments-’
‘are available: to measure participant change, so that
data can be trusted.- Measures are aqceptable if
they are either standardized tests or locally con-
structed tests with reasonable, verifiable validity
and rellability data. : S

-

_With_regard to locally developed -measures, the
major steps to follow are to: (1) select the types
» . of instruments needed to measure the outcomes id
tified; (2) draft appropriate measures;. (3) tr
the drafted items on a small group of students similar
in characteristics to .the target group (a min1-pilot ’
test); and. finally (4) revise 'and refine the measures’.
All measurement techniques have some drawbacks in -«
R all of" ‘the following criteria; what is important in-
designing measures is to maximize the levels of
adequacy.. Let s discuss how to accomplish this.”

R

e Objectivity. Objective methods are those
that yield: similar scores no matter who is doing

" the scoring. 'In general, paper and pencil tests, - 4;~b3 -

' checklists, and rating scales are more objective
_than performance tests and observations. It is
necessary to establish scoring rules that facilitate’
"clear assignment of sc&res to each response. For a
less objectiveﬂtest'iﬁ;g.,.an essay), this may
‘require developing a key that gives scoring. rules
‘and examples of typical responses and their proper

.4 scores. _

] Reliabilitz. Reliable measures. are those
that yield constant scores relatively free from.
chancé variation over time,, ‘To improve reliability,
it is important that instructions and testing con-’

e A /




ditions be the'sameffor all persons; that practice,
or sample items, be given if possible to avoid
effects from unfamiliarity with the type of measure. :
being used; ‘and ‘that several measures for the same | N
, ' obJective be used rather than one., oy ;
- 8- Validitz. Valid measures are those that are '.%‘\\3 .
closely related to and broadly representative of
_the 0utcome being measured., Measurement techniques
that are relatively objective and reliable also tend
to be relatively valid. However, additional assurance
of a measure's validity is obtained by constructing
a logical rationale for each measure used (to see
. better its relationship with the desired outcome)
and by providing sufficient measures of each important
outcome, If several independent measures of the same
: outcome produce highly similar results the measures
= - are likely to be acceptably valid N

. ® Efficiency. Efficient measures are those that
yield reliable and valid scores.at a low cost in terms
of money, personnel, and time. In ‘general, -this means L
- that the measures can.be administered to groups on .
a single occasion and under normal rather than con-.
trived circumstances (e.g., an ordinary classroom

- setting). ~Measures that can be-scored and processed
quickly and easily are more efficient than those
requiring more time and expertise. ; . S

, ‘e Non-reactivity. A non-reactive measure 1is.one
that does not unduly influenCe the behavior of the.

- person to whom it is being applied. Relatively non-.

‘reactive measures include routinely collec;z? records

. ,~_: and observations——gor ‘example, observations fof the
) frequency of certain- behaviors., Such tech ques may -
' -not be as relevant to career education measurement
s as to other areas, but it is important to be aware
/. ‘of the level of- reactivity and to try to minimize it.

Schedule. Procedures for conducting‘the evaluation
are: ~ scheduling, identifying and training administra-
tors, identifying and orienting participants, and
administering instruments. ' ‘




A detailed. schedule for training administrators
orienting students, and collecting data should be
prepared. It is best to collect data in as short
a time period as possible to minimize disruption of
regular school schedules. - Rooms of adequate size and
appropriate facilities should be reserved Schedules
should be made available to all partic1pants to ..\
facilitate coordination efforts. ’ - '

-~ Different types of people might ‘serve as test - s
administrators. Regular - teachers can probably be '
used :1if the evaluation focuses on paper-and—pencil .
tests. . If other types of measures are used, such . fﬂ;f
as performance tests or work samples, it m1ght be - -
. preferable to hire. oqtside persons from the.relevant
B cdreer area. Depending or the tasks to be performed
"some training of administrators might be needed
;~Training can employ a combination of approaches Jn- o o
~ .cluding written materials, workshops, and practice = . ‘...,
.exercises.- " o - . Coe '

‘o ww St PR
. .y

Participating students may“req&ire some orientation o i

to the purpose§ and=proqedures -involyedsin, the eval-'

.uation, Orientation shbuld*be uniform forﬁﬁlf students

--and- ¢an include both wrltten and orally preaented '
material§. e o dE T . R _«

,3 - . . "w'.' . . >

. Data procéssing ana statistics»a The ch01ce of RO
appropriate processing an§ ahaiysis Qﬁocedureqwﬁapends-jf“
largely od the measutes u edgmthe evaluatlon design,p;'

‘and the resourceg availasle. Itﬁis pOssible thaf qué %
of the data prqcessing will be Hone mahually, espe—ﬁ . W

. cially when\samples are ‘small’ &nd’ feSGurces Limtted?

- Often,; hand-seoringaianlves making jhdgménfs about

i.,the adequacy of 3. negponse qr’translﬁtigg a’complex '

'reSpbnse -into ;a ‘single” score.’ ‘This*woild . be’true,-- o
for- example, in evalhating a wdyk Sampfe related to e

?\ < the inst;ructional PbQgram (e. g., corhpos,ing an % qua
> @“letter requesting a gob intetvie ) L .??‘2

'QJWhere such_}udgmept is,needeﬁ seéeral,p01nts '
%shguld be considered. Firsg,:ﬂdes the, scorer ‘under-
stgnd the criteria and«appB% ‘thefh; consistenﬂly over
v t%gé’ Secoﬂd has information fdentif?ing partici~ ,
' panbggheen cgnoealed to help ensure scorers objectivity’ '

. . o . .
. . . S
[ o . N . . . v v
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response similarly? To answer these questions, it

>"_ - Third, would two or more scorers assess the same
is desirable to score a random sample of responses

twice. If results are inconsistent, it would be - "%
wise to retrain the scorers and rescore doubtful .

items. - : o : :
. . M . : ’ . [
Often, a.computer_can,be very helpful if ;%sources
permit. The evaluator's job is" to have data recorded
- onto computer cards or tape and to determine what '
+ - information the computer.should provide and how it
' should be presented A computer programmer can then
-writéor select an appropriate package, and the com~- .
puter will. provide the results. R
The next step is analyzing the processed data. .
As a minimum, evaluationsvof -career’ education activi- .
ties are expected to include .the following statistical
data on both treatment groups and comparison groups
or standards: . (1) measures of central tendency,
(2) measures of dispersion; (3) attritior rate; (4)
pre~ and posttest distributions (when’ -appropriate);-
and (5) obtained level of statistical significance.’ .
Tests of statistical significance are used ‘to determine
whether differences among groups’ tested aye greater
tg?n those that would occur. by chance alon .

Results. Criteria include the statistical signi~
- ficance of the results, the consistency of the results,
and their educational. significance. Evidence for a
career education program's effectiveness must not rest
solely on statistical ‘significance, which .can be ob-
tained for very small effects by using sufficiently -
~large sample sizes. Statistical significance can be
and often is achieved with a difference between means
of one raw score point or less. Thus, do not assume ' |
that statistically significant results alone demonstrate
that a career education program is worth maintaining
or. replicating. .
Educational significance has to.do. with the meaning-
fulness of what is observed. Are differences between
the treatment group and the_ comparison group big enough--
- large enough--to suggest that: the higher-scoring group . -
can do something'important that the others cannot do?

[o—
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In career education, for example, do treatment group __
students show enough increase in knowledge about occu~
pations, competency in basic écademic-skills, good
work habits, and pe€rsonally meaningful work values

_that they are likely to make better choices? In .

 other words, is the observed differéncéllargé enough
to be worth the effort it took toyachieve it? The
size of the treatment impact can'£e~judged'by past

. experience as reflegted in the research literature

indicating the expecte frequency, direction, and

size of post-treatmeny differences between treatment

‘and comparison groups on the measure’ in question.

~One rule-of thumb for evaluating the educational

' significance of a treatment is thdt the observed
posttest scores exceeded the expected scores, either -

"comparison group scores or scores determined on some
-othrer’ basf’s, by at least onerthird of a standard

~ deviation., In addition, the cost of the treatment .
can be compared with the cost of other activities that

. produce the same effect.

s : Y ¢ . ®

- "The Nitty;Gritty,of Obtéinihé'JDkP;Approval
'fihé‘purpose'of thié,secgion'is‘td'demystify‘the«"
JDRP approval process. for. local career educators' and’

- to spelli'out the procedures involved in gettiny a .7

10-page written submission up before the panel., .

A fictitidus panel deliberation will then be preSented _

to demonsﬁ%gte how the panel functiops.during one -aof
+ its sessions. L : . :

Writing the Submission
" A-very valuable;resoﬁrce ﬁhat can be ﬁged in.pre-
. paring submissions is the JDRP Ideabook;(referencéd .
in Appendix C), Submissions should»contain two key .
~substantive parts: ’ N ’

© Describe the project briefly (3 to 4?i.j'
rages) including the following key
points: ' -

™

~
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~

« v ;’-; what the pro;ect intended to do
(the goals) :
. o 1/what the(pro_'ject did (the treat- < “
, ' - ment) D S
- who the intended users were (the -

. - target groups) . ﬁi' L o
. - in whal ways the project worked = ij\
: L (claims oﬁ;gffectiveness) Cal S

- what ‘the prOJect costs were~~
;... divide this into initial instal~-
lation.and.maintenance

L'. o e Present evidence of project effectiveness

o or evidence to support claims made above .
(6 to 7 pages). For each claim made, the
following points must be covered:

- describe exactly what you measured

- .describe exactly how the measuring
" was done, (e.g., tests, -observa- - : .
. tional ratings; skills completion .
checklists) . : -
L - -~ show‘that”the measures used - S .
oy ' actually measured what’ they were T
o _:intended to measure (measures : : L
. are valid) ' :
-~ show that the measures used .
.actually produced consistent
results with repeated use
(measures-are reliable)

. .~ show that the measures were

. made by someone who had no vested _

' interest in the success or failuge _jf‘

of the project:'(the procedures _ :
are. unbiased) ; - .4
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C- shoW'the_treatment.produced S
s some. resiilt or chaffige that is R »
~ dffferent from what would have . o
happened.with no tyeatment , R '
E=3 . . B t
- - - show that the change achieved’
‘ - is truly meaningful to the field «
of career education | ’ ‘

- show that the change is due to . S g
the treatment and not to any
-extraneous. factors

-~ show that the change can reason-

- ably be expected to occur amorg .
other users, not just thosé tested - ‘
in the projecq (project is'general-" .
izable) ' R : i ‘

<. show that the charige can be repli--

~ cated elsewhere with comparable ’
effects, considering cost, facil- .
ities, staff,getc. (project is
replicable) .- . = ' -
A sample format is included in Appendix A. .

. Since the written submissions. are the principal-

' basis of the panelists' judgments,.it i$ impor-

tant that. this information be clear an complete.,

~The maximum permissible length;zzfmaterial to cover

each submisgion is ‘ten single-sphced typed pages,

-including tables. - The most ‘im r%antwsection,lof,.f
course,. ig the summary of the evidence of effective—
' ness, .However, do not neglect the briéef but specific

o descﬁiption of the product or practice (including -

‘goals\or targets of.the process) and data on program
-costs so that the panel can consider the educational
significgnce relative to the effort and costs required
for adoption. ‘The panel is concerned that. the pro-" A
ducts or, practices whose effectivenesg is to be re-
viewed are clearly identified, that common implemen-
tation problems are described, and that full start }
and operating costs are présented so that sehgmﬂx/,-‘
intereéted\in selecting the item will do -so without

misunderstabdingmits costs. This information provides

\

0 \
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* the basis for:the one-pagg project summaries _
included in EducationaF*Programs That ‘Work (refer- _
“enced 1in Appendix C), the federally-funded publication ‘////”_
containing descriptions of all” -approved pr03ects.

Included in Appendlx B are three sample JDRP,
submissions for the career educator to study in
.depth.. “Their credibility is established by the. fact
that -the JDRP approved{one of them unanim0usly,

-+

- “while the others received Just one dissenting vote
X each. All three were approved in- 1978
/\ E]

-

Vo ‘Action Steps in Processing the Submission

R ‘ N [. -7 i — .
' Prior to its review, UsS30. E.'s Office of Careex,
Education requires; that the submission, secure state -

approval Then,. the OCE staff will review and ini-

tiate dialogue w1th _you concerning the submission. , .
. It -will be an OCEfstaff member who will eventually w0
. present the project for JDRP approval : '

. ] -

g the prOjectfis not approved by the OCE staff s
‘for submission to the panel, itssimply means ‘that - -
based on their advice and_expertise, the project is R
junlikely to be approved Review the project vzcord:
and- evaluation data. Study/ehé\OCE staff's critique,
and’ then make the decision to. continue or .iscontinue ’

- with the effot mit .to.the JDRZ. Many programs
» have had impac; i oZe local eduvcational agency yet
could-not'be pplicable in other locales._
]

Once OCE i/s’ satﬁgfied with the submission, a
memorandum o. transmittal is prepared and signed by Lt
-a U.S.0.E. Députy-Commissioner statlng that the sub- ‘
mission hasébeen pre-reviewed and, to the best of
the_Deputy ommissioner's knowledge, is factually
'correct and that the products or practices are sociz._ly
fair and a pg\ently not harmful. This is the offici.l
notificatifon of a progect s readiness for’presentatlcn

_ by the OCE. When this memorandum is signed,
it cérti'fies to the JDRP that all stages of investi- -

v
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" Fifteen cdpies'of-the'tpansmittal,mémd%andum and
each submission are forwarded to the JDRP's Executive
Secretary, who schedules ghe?JDRg meeting. Although
the JDRP 1is ﬁade up of eleven persons_-from each -
agency (U.S.0.E. and N.I.E,); the. meeting requires

- only seven (at least three fro ‘each office) to be
present in order to have é'quium. Panel members
require a minimum of five'worki g days to review the .-
-submissions prior tb a meeting.’ Typically, the panel _

/will consider thre= snﬁﬁissions at each meezing, with -
each submission rezeiving uo to, an hour o :he panel's

. time. . An OCE staf= member w7ill represent :tae project
at the meeting, usually accompanied by tha lccal project
'direcfor.and'the project evaluator.h, =

1
*

2" : Activities During and After the Panel Réview
A8 . B B

The bulk of theé time in;i>pénél teview is spent
on question foﬂ_clarificat'on that may be - t to
-the Program-Office, or t& he project dire .or

. and evaluator, by the pace. nembers. A vot: is taken

*_on whether there is adequat: avidengce of efZzctive-

.. ness. - Voting is by .closed hzilot, but ‘the -rotes of

“{the individual pansl member: are recorded t— the .
* Executive Secretary after ezun vote has been completed.” '’
"Panel members disqualify thexzselves from vezing on '

submissions made by programs in which'.they are directly

‘involved. A simpls majoritw i8 required for a’
panel detision thaz the evidence of effectiveness is- _
~convincing. A tie vote is = decision thit =he evidence
is not convincing. A majoricy vote carries -sith it
not only the honors ard national recognition but .also
the responsbilities of being added to a select list
of exemplary educational programs. The panel's decision
is announced. publicly 'ediately following the project
< review, - 1~ '(i?? S - Co

| Kt

~ Products'or practic;s'not favorably reviewed
by the.panel may be,resubmitte&’at any time. The.
panel makes every “ fort}tovclarify-weaknesses, and
makes recommendations for a stronger resubmission.
If a project director feels that through resubmission
"'he or she can satisfactorily“answer the panel's con-
i Cérns;lthen }esubmission is Advisable. If not, do not

-
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‘resubmit. The panel itself often recodmends resub-
mission following comments on a,program s defined
_deficiencies (naturally, approval cannot. be guaran-
teed). The minutes from each meeting are distributed
- to all panlel members}OE Depuity Commissioners, and
" N.I.E. Associate Directors;- dppies can be obtained
by those whose/submission we e\reviewed in the :
‘.meeting. v o
. ' ' S
The following is a. fictitioﬁs but descriptive
Aaccount of a tyoical panel meeting°'

- . The panel convened at, 9: 30 a. m.'iq Federal
. Office Building 6. - The six panel memhers
- and the chairperson sat along oné side of an
' . oval table. The panel's .Executive Secretary\.
/  was . alSo present to retord-the proceedings.’

- \s . The first project in front of the panel w&g
S " a high school career education activity titled
. y Prgject AMERICA. *The chairperson: 1nvitedqthe
o representatives of the project and the OCE .

- program qfficial to Join the pagnel’ members at, . .
~ _« the table;. , r .
0 ‘

The OCE program official fiyst introduced

-« all.of the participants, including the ‘director
' of Project AMERICA ahd its evaluator. ‘The
.chairperson then® proceeded to summarize the .
o 'the-submission, both to refresh the panel
S _ rs' minds about which project was being"

. p.revi wed and to describe it for all. of the :
. .- .visitors at the meeting. The. chairperson had
* - . _apparently gone- thrbugh the submission quite
~extensively in advance, highlighting portions
. ,that were particularly important.,

The chairperson ‘then opened the session

‘for questions from panel members. For, a few

. minutes, silence prevailed since no one asked
f - . any questions. ‘Finally, a member of the panel

' ’+ " sajd that it was hard to.pick up from the

/{ . submission‘the nature of the program activities
. - that would be exported, He asked: What did a

o " teacher-actually do in the classroom as con-
L _f trasted'with}yhat,a teacher did in the control

a3
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classroom, and_what\is in thg instfuctional o=

materials package tha) would be "xportgd?, 4
The Project AMERICA’ irector~sp#§t about five
minutes summarizing the main procgdures and
products involved in the program, . ‘
o : A S : T
Several panél.members\then asked some ques-
tions ‘about the evaluation, which’ the project
evaluator answered. One was a simple claxi-
fication question., ThglothersﬁinVolved\;f

‘ dffferenfiélleffectiveness\qufhefprogram 4

at different érade‘levels,‘whethef'fhe program

had achieved results that spoke to ‘the sus-— - )

‘taining effects'questiqn, and,‘whether the ‘4‘

S

effects might hold up with other not so. -

- similar student populations. At the conclu- -« .

sion of this dialogue, ene.of the panelists -
suggested a caveat to dissemination of this
program: ' data presented are restricted to

- -white, middle—class students,

.A; Aﬁterﬁa<péu§e,_the‘chairpersoﬁ‘aéke& e

whether the score ‘differences between treat- '
ment and -control students were large enough _
to be edﬁcaﬁionaily significant, referring '
to a table in the 'submission containing the

‘results from administering the’primary data

collection instrument. The instrumentvha .
54 items and the mean score difference: between

_treatment aHd control students on the:posttest

was 5.96 points. The chairperson asked. the 4
projéct evaluator to comment on what 4 mean
difference of 5.96 points truly meant in terms
of educational significance of the instric-—
tional materials. The project evaluator :
responded by pointing out that such a difference
was meaningful, given the fairly small amount

of time.that'treatment students were exposed

to the materials and the low cost of the .
materials, o

The chairperson then asked if any p3pez>_
members had further questions. One or tw
other clarificatibn-questionslwere asked of
the project director. ' When no additional
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questions were forthcoming, the chairperson
asked the pane}rmembers to vote. Each panelist
had- a ballotywith the project'’ s name pre—
printed op it on which he or she voted ' 'yes"
or "no" for dispemlnation.' Since each member's
" vote is eventually made public (in the tran-
' . ~scription), the ballot also contained\a.place
for the name of the panel member., =
‘ The chairperson collected all_of the ballots
and ‘counted them. . Some suspense was generated
while something that looked Tike recounting
the votes took glace. It turned out that
spmeone on theéganel had marked the ballot for
- the group that-was glipposed -to present its
_ project next-inStead‘oftthe Project AMERICA
_ballot. Aftég that error was corrected, the
_ chairperson announced the vote: 6-1 approvings
\ v j’b - r : . =
. .
Questions You've Always_/
L~—Wanted to Ask, Etc.

A 4
»

1. How does oﬁe-separate;state validation, the JDRP
process, and the NDN? ’ ‘

'Ans; Those are three different activities. The,
' state validation procedure is not required

- by the JDRP." It is”purely a functien of the
states. Some states do require statq_valida—
tion before considering a JDRP submissiqn. .
Other states go straight to the JDRP. Approval
by JDRP means that a federal prograq/ﬁffiée
may disseminate ‘the project. To receive
federal dissemination funds from the NDN as
*D/Ds, those projects- that have cleared the

§ . 'JDRP submit proposals in a competitivei@
i bidding process/ﬁ ‘ _ A

- 2 Does the panel take into consideration the type of
Y
-‘prOJect represented in the submission, inlight of
» the voids that exist in the NDN?




‘r 'A P "s. ‘ RPN N I

<

T ) Ans: At the.JDRP lével, there ‘No pri_or:;’t';i PR
N list. The jydgment of the panelists' is Y 4
o " based on the eviden e preSented, Did it ~
. & hold up or didd't it? 1In te;mé‘df,projeéﬁé~'
S . Submitted to the NDN, “there is a néw situa- o
C ’ “tion to look-at., Within the NDN -submission = :
s ' system} thére is a priority list. There - S
e . 1is a move on to enlarge and broaden the -~ '
T ) ‘\(pepository of testdd-practices and meghods;\;'[
) 7 For example, to move beyond -the early Thild= +
. -hood area, the NDN is opéning up a ‘widér o
oo avenue for. postsegondary options:as,well - R
as for additional’ programs in’special edu- - " RO
‘ '~ cation, wocational edugation, -and career - © . . i)‘
VR ‘educatiox, SIS A NN FR -~
o _ ot S S -7 Yl o
~ ~ 3. Is 4 program that¥passes the JDRP‘éurhdrfzed/Egh.Q” T
~appear:in Educatiohal-Programs-That‘WorkZ¥f5 ) . '

. VQ {,&__-_-e- ’ -

0 ;;) (Ans:, "Yes, but ‘that dogsﬁndt\automatisziiﬂjgz;lude
T % . NDN funding. Only. about 50% of the programs

i . that appear, in Educational Programs That Work ..
. S receive NDN funding Ffor dissemination. NDN i
i - funds, 1like other federal funds, ‘are provided . = =

+ for in the anﬁhalfbuhget.' The level of . funds
i available for-ﬁissemination_purposes may vary

from year to year, = - L : -

-

.,

&, Is there-anyvpredictabili:y as to which seven of . e
the 22  members of ‘the panel will show up for any = . ' -
given segsion? . . ' - 3 .

Ans:,fNog The Executivé'Secretary~of,the panel

he - knows the nature of- the submissions before

he calls together a quorum of seven-panelists.,.
*Members of each panel are differént as selec-
tion is basically r?;atiohalu Some membérs. - .,
are selected on‘the’basis of a particular o '
expertise which could assist the panel's

review, ' S o .

, : : ' PRI I '

‘5. Is.there some'wqy:of@kqowing vho is ﬁore,stringenﬁ o
-and who is less stringent among the members of the -
panel ard of being dble ahead of time to influence
which seven members will ‘make up your quorun?

36 _ . .
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. Ans: Certain configurations &f seven panelists
- . may be more stringent than others. However, .
the structure precludes any 0utside influence
being brought to bear on the composition :
gof a partiCulafxqzorum. . : :

QF’- :
6. If therexis a resubmission, are you assured that
" the panel willsbe reconstituted to include’ the_
same members who served when the original sub~-
mission was reviewed? T - RS
Ans: No.' However, ‘the program official when
_ introducing the project director and the
',ﬁ.proJect ‘evaluator at the second session
" of the.panel, is at liberty to say that - -
: . thig is the second time around. "They were
Lo © . asked to go back and get such and such type
o - . of data and it can be found on page 7 of’
' the submission, etc." . The second panel,
- ‘which may include a member:or_two'from the . :
.7 ° -~ 1initial group, will completely review the '
PO . earlier panel's concerns in the context.of
- ‘the: submission. ’

1. Do project staff have ‘any influence oVer the order
“ .in which the’ submissions are. reviewed in a given
. session of the panel7 S , s

.t

_Ans® Normally,,yOu are scheduled'tO'appear?in'
Lo 'the order in which your submission, has
~entered-into the system. . However, if you“f

:fare ‘scheduled to appear last, and--let's .
say-~you have a plane flight out of Washing~
ton, D.C. ‘at '11:30 that morning, arequest -
‘to the panel will usually result in an
adjustment being made.. 'The panel tries to-
be as. flexible as. possible. R\\)& o

e
- 8. How often does the panel meet7 L e
Ans: ~There is no regular chedule. . It meets
whenever. as many. as three submissions have
S o ,,been received, The panel has béen known to B _
' ‘meet. to review just one. submission if- others S
have not com% in recently. S

‘37 .“
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. 9. Looking at 10- pages of written material and data S
- . tables, how do the panelists know that what' they . .
- are reading really went on in the project? After: B
all, .the JDRP does not require state validation .
in which site visits are made, and the panel
members do not make visits themselves,: _ R
‘ B , T e
g . Ans: The panelists relytongthe credibility of _
' . the-projgct representatives in that session, "
and even more on the credibility of the
written submission. The panel, of course,
relies on.the federal program office vouch-
ing for the submissién,ifbo.Q_ h

10. Is itfabsoluteiy”neceSSary for a project to have -

» government funding (state or federal) hefore it |

can be'considered by the JDRP? . i .

. Ans: . The JDRP has recently.changed its position. "

' - ‘on this question. ‘HistOrically,7only' .
federally funded.projects qualified. Under
.the new rule, only for-profit cOrporatioﬁs
are excluded. .. . s '

11. If I were a practicing school administrator or
superintendent, how would you respond to mé when
I argue: that because of JDRP/NDN funding, I am -
¢ losing the services for anywhere from 45 to 60
days of. the most qualified persons on my staff
as they travel around the country, while the .
taxpayers}oflmy-owh:districtuare not receiving
those services? o - - o
_ . S |
_'‘Ans:. Some %ery good pfojectsfhave'never gone
L " thréugh the process because of that very :
" issue.. What it really comes down to is that -
" 1if you.look at the history of education in-
“this country, you have a number of ‘problems. -
‘Number ome: in education, pe le keep rein- .
venting the wheel. To ansWefygou: adminﬁstra-. T
“'tor, you' gould say that.we have committed . -
our efforts to this program to improve the
education of children. We have demonstrated
JUE 'thatxthis:program‘does make a difference to - .
' " . 7 children. We feel that we have an obligation
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to the educational community to disseminate
this information to other schools so that -
if they have resources to dévelop new pro- g
grams they won't. duplicate what we have
" already done.. -Number two: -if we have an-
z obligation to children for the betterment
. " of their education, then we. also have an .
: Lobligation to disseminate this information‘
\\\,. to other schools. - Esseptially, there is’
4 - a moral and ethical responsibility of ‘edu-
jﬁ cators to share their informatibn.

P ‘ "At ‘the LEA level, exactly what you describe

» - will take place. It will be true the minute
‘ ‘ - " you receive JDRP approval. You will'start '
to get requests for information, and you
‘need to realize this in“advance. There is

. no economic benefit to the LEA to go through
this system. ' If you really believe in the .
project that you have-taken through the JDRP"

' process, - then you havé a certain responsi- .
bility to share this information. ' How far
you share it will be controlled at the LEA
level

12, How do you baek out of the NDN if you get inundated
- with requests-and your staff get over-committed
. along the lines of the previous question?
‘Ans: Very simply, you do not request funding.from
T 'the NDN. Only you can determine the extent
of youn dissemination practices, And these ™=
., - are spelled out in the proposal yoﬁﬁprepare'_-
L o - for grant funds from the NDN. o e
Co., 13. Is there an appeal procedure if your submis31on
' : is not approved’ '

f??, o _usAns:. No formal ‘appeals are necessary,'as°you canh
come back as many times as “you want with new \
: data and a resubmission. -

N o
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14. Does fhe panél‘ﬁse én'objeﬁfive ratiﬂg‘scale, Qf
: does it rely on its;imp:ess}ons‘of the evidence
presented? ‘ T o :

_Ans:  The11after; Panélists{are %sking‘the,
.+, questions: 'is the project effective, can
. - 1t be replicated, does it help, students,

a teachers, etc.? The' panelists reach a judg-

ment basgd’bn all the évidepce presented.,
_ vathgy'apprOVg a project, they are saying
~ that it can be disseminated. It is.up to .

the ‘individual LEA to decide to adopt it or -

adapt it to the local setting. i

.15.»Qpes the JDRP exééct you ‘to document that y&y
.program was the cause of the principal:intendgdlA

'°“t€§m392 . S o

Ans: - Yes.  The panel requires that evidence be-
" presented which indicates that it is t..c _
p%oject, rather than-other external-factors{

_ which is producing the beneficial outcomes.

16.there can I gd'to get‘heip,ih puttiﬁg COgéthép
- my-submission? - . SR _.

A} . B
1

" Ans: The references listed in Appendix C would

o " be very useful, especially-the JDRP Ideabook.

v-(
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“Appendix A
£ I
. *FORMAT -FOR SUBMITTING MATERIAL K
TO THE JOINT DISSEMINATION REVIEW - PANEL,

- PROGRAM AREA. (e g., Title III, reading,'career education,
S -7 environmental education, education for the, handicapped)

st

. . INTERVENTION TITT&Z LOCATION.

Specify the title of the interve&tion and the . _ -
location for which ‘evidence .of effectiveness is
being submitted

CII. ‘DEVELOPED BY

‘Indicate who developed the intervention orig- _ .
inally, even if this happened at 'a different site o
than the one for which evidence of effectiveness S
is being presented

- III. ' SOURCE AND LEVEL,OF FUNDING:

List all- -funding sources for the intervertion at

. the location for which evidence -of effectivenesS»
is presented; for each source, list the amount of
funds. -(See Figure I. for an example) . ° '

¢

. 'BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF*TNTERVENTION' L ot

Briefly describe the intervention for which claims,
- of effectiveness are being made.. The description
'should cover: at least the following points: ‘o

What is the‘interVention? S - ;.-', : : B
.-~ What are.its objectives? ' N : o S
cL T What claims of effectiveness are being made7 : _/44*“
' What is the context in which it operates7. o :
S = Who are the ‘intended users and beneficiaries?

‘ ' ‘= What are the characteristics of the groups on
which the intervention was developed .and: tested?
~ What are the sdlient features of the intervention? .,
'- What are the costs for adoption and maintenance of
. the intervention?: (See Figure I. for explanation)

. N : “ »
: . . : . . . . . - . . ‘

’

o~
.
!

.*The submission paper must not exceed ten’ (10) single-spaced
pages incluHing any tables, graphs, etc. :




V. EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS

» '

Describe théqevfdénce ofbeffeCtivepess.for the interven-

tion. This section should deal with each of the following

points, although not necessarily in the same order: .

In;erpretability of measures: - Evidence that the quantitative -

measures are reliable and valid indicators of the effects
claimed. : 3 T ' '

i

Cre&iﬁility of evidence: Who cdllected_and analyzed the

‘data, what assurances are the:éitha; thé finding;-are

e

objecpive? oo

EVidénce of impgctﬁ iWhat,is‘the'eVigence‘thatvsomething _
happened?._What,are the effects claimed for the intervention?

Evidence of statistical reliabirity-bf thevef%écts} What

is the evidence ‘that the effects happened often enough and

with sufficient reliability to be likely to happen again
under -similar circumstanc=s? . o

Evidence that the effects are educationally meaningfuls.

1be ruled out?

Can alternative explanations such as practice effects,

maturétion,‘éelection of superior treatment groups, etc.,
-1

Evidence of”gehéraliéébility to the populations for which

the product or practice is‘intended:'_Evidence that the

'Product or practice has been tested widely enough' and .under

sufficiently diverse circumstances;to-g;veyassurances'Ehatg

.. the effects claimed may be similar when the product or.
Practice is used elgewhefe for{ the populations intended.

<

¢
»



FIGURE I — _An Illustration of a Table Shell for Showing Costs : -,‘<i:
. H . o ["- . o : ' :

‘Source and Level of Fqnaing of Inter§ention
: : ) L

. |

. Ingtallation Subsequent Ye
(Non-recurring (Recurring Costs)
Costs) ’

. S s
v’y °
-

[ RN

Personneir I _ ; & ..k L : [._“ -0 wﬁx
Personnel Trainiz: o -
Facilities | R o _-:tl e ; _7 .
Equipment an&»Mé#érial§  
,Consumabie

fOcher.Cos:s* -~ Specify .

Toéalf

. X Q R . S .
*e.g., frransportation, technical assistance, "public relations, etc.

. -

f/g"‘_’ \ N

‘Afgxw  A..
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PROGRAM AREA: CAREER EDUCATION - 8

ACTIVITY TITLE, LOCATION: Project Equality, Highline Public Schools, Seattle, Washington -

'DEVELOPED BY: Highline Public 3chools - & B B

SOURCE _AND LEVEL OF FUNDING: 1973-74: $35,740 ESEA Title III
L v S ~~ 1974-75:~ 82,864 ESEA . Title III
e - 1975-76: 71,268 ESEA Title III
: ' 1976-77: 38,548 ESEA Title IVc

1917-78: 36,800 WEEA '

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY: oo — -
— . re . . ] .

: The major thrust of Project Equality has been the reduction of sex-role stereo-

‘typing in students at the K-6 grade levels ghrough implementation of materials which

“counter such stereotypes in both occupatjofial and home sex roles. To accomplish this -
pyrpose, the staff of Project Equality have developed three sets of materials, which

may be used independently or in,cpmbinatibn; R - )
. ‘ ey b ?

Activity Description . S A
: Each set of materials is ‘designed to provide stlidents with nontraditional sex
4 Yole models. The development of materials extended over the project's first three
years of operation (1973-76), with final field testing taking place during the 1977-78
school year. The three‘;:}S'of.materjals are:. o o '
‘ imulat

- 1. - Occupatio ion- Packets. This set of materials consists of five
. separate packets, each of which may be used alone, Two packets have been :

- developed for use with grades K-2 students, two for students in grades 3-4, and
one for students in-grades '5-6. These packets are designed as a hands-on career .. -
‘education activity for elementary students based on the Yisolated skill concept."’

- This .is the singling out of a saleable work skill requirey for a wide variety of
- jobs and already possessed, in some measure, by the studept. The student iden~
tifies and uses the'skill in a hands-on simulated work: perience. As students .
apply their saleable skills in a variety of job-related activities, it becomes
‘clear that:- (1) a skill is not dependent on sex; and (2) a skill required for
one type of work is often transferable to another type of work. Discussion ques-
- tions for teacher use with the class also emphasize ‘these two points. The
, packets. include: =~~~ . o : R‘ ' ‘ '
* o Color Discrimination - This packet uses the-skill of color discrimination,
’ " ' which is required in such-occupations as interior decorator and electrician.
- Activities include sorting bundles of wire and socks by color. Time usage:
2-3 hours over a 2-3 week period. -Grade levels: K-2. _ -

o Crawling and Squatting - Thisfpaéket uses the skills of crawling and. squat-
- ting and demonstrates how they are needed in occupations such-as plumber .-
and stock clerk. .Activities include stocking "gfocery shelves" and crawling
‘under "houses" to tighten ' pipes. Time usage 2}-3 hours over a 2-3 week
- period. Grade-levels: K-2. .- - . _
. © Assembling - This packet uses the skill of assembling arr. item in a specific- .
R sequence. This skill is required in such occupations as.factory worker and

o baker. Activities include assembling a ballpbint pen and a bicygle reflector.
Time -usage:. 2-4’hour5'37er a 3-week: period. Grade levels: 3-4. . 1}
c'Créativitz‘4 (bfs packe’ uses. the skill of creativity, which is required in

'such occupationg as artist, weaver, and architect. Activities include . .
- making-puppets and weaving wall hangings. Time usage: '8-10 hours over a
. 3-4 week period. Grade levels: 3-4. ~ . é& . » : '

# .
s ‘ : . .
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¢ Measuring - Th1s packet uses measuring sk111s found in d1fferent occupations,
1nclu31ng shoe salesperson, pastry cook, and carpenter. Special attention
is paid to avoiding sex stereotyp1ng in cooking and sewing occupations. , °
. Activities include measuring a coat pattern and a Wearer to determine “if the
- coat would fit and measuring task accomplishment with a stopwatch. Time
- usage: ' 3-6 hours. . Grade levels: 5-6. - : -

’:Lesso plans and many - requ1red materials are. 1nc1uded w1th the packets. The ]

_packets. ~\

mat/paals show great sensitivity to many kinds of discrimination: illustrations
show a mix of racéds-as well as sexes,.and a discussion of how to deal wth handi-
capped children is included in the Color D1scr1m1nat1on and Craw11gg and quatt1ng

2. Ye]]ow B]ue\/and Red Book. Th1s packet contains a Targe number of ideas for
short-term activities which help the teacher and students-to expand. the1r‘aware-

"; ness of sex-role stereotyping, and.broaden their view of sex roles in the home,
-7 and of appropr1ate job opportunities available for all qualified peop1e T1meap$ﬁ§

W
o

‘needed and on whether pe
usage: 5 hours oJer a 3-week per1od .Grade 1eve1s .1-6. e

usage: 3-5 hours dver a 3-week period. Grade levels: 1-6.

3. Many Thousand Words - Work Pictures. Th1s 1oose1eaf book contains a set of ,
_ -8 x 10, black and white pictures of women and men, and g1r1s and boys in a variety
.of non- stereotyped work settings at home, school, and in-the community dep1ct1ng

i

various skills and abilities. Q\scuss1on quest1ons focus on the skills
néons of either sex might have those skills. T1me

-Common Characteristics of Materials. All Proaect Equa]ity mater1a1s have been

des1gned’to have the following characterjistics:

-

.occupat1ons open to females and to males

. e They. prov1de content material which can expan?’students _percept1ons of

o They fit within the context of subJects the teacher is a1ready expected to
cover in the cTassroom - oo

- o They are se1f-conta1ned o - C o B | .gx.,

"Who

oiThey are eas11y adapted to different’c]assroom settings o

° They do not require any add1t1ona1 teach1ng or support staff members for.
implementation. - z g \;_i/////r

Measurement of Ach1evement The Proqect Equa11ty staff has also adapted the
Should" test,* from work originally dohe by Dr. Lynne Iglitzin of the University =

“of wash1ngton Th1s test is used with all materials and attempts to measure changes
in students' perceptions of occupationat and home sex roles. It will be descr1bed in

't-deta11 in the "Evidence of Effect1 ness" section of th1s subm1SS1on._ -

BN

‘Goals and. Ob;ect1ves

I smopen

. Mmeet

The goal of’ ProJect Equa11ty is to’ expand students percept1ons§of occupations
to fema'les and those: open to males. The fo]]oW1ng obJect1ves were developed to
this.goal: * - 4 : C :

y _
Ob]ect1ve 1. E]ementary'students in grades K 6, where any one of five Occﬁﬁat1on
Simulation Packets is used appropriately, will have expanded their perceptipns

- of job options open to femalés and males. By the conclusion of the treatment

- ‘students- drawn from the same grade 1eve1s on the "Who Should" test

Objective 2. 'Eleméntary students in grades 1-6, where the Yellow, Blue, & Red\ -
-Book is used appropr1ate1y, will have expanded the1r percept1ons of JOb opt1ons .

period, these students will score significantly higher than a contro1 g f




B N
. -

open to females and males. By the conc]us1on of the treatnent per1od these

- students will score significantly higher than a control group of students drawn
"~ from the same ‘grade TEVe1s on the "Who Should" test. o

LN

Y. ]

Obgective 3. E]ementary students in’ grades\l -6, where Many Thousand Words - Work *
ictures are used appropr1ate1y, will have e*h:nded their perceptions of job
Ptions open to females and males. By the comelusion of the treatment period,

esn students will score significantly higher’ than a control group of students

drawn from the same,grade levels on the "Who Should" test.

In these obJect1ves, the term "students" means those boys and g1r1s'Lho have both
participated for the entire treatment period and also have taken both the pre- -and
.posttests. . Apprdpriate usage means usage for at ]east the number of hours suggested
earlier for each packet or set of mater1a1s : ,

.
-

" Claims of,Effect1veness

A11 three sets of materials were f1ePd tested dur1ng the '1977-78 school year in
two -school districts in the Seattle area. . The,objectives listed.above were met in a
“majority of cases, leading to the conc]us1on,t6at students have ex anded the\: occu- °
pat1ona1 perceptions to 1nc1ude non- stereotyped JObS for both sexeg
}_-Context S B - k /’ sfﬂ -

- ackgroun Project Equaljity’s home s1te yJas the H1gh]1ne School District near Seatt]e, L,

Washington. The impetus for. the proJeét#Was a study of 258 district fifth graders
in 1971. The study demonstrated that both: Boys andgirls tended to see jobs in terms
of masculine and feminine stereotypes *and that ocetpational aspirations of the fifth- -‘J
grade girls fell heavily into fem1n1ne5stereotyped roles. Staff of Project Equality - -~
. sat’out to provxde matérials which were free of . sexestereotyp1ng and which demonstrated
to students that people of both sexes cou]d perﬁer »a w1de var1ety of job tasks.

Field test materials. Project mater]als were deve‘]bped and rev1sed extensively during
the first three years of project operation. Final: field testing in 1977-78 was conducted
~outside the Highline District toassure that no student exposure to materials had, takén
place inearlier years. The results discussed in this submission are from two diStricts,. _
~ the Nofrthshore and Bellevue ‘Sehoo] D1str1cts, also near Seattle. These two‘districts,
as well as Highline School District, can be characterized as predominantly white
- middle-class, with 90% or- higher wh1te populations.. Northshore School District covers « -
an area wh1ch is rapidly evolving from a farm economy to an.industrial/residential
area.  The ‘Bellevue School District contains mainly middle and upper middle class

' families, with a high percentage (67%) of professional, techhjeal, and: inagerial

C 1976r77 wh14e in the Be]]evue School District they were $1 587.

' emp]oyment Per-pupil expenditures in the Northshore School D1str1ct weYe $1,386 in.

a ¢ N

Intended Users® and Benef1c1ar1es re A S .

~ The intended users are K-6 students of botMsexes and var1ous sotﬁoeconom1c and
cultural backgrounds.. The-activities are simple, 1ntéﬁest1ng, and exper1pnt1a1 .
, mak1ng them usab]e w1th students of,d1fferent ability levels. ;. , S

g_____J

!‘
Character1st1cs of Students Invo]ved ' e ‘\\ S | [

Like the total populat1ons of. the schoo] d1str1cts, the K-6 students with whom .

these materials ‘have been used are primarily,white and middle class. Achievement o
- levels vary, however:  latest figures from the annual statewide assessment of fourth f';.;
- -grade achievement, - us1pg the Comprehensive Test of- Basic Skills battery, show North- R

shore students scoring at the 58th percentile on the average, wh11e Bellevue scoted . -
at the 69th percentile on the average. ~ (Students.in the Highline District, where’ o
materials were or1g1na]1y developed, scored at the 48th pergentile. ) Each student _.’
popu]ation was comprised of approx1mate1y equa] numbers of boys and g1r1s S

.- . N : a " N . . tL-
. -~ ' . . * . . '
' . 3 . < LN
' ’ - * . S RN .. .
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Salient Features L - T
o ' ’ The most importdnt features of these materials are summed up by the -following.
~ points: . . . , : , . .

o The materials present sin.le, interesting, bias-free-activities which demon-
strate that work skills can be possessed by pérsons of both sexes. . '

] Tﬁey are se]f;contained and can either be.used individually or in, combination
‘ over the K-6 grade range to provide students with a Tonger series of non-
stereotyped activities and concepts. e

o The materials are reﬁ@tively'uow.ih cost and the pregrém can easily be imple-

mented within any K-6' curriculum. . ,/ -

Costs . . : S G

- . Presently, Project Equality staff members-train local district staffs to imple-

* . Ment materials. It‘is suggested that adopting districts plan to-involve the follow-

: ing personnel: the district career education director and/or gqurriculum director; )
an elementary principal; an elementary school librarian; and six elementary teachers: -
A district\adopting all Project-Equality materials should plan to assume costs for

~the following - e » o _ . _ R .
v o A I4-day training session for staff members imp]émenting the materials. ‘
P o Two 3-day.followup meetings after the training session : :

o v -

‘0 ‘Adeption of Occupation Simulation Packets .
o. Adoption.of the Yellow, Blue, and Red Book =~ -~-+

¢ Adoption of the Many Thousand Words - Work Pictures %ﬁ \oL T A
,0 Evaluator for field testing.of materials (if desire :
' ’ - : — ‘ - —
S Y apler
Approximate Costs for Adoption of Project Equality Materials '
L [ Staff LCeve]f)'pment ‘ _,t ' , F.\irst Year Implementation Costs _
ot ;' > L District Implemantation Team: . T - $650.00 . . (
- - .~ .. .1 Career Education Director . o T A
a . } Elemantary Principal . .
: : ‘ /1 Elementary Librarian. “Substitute co S - .
, 6 Elementary Teachers at $35/day . - ‘ : .
Materials - . o ' :
) Occupation Simulation Packets: - \ _ o o .
. K/2 Crawling and Squatting L 275.00 - > - . /
) “K/2 Color Discrimination . S . 200.00 i ’
: - 3/4 Assembling . 180.00
* . 3/4 Creativity _ - ~"300.00
5/6 Measuring ’ . : . 365.00
Yellow, Blue, and Red Book . . 50.00+"°
. o Many Thousand Works - Work Pictures - 50.00 -
v : o Contracted Services J._' ' : N )
. ' Evaluator for.pilot testing of materials . 200.00
TR B ’ 2, days at $100/day - - - ) o ! o _
L L R . S\ s2270.00 T L. T
¢ - The estimated’costs for operation in subsequent\years (replacement of
<~ | = lost or damaged items) are $75.00." o . o

N Per pupil costs.  Since these materialé‘could be usdd by all district
: - elementary. schools in turn, ger pupil costs would depend on total number of .
- district K-6 students. Assuming a distriet had-3,000 K-6 students, per - - [
. Ky 3 - . BN < . : .
. pupj]tcosts would be: : _ SR .

. First year{- .  $0.76 o o 3
. o Subsequent yelrs:  0.03 - - SRR
) .y . . .. ¢ | P . ‘:‘ - | ., | @V .. - J\ g - . . - ‘ .; .. .
, A o oy ; ' *,{' 4 ' o o X : .
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- CEVIDENCE OF EFFECTIvENESS =, - S S S
) Iﬁtérpﬁétabi]ityfoﬁ»Measures L N %_  S
' The "Who Should" test was -the outcome measuré for all sets of materials. There are. :
two forms of‘this-1n§trument:.ﬂone”fqr grade'levels~K-2, and;thg,other’for levels 3:6.&_ oy

K-2 form. - The 'K-2 form has 26 questions which are read to students by the ~ ~
teacher. ' The students have only the answer sheet, not the gquestions. Two sample-
Questions are: - "At home, who should wash dishes? Men? Women? Or both?" "Who can--

. use a hammer better? 'Boys? Girls? Or both the same?" All questions are answered by.
- the students by circling a picture of a boy, or ofa girl, or of a boy and girl st3nd-
~.ing together. - - P o o LTy L L. o
. .3-6 form. The grades 3-6.form of the test has four parts with a totdd of 41 -

items. As .in the K-2 form, teachers read the questions altoud to students. Part - - .
. lists 19 occupations such as carpenter and nurse; students circle “man," "woman," or [ ¢
. ""both" to indicate who should do .the job: _Part II lists six jobs done in class such

'as "eraser cleaner;" response options are the same as for Part I. Parts III and IV

. 1ist jobs done in the home. Response altermatives to Part I1I are "fathet," "mother,"

.0r -"both," and response-alternatives togPart IV are’ "men," “women," or "both." - .

_ ~Reliability and validity. Experts m™sex-role stereotyping at the e]ementgry - L
.leveTereviewed-the‘t°§§§¥hnd“confirmed' heir cofitent validity. -Test-retest reliability
-and "item validity were assessed in a school district that had not been expdsed to -

- ingtrument- and materials development activities and where Women's rights were not

. _fofrmally included anywhere in the curriculum. - C s T

* U =The test was administered twice to the same students two weeks apart. Most . .

. materials- required/about two weeks of ‘usage, so two weeks corresponded to the inter-

.- 'val.between pre- and posttests for both ‘treatment and control classes ih this study.

L?;The-testfretest;,erelationS'were“.62.for;the.K-Z;fOrm (administeredQEQ.ZO first grade-

-+ students) and 88 for the 3-6 form. (administered to 22 fourth grade s udents). Item-

: Va]iditY-WGS<Q§;E:g%ﬁéd,by_computihg»biserial,co?relations between each” item and,the

 whole test scorev" The.coefficients for the K-2 form - ranged from .19 to..69 with. an )

. average of .52. For the 3-6 form they ranged from .41 to .73 with an average of °.59.

,-anor'modifjcationS'to the test were made on the basis -of these data.- Ll

‘Credibility of Evidénce . ... - S S
: . For the 1977-78 evaluation of student outcones,‘a11 tests_were:adminjstered'bxﬂ L
:,the students'~c4assroom'teachersai?A]] teachers had received two days Qﬁ;;raining!@nd ,
., followup consultation’ from the Project Equality.staff on.how to implement the materials .
.~ and-how to conduct the pre- and posttesting. During these gsessions, teachers were
instructed to read test directions/and items Slowly, to®stay as close to the script
.as possible.-in order to keep inst uctions similar for all classrooms, .and to use a
~neutra] tone.of voice. Teachers fvere told tb repeat questions, if necessary; to
allow students enough time to think over.the questions before marking their_answergé-
. "The K~2_form was adminjétered'in'th‘Sfttith'during'tﬁe same day./ The 3-6 form
- Was' administered. in.one sitting. : Scoring was done by project staff, Ith two persons :
-independentTy sconing each test as a check on accuracy. . Scores were key punched for
- computer analysis and all key punching was verified. Project staff members were al%o " .
_ requnsib]g{fqy_final analysis and interpretation of resylts. ~ T e
Evidgkce'of’lmpact S | B N . ST
S EVélyatibnfdesign.. The study to-assess impact was conducted with,KQG'studepts;' ST
. in the-Northghore and Bellevue Schoo). Districts. The tudy was designed to provide - .:

pre< and poesttest measures of performance on treatment ind- control students for = .
~~—eachpacket or set of materials. The rationale for thik design.assumed that real

u

.-
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“student- growth could be assumed to have occur
‘was. not-statistically significant and group m
significant following use of any one set of m
~~ . Ineach district, treatment schools were
- school-wide achievement scores within the ‘dis

another -district school-was selected whose aver

the treatment school as closely as.possible.

evaluation in actual school settings, teacher
asked ‘to volunteer to use Project Equality ma
field test coordinators selected teacher part

red if the group mean pretest difference
ean posttest difference was statisticall

aterials with the treatment group. =

selected from the mjddle ran
trict.

_Was. y

ge of
-.Fgr each treatment 'school, -
age achievement sCores matched those o
- Because of "practical. constraints on

s in the selected ‘treatment schools were
terials in their classrooms. . Distrjct

icipants. from among these volunteers,

average

paying particular attention to :achieving a mi
of the whole district. Conti _ _
.on. the same basis. -The total number of teachers implementing Project Equality.

materials in the two districts was 37, while the number of control group teachers was. 47.

_ ] x of teachers which was representative
Control school teachers were also volunteers and were selected’

. . Tte .
_ " Data analysis. ‘The same outcome measure was -used regardless of which materials
-were taught;. therefore, the control students’ scores  dt each grade Tevel were combined ..
. into one group, whereas the treatment students' scores were separated according to the
< materials taught. This -accounts for the much larger-N's for the control than for the .
treatment groups. This. was judged to pose no problem in_analyzing the data, since
,Varianceg=of.treatmen;-and coqtro];grgups were.quite similar. .. . : ;

. +Only those students who took both. the pretest and the:posttest were. included in "~
- the analyses. . A11 students 'in a-given grade level who were -instructed in the same °
.. Mmaterials were combingd and them compared with all-control.students at that grade
;".-.level. For each compa¥rison; a t-test of independent means was complted on pretest:
* | means of treatment and coptrol‘groups and a separate t-test was computed on posttest
. means. - Separaté .analyses were-p rformed  for each: Occupation Simulation Packet, for
the Yellow, Blue and ReijOdK,:aﬁdffor;the Many Thousand Words - Work Pictures.

J " -

-

~. o' Resuits. Data tables for éach analysis are ‘separitely preserited and explained
.~ below. :The toprof each table consists of a bar graph”of “the—mean.gain of each group *

, .o at each grade level,.together with a table of the means and standard deviations on
~ the pre- and posttest. . The.bpttom of:each table shows' the value of the t-test and - .-
- the. corresporiding:significance level for each comparison. S e
\_; . Occupation Simulation Packet: .Color Discrimination(Table 2). The treatment
- .dnd control group$s started at almost the same point, as shown in Table 2. The
‘treatment group significantly out-performed the control group on the posttest.

-
.

- - - e
: o " Table 2 =~ - SO _
P . Color Discrimination (26-1items) RN I N
. | - . -'.:Mean7..Gai'ns © Pretest’ .Posttest R \
; Srade _Gain 25,20 (Mean SO Mean S0 N\
- T T L 2 12.39 |-4.35 || 17.59 | 4.66
B : “C| @ cain=.18 . 1232 4.25|| 12.50 |-4.29
_ . 1213 14 15 16 17 18 " ~
o T = Treatment Group  C = Control Group .
L 4 » t-tests N > -
: N Pretest - " Posttest )
‘ Grake T = ¢ t, o slg ot T sig .
S 2 - 41 1% .09 195 ., NS 63 195 <.0005 f%
e .gl.h. : 5 ? .la _ll y 3
: ~. . - o~ . Y
.. S L 2
: /. o TR
3 A 6 .




bccupation Si

mulation- Packet: Crawhng and Sguattmg (Tab]e J The first

grade treatment group scored close To the control group on the pretesﬂiut S1gn1f1 cantly

~ above it on the posttest. In the sétond grade, the pretest difference was signifi-
“cantly in favor of the .control.group; yet the large gain in treatment group scores

_makes- the posttest difference significant in.favor of the treatment group.

At the.

k1ndergarten 1evel, the treatment group showed greater ga1ns than the contro] group,
but”® these were not s1gn1f1cant -

< & Table 3 7,
: Crawhng and Squattmg (26 1tems)
S ’ - S f Pretest Posttest
Grade - | ) " Mean Ga'lns . : _ Mean ¢ _ 'SD Mean SO~
¢ T _ . Gain ='2.05- 15.05- | 6.11 || 17.10°|- 4.81 N
-/t Gain = 1.64 NENNR .Y . 14.80 | 5.62 |}16.48 | '5.52 . -
T ~ Gain = 4.53 , . 13.07 | 3.94 ||17.60 | 4.18
c Gain =-.24 Jj - -~ 12.66 | 4.90 |[12:90 | 4.88
s T r_\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\] Ga'ln -553 '8.55 | 3:58 {|15.18 | 3.83
e C| o B Gain= .18 © o 12.R | 4.25. (] 12.50 | 4.29
8 9 1011 12 1314, '15 16. 17 18 N
- .T.='Treatment Group - c a Control Group ' ‘ et .
- © totests :
* ; . N ) Pretest K Posttest :
O Grace, 17 ¢ 't & sl £ & sig
- K 20 417 .15 59 NS .7 .48 59 LpS _
1 30 166 .54 194" NS 5.52 194 ;<0005 , <
2 11 156 3.3 168 <.oo§ T 2,22 165 <025 '

¢

—Occupatwn Simulation Packet:

Creat1v1ty (Tab]e 4) The creativity act1v1ty

was highly effective at both grades.
were the pretest scores s1gn1f1cant1

3 and 4, as shown in Table 4. At neither grade
-d1fferent for treatment and control groups;

“however, following the treatment ‘in ervention; the treatment group far out performed

'.-the control group at\ bothfgﬁde lgtels. g
' ' . “Table 4
- Creativity (41 items) - o o .
: : Mean Gdins . = Pretest - ‘Posttest :
‘ Grade - |Gain = 11; 80 - Mean SO . Mean - 0
3 T L&\\\\\\\\\\\\\\X\S\t\\\\l . 18.04 | 7,33 || 29.73 | 8.82
~C Gain = 1.74 17.01 | 7.04 || 18.75.] .8.38
| L\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ﬂ Gain = 9.10 17.38 | 5.92 || 26.48 | 17.03 .
> B Gain - 1.3 T * 18.68 | 8.02 ||20.02 [ 9.38
17 18 19 20 21 .22 23 26 2526 27 28 29 30 o
T = '.reatment Group C = Control Group o .
. Lo . .tetests - T
N ‘Pratest . Posttest
: Grade = T .- C £ slg. 4 &t df sig
R 3. 49 19 89 " 243 NS - 7.87 263 <0005
A 4 2t vanm 90 196 NS 3.82 196  <.0005 -
» o - . o 'p‘ 4
. 7 ~a




Occupation Simulation Packet: Assemb]1qgﬁ(Tab]e 5) " This activity was highly
“effective at the th1rd grade but uot effectwe at the. fourth grade, as shown in

“Table 5.
° j . ) -
: Tab]e 5 e ' ._*-‘
Assembling j41 1tems) S,
T ‘ _ e . Pretest /- posttest
+| . Grade Ga1n N M : ¥ean S0/ 1 Mean S0
T Gain=1l, eg\\\\\\\\\\\\xx\\\\ﬁil 18.70 9:0/3 30.50 | 6.13
3¢ _main . 1.74 - ~17.01| 7.0 | 18.75 | 8.38
e T N cain = .90 - o 21.73. | 7.51 22.63 | 9.00
- B cin-13 ‘ 18.68 | 8.42 || 20.02 | 9.38
. . 16:17 18°19.20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28°29 30 31 . - S
: A T= Treatment Growp € = Control. Growp ~ . 3§ - s
. ; .- T t-tests. o -t 1.
' Do ) ; . N . " Pretest - _ Posttest: T 7
-  Grade T - C t T dfsig £ sig
' 4o v, 73..20 196 - .81 214 NS 7.86 214 <.0005
4 48 177 , 2.43 223 <.05 1.76 ~'223.,'<.os'

Occupat1on S1mu]at1on Packet Measur}ng (Tab]e 6}. - This activity worked Well -

at the fifth grade, as shown in TabTe 6. While the sixth grade treatment group gained-

-+ .more than the control, the d1fference was 1nconc1us1ve due to- the s1gn1f1cant d1ffg,r— '
ence in pretest scores. : . :

. } ,_ . ay
'- o L _— “Table 6 . \ - _ St -
ol I - Measur1ng (41 1tems) IR S '

T P - ‘Pretest . Posttest
. Grade \ . " Mean Gatns . - © ¥aan___ SO Mean - S0
" g T Gain=g.es L\\\\\\\\\k\\\\&\\\ﬂ 21.82 | 8.05 || 30.29| 7.89

’ _ ¢ _ Gain = 2.96.° - 19.15 1 8.75 4} 22.11j10.02 |

. s T " Gain = 3.81 . 5555}3_5_\_5; 26.26 | 9.32 || 30.07]|10.22° |
S BN cain - 185 21.35 | 8.81 || 23.21[10.62

19 &o-n 22 23 24.25 26 27. 28 29 30
"~ T= Treatment Group C-Contro1 Group e

i 1 - T ' R S t-tests oo . . ' \
. . . _ N , , Pratest Posttest ' .o

Grade J L .t Tdf sia t T af sig S

- .v "5 17 194 .. 1.30 -209- - NS 3.96 209 <.0005 - '

27 115 12.497 160 <05 3.12 140 <.005
. M SR .
= Ye]]ow, B]ue and Red Book (Table 7). At all ﬁve grade levels tested the—-'
treatment group ach1eved significantly higher posttest scores than the contro] as.

" shown-in Table 7. At grade 3, the pretest score difference was a]so s1gn1f1cant,

however, the posttest score d1 fference was much: ]arger S

R
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Table 7 A ' T -
A.eHow, Blue, and Red Book (26 items at Grade 1 41 items at grades 3-6)
Pretest Posttest )
Grade “MeanGains - Yean sD Mean _SD. .
i T 1\\\\\\\\@ Gain = 7. 33 © “13.67-| "6.50 || 21.00 | 4.85
_ CI!H cain=.2a - ©12.66 | 4.90 || 12.90 | “4.88
3 T - Gain =.7.00 SSNNNNNNNW 22.58 | 9.33 [|29.58 | 9.39-
CiGin=1l7 1R . .- 17.01 | 7.04 || 18.75 | 8.38
s T|  Gain=12.79 [;L\\\\\\\\\X\\\ﬁ 18.09 | 6.83 || 30.88 | 9.29
C| -Gain =135 NN .. 18.68 | 8.e2 |f20.02 | 9.38 -
s .T. C)ﬁain s 6/70° [\\\\\\\\\1 L2707 7994 27.40 [T12.90 - -
c n =-2.94 - ' 19.15 |- 8.75 || 22.11 -{ 10.02
s T Gain = 6.75 CNSSSSSSS \ 20-89 | 10.20](27.64 | 10.71
c Gain = L3 DN ) . 21.35 | 8.8l ||23.21" | 10.62
12 14. 16 18 20° 22 24 2 28 30 32 R '
{-T_-_ Treatment Group C‘=_C6ritro1 G_roop‘ ‘ .
: o - ' N . t-tests - )
- N . - Pratest Posttest .
: Grade TT C . ,t " df sig. t df sig - p
? 1 6 166° .38 170 NS '4.01 170 <.0005. %
3 26 196 T2.98 320 <01 5.34 220 <.0005
4. 337177 - .44 208 NS 6.15 . 208 <.0005 .
S5 219 82212 NS 1.78 212 <.0§ .
, 6 47- 115 .27 160 NS z.'4o 160 <.01 -
L . . A e

"Many Thousand Words - Work Pictures (Table 8).

As shown in Table 8, the treatment
At grades 3 and 6, the ’

group outperformed. the control group at grades 1, 3, 5, and 6.

-pretest’difference was-also significant, but the. gain.in tredtme
was larger,: Growth at the fourth grade 1eve1 is approx1mate1y equal f

nt group performance
or the two groups.-

> 4 : Table 8
. Many Thousand Words -Work P1ctures (26 itéms at grade 1, 41 jtems at grades 3- 6)
1 A : : - Pretest Posttesg  °
M ' ‘ Me_an_Gai_ns_,  Mean _ SDG " Mean S0 .
1- T Gaknf z,ag,gg;.,-f"_f_ 13.87 _-3 69| 16.74 | 4.01 -
¢l LGain = ‘z&, s S e et L ~ 12.66 | 4.90].12.90. 4.8
_ 3 ENEDE WJIII Gain o 16’ = 21,08 | 7.6 {|2620 | .42
! _C ! Gain ="1.74" 17.01] 7.04||is.75 | /8.3
P & JZD cain = 1.63 - 1826 6:46|| 1989 7.34 -
¢ - Gain = 1.35 . “18.68 | 8:42|20003] 9.38
s T - Gain = 6.22 19.52 | 7.68}125.74 | 10.19
: ¢ _ Gain = z 96 19.15 | 8.75{22.11 [ 10.02
", 6 T v . Gain » 6.95 26.48 | 11.16 | [ 33.43 | 8.44 -
- c Gain =18 R 21.35| 8.81(23.21]10.62
. 12 14716 18 20 22 24 26-28 30 ‘3‘2‘ 13 !
T T = Treatment Group ¢ =_Contml Growp s R .
| . '-PJ,.' . t-tests Pg o
. Gae 1" T o TN g
. 1 38 166  ".171°202 WS 5.10 202 <0005 -, . c . |-
3 25 19 2.50 -219 <01 4.17 .219°~0005 - , -
' 4 19 17 .26 1194 NS .08 194 NS’ -
5 73194 - .36 265° NS 2.61 265 <01
6 23115 2.08 13 <0l  5.06 136 <005 ;
9 .



. Educational S1gn1f1cance .0f Results

. In order to better d1sp1ay the amount of student growth after-implementation of

Project Equality materials, Table 9 has been- constructed t w score gains:for the

treatment students in standard déviation. terms.  Each value in Table 9 represents

the treatment_students score gain d]v1ded by the pre- or posttes_ standard dev1at1on,

: wh1ohever is larger. That is, each value is equal to:
S posttest X - pretest X

SD1ar ' '
The 1arger stahdard dev1at1on was chosen sg that- the resuTt woqu be the more con-
" servative estimate of student‘ga1ns : .

A

~“As shown, six of the seven. mater1als produced ga1ns of over one standard devia-
tion at one or more grade-levels. - Eighteen out of 20 gains were greater than one-
third of a standard deviation. Gains of one-third standard dev1at1on or more were
obtained at every grade level that was tested. These results were optained in the
"re]at1ve1y short time of two to three weeks, using only one set or packet.of materials.
. ‘It is probable that use of more than one set of - mater1aTs over a 10nger per1od would -
' increase impact. futher : :

' S Tab]e 9 _ : o .
Rat1o of Treatment Students Gains to larger Standard Dey1at1on (Pre- or Posttest) -
: RS S 4 2 3 4 5 &
Yellow, Red, & Blue Book o113 . . L .52 .63
Many Thousand Words S 73 ‘ .62 22 61 .63
_ Color Discrimination - *. . . - - LI2 " i
" “Crawling & Squatting  , .3 1.08 173 o
Creativity -~ = o 1.33 - 1.29
‘ - Assembling . SRR N %} S 1 B . _
* Measuring . e o - L0537 o ke
4 N’l‘ - » - . “ x‘ -
General1zab111ty “ : S . )

" .The evidence g1ven above demonstrates that these mater1aTs are h1gh1y effect1ve
with populations such as those in’ the Northshore and Bellevue School Districts. These ‘
populations are mainly white and middle class.. It is worth noting that all materials,

. especially~those for direct use with students, are unusually attractive and present

“simple, intriguing activities which makeﬁuOGBBT sk1115 most students already have
regardless of their ach1evement Tevels. ~ ‘ _

‘ A, : i . . . Lo L
Conc]us1on T T : :

~

Washington State Taw and nat1ona1 T1t1e IX 1eg1s]at1on both speak to decreas1ng
~ sex discrimination in all aspects of the education system. In recent studies it nas -
been found that schools, .for the most part,. are not fully demonstrating the past,
‘present, .or future participation of femaies in.a var1ety of work.roles in textbooks,
‘audio-visuad materials, career education programs. and teaching strategies. Across the
- country educators are: attempt1ng to develop and acquire media“and materials. which

. present females and ‘males in non-stereftyped occupational and personal roles.  The -
materials outlined in these objectives fit this requirement, and have been tested in

an experimental atmosphere and found to be effective. Project Equality's: contributions
are a positive step in the direction of improved studéent sel f- concep®, which can serve
to benef1t a]] students and the educat1ona1 system in wh1ch they function. .

. L . . ) . ) - . \ oo .‘ .
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PROGRAM AREA: Career Education
ACTIVITY TITLE, LOCATION: Boston Mountains Educational Cooperative for Federal
S - - : ~ Programs--Career Awareness‘Program (CAP) up

Green]and,-Arkansas,-_ ‘ o //,;a—

~ DEVELOPED BY: Project CAP staff, Boston HbuntainsiEducational Looperative

SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNDING: Funds for the first three, years of the project

- (1974-1977) were provided by an ESEA Title III -
- b - ®  Grant and by local school district- funds. .
D _ Grant Period - -+ Level of Funding -
o 1974-75 Title 111 —71;062 o

& - 1975-76 o ' Title IIT - 52,885 Local 17,628

« 1976-77 -~ ‘Title IIl 32,624 - Local - 30,228

: o . . $156,57T - 47,856

| 7 Total = $208,427 |
. o o . e i S ' ¢
"YEARS OF ACTIVITY'DEVELOPMENT: 1974-1977

 BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY Wy
 Ceal. '

Projgct CAP students, grades 1-8, Wii] bé‘significant]y more aware gfhcéreers,

“than a_si.i1ar student population not involved in the project. : .

Bl

— _Context and students served. - . -, - .
E The=Boston.Mountains'Educational'Cboperative,is_a consortium of eight'school -
districts in a-rural, ‘mountainous area of northwest Arkansas. The cooperative pools -
. the resources of several school districts to develop needed programs for area school:
children, programs which might not be available to individual school districts.
~ Project CAP serves students from six of the consortium districts, five of which
~are located in Washington .County and one of which is ‘located in Madison County. The
. - estimated population “in the géographic area served.is 16,000 persons with-a school
- ~enrollment of 5,100. " Ninety percent of the population is from rural farm families;.
- -the remaining ‘10% are considered rural non-farming families. Fifteen percent of
all families in Washington County and 33.1% in Madison County are classified as
having an income less than the poverty level. The schopl population is predominantly

Caucasian.

" Claims of effectiveness

- The c]aims.ofveffeciiveness are that Project CAP staff—deve]oped materials and _
related educational activities result in significantly increased career awareness®
- among elementary and junior high students from low-income, rural areas. - . = .

Program descriptign. oo . o . _ S .
- . CAP~urriculum.” The curriculum was developed to.show students that school -
subjects are important-and related t6 the world of work .by pairing a specific

- academic skilk with a selected occupation. For example, the skill of telling time -
-~ on a clock is-linked to the occupation of cosmetologist in a learning packet that
~describes- the importance of keeping track of time SO customers are:not kept waiting. -
The curriculum has been revised to include.a-scope and sequence chart that presents -
occupations and career education concepts -to.be taught across the 15 USOE clusters
_ ~ . . s, il .« . . . )
. ) R . ) . Ca _

o . . “

i ' _‘ ' oL . _‘ "
PEEPY . . oo sy




as well as a self-awareness cluster. For each grade level, two packets in each

of the 15 occupational clusters plus two packets on self-awareness were developed
“for a total of 32 packets at each level. - The occupations selected were: varied

in regard to entry-level requirements. = a

: _ CAP materials. The materials include cluster units (with accompanying bulletin
. board materials), teacher directions, student packefs, and testing instruments. '
Packet 1ists are distribyted to participating teachers so they can request CAP;
- packets to. fit into their lesson plans. Teachers are encouraged to use packets at
- the rate of at least one per week. - S R :

-~ CAP packets. -Packets targeted for use in grades 1-6 were designed to be |
. completed in 15 or more minutes of class time and -.to be infuséd into the ongoing -
curriculum. Packets for grades 7-8 were. designed to occupy the same amount of
Class time, but they are occasionally used as-separate units rather than being
infused into the curriculum. The packets contain a career script that presents
- required tools, tasks, training, work conditipns, and economics as well as the _
concept of work as a way of life. Emphasis is given, to developing student aware- .
-ness of personal preferences and to participation in decision making, with the
opportunity- to be greative in problem solving. The-packet teaches an academic
skill by demonstrating how- a worker needs that skill and by .providing.practice
activities. The posttest in each packet covers both career concepts and the .academic
skill. Bulletin board materials of printed letters and pictures, as well as a *®
- suggested layout, are provided. Teachers are encouraged to vary or.add.to the
v materials in any ‘way they choose. ' - E ) .

: v r : L .
Project staff. The CAP staff consists of a project director, two curriculum
coordinatgrs, a deputy evaluator, a bookkeeper-secretary, and a_machine operator.
One consortium district (Greenland) provides office space for the project diréctor
-and for the coordinators. Each coordinator is responsibie for three schools. The
*# ¢ coordinators’go to the-schools one day per week so that there are weekly meetings .-
with teachers in each school.  The coordinatofs meet with elementary and middle
.. 'school teachers as well as principals.and superintendents. The deffuty evaluator-
_~visits each school once per week, while the.project director makes periodic
- visitse. - : - . ’ o - - . .

P

. . g -)'. ) ’ . . ’
Staff development. During 1nservice'daysﬂat~the~star;55f each- school year,
- coordinators meet with teachers:and principals to present samples of new curriculum
units (packets) for the benefit of -both new and returning teachers. During the
.~ yedr, training -is ‘conducted on anjindjvjdua1ized’basis“during’the-week]y coordinator
visits. Each teacher receives training,.concerning how to use and vary the instruc-
tional packets, while the coordinators, récéinelsugges;ions for improving packets

4 e

* and ideas for developing new opes. e
7 . B

Weekly status report. A short report.is tdmp]eted%eangwéék:by’every~parti- A
- cipating teacher and principal, providing a communication. ¢ anhel-with project ’ « .
-staff as we]].as;a-double’check.fodeAP administfative channels. . T o

Parent-community involvemept. A major concern of .the project is parent-
‘community involvement. Newsletters ¢6ntaining;artic1es.written by teachers and
students.who are participating in the program are sent home with-each child.

- Teachers are given a’ Resource People List that indicates community members who
. will visit classes, or. whom groups of studéents may visit, to discuss.their occupa- -
‘ tions. -Parenty are invited to_cjass to describe their'careers. The project director
and curriculum coordinators meet with the P.T.A. and school boar oups to discuss
the CAP. program. B L - . '/f/gi SR :

Costs- -~ - . |

. The 1974-77 budbeﬁ'for'this project was $204,427. The six partitipating i
~districts paid $47,856 of that amount. The average cost per student per year

- Was $22.56. Costs for salaries included' the project director, two Curricu1¥m .

N 2 . 6“? ! . \ ,':

\), ‘ . . . . . ) ) , ‘ o
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a'coord1nators, ‘an eva]uator, a bookeeper-secretary, and a mach1ne operator. The )
school' districts provided office space for the direttor and coordinators as well
. as space for packet development work, printing, and packet storage. The following -
tab]e presents costs for the three years of project- deve1opment B :
_ : \

Table 1: Costs~ C .
, -1974-75  1975-76 1976-77
Project Personnel ~ -%9,382 58,061 . 55,328
" school Personnel ?$a1n1ng 73,993 . 2,966 3,741
~ Equipment, Materials, and 7,687 - 9,486 3,783
Lonsumab]es ' . - , ‘ .
, - _ 571,062 _ 370,513 - $62,852

The est1mated costs of rep11cat1ng the Proaect CAP program 1n an adopt1ng
schoo] are shown below: . _ .

) Table 2: Replication Costs
TTER | . TOST

- Y"Set of 32 consumable packets $1.00 per student* E
: Tedcher's manual for each grade level $2.00 per manual* '
Consultant fee (optional)’ . $200.00 (2 days of a PrOJect CAP -
. oo - . consultant; at $100 per day) plus
ry : trave] expenses

*does not include sh1pp1ng charges L

e . - .7

 EVIDENCE Oh‘EFFECTIVENESS

a Interpretabllxty of Measures

Project, CAP staff administered two data: collection 1nstruments, one prOJect-
lb developed and one deve]oped by an 1ndependent test development organization.

- The Career Awareness Tast (CAT). The CAT is a staff-developed instrument
comprised of 30 multiple choice items and designed to measure. knowledge - of
selected occupations and the tra1n1ng/educat1on required to enter them. The
instrument has three different versions: one for grades 1-3, one for grades 4-6,

and one for ?rades 7-8.. It is designed for group adm1n1strat1on and the quest1ons
are read ora

Validity of the CAT. Prior to the draft1ng of items for the CAT, a review - e
of relevant literature and materials was conducted. The Encyclopedia of Careers .. 7.
- and Vocational Guidance, the Occupational Outlook Handbook, materials from Ohio = =-
State University's Center for Vocational Education, from: the Oklahoma State Depart-
ment of Vocational-Education, from Cobb County, Georgia, and selected commercially
" published materia]s.were reviewed. -Based on this review, PrOJect CAP staff selected-
.15 occupations from each of 15 .career clusters.* These occupations were selected
"~ ‘on the basis of present and.forecasted demand, and were representative of the full
.range of pos1t1ons on the, career 1adder from entry level th?ough proféssnona] leveT >

‘ *PrOJect CAP staft. ut111zed the U.S. 0ff1ce of Education’ $ c]ass1f1cat1on of
occupat1ons into 15 c]usters :

ly by the examiner. ‘ DRI

“ * o P
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Using the total of 225 occupations across the.15 caree%_g]usters as their

reference’ group, Project CAP staff wrote a minimum of 10 test items for each of
~the .15 clusters. These 10 or more items for each qf the 18sclusters were admini-. ‘

stered to a pilot class at -each of the levels to. find the most discriminating items.

. An item analysis was conducted on the results: obtained from each of the pilot

B classes. The two items from-gach cluster that best discriminated students according

- to their knowledge of occupations werg combined to form separate 30-item versions of -
the instrument for each of the three levels, e i‘ R e

Al

»

- Reliability of the CAT. To determine the reliability of the three vérsions of - .
_the CAT, each version was administered to 100 students at the respective grade levels.
‘Each version of the instrument was divided into two equal parts and the scores on
~_one half were corstslated with the scores on the other half by computing Pearson
* “Product-Moment correlations (cortected by the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula)

The following interna]'consistency,reliabiJity coefficients were obtained;

4 -
- ~

Level . 1_.; P L o ‘ -
. .~ Grades 1-3 .68 .. &
* , Grades 4-6 . .77 : , o
e . . Grades 7-8 J1 o ' -

The Career Knowledge Test. Published by Evaluative*Research Associates, Inc., .

St. Louis, Missouri, the Career Knowledge Test is designed for students in grades
1-3 and assesses their knowledge of the world of work. Project CAP staff selected
the Career Knowledge Test because the items included in it test knowledge of .
occupations, which are representative of all 15 USOE career clusters. It is a

© -30-item picture instrument in which items test knowledge of the-similarities and

- differences of various occupations and- of their required tools. The reliability

. of the instrument is shown by a reported ' internal consistency reliability coeffi-
cient.of..85. S o o - ' T

~ The Orientation to'Céreer.Concebts/WOrker,Activities Scale. ."Also published
by Evaluative Research Associates, tQC Orientation to Career Concepts ‘instrument - -

.includes a series of scales designed \to measure career awareness of students in
‘grades 4-8. . Project CAP staff selected the Worker Activities Scale because it
measures knowledge of what different workers do in various occupations that are
» representative of the 15 USOE career clusters. It is a 20-item scale; items are
- written”in a five-response, multiple choice format.” The reliability of the scale
" is evidenced by a. reported internal consistency reltability coefficient of .76.

Credibility of Evidence - = - e

A

Evaluation design. Project CAP staff used a posttest only, matched contro]l
- group model to evaluate the effectiveness of the project activities. To serve as
‘control schools. for the schools in the Boston Mountains Cooperative that partici-
pated.in the project, ‘sixX.schools outside the Coop having no formal career educa-
. tion programs were selected. These schools were matched with the project schools:
with respectto: (a) school population;”(b) number of teachers; (c) expenditures -
~ per ADA; (d) ?verage daily attendance; (e) average assessed valuation; (f) geo- -
graphic. location; (g) socioeconomic factors; (h) curriculum; ‘and '(i)sother con-.
.. textual variables. S L . -
S o Vo o

B . . . K .
‘\> ) . - " P ‘.
. . . . . . :
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~ Evidence of éﬁmparab111ty of, treatment and control schools e
(] Popu]at1on treafment and contro] schodls . //F L o f

) g A -
o A R Progect‘SchooIs, Populat1o .
N ';' SRV : + Grade
| .7 | Schoot ¢ \\\7\\\e

3 45 67 8 -Total

Elkins — _ _ 34 3 30 43 49 22 44 50 306 |
Farmington - « 54 41 56 49 51 53 59 58 421
Greenland - ° 23 27 32 29 38 45 45 47 286 - "
, Prairie Grove © - 88.76 71 80 67 71 .56 58 567 |°
v ' - St. Paul - ) 28 .27 44 :21 28 30 20" 35 233
- | MestFork, ..~ 65 63 56 54 70 ‘77 67 88 540
RO ToTAl I 292 268 289 276 303 298 291336 ~ 2353
o — . — — : »
oo - _ ~ . Control Schools: Population ,
R , S o _ ‘Grade 7 !
Lo School : - 1\_ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
“Charleston ’ “47 53 41 53 42 51 62 71 420 . ’
. Deer - S 29 18 23 27 26 23 23 25 194
‘Eureka Spr1ngs , . 32 38 38.43 30 28 36 34 279
Green Forest - 48 58 51 54.68 72 .78 66 - 495
. . Pea Ridge o 53 37 .37 34 56 43 51 42 353"
‘ Yellville ' . Lol 7 55-41 54 54 45‘_55 50 574 A4n
) "‘TOTAt' o | ' 264 245 244 265 Z67 272 300 205 2152

'S The average number of teachers at the $ix treatment schools was 33. 3 the
average number of teachers at the six contrél schools—was -30. 3

. Expenditure/ADA'of treatment andlcbntrpl schoo1s_'-

T . K X .
» : : VAN . - . .
v . . ’ . . o j‘
.. ) - . .. 5
. '

, n ’ ;xpend1ture L S A _ Expenditure . .
‘Treatment Schools ' " Per ADA-_ - Control Schools - = *= Per ADA =~ = -
ETkins T < T 8795 ~ CharTeston . T ¥ Ve
" Farmington I 723. . Deer - . 7640 M

v -Greenland _ : - 838 ' Eureka Spr1ngs 1,013
’r,Prairje Grove - 755 . Green Forest = . 756
St. Paul ’ ‘ - 884 . PeaRidge & . =~ .. 719
_ West Fork - : 697 - .Yellville ' - 736" _ 3
r N . S . _ - ' : L : .
' o Average assessed valuation, ADA, and expenditure/ADA
v _ pacy , 4 o
) & S : ’ A\
R A o . - Average S Aveéage -
o T ‘L Assessed - - - [ . Expenditure
o o ©. .Valuation . - Average ADA Per .ADA
6 Treatment Schools $3,583,285 . ' 604/ - $732.00
6 Controdl Schools $3,798, 705 ;1 . 783.50
r ( Lo

o The six treatment and six control schools are geograph1ca11y located in
the rura], mounta1nous area of northwest Arkansas. R

. SR 5




- e Socioeconomic factors: the poccupations of péfents,from"the-treatment and
: control.school districts include.limited farming, poultry raising, cattle
o raisiﬁg; truckg and orchard crops, logging, light industry, and service jobs.
"o The curriculum of all twelve schools appears comparable, e.g., 9 of ‘the
: ~\ twelve schools use the same reading series. " -

, "?;'The'student popd]atiqns from.all twelve schools appear to have comparable. -

- .-exposure_to media outside the. school. A1l areas have a cess to a weekly
. . county“paper and in"a few of-the locations a.dai]y4gews per. All areas_ _

. can receive at least one clear network TV channel and an educational ghannel. .-

*

- Data collection -procedures. Stydents in the treatment-and control schgols were °
administered the CAT, the Career KnoWledge Test, ‘and the Orientation.to Career
- Concepts/Worker Activitiest Scale in'late February and March 1977. Th instruments
were administered by Project CAP staff after they had received specia Qra'niqg in
" *administering them, including pradtice in reading the questions orally refine.. -
~ their pronunciation, pacing, and manner.of administration. . Project staff\scored
all student responses to the instruments. The project evaluator -was rgsponsible for
all data analyses. T _ ' S L

Evidence of impact ~ - = T~ -4 . ' oy

« . Data analyses. Mean posttest d}fférences between treatment.and control schools
by grade Tevel were analyzed using the t-test for independent samples. Tables 1, 2;
and 3 below present.the means, standard deviations; t-values, ahd significance levels
for treatment and control schools on the Career Awareness Test (€AT), the Career
Knowledde Test, and the Orientation to Career Concepts/Worker ‘Activities Scale. The

. results presented in thesestabjes‘Eémon§tratq,tﬂat the treatment schoels invariab]y\“' -
out-performed the"control -schools by a wide margin on the-posttests. On all three _
instruments, at every grade level, group differences were hfgh]y significant;

SR . | T -T;§Te-3' ‘ ,~  .f. _ .
\ . - RN . Cn e : s
PR sCareer Awargness Test (CAT) . I~
_ R =T . E R
Grade Leved - ":N _—  Mean ; . iSD-H:{ ;E-va]ue v ,. 
. - IcTreatment .. 292 ¥4 2.7 19.79%% -~ |
¥ . 1: Controtl o 264‘ 8.3 2.2 . o - .
2: 'Ti"é'at'm'ent T 268 17.3 . 4.3 ) 13.44%* :
{1 = 2: Control - 7245 +12.9 7 3.1, X ) ‘;Lv
’ ’ [4 . ’ ' . e
3: Treatment - 289. 19.0 3.9 12,088
3: Control 244'_ 15.0 -3:6 ] *et I
. ) . L o ‘ ; s -
4: Treatment - . 276 . * 14.8 - 3.4 6.0R**  .°
" 4: Control - - 265 13.0 -3 e
' .Sf'TEeatmeht ) 303 16.9 39 . g grx ='qﬂ e
_5: Control ’(‘ T 14.4 32 v . Baee :
/ 6:'Treatment - 298" 1T .38 PP
‘ 6: Control - . 272 15.1, . ¢ 3.3 O
70 Treathent 291 .15.6 3 -
J7: Contrel” 300 134 3.9 6.64". i
8: Treatment 337 17.6 .10, 4800

_ 8:.Control = 295 - _ 14.6 3.8 | o

. " ____. ™significant at the .00] Jevel Ly .,

L S e =t - ) -

I
'

-
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" variables as.

' THe eva]uat n plan used the data co11ected and ‘the resu1t1ng analyses

provide ‘Feasonabl
significant results.

per ADA, ave
socioecqnomic- factors; «
‘The ‘use bf comparable co

chool population, ‘sch

&

jeut

qaturat1on eff

In add1t1on, all mean di

conv1nc1ng evidence.that Project CAP produced educa€10na11y )
The treatment and .cgntral schools were equjvalent on such

g al staff’per student, di%trict expenditureJ’

rage daily’ atthdance, g\erage assessed va]uat1on, ‘geographic 1ocat1on,

U, afd exposure to -informdtion”outside, the schood. .

ol schooﬂs ‘appears»to rule out the poss1b111ty of exp]aan- ‘

~dng the results in terms of othe'r var1ab1es such . as

ts, practice. -
effects, and outsidesschool- experiences. " ?ﬁetences between

" treatment and control schools exceeded.one- fhird of a standard dev1at1on,(1n fact,
" for. grades 1 3 the treatment mean .scares exceedgd the contro] .mean scorés byfﬂnre

) v
eo?

[y

) : Tab1e 4. - <?? /’ff//l _
Career Know]edge Test -
4. ) ' e
- -Graaeyteve} -~ N Mea@ SD t-value
1: Triitment : ’ 292 20.9 4.0 12.38%* ,l; -
~1: Corttrol <« . 264 - 16.5 4.5 ) , -
. - - ; : = )
2: Tre@mnt 268 - “' . 20.5 4.3 4. 88** ':‘
2: Contro] , - 245, .+ . 18.6 ¢ 4.3 Ut . T
3t Tréatment:.'- 289, . 22.4 3.8 4.89%*
3: Control ¢ -~ 244 . 20.8 - 3.6 T
**s1gn1f1cant at the .007 level | .. - ‘
, ] T ° ;
, . o ' Tab]e 57 . F | )
- Orientation-to Career Concepts:’ WOrker Act1V1t1es Sca]e o .
4 D l - L. . -~ . A
‘Grade Lev®l ", N . Méan SD t-value -
.0 4 Treatment . o T276 - -l 9.6 .+ 3.0 .. .
4: Contrgl - - . 265 8.1, 2.9 LT ’
. - L Lt . - R « - 4
‘ 5: Treatment 303 -, 1005 - - 3.0% 5 ek B
* 5: Control 267 - s 8.2: 2.9 I IO A
| > L : Ny - et : R v
6: Tréatment . ° 098 ) S RPN CI T A4
6: -Control ‘ bo272; %4 o4 3.3, T et S
Ce 4 CoN e i ¢ - | '
7: Treatment . ’ 29“' 1280 v 3.3 o oogoEt o R
T Ontrol’ﬁ . _300 N 3 S $. 2.8 SoWrSSEEL L T ’
) . o, ' oo B R v
~+ 85 Treatment .~ _ 337 ) 13.5 . 57" u -'”2,86*’ R
8: Control. 295. -'}Z;Sa‘ N R D o
".f-'**s1gn1f1cant at the .Q01 level e 1 - c:'»,
v *s1gmfz¢ant at the 005 1eve1 f S
~_,{_J £ B - . . B . ‘ B ‘;3"" : - . A \k\
Evidence that the effects are educat1ona11y mean1ngfu1 - o . s
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“,than-oneasfandard‘dezzgtion.onfthe,Career;AwareneSS'Test. " The large sample_that
~included grades 148 _

- across all gradés-indicate that the Project CAP goal of significantly. increasing ..

Lwc : B - e
~ . 2

and the very high level of statistical significance attained

- students' awareness of careers.was achieved,’ e

B

. o . S e

-Evidence of generalizability to other popllations - = S | ~

©. The high'deéfeé of stringency with which the evdludtion waé;implementedhahd
- the exceptionally strong xesults provide reasonable assurance that thé program -

Ts making substantial progress toward meeting the career awareness meeds of Tocal

- Students. “Those school districts with similar rural populations «fomprised pre-
“dominantly of Caucasiair . students may consider adapting-@be Project CAP. program

4y

_to their local settings, knowing that the program has been demonstrated to be = . "«
effective in its original locale. . : A L el
. ‘ PR “ ) ‘ . ‘/\:
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The tnfbrmatton reported herein was obtained pursuant to contract no. 300-77-0303
| with the Office of EBducation;*U.S. Department of Health, E’ducatwn, and islerare. _
Contrgetor§ undertakmg such projects under Government sponsorsth are encourage
- to .document tnfoma ion. according te their’ observatwn and. professional Judgment
T :Consequentiy, 1nform tion,, poikts of view, or \opinions stated do not necessartty

I represent offictal Offide of Education: posttto or poZtcy' e sl

C D - . S . ,.".'




* PROGRAM AREA; CAREER EDDCATIDN 3°,vfj cLnt

g

< ACTIVITY TITLE;LLOCATIDN Deve]opmenta] Career Guidanice Project, P1ma County, v
S T T Ar1zona d L g , .

DEVELOPED BY P1ma County, Ar1zona DeVe1opmenta1 Career Gu1dance Progect

"SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNDING 1971 72 $278,000'-Ar1zona State Department of - Educat1on'
- 1972-73: 500,000 - Arizona State Department of Education .
'1973-74: 535,000 Arizona State Department of Education .
S 1974-75: 560,135 " Arizona State Department of Education
LT 1zfﬁ b 10, 000' Educational Professions Development Act

~ [}

"BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF. ACTIVITY

> The 1ntervent1on is a set of act1v1t1es across 1eve1s K 12 des1gned to he]p
students deve]op krrowledges ‘and skills ‘in. the fo]]ow1nq areas: .se]f -awareness and
»,se1f~esteem the wor]d of work;.and decision-making. :

Go&ls*"; N e 'nﬂ_'_ L R

oo The goals of[th P1ma,Count Deve]opmenta] Career Gu1dance Project are. def1ned
by the Arizona Caree Educat1on Ma¥rix, developed. and approved by the Arizona State
Department oﬁ\Educat1o ith the he of local district and school staffs The . .
matrix includes goal statements that Wre divided into. seven categories. These cate~ ¢

- gories are listed below’ a]ong w1th example goal statements taken from four grade _ :
'1eve1 groups (K-3 primary, 4-6" 1ntermed1ate, 7-9 - junior high, and 10 12 h1gh schoo])

v‘.l.

0 -Self-Awareness’ (3un1or high 1eve1) The students will cons1der the1r 1nterests
and apt1tu¢es in eXp1or1ng career information.” .. . B

Careeﬁ»Awareness (pr1mary 1eve1) , The students w111 become aware that peop]e .'
do different th1ngs at their work : ,

e Dec1s1on Making (intermediate level): The students w¢11 recognize the'steps'

;&;”_q_.: of the’ dec1s1on mak1ng process : S : ' .

T8y

ey

°‘
~

e Emp]oyab111ty4$k111s (high school 1eve1 “The students will present ai’ = - - o
accurate description of education, tr%1n1ng, exper1ence, and information e L
about themselves to potential emp]oyers through a; var1ety of means such o
as 1nterv1éMs, tests, and application forms. 3 P

.fo Educat1Qna1 Awareness . (junior, high level):. The students w111 understand the'ffE"'
e educational. requ1rements needed for entry into occupat1ons within se]ected

_ career areas. . r . \\h
' [-e Economic Awareness (pr1mary 1eve1) ' ?he students will ‘become f 111ar wﬁtn
' the varied ecorfomic - ‘repards ga1ned from different skinds of work. o

o Apprec1at1ons and. Att1tudes (high- schoo] 1eve1) ~The students, based on the1r :
- tentative career choices, will ana]yze the -interrelationship of work, o
- continued learning, the arts, -and 1e1sure in ach1ev1ng socna] respons1b111ty”_; -
and self-satisfaction. - - - ;?;>~ﬁ¢§ _ R
v Some.of the seven categories are stressed more at one 1e%e1 than at others BEA
~In: grades K-6, the building of self- -awareness, self-esteem, -and- skill*in decision-
'-mak1ng is- v1ewed as paramount, though awareness of career areas is not ignored.-
_At. the 7-9 levél,. occupa¢1ona1 ‘cldsters are studied in more depth. . Students: are e
~encouraged to ‘examine their-interests, continue deve]op1ng their dec1s1on-mak1ng S
~skills;-and spend time thinking about and examining several . potent1a1 career areas: v
.At'th@910—12 1eve1 direct contact w1th se]ected career areas 1s prov1ded, 1nc1ud1ng

. . . : : R R ) : o
T .. o . - 2 R . . e

Y




'*”Studentsf career deve]opm nt is 1nf]uenced not on]y by what' educators do,. but
J jw";S, emp]oyergy and commun1ty groups do. Therefore, the- goals of

[AR S S dnclude increasing the involvement of these groups 1in
career educafﬁon and 1mpro ng theirh@ffect1veness w1th studen¢s 1n whatever roles
-they may p]ay o S : : Cemhy

'rv.fCTaims of Effect1veness ' ’.' -

As a result of high levels of exposure to th1s cahé&rmeducat1on proqram a
" sample,of ‘students in grades 4-12 in the county performed better.1n all categories
* tested, as measured by a locally developed Careefs Test, than did a “Ctmparable :? o
sample of students with Tow exposure to the program. The evidence presented to
_support this claim is from the school year 1974-75.

Description of Intervention Act1v1t1es

. The approach to career education-in Pima County is often ‘referred:~to-as infusion.
Infusion is not so much a change in. the content of school subJeots as in focus and
intent. It involves the continual demonstration of the many relationships between .
'school subjects and particular occupat1ons JOb clusters, or the world of work as a

- whole. For example, addition may be - taught using restaurant checks in'a simulated
coffee shop instead of using blank paper. " Because 8f tHe nature of infusion, and
.. _because of the wide array of career education resources that the Pima Cqunty project
- has made. ava11ab1e for school staffs to choose among, the specific experiences that
make up the program for any one student vary. A few examples may help the reader
understand. the nature of the program, but it-should be remembered that these are
representat1ve exampTes, not universal student exper1ences.

_ ETementary level activities. ETementary TeveT activities genera]]yafocus on
\seTf-awareness, se]f-esteem and an-int oduct1on to jobs.. '

Example: In one eTementary sch ol, a Care Center was 1nst1tuted as-a
resource for all K-6 students. f Records and record: players, books, games,
“bulletin board’ mater1a15, and gther activities were ava11ab1e to help
students learn: about the two Themes of the Month, one concerning an
occupational area and the other concern1nq an- affectTve area. Example
areas .examined in one month were careers in the transportatian cluster - JEN
and_problems in dealing with,cr1s1s situations (death, divorce; 11]ness) AR
.-Students used the Center both for class ass1gnments and-also- 1ndependent1y- '
to investigate careers and explore or express feelings. The Center staff,
parent aides, or the school counselor were availdble at.all times to-
work with students, also, students were: encouraq 0 express their )
-feelings_in a Feelings® Box, where they could inkgrt netes telling the1r g
* feelings. and ask1ng to talk to a staff member if they wished. Thé focus .
on each month's occupational:-cluster culminated in a full- day Career Day,
" with several speakers coming in to discuss their careers.

j" , Jun1or h1gh Teve] activities. ' Activities at the 7-9 Tevel focus on greater
°studygpf occupations and -application of dec1s1on-mak1ng skills.

(f\;

. Y Examp]e In one 8th grade cTass, a unit on occupations requ1red students
s & - to comp]ete a notebook consisting of: values cTar1f1cat1on, decision-making,

“~. and job exp]orat1on exercises. Examples of exercises were: (1) a values-
C ;appra1sa1 exercise in which students rated: (on a1 to 10 scale) activities °
) .- of importance to- them individually; (2) a job" interest exercise where .
., . -students:ichecked which of 10 activities under various job clusters they
‘ - would rather perform; (3) an Occupational Study Guide asking students '
spec1f1c quest1ons concern1ng the JOb(S) of their choice; (4) a data-

5 ’ 2 .. oo ; _-» ‘




- . peopleé-things- exercise where students selected a response representing
- gne of these preferences in"20 situations; (5) a jobs.decision making
~exercise where students Tisted 10 careers of .interest together-with
3 charag;eristics of each career (education- required, whether ‘it. involved
- - ..otherpeople or not, 'risk factor, preferred size-of organizatiom, and
-other .factors of the student's choice); (6)a What I ) ike About Me-exer-
cise/where - students chogg-whith of 60 positive attributes described them;:
,and'(Z)fajWhewe:I}Hahg»To‘Be'Laddec where 'students. forecasted which of

their desires}in'1ifgithey might’ fulfill in five years or-in their 1ife;ime§.

Senior high level activities. Activities at the 10-12 levels are aimed at
giving students actua) exposure to-work and work sites. : «

Example: - A communications: aboratory of one high school was the center
.of radio/TV/film/newspaper activities on campus. Students. learned basic
technical skills in one or more of these areas and then produced their,
own films,. broadcasts, and newspaper. This involved covering campus - -
and community activities,;interviewing people on and.off campus, visiting
~  Tocal TV and.radiqutatipﬁs and newspapers to observe and participate in

i . @ real»setting,‘ahd*pr%paring original material (such as a videotaped . |
-7 -spoof of ‘television advertising). - o L

-

K

- These exampleé“portngyfTarge-Snge efforts which have beéh'undertakeh,dufjng ﬂ”4§§}”
the Pima County effort. - However, smaller connections made day-to-day between..- ‘. .
‘sabeg@:and work are even more common. The example given earlier of doing addition-

...on restaurant checks.rathen7than blank paper is illustrative. o

} Project stgffing. Career educatfen in the county is coordinatedwand-facili-

‘tated by the Pima County Developmental Career Guidance Project. Project policies

are set by an 1l-person governing Board consisting of one official from each of ° .

11 participating school districts, operating under an interjurisdictional agreement. -

-The staff consists of four teams of persons working out of separate offices serving G T
~ different county areas. The cgntral office in.Tucson-is run by the project director .

each located in a small district outside of Tucsoty, are each headed by an’ assi&tant
director and staffed-by guidance specﬁalfsts‘p]us‘a sma]l}support~staff, Lt .

T

and staffed by guidance’specialists}and\suppohtiS%fff..,The-three\area‘offi N

. Guidance spg€ialists. .The-"front line" persons <n’'the Pima County effort as
-~ implemented 1n:1%4-75 were the phdgectfs guidance. specialists. - Persons chosen. as
" ‘guidance speciali ts'ﬁ%nerally’had advanced degrees in counseling plus’ commitment
-» ~t0 dnd enthusiasm for career erucagion.. In 1974-75 they were usually assigned
three. to four:'schools apiece, .isjé{ng’eaéh}on a weekly basis.. Numbering about 30 .
weinithatvschoolfyear, guidahce spétialists%were_chiefly responsible for helping
- teachers and counselors infusé career education and career guidance activities
into the classroom. Through workshops, in-service sessions, and individual consul-
tation they strove-to impart to teachers and-counselors an understanding of Pima '
County goals of career education and the nature of the infusion process; to acquaint
- them-with career education media and methods for their use; to help ‘them plan the

o

use of guest speakers, #ield trips, and other®community resources; and to help them - 57/¢?’
integrate g;idance-activities into the classroom. Often the guidance speciglists ' '

conducted thlese activities themselves, pénxﬂéular]y at the elementary level; in
. fact, the degree of project - staff involvement directly in the classroom when compared
< to other infusjon approaches to career education across the country .is-a significant
~ feature of this project: - o R S o »

- Staff relationships. Copperation between the»piszéct staff and staffs of the 11
participating districts is another notable feature of this program. Districts offer
‘support to the project in many ways, such-as supplying space: for offices and work-
shgps and sharing salary costs of some staff members.. In addition, the Board - - °

-
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distributes: project funds in.part on the basis of district needs: instead of on a.
. Strict per-pupil basis, allowing smaller districts to maintain.resources comparable .
to those maintained' by larger districtsN . : ' S B .

.. . . ~.Cooperation among grodbs involved -in this project :extends also to contacts
.. . 'between project ‘staff and building staff. Project services are offered throughout.
.~ the county, coordinated by the central.office -and three area offices. " However, no
© school or teacher is required to use project services, and in fact project staff
‘will not begiq;wo.k in a,schoel unless both the principal and a majority of the
.. teachers request-it. -Use of project services has spread from six schools initially
_2in 197172 4o virtually a1l county schools in 1977-78. ~This appears to be because
" -students, pgrents, teachers, and.administrators have'learned .of the project's
intriguing activities and impressive results in other schools and have asked for

_projectfstaff involvement in their schools. - L
. Community Resource Center.  Qne of,the project'
Community Resource Center, losated at .t centna].L_cson-qf?ice;'-The'three’fu]]r
"time Center stafif members coordinate.a wide; range, o contacts between the ‘schools .

‘ and;tthcommunity,Link]udinngueSt“speaker » parent volunteers,,summér businessman/
teacher seminars, and Work expdsure/experierice sites for studerfts.” The Center's
CommUhié¥_ResOurce)AdViSory‘Couﬂci]'cbnsiSts\Q(-18 community memiers who work with |
Center -staff members to increase community involvement in' career ‘educdtion: They , ~*
“effort has been aimed-at including parents, community organizations, and all

o \ﬁegments of. the world of wonhk as collaberators in education, who bring their ‘own

" unique and varied contributions and.viewpoints, not merely supplementers who do

~what educators ‘tell them to do. Business and commun’ity group members-act a¥ speakers, -
resource persons, ‘and work exposure/experiénce sfte‘@psts,undgiﬁpverall coordlgatfon

ﬁéjor activities is its

LB

‘by ‘the Community Resource. Center and -i#s"Advisory Co ncil. In addition, .these
. . people participate in seminans and work exposure activities for teachers and c
B‘ . .selors as part of the latter's in-service training. = = - e o

-Involvement of parents is a particular focus of the.projeét:throJﬁh the Com- .
munity Resource Center. Experiences offered at the Center include discussion
' droups on career education and on effective parentina, leadership training, and
. . opportunities to participate in school activities ds ‘teacher aides, speakers, or .- N
.. resougce persons. Project staff members are fully cognizant of the fact that paren- -
- tal expectations influence students' career.selections sgp;tantia]}y.._ﬁtaff member
work to increase participation in the on-goingvpareﬁf?ﬁﬁOggi;each\yean.- é>¢ \/j
. Career education media.  Another ‘major projec;;resouﬁcé is its extensive collec= *.-
tion of career education media, locatéd at all four offi/esagnd ajb@b]e to all
county teachers and counselors. The projegt constantly‘maintains an updates-an -~ ;.
extensive library of career education media ‘and materials for use by all Pima County .
teachers, including commercially pub]iébed'materials°and 24*proigct-developed instruc- -
- tional units. Its Media Advisory Committee, made up of teachers, couriselors,,and e
~ project staff members representing different county @reas, carefully screens all. .
_~ incoming materials for effectiveness.and abs&nce of race or .sex. bias; thevCOmMig§é§f$ i
- recommendations are valuable for Jocal school purchasing decisions as well.as project = .
decisions, - These materials, speakers, and activity units have been available for - =
all Tocal schobl personnel to select from according to ‘the*needs of_their students.

un -

N

Inservice training. Inservice programs for teachers and counSelors consist of ° 5?,
regular one-hour after-school sessions conducted by guidance specialists, held at AR
least orice-a .month. - Special sessions to help teachers”and: ¢ounselors develop or
tailor mdterials to their students' needs are ‘held wHenever requested. . .In addition, .
special- topic workshops are held several times a year-county-wide or. for individual

-districts, coordinated by-the project's two staff development specialists. Teachers
~and counselors are also encouraged to take relevant college course work. . . Y

t




Context S o . Ly .

~Pima County 1s a h1gh1y d1vers1f1ed area, conta1n1 ) one.of Arizona' ma)or - i
c1t1es (Tucson) and also large stretches of farﬁ land and™~Indian reservat]on land. L
Its population. is about 80% white and.~20% Mexican= Amer1can, Aﬂerican Indtan, and o
other ethnic minorities. 'In general, whites tend to Tive in-the urban oort1ons o
. and minorities tend to live in the more rura1 areas.

.~ The county contains a total of 155 schools: 104 e1ementarv schools, 34 1un1or
high schoo]s, and 17 senior high schools The total number of students in the
county ¥s-about 93,000, _ : IR SN

: n N - ,
Intended Users and Benef1c1ar1es L S

The primary users an?«beneficfar1es of the program are the K 12 students them-J
se1ves PrdJect staff believe that students will benefit from the program by being
enab]ed to better plan their school course work and activities around areas of

- career interest; to better develop post- high school . p1ans best .suited to their.
career aspirations; and, in the Tong run, to choose more appropriate careers and
Tlead ‘more sat1sfy1ng ‘lives than students Without such e 1ences :

Sub51d1ar/ benefits .are also be11eved to accrue to th sch001 and commun1ty T
(inc]ud1ng parents, teachers, and communi oup members) who become more familiar ~
" with each other's ro]es and more effectﬂve the1r ré1atfonshlps/to each other and
to K 12 students. = . >._, .,§) sy L o

Lo

Student Character1st1cs /

The stidents in schools served by the Pima County prgject formed a cross- = '
sect1on of K-12 students county-wide. The student" popuIa%TBh~was approximatefy

20% minority, primarily Mexican-American but also American Indiap, Black, and other

- minorities. The students represented all socioeconomic levels nd came from settings

" ranging from heayv 11y urbanized (though no portion of: Tucson could be characterized as
“1nner -city" 1na\@e usda%xsense) to extreme1y rura1 o o L e
N _ Lo, T oo ¢
a11ent Fea S o — coet :
TS. t‘kjEi A , 7 L e
_The centra1 features of this effort are: _ : - S
- o 1ts emphasis on' refocus1nq the county's entire approach to educat1on to L*j<§}: .

ristrate the reTevance of educatiopn and work. To. aohﬁeVe this -end,
%arge numbers of act1v1t1es are-used and a w1devarray of career educat1on

R resources for all Tevels ig. offered; and: , c
a0 its use. o pec1a11y trained gu1dah spec1aT1s§ wh can keep abreast of({ h "a\
" career - ed{x t1on resources and imple entat1o thodgé I N R
, - Losts < . v : f} (J oo _
. The costs of addbt ng th1s program can be est1mated from the costs of prOJect I
operat1on in ]974 75 he breakdown of costs for 1974-75 is° as JfolTows: —
A P rsonne1 : - 'xL_ ,%403,924 - .7 o
: " _ P rsonpel training -~ 2,000 e o
Bt T "~ Supplies and equ;g%ent 03307 0 (J
L . (onsumables -~ &g 3,200_ et Y
S ] ther (contrac al services, - = : o R
K e T traveT m1sce11aneous) 115,704+ - g ~§§ , B
S0 s s Total C - $506,135 2;51»1 )
- N o ] . “‘ . \-‘ . . ) 4,_ . .




| N L e S ,
_ o Ind 1974 75, abdut 75, 000 students were served by pro]ect staff, resu]t1ng 1n a.

per pupil cost estimate of about $6.75.

) EVIDENCE oF EJECTIVENESS _— P s s

J .Interpretab111ty of Heasures : S e » L B

- Va11d1tyﬁand Re11ab111ty
lated .70 to .90. from one. adm1n

,gl] testing wa¥ conduct

-Ev1dence B hppact -

e Eyaﬁmat1on design. - The 1974175 dggizzidon utilized>a posttest only, treatment/
" control group design. .The 1974-75 schodl year presented the last opporfunity to
.find enough schools in the county- to create a ‘plausible gontrol group.

" schools.

B Behaviora] Research Assoc1ates of Tucson Ar1zona, deve1oped the student
outcome instrument during 1972-73 and conducted forma] evaluat1ons of the program

"'1n “subsequent years. = - _ N N _ N

; ' ) s

Behavioral Research Assoc1ates developed p1lot tested, and field tested a

- lV'Careers'”Test" to measure effectiveness of the program. .In 1974-75, the test had -

two forms, an elementary-intermediate form for students in‘grades 4-7 and'a secén-
dary form for students at the 8-12 levels. 1In addition to guest1ons seeking infor-

- mation about ‘students' background and home env1ronment tH/ 4-7 Tevel test contained'
.49 items, while the 8-12 level test‘had 82 items.

- Both forms of the Careers Test were paper- and -pencil 1nstruments Both covered»
.the seven categories of the Arizona Career Education matrix a1ready discussed - .
(except for the™employability skills category at’ the elementary.level). In addition
to'scales in each of these areas, two @ther scales were included: a measure of
cumulative know]edge in nine career|clusters, and (at the Secondary level) a measure

‘of interest in those nine glusters.| A1l category scores consist of percent of items -

answered correct]y out of all 1tems in tﬁat scale, so that-a perfect icore equals 100

: <

Content va11d1ty has been verified by frequent review by state, county, pro1ect
and local district staff. Reliability of the test was estimated by correla®ioh of -

. test/retest scores of 100 students tested at -each of the.two levels with a two- to—“,

three month separation between tests. Scores in the, seven categor1e&,were corre- n
rat1on to th¥ next. ) S . T

Cred1b111ty of Ev1dence U '; o - "', o é?"~ - /( _

~Behavioral Resgarch Assoc1ates conducted two to three hours of - tra1n1ng w1th »
each guidancei{specidist, to make'sure that test administration was standardized. '
eb by the gu1dance spec1a11sts « Data were. checked, analyzed
and- 1nterpreted by the evaluators N . _ -

fter that -
school year3 mdst schools in the county were réce1v1ng project serv1cesJ ¢In February
and-early March of 1975 the ‘quidance specialsists used information from their weekly
Togs to. assesgythe degree of implementation of cdreer education in-all district -~ . -
s@ﬁ on this information, schools were divided into high,’ medium, and
Tow 1mp1ementat1on groups. A strictly no-implementation group was prec]uded becausé
onstant teacher and\princ1pa1 transfers . among county schools had left almost no
career edueation-free" schools. The 26 schools in the _high imptementation group -
conta1ned -the treatment population and the 25 schools.in’ the Tow implementation »
‘group contained the control population.  Approximately 10 peércent of the county's
Ehoo]s received services tailored to non-English- peak1ng udents who were -

" heavily concentrated in rufak;areas It shou]d be hoted that these schoo]s




not 1nc1uded in th1s study in e1ther the treatment or the control group because IE
of.- their. spec1a1 character. . A L :

v Sample selectfon Student samo]1ng was done by random se]ect1on of intact -
-classes.- A dist of .all teachers' names from the high and low implementation - .
“-'schools was. compiled Student samples were’ constructed by randomly selecting

fifty teachers' names in)each group and designating their students as members of

-the -treatment and control groups.q Twentys f1ve\;eachers each were selected at.the
- 4-7 level and the same number was selected at the 8-12 level. The total number of
‘high-exposure students actually tested at the 4-7 ‘level was about 550, with an
equal number of low-exposure students tested; almost 700. h1gh-expo§ure and 700 0
1ow -exposure students were ‘tested at.the 8- 12 1eve1

The numbers of sthools, teachers, and’ students actua]]y part1c1pat1nq in
the evaluat1on are summarized in Tab]e/l

”

e i S ?
Table 1 |
Numbers of Schools, Teachers, and Students Participating+ _ ~ éﬁ
) in the Evaluation.. . . & - -~ . . - 7 '"
. ] R :
S : : - . S Aporoximate .
Mo o\'JSchoo'R\ » “No. of Classes Totat fo. of Students - | .. b'_. L
Grades 4-7 rGeras 3-1¢1 Grades K-flﬁrades 3-T7} Grades 4-7 T Grades 3-T7 o .
. ATgh ImpTemen- : : T : i . . 700" =
“atton Geow | -V 9 oz 25 S R R 1,250 .
Low [mplemen- |/ - ) , o : \ » . . e . :
monceow | 2, & | am s e [ s o a0
Total /f RRY/ Y 50 | 1o 1\.400 _ 2,.500 ' W :

~

. Comparability of samp]es Tables 2 and 3 conta1n the results of,analyses that
were conducted to estimate the degree of: comparab111ty of-the high and Tow exposure
groups on-dimensions other than amount. of serv1ces rece1ved from.the P1ma County A
program staff

. T e ‘~:a _ - Qt .
' « T ,%. .- Table 2., S N
L ;>,Characterist1cs of Teachers in Sampled Classes i
Ry e e B} B TR
i ' Average'Te‘ac%r N . [ _ |Average Teaching . - . SR . ' ;
L - Age . Average’ Education Experience cthn1c1ty -Sex - N / €«
; L,
Hign [mplementation B R R : 308 ¢ [ 4 female 0
) - Group (N'= 47) 33.9 yrs. [B.A. + 28.7.' units 9.7 years ‘minority 6 mala ‘ L s P

) Low-JmpIerrentaHon o Lo R i SR Ao : .' . T .
_ v}’ Groug (N 43" 34.2 yrs. 8."‘,'_ * 291 units 9.8 years ‘m,ng'{;ty- .t&;.@‘:le- o s ;-.
* ] . 2 @ A A 4 i a / N

- . - — - T __-_ — - '. ";‘ ‘ Q' ] -v . ‘
s V . S SR A A
N S Tab]e 3 . s s e T

o Character1st1cs of Students. in Samo]ed Classes:  « ' 4;; "Ajf' '2;;7
' fL”i - | Average School Reading Average School L1sten1n s
= S . ..+ |, Scores for Grade 4 Scores for Grade 4;/Vg 8
“High. Implementation(N=16) 1 e 2.9 - | 3.1 ,:\ .
Low Implementation (N=17) . -3 o 38 AN B g
*Stanford Ach1evement Test administered to third graders in 1973 74. Scores’ = .K_ - " B
g? = reported in Grade EqUava]ents using: pub?1sher S norms., e - },_‘ "o
- . ' ® & o ' R S :
. o o ‘ ) : ! ’ : 7 ) N . = . . ' .VI B Y ..:.ﬁ. r'-r
_ N . ] . ) - .




. These data suggest that the high and low exposure classes do not differ .~ -
: systematica11y;on-anx,educationa1 gim$n§ions likely to cause differences on the .

Careers Test. .(’

,Data'ana]yses."T-tgits were computed at each level (4-7 and 8-12) on each .
' ‘career education category of the Careers Test.- Some cdtegories were made. up of -
sub-categorijes; in these cases, comparisons were done on. the sub-categories instead
of the totyl categories. Results are shown in Table 4. Calculated t-values are
- shown toge'ther with their significance’ Tevels (to .001 mininum). " Studént scores -
shown represent mean percentage of items correct on that categdry or sub-category.
A11 comparisons _at every grade level favored the high-exposure students; 19 ofs 20~
comparisons favored the high-exposure students at the. .001 level of significance,

with the remaining comparison favoring-them at the .02 level ofﬁgignifiqance.' S

, - The self-awareness category is not measured directly . by the. test. However:,

. ., items {p the 1974-75 test did measure student perceptions of: (1) their readiness.
for empToyment in each of the ‘nine .clusters; (2) self-perceived brightness in
relationship to other students; (3) self-expectations for scholastic performance;
and (4) differences in certainty of achieving edutational and occupational aspira«

~tions. While these self-report data are'rather isoft" in character, it is note-
worthy that en every comparison made at each level, high-exposure studentf rated .
thémseTviE higher than did 1pw-ex§osure students, indicating-a higher degree of = " -.
self-confidence.. . " .‘ : : ' ‘ : . ‘

+
]

" o ’ T‘N : - . ’. . .
g . Evidence of"Sfatistica] Reliability of Effects . V,§¢/g . ) ]
'> Data in Tables 2'and.3vdemonstr§te that neitheﬁ teadher-effects nor pre- . .
- existing differences in the student grg&ps»arg 1ike1y‘QXpLdnatioh§ of -the atove .
‘results. - . — -;/) : 7//K:_' : e T e e L
- Further evidence. is provided by test fesults obtained. in subsequent .years.
.In,both~]975-76.aqd.1976477,,r 41t5 continue to,show the superiqrity of high-
exposure,szudéﬁts on: the Careéy¥®Test. ~Evén~th0u§h Tow-exposure students were _( ‘
. Presumably receiving more carear education as project activities .inc eased’over R
'tﬁose-yed;§,’¢?e differences b%£ween.grqups*re in imprgssive. In 1%:5376,p19-6f :

20 ‘comparisons (fayor the treatfent grqﬂb‘at fhe~.05_1é%e1 of, signifikance... In: ~3
o ,1976-77, 17 ﬁ~the‘20.&omparisahs favgr "the treatment group. - Twenty-six of these
Y H;fﬁ_ﬂ40géom§§g%sqgs“ove the’two years favor-the treatment group:at the .01 Jevel or
L peyond, e ; TN e -
™ Evidence that effects
developed and presented in }9 ' ‘
.T%grcentage _of items Corredt,yt-ratios,.and significance levels.- At this writing,,.’’
re detaiflfed data are ng/lqnger available; therefore, size of différences between
groups ip standard devigtion terms cannot'bk given. Educational significance is _-
'betterfjudggg‘ﬁnSteston,9¢hé¥JfaCton§4» These are: (1)‘fhe:importahcefgf,the'
seven-éatpgor1es; (2) tHe 'modest cost of implementing this program relative to . -
. the number gf'students served; and (3) the.enthusiasm of prdject and schopl staff  _ = -
; *and members ofi the recipient communities. Tt is noteworthy that ip:at Teast 30 }-=

~ ', . schools, 'schoolgofficials who were reluctant to make®use of project.'sérvices .~/

o L

- . {because, of co cegn “foittheir overbyrdened teachers and other staff<mem§%rs,"?é§? ‘

L N LT
re edugationally meanihgful. ~Thé\gvaﬁ tion datau‘- o
78875 consisted of ngmbers of students tested, mean :

_‘1 .

A7 "of incréased. casts, or-simple Wsistance to. ¢hange) were prodded intk ion by . X
- 7 parent§,. teachéfs, and,counselors. ’Such~enth9§jasm;CertainJy.qgmogstraQES't@E} TN

B . . \ . PR . . g R o . I
, ' program's pergei importance within the docals.community. ST 'y
; ‘:, ~~: co P |p! S V,".”‘ . : : . G‘H’ . : K _’ %: = & N ot '._ ‘
, ‘L~ ‘4 . . . [y - ) e . _» ‘\‘v . . ‘S s . K . . 3 )
) Rl - i .~ . . 4 7 ’ $.r B /., . ‘\ - . “r ’ o B ) a"\ ‘( . i
r~’ : / : \ ‘ ) o *y ; o S .o -
T [\\ . 8 75 L T, Uf !
- § \ . ) ._." ~. \ N .,A ) 4 __'~ ). ' ) - r_‘;g’s %‘-‘ Q ) - “\ L4 /'.//
’ %" 7 TN ® N /).-Ll ./:W oo r 4 RS -
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! ‘\ ; o B BRI : Table 4, . . . \ .,
o . Meqn Percentje gf Items Correct on the Careers gest
S : .‘,.' ;‘”'i"(,; - t-Ratios, and’ S1gn1/f1cance Leve]s : e ] o
‘ ,) . ! e AU . . /‘.; .‘4
oW Ty of Hfbh Exposure  Low Exposure * - Significance
RS P " 4 items ¢+ Sample . ,@a Samp]e -t “Level
E]ementary/lntermedwte Students (g'r"ad'es ' ) N ) SSQ‘) = 530). L
. Educatwna] Awareness ' 4-'7) 15 7 '-51 8 48.9 42,17 " <.020 N,
= ‘Enowhdge of SKi 15, Required ' = 5 61.17 / 56.6  3:.05 - <.001
R 3’252:3;;52:;:” 5o s Vs ds cm
& Q'LCommon Threads .in Jobs, 5 73.0 | 3. 9/ 5.88 . <.001 .«
/ Economic Awaréness.” - ' 2. - 89 - 545 -3.51 .00l
;.;\7 ) Dec1s1on=’Mak1ng “' - 68.2 / 60.0 , 5.70 . <.001
, /\ Apprec""twns «and JAtt1 tudes 5. i. - 65.7 A " 5g.8% /?46 : <.00"1""' "
‘ ' an]edge of Career Cgusters Sconr‘ey ’ 9 ?7\4 '48).3,&};, 69 '<.001 . '
§Jondary Students (grades B-12) ‘ (] =700&,' N A 7001) . 1.0 ”S
/ A Educat1ona1 Awareness. .-~ & ~ é53,«,';‘i" 4_2-0 '5-42 bm o
e g w721 w0 e Y
, ;Q,quf’ uting %o Job /gat':sfactmn‘ \‘ ' 7'\: 69.3 - =8 /‘556 2 691\/ _{;001...
‘& & [Common_Ihfeads in Jobs- 7 70.6 7.6 6.3~ <l001
V‘S‘, fEconomic Awareness . . .- l}//> | 58.6 ' 7.1 - 5.64 <‘-.'001\ P
c'»‘o‘AWargness\ o; gareer Mngity\ - 45.5 ) 354 v .5.1‘1' ~<.001 '
'ié&‘ Oczgsgi1gnalag§%2tu:e yen’cmg' 5 ;59'0 . A7:4. o .73, ,\:6001. \
' Dec1s1on Mgkmg B A 7,39 7 ' "32.7..-- ' A 1}1."82 A'~\>_f'<'."001
T EmployabFHANSKIRIAN ST 9 0 276 s TP 806 N (<, 001
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Ev1dence that the gdffects are attr;;;t;hbe to the 1ntervent1on It‘has a]ready“ ¥
been Shown that the high and low implementatigh grdups were very s1m11ar on a number
- .of d1mensions that 1f)d1ss1m11ar might-have provided alternative explanations for"

. .{ the obtained, b&tween-groip differences. Additional evidence that the Pima program

o was respons1b]e fo dyfferences(1n Student performance lies-in the fact that.all

* . sghools in the high and low ﬂmp]ementat1on groups were&forma]]y eligibTe to obtain - . -

. prOJect services. As mentjioned’éarlier, this-wa$ due_in part to the'lack of-a true R

~" "no~- exposure“ group with which to- compare thigh- exposu\e students., .But it a]so = A ’
. helped ensure that' results were not due to 93stemat1c differences 1n schoo]s whose ‘

.- staff vo]unteered to part1c1pate in’the eva\uat1on -

\

.

\ S . . S N .
Ev1dence of genera]1zab1]1txﬁto popu]atwon9 for‘hh1th thé(1ntervent1on is 1ntended
n_be-confidently stated that this program is effectiye with.a student population.

made up\oﬁ approximately 80% white students and 20% Mexicar-American, Amerhcan Indian,
* N apd’ gther m1nor\;y 'stadents. - The positive evidence of effectiveness presented~for S
’ 1974-75, borne oyt by Similar results. found in.later years Yut not reported here,

A

A Supports the claim that ‘this program would give exce]]ent resu]ts'WhEn feplicated with’
. .- a.gimilar group_of students S1nce~eva]uat1on resu\ts are reported only, for grade -
1eve]s 4 12 thé\ev1dence is hot geqera11zab1e t0fgrades K 3~\“ S //

g
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