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Introduetion

The Education Amendments of 1976, P.L. 9<-i82,
which revised the Voecational Scucation Act (VEA) ci 1963,
introduced maior new requirerz==nts for the evalust:on of
federally- furZad vocational eéuoatiqn~progrmns. “ne of
the reasons Jcr the changes was a ‘1974 repert, - the
General Accounting Office (GAD) on the implementat: on of
Federal vocational education policy in seven Stz:es 1
The results of this study, which was eritical "c’ the
Siatesg were presented to Congress during reathori:ation
ihearingsilfor the VEA and ‘were substantiated by other
studies and testimony. The exisiting legislation i -
“cluded .the general requirement that Eederai'funds were ic
be ‘distributed with "due considerétion . . . to tae

results of periodiz evaluations of State and local voca-
tional\meducation programs, serVices 'dhd 'activgties i
light “of information regarding current and projects=

manpower needs and job opportunifies. . . W kP.L. 9-
'576; Section 123(a)(6)(A)). Howevér,; the testimony pre-
.sented during the hearings indiéhtéd that funds wer
~distributed with fittfe _consideration of . evaluatic
results, in part because of "the lack of systemati

program evaluation."% i

One of'the’purposes of the Federal vocational eduecs
tion program is to assist States in.offering programs ¢

vocational education which are, among other things

"realistic in light of actual or anticipated opporti -

nities for’éﬁinful'employment. « « " . (from the Declare -

tion of Purpose, Sec. - 101). ‘Despite this purpose

Congress was told that much of the present enrocllment ir
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comeentrated iz programs with»only—a_periphk
anznip to labe~ market nzeds. Furthe:, the
concluded tr:t enrol.men.s in programs

2deral funds Zid not in icmte a shift from

cezupational programs to i1tz desiTned to

el 2&:I3 of‘Jnew ‘and emerging c.cupatic-s. It
1Tt Ib tnis situation, ih;.part; - the 7:et that
ev: . - demonstratz t:e need .5r ¢ = t--for
exaT o srmation  Crom systema:ic i, - -y on
stu: wirg 'job placement-®as nct sve: 5. s. In
th- iv-zr 2 of sueh infonmation, d2cisiznz <¢a whieh
pr . am - fupport were ofzen made witiaoz: corm=idering
th er: Tieni  -prospects of students ‘ro those
pr- - am 3A0 fgr;hep“peported;jh&t the 7. .. Cifice of
Ec - USOE)? was makinz only a sliznt e-fort to

2 . .
".tional offerings in 1light of iob orportuni-

- "3
o
i

her evidence also suggested <c(hat, after a
pr. -=m x5 been introducec, local jot opportunfties
ge: rzlly layed only a minor role in deziding whether or
nc: it c¢.-tinued.® The 4GAO report reconmended that
Cc :ress “rengthen the evaluation recuirements by re-
qu irg; s =ools té take responsibilftj for following up
t> - gr-iczates and leavers. Congre=s acted on this
acy ce, &ad greatly strenéthened the reruirements in the
lew so that evaluations could provide ir:ormation leading

tc program revision and improvement at w2 local level.

One purpose of ‘this paper is to des-ribe the activ-
ities stimulated by these evaluation recuirements and’ to
snow how evaluétidﬁ”resultS'brefused te -evise and im-
>Tove programs. ‘However, since poliey intentions--in
:his - case, pbogbéﬁ- revision and improv-ment--gre not

-alized instantaneously, it is necessarr to examine a

N

- v
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number of int%rveni steps. in the irplementation pr as.
v , .

beforé ccnsidering tcomes. Beforz the outecomes c¢. 2=

realized. ‘or examr , the messags from Cong%ess mu a8

transmit<=d and-img "=nted faithf:117 at Federsal, S

.and lozz. _evels. e degree t: wniech the messag .3
underst:~- and the ~7 it is ac -d upon ét each -zl
qff;cts = likelﬁﬁ:vt that fhe:in~ended outcome% wil e
re. ize _. Thus, w@rc: T pUrpoée of this paper {. :0
de: -:ir = zhe way in w 2h this m=ssage was transm: =
th gr t-e Offiéé -7 7 +wz2ation to the States and fins_ %y
te “ocal Jleve. . These legislative requiremern:=,
te- © with the Zis =:sions of the issues reported n
tt - i 1se, Senate. .21¢ Conference Committee Repor:s,
W, b uminate wizat hz2 Congress hoped.to achieve, may
b thre =t of as eons: :zuting a message to the Offic= of
E-:ze..- 71, the Statés 'nd localities. How it was first
w--2rs cod at the F=2- =zl level, fhen transmitted to the
S tes. and finally c»lied at the loéal'level are ele-'
= ts of a complex ‘ocess that- begins with legal re-

c. rements and ends v -h instructional programs in class-

T ms.
‘The Evaluation Requirements

. The new evaluation requirements of the 1976
Education Améndments (Sec. 112) were intended to promote
rational planning e&nd the responsiveness of the voca-
tional education system to changing labor markets. The
most substantial of these requirements origjnated in the
House Bill, which stipulated that States evaluate all



federally assiéted‘progréms on a regular basis an¢ ex-
, amine job. plécement rates and emplryers' opinions of
_graduates 5f vocational education'pfzgrﬂms;7. Tﬁey pro-
‘"v}de that: ' T '

! lad
i -
J

I
£l

. (A) each State -shall, du=ing  the “fivé-year

) period of the State plan, evaluaiz the effestivemess
’ O of each program within the Stete =:ing assisted with
funds available under this Act; = d the results of

e ' ~ these evaluations shall bé us= to revise the .
e State's programs, end shall be m=ie readiiy avail-
able to the State advisory coune.. and '

(B) each State” shall evaluz:e, by using data
collected, wherever possible, by statistiecally valid :
sampling techniques, each such program within the- |
State whiech purports to impart entry level job.
skills according "to the exter~ to whieh program
completers and leavers~-- ) ’

- (f) find employment i occupations :ziated .
toltPeir training, ang

(ii) are considered 5y their employsrs to
be well-trained and prepa-ed for employm=nt.
(See. 112(b)(1)). -

_— €

The e&phasjs given in (B) to the employmeﬂE suceess
of program completers and leavers underscores the ceontin-
uing cpﬂgressional concern, dating back to the orjginali
Smith-Hughes Act of 1817, that federally supported voca-
tional education shquid prgpére’sfﬁdents for participa-
tion in the labor force. According to the House Reéort,—
"The Cormmittee has specified these two criteria.to judge
the effectiveness of | these programs becéuée in our

opinion they show most clearly whether persons trained in
Avoé&;ional :brogﬁams are showing the results of such
tréining;"§- Thesé criterja"are””&ppfopfiaTE’”oniyf“fOT””“”““
studenﬁs ih "ocdupatiogal" programs which prepare them |

for entry-level jobs. "Nonocéupational“ progiams, such

aS;»inQyStrialu.ﬁrﬁS’ consumer and homemaking education,
- .

-4~
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and preveor.. ional programs, édre . to be evaluated as well,
‘according . (A) above, but eriteria for evaluation of

these proziriis are unspecified.
. ) ‘ . . ’
Purposes 0. Zysluation

" The legzislation eﬁvisions two purposes for evalua-

v tion: first, and most imporfant, management and ﬂn—
~provement of pfograﬁé; and, SecondL netional fépdrting.

" Further, the Jlegislation, together with the House and
.Senate Reports, gives a good indfzation of the sort of

?'évaluation finaings that were needed. and the deciSH0ns

9 Congress intended that deci-

that would flow from them.
'sions on whieh progréms to support with Federal funds be
.ianUenced by evaluatioh results, specifically results
.'éhowing whether or-not students from 2 given program were
finding jobs -in related fields and whether or not their.
~employers were satisfied with tﬁem-lu. ~The Congress .
éeemed to want to produce a.) scenario " like .the
following: evaluation results would indicate which
>.pfograms werefsucCessfui in'placing students; these find-
‘ings, in turn, would indicate which skills Qere in demand,
which would then indicate which programs’ - to continue.
The legislation does not“dmply that placement data aée to
be the.solg determinants of the deciSion to continue or
discontinue a program or that this 1is the only use to
-which evaluatjon data can be put. It does, however, Seem
. to suggest that 1low placement rates for lparticdlar“*
programs would act as red flags signalling. the need for a
LR
The legislation encourages enactment of -this sce-

~nario in several .places. For example, it requires that

-5~
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Federal"tunds. be distributed. to.eligjble 'reeipients'dn
'the basis odf local applications that desecribe, - among, -
ethen 'things 'ﬁhow the findings of any evaluations of
brograms. . .have -been used to deveIOp\the program pro-
posed in the application" (Section 105 (a)(4)(3)(11)).
In additlon, the State's gnnuhl_ accountability report
must "contain a'summary of theJevaluations of proarams
required to be conducted by section 112 and a descr;ptlon
of how the 1nformatnon from these evaluations has been,

T..'1s helnv used by. -the State board to improve its
tprograms" *(3ection 108(b)(2)(C)). |

National reporting, a.'second. use , of evalngtion.
results called for by the_\.leﬂxslatlon, deserves
comment. Student placement rates areé“to.be entereq into
‘the Vocational pducatlon Data System (VEDS) and.aggre-
gated across localities sand States -form a national
~‘pi'ctur.e (Section 163(a)(1)). The two - uses may not always
be compétible, information needed for one set of purposes
may be dlfferent from that needed for another, as may the
requlrements for statistieal rigor. For examp)e, Program
1mprovement decisions at the" local level ecan be'pesed on -
falrly "dirty". "soift" data, collected in a_}orﬁ not
comparable across TocalltleS. On the other hand, consid¥
"~ erable standardlzation is necessary for placement rate
data, which are collected at 'the school lével and aggre-
gated succe551vely at the distriect, <_1h§wat&¢§,' ‘and

- national -levels to- provxde a ‘national report on the ef- .

fectiveness of vocational education,
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Reaction froh the Field

State and local vocational education directors. ob-

]ecteo strenuously to the evaluatlon requlrements "Their

ob]ectlons centered on using job placement, which they.

viewed as unduly narrow, as the major criterion of ef-

“fectiveness. First, they argued, it does not adequately

reflect the nature or goals of veccational edncation,’
whlch is. a broad educational program, not just'a training
program. second,.vocatlonal educators insisted that the
criterion of.job placement holds schoofs to an inappro-

priate standard. School systems should be held account-

ablemfor imparting certain knowledge and skills and-for .

'making certain that there is a good fit. between what is

taught and the jobs available. . However, what ]obs
.students' aotually take is determined by a ‘host of
economic and perscnal factors ”beyond the school's

zontrol..” "Hold us gccvuntable for emgjoyablllgx, but not

‘employment, is the way many vocatlonal educators Phrased

__the concern,

o

Beyond these two ¢bjections, vocatlonal educators

voiced a fear about the posgible consequences of evalu-

at1ng programs only. in terms of employment and employePS'
satlsfactlon, especially if fundlng detisions flowed from
the results Easy- “to- Place 'studentS, they suggested
might be gccepted for programs at the expense of those'
harder;tdzplace, such as mempers of minority groups, the
disadvantaged, or women in nontraditional ‘programs--in-
short, tne‘gery groups Congress most wanted .to reach.



The Office of Edueation interprets the Requirements

The Office of Education (OE) played an importgnt

role in seeing that States understood and were able to

both explicated {he

carry out Congress' message. It
o proV131ons of the Act and offered

them out. Through regulations, p memoranda, and the
like, OE'inter;reted the provisiohs the Act. An exam-
ination of the contents of these documents revealed the
way in which the Congress1onal Mmessage was transmitted to

the States. : S Y
) . TN

The Off1f€\of Educatlon interpreted the eValuatlon
requlrements through regulations issued October 3, 1977~
one year after the Act was signed--and a poliecy memor-.

andum issued Aprll 24, 1979--one and one-half - Years
later. Thus, it took the OE two and one- half years to

get a full set of instructions to the States. In the
meantime, the States were alresdy 1mp1ement1ng tne legis-
. lation and, in. some cases, had to change thelr procedures
after receiving official guidance. Thus, the timing of
guidance alone affected the orderliness and falthfulneas
of 1mp1ementrtlon of leglslatlon \

The content of the gu1danee affented falthfulness(ofM
1mplementatlon in 8’ more obvious way. With' respect to

content, the regulations, the first guidance from OE,

While the statute referred only to- federally supported
programs, the regulations require that programs to pe
evaluated include those supported by Federal, State, and
local funds, Fdrthermore,'the regulatlons broaden eon~

s1derab1y the d1men51ons along whieh the programs are to

sistance fﬁ“gg;iyYhéﬂ_

extended the ~ requlrements—‘of ‘the Aect sqbstantially,m
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be evaluatéd, in part in response to the objeetions from
the field and frcm a belief that placement rates by them-
selves eould give a false impression of program
problems. It is impbftanf to note that the regulations
give guidance on péoceddre only; the requirement in the

legislation. _that._evaluations be used

toc revise and

improve programs is not developed. The iﬁ{;;a;etation
does not suggest, for example, what type of infOrmgtion
might be wused or how it might be wused to improve-

'programs. The areas tc be evaluated are: !

a. planning and operational proqesses;.
b. student achievement;-
ec. student employment success;

d. the effeets of additional services, as'meésured'
by the suggested criteria wunder (a),(b), and
(e), that the State provides to special popula-
tions.

Within eaech area, the regulations also suggest criteria
to be used‘(e.g., wage rates and durﬁtion of employment)

--as indicators .of student employment success, as shown jin
Y

Table 1.

“Since the regulations include student 'emplofﬁent’
‘success as just one .of four sets of criteria against
which programs should be'measurgd, they might seem mdre
acceptable to vocational educators than would a provision

‘requiring evaluation on. the basis of student employment

~alone. As a practical matter, however, the . regulations

have been a source of dissatisfaction. State administra-.
tors argue that they do not have the resources to imple-

ment all of the evaluation requirements, and they are not
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SPECIFICATIONS IN THE REGULATIONS OF
EVALUATION BY STATE BOARD!!

The State board shall, during the five-year period
of the State- plan, evaluate in quantitative terms the
effectiveness of each formally organized program or
project supported by Federal, State, and 1local funds.
These evaluations shall be in terms of: L

(a) Planning and operational processes, such as:

S (~1“)-~Qua*l-“i-ty and availabili ty of -instruetional oo o
offerings; " _ '

(2) Guidance, counseling, and placement and
follow-up services; .

(3) Capacity and condition of facilities and
equipment; -

(4) Brployer participation in cooperative programs of
vocational education; _

(5) Teacher/pupil ratios; and

(6) Teacher qualifications.

(b) Results of student achievement as neasured; for
example, by: _ s - ' ‘

(1) Standard occupational proficiency measures;

(2) Criterion-referenced tests; and o

(3) Other examinations of students' skills, knowledge,
attitudes, and readiness for entering employment
successfully. ' :

(e) Results of student employment success as
measured, for example, by: -

(1) Rates of employment and unemployment;

(2) Wage rates; .

(3) Duration of employment; and . S .

(4) Ewployer satisfaction with performance of vocatjonal
education studenis as compared with performance of
-persons who have not had vocational education.

(d) The“results of additional services, as measured by .the
suggested criteria under paragraphs (a), (b), and (e) of *
this section, that the State provides under the Act to
these special populations: "

(1) Women; : .

(2) Members of minority groups;

(3) Handicapped person;

(4) Disadvantaged persons; and _

(5) Persons of liited English-speaking.ability. - -

[



certain what?the Office of Education regards as accept?-'
able procedures, particularly. for assessment of student
‘achievement and for evaluation of the effects of addi-

tional services.

The new requirements left the States in sore need of
assistance.. The States were faced with the task of
developing or refining procedures and instruments for

their program reviews; as well as develeping or refining

~follow-up--surveys—-to...assess._.student placement. Ready-

made instruments to assess student achievement existed
for only few program areas. And, this type of test
development was too expensive, time consuming, and
complex for most States to undertake. | Hence, a void
remains, The Office of Education respondéd in several
ways to the need to implement new, complex, and- costly
prdceduresF-ambhg. them, sponsoring conferences . and
fundihg several "how to" projectslz-ébut %Statés still
felt a need for assistance.l3. o .
- .0‘
. The second major interpretation came in the form of |
a bolicy memorandwn dated April 24, 1979, issued ;ffer
more than a.year and one-half of internal stpﬂggle and
debate within OE over how preseriptive to be;14 This
memopandﬁm was ﬁbitten to hélp States .devise evaluative
schemes . that Wwould permit valid. aggregation at the
national level. The memorandum did four things: (1)'it
,aefined the term “program" (the entity to be evaluated);
(Z)fit permited.sampling'oprrograms; (3) it encouraged
States to adopt a cyeclical pafté:h.of_evaIUation; and (4)
it promised. that OE would not aggregate into national
smnparies either program -review' data -or results of
student hchievement, although it would reviewbandjsum-

marize results to show a national trend."

-11-




The speciZications in the mbmoraudum flow more from
a concern witz beinz able to prov1de a national plcture
than from a ccoieern for program improvement. The Section
which gives States permission to evajuyate a sample of
programs within the five-year period of the State -plan-._
illustrates this point most clearly. The memorandum
states: "Each of the six-digit code instructional

programs must be evaluated within the perlOd covered in

the approved Five- -year Plan. But if a State is OPeratlng““'

100 auto mechanic programs (a six-digit code) throughout
the State, it may design a representative sample of sueh

programs.. Jnld

" Federal administrators believed that, to make the
evaluation. process. workable, sampling was essential.ln
large States with many programs. However, in specifyipg.'
a sampling unit, OE has dffected the' types of program'
revisions that are possible. In so doing, it has clearly
illustrated that the the methods, degree of rlgor, and~
1nformatlon needed may not be the same for all evaluation
uses., A national plcture made up of placement rates from
a sample of programs is. perfectly acceptable. But the
method may not be: perfectly acceptable for making program
rev151ons. .For one thing, rev151ons can be made only 1nl
the programs. .in .the sample. Some programs may never be
'evaluated even over the course of five years. Choos1ng
a program rather ‘than a school as the entlty to be eval- -
uated may mean . _that school- w1de services are
overlooked. Some states now choose tﬁe school” or
dlStrlct as the entity to be evaluated and pose questions
about the availability and ut111zatlon in the plannlng‘
process of information related to student andvcmnﬁunlty

interests :and needs gnd” job market -demand. These

-12--
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questions peétaim i) é planuing process which is school-
wide and not progm=m specific. Similarly, efforts to
eliminate‘sex role stereotyping or to mainstreem handi-
capped students or to provide-counseling are done schocl-
wide, not program by program.A Informatlon on these ac-u
t1v1t1es-—wh1ch certainly may suggest constructlve ways
to revise the program--may be better collected by

sampliﬁg schools.

The States Implement the Requirementis.

Before the 1576 Amendments, -evaluation of vocational
education progrémsvin most States was done on an informal
and unsystematic'basis. - Few, if any, States had eval-\
uation procedures as complex or comprehensive as those

‘deser ibed in the .regulations.” Nevertheless, pieces of

the .evaluation. system env1s1oned by the regulatlons werex

in place. For example, most States reviewed . local
programs, although often not as part of a formal program
evaluation. Student achlevement was measured at the

local . level by teachers and; for some occupations (e.g.,
practical nursing), by State licensing or certification
examinations.  In mauyu,§tates,' student placement d
were collected,'again often 5y individual teacher end
‘not in a manner rigorqusbenough tolyield-reliaéle,anq
valid_results;' When the 1976 legislation passe

began to draw together &nd systematize many

‘procedures. &

‘NIE exaw-ned the States’ respons—rto the evaiuation
requlrements et two pOlnLS"the spring of. 1978, 15 and the !
1979-80 school year.16 In the spriang of 1978, infors

mation was "collected for all ‘States from “written
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descriptions of procedures, where they'existed, and from

personal interviews with State evaluators at a conference

on evaluations sponsored by OE's Bureau of Occupational
and Adult Education (BOAE). In the 1979-80 school year,

information was" collected in “conjunction  with case .. .

studies conducted in 15 States.

‘Implementation as of Spring 1978

\\\' By the spring of 1978 (when the regulatlons had been"
out

for approximately six months but the poliey memor-

most States. Evaluation procedures were being extended

and, in some cases, developed in accordance with the

.regulatlons, but States were overwhelmed at the prospect
of 1mp1ement1ng them.  Not only were the procedures given.

in the regulations detalled complex, and costly to im—

"plement -but durlng the first year no Federal money was

approprlated (under Seec. 102(d)) for this purpose. - De-
velopmental work was,. therefore, pﬁoceeding entirely at
State expense. ,
o
Of the four categorxes spec1f1ed by the regulatlons—-
plannlng and operational paocesses, student achievement,

student employment success,_and services to speclal popu-

latlons-—most effort by the sprlng of 1978 had- gone. into
,systematlzlng reV1ews - of ' plannlng " and opergtlonal

processes.. and assesslng student placementf an-aspect of

.student; employment success. °© Rev1ews of plannlng and

operatiornal processes, or "program rev1ews" as they are

usually called; were being conducted Jdn 13- States and

being rev15ed__4n-uanother —3l-

tplacements,'or student follow-up, were being done in 20
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~andum had not yet appeared), work ‘was- well underway in -




States and being revised or developed in another 25. Far
less attention was being given‘ to the systematie
statewide assessment of student ach1evement because this

procedure requires .some development of instruments.

-Almost every State, therefore, decided to .continue for— -

the time being with assessment by teachers and to wait
"and see what other States would do. '

Implementation 45 of School Year 1979-80

»
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By school year 1979-80, the developmental work on
program rev1ew procedules ‘and follow-up' had been com-
-pleted in most States. Many States were then faced w1th
the task of compre551ng their program evaluatlons into
-the last three years of the f1ve -year eycle of the legis=
latlon . The most cons1stent1y ‘implemented category in
_the 157 case= study States was a prograii reV1ew of” plannlng
and operatlonal processes, ‘typically 1nvolv1ng a- "self-
evaluation" by the school and &n  on- s1te V181t by an

‘external team. ¢ In only 2. of the 15 States were program

reviews still being  conducted by 1nd1v1dua1 dlsclplrne_

speciaiists,- rtather. than as part of a coordinated,
statewide process. This “high level of implementatfon was
not surpr1s1ng since the program rev1ew process f1t com-
fortably with the technrQ\l assistance role which: State
educatlon agencles were accustomed to playlng with local
agencles The usefulness of reV1ew1ng planning and oper-
at10na1 processes was well gstabllshed, and.the ,mon1€
toring of 1local programs was not new. What the 1976~
Amendments did yWasA to cause’ States 'to become more
systematic in th1s undertaklng and to expand reviews to

address some new 1ssues




Foliow-up of students to ascertain job placement was
the next most firmly implemented evaluation activity.
Here again; the utility of the procedure w : generally

estabiished and the procedure itself often ~ place,
t -least informally, prior todFederol legi .. The
leglflation--both the; evoluatlouw>provlsi .n  Sec.
112(b) and the_requirement,thatéthese data b luded in

the Vocational Education Data System--proviuc. :he stim-
ulus for systematizing the activity at a statewide
level. By the school year 1979-80, 12 of the 15 case-
study States had in place a statewide system of “re-
porting; in the remaining 3 States, such a system ‘was
still under develoohent Whlle the actual collection of
. data was generally a local responslblllty, State agsncles
often facllltated the process by prov1d1ng forms and, in
many cases, the names of the. students to be followed up.

7 Most of' the States follow ‘up both coépleters~ and
leavers. as requ1red by the  Aect. .How=ver, there ore
sericws practical d1ff1cult1es 1n’gathering~acourotewande
reliable ‘data which are .conslstent across distriets.
These difficulties are compounded by administrators' lack
of conviction that “such standardized follow-up data are
necessary or prropr?&%e and oy the lack'of Federal fund- .
ing to egse 'he burden whlch the requirements place ‘on

NC State and local resources.

Formal follow-up data on employers' satisfaction are
‘collected mueh . less 'cdnsistently' thaﬁ' data on student
placement. . ﬁporox1mately half of ‘the case- study States
do not have a\statew1de employer follow-up . proﬂedure at
both the secondarr and’ postsecondary levels.- Vocational

v"~—educators are less—rncllned to see employerniollow up as— —
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.an important and necessary indicator of vocational edu-
cation effectiveness than.they“are student follow-up; nor
are the data required for VEDS.' At lehst one of the

- case-study States does not plen to survey empioyers
beciuse it .has data which shcw that the employers'
opinions dgre highly correlated w:th students' reports of

'emnloyment suecess. _—Givenxthiswstrong relationship, the

State ' argues, separate measures of employers' satisT

faction are duplicative. In those 'States wtieh do
collect employer follow-up data, pcor response rates are
an even bigger problem than they are for student follow{
up data. S

Student .achievement 1is generally regerded as an
" important 1ndex of program effectlveness Nevertheless,
it is generally believed. that collectlng this information

is best carried out locally by individual teachers,

—...cather than uniformly on a statewide basis. .Before en- -

. actment of the 1976~1eg1s1at10n, none of ‘the 15 States

required statewide reporting of student achievement data,

~ and State ‘responsibility was seen as the monitoring-of -—

local setivity. However, in response to the legislation,
most. of the 15 States have tried €0 systematize the as-
‘ sessment\ of student ‘achieVement' to .some extent. For
example, some States, individually and with others in
:consortia,laare workiné te develop voecupetional profi-
cienecy stahdards and eriterion- referenced curricula for
”vocatlonal programs. The process is far from completed
for it 1shcomp1ex, time;ebhsuming, ‘and rlfe with tech-
nical"difficufties. . Some\ States fear that stateW1de
achievement testihg or proflclency eriteria . would brlng
unlformlty and reglmentatlon in currlcula

3
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- Less attention has been given to the fourth require—

_ ment laid down by the| regulatlons-—evaluatlnc the results

of addltlonal services-to

"special reéeds populations. The

proaram review procoss typically examines the attention -

given to special need j
on ‘the results

'to, not

services.

Some Statesiask

S| populations, but

.cof, VOCathD

for example,

¢

focuses on access

al programs and4

whether - supp e e-—‘mf—-ﬁ__

mental sebv1ces are pr0v1ded to handicapped and dlsadvan—

taged students and whether

nondiseriminatory in

origin,
sponsible
pabticipa

A
f
te

few States | have

or special]needs

in the program

instruetional materiais are

terms of sex,

education s

race, or ethnic
taff members re- -

populations /and sex equity

review teams. Other Stsates

argue that the addltqonal serv1ces to special pbpulatidns

are automatically lncluded

®

.in the re

gular evaluation

The Use of Evaluation’Results

f;

Congxess intended that evaluation results be, used to

revise and

they are used may vary, as . do the types of improvement.
'they suggest.  For example,

improve programs

~finding that equipmeht is

]ObS. Likewise, the ‘use of f1nd1ngs at the local level

™

—_——

. Howeyer,

“the way in whieh

the actlon suggested by a

out-of- datc WIll differ from
that suggested by a finding that students are not gettlng

AN

procedures, and "that no special gttention iSJ"therefere,
needed. ,: / hl. - R
Overall, however, ‘States are‘engaging in a eonSlG‘ VoA
uﬂerable -amount. Qfm_evgluative_ activity. ‘There is _great \\ ‘
variation  in its wséope and depthﬂ but4 the Stdates -are. | o
’demdhstEEt{ng'a strong cbmmftment ‘to and a significant |
1nvestment in fulfllllng this requirement. o



might differ from that at rhe State level and both may

_dlfxer from use at the Federal level In any case, eval-

uation flndlngS are intended to be - used Cand it
important to find out whether they are, and if so, by

~whom and in-what way.

When States ware" asked d1rect1y in the spring of
1978 why mest evaluatlons: were, being ‘done, 32 cited

program 1mproVement as a reason, although 9 States saldduhﬂ
.““the main reason they were dOlng the evaluation was simply

to comply with a reguiation. Thus, the overwhelming
ﬁajority "of State officials saw \evaluative findings
linked. to program’ 1mprovement -even.-at an early stage of
implementation. - HoweVer, the in- depth“look in 15 StateS
during the npext- schooﬁ year (1979-80) showed that the

uses of evaluation results varied among the four eval-.

uagion' categorfesa mueh s implementation did, as the
following'findings demonstrate.

The mos t thoroughly 1mplementod activity was. program
mrev1ew, 1t ‘wes also the act1v1ty whose results were mos t
used. In fact most corrective action came in reSponse‘
to f1nd1ngs fg/m reviewed programs.. In cohtrast«\data om.

~ student achlevement ;- on the results of services to

special populations, and, in many cases, on employers'
satisfaction generally were not_avallable and therefore
could ‘not be used by the, State agency for. progrmn im-

‘~provement or other purposes..

Because results- of program reviews were frequentty
used, it :'is important to examine thelr content and  to
underrtand the way in-whiech theif. reSults Were used. The

',‘content of program rev1ews paralleled in most cases, the

. . : X ) - N N L <@
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type of information that would interest an. accrediting

-~

““‘team. - Topies ' regularly covered. include quality of

facilities, equipment, and ecurriculum, whether in-:

structors were certified, and whether guidance and coun-

*selxng—serv1ces were available. Only a few States in-

qu1red_fnto toplcs that are maJor Federal concerns, such

as acc¢ess cf women and"\other special populations to

programs, - whether labor market data’ or student placement

~data inform local planning, and the'llke. Gett1ng these

sorts of topies into’ program reviews would be one way of’

encouqaging greater attention to Federal concerns.

‘The action taken by the'States to correct‘weaknesses

uncovered 1n the ‘program review was an important step in ’

ensuring that 1mpnovementgoccur ,  The program ;review was

also an important transaction between the State and local

:school distriects and one which afforded the States an

opportunity’ to- ensure -that LEAs be attentive to:-ihe

topics the State believed were -important. If the State -

embryaced Federal prxorxtxes, these would be conveyed to

'_locals dur1ng the progrwn rev1ew.M_The'State could com-

" means. by which they oversaw the changes dictated by - the

munlcate; through program review, Federal concerns: to the4

'_locals, and, through\nmnltorbng, they could’ offer tech- '

n1ca1 assistanca- in respondlng to&these concerns.‘

L T

. : - g . T
.After the review, ‘the State informed each distrjet— ___

or 1nst1tut10n of the def1c1enc1es or weaknesses found by
the rev1ew»team.' All of the States offered technical

assistance to local agencies in improving . programs.

Beyond that however States varied considerably in'the

review 'and\,ln the sanctlons whiech they. imposed.’if

corrective  action was not_taken. In some States, ‘the-

~.
T ™S
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'1mplementatlon of changeslwas left to ‘the discretion'of
“the school: d1str1ct Other States had more formal pro—

cedlure _involvlng reqwlrements for corrective actlon‘

plans;-and later visits from State staff to monltpr the

1mp1ementat10n of the changes. The ultlmate sanctlon for

failure to take correctlve/actlon was the threat of; w1th-:
holdlng program. APprd$al or Feder&l fund;?é,/: However, -.

!

most States were extremely reluctant to uge thls. They L

preferred to continue Worklng with the d1str1ct in a sup-

portlve Way and to encourage program lmPPOVement.

"'Data on student placement were used far less ;relp;'

”

quently'than progrmn revlew data. ’For the most parti

States merely ‘aggregated placement rates across districts-

’

3and passedgthem to the Federal level as . part of VEDS

Generally, programmatlc dec1s1ons ‘were: not made on, the;h

bas1s'of placement rates v ~Only " flve of the 15 States

- have maqe th1s data -avallable for"~use “in the progrs:

'rev1ew .process. and ln plannlng One of these States, for-

example, produced for “each prograﬂl in _each dlstrlct a
'prlntout of student placemg?t data from the preVlOUS year
,together with ‘énrollment and labor market projectlons to

ffbe used in local plannlng.-

1

- The preceding idisclission ldeals “with ‘use ;ofﬂﬂeval-
~uation resulfgﬂﬁ

'achSs-'States=va out ’use_ -at .the loc&ﬂ lével aré not

-available,' but -there is 1nformatlon from' one ;recently

.completed study for the State of Illlnols 17 This Study

sought to learn from a large number of LEA admlnlstrators'.
'(609 were 'surveyed 307 responded). what evaluatlon‘

Staie Level.. Systemafici dataﬁ

b'actrvities' were initiated and .how the. results were.

\_\

.

h»used}\\\ Fully 7&% of the respondents 1nd1cated that theYﬁ

f_". e






Four Conclusions Concerning Implementation

The first ~conclusion is simply that the message
embodied in the regulations and poliey memorandum is
different from that in the 1égi§19ti°“§‘th&triseto say,

the message changed during transmission. The discrepaney .

between scale of activity suggested in the Aet and in-the
regulations is enormous.  The Office of [Edueation,
through regulations, gave the States & message which was.
not contrary to but brdader’than that pointed to in .the
legislation. The dimensions along which programs were to
be evaluated have been expanded from two narrow areas in
the Act--student placement and employer satisfaction-- to
four broad areas in ‘the Pegdlationg——review of planning
and operational processes, Student'acheiveﬁent, employ-
‘ment success, and services to special populaticns. The
notion thatfévaluations Are to be used was not reinforced

in either the regulations or the poliecy memorandum.

by

The second conclusion jis that the evaluation—re="

P o . ‘
quirements—stimulated much getivity. Implementation has -

been uneven across and within States, but States are
démonstrating a SiPOHg‘GOmmitménthfo and investment in
these requirements. States also differ in their abiiity
"to implement the evaluation requirements. Even more
pronounced -are th@_differencest@ithin a given State in
"its ability to respond to the four dimensions of eval-
uation stipulated in the regUiatiOhS-v.ReViews of blah-
ning and operétional processing are the most fully devel-.
oped evaluative procedures, but most States are moving
toward implementdfiqn of a student follow-db system.
States are having the most difficulty With assessment of

student achievement, because appropriate assessment in-

-23-28
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struments are not available for many courses o
programs. States have made limited progress toward being
able to assess the effects of programs on spec1a1 needs
groups.

'

The third conclusion is that even if full implemen-

tation were to' occur by the desired time, it is question-

able whether the ,intention of . Congress in introducing

evaluation requirements would be realized. ‘_fVirtually
lost in the procedural activities at both the Federal and

State levels - was the fact that Congress?wahted eval- -

uation results used chiefly to revise id_ improve

programs. Yet the emphasis at the 'State level was on "

getting systems in place to conform to the regulation and

less on the use to be made of the results. This reaction

is also not surprising given the fact that the messages
from the Federal Ilevel encourage the emphas1s -on~~pro;
cedure. For exaniple,- the reghlatlons from the Office of

“Education consist only of procedural requirements and do

not make explieit’ the array.of benefits that might flow

from compliance. The message about ut111ty, about eval-

uation results being used to rev1se programs, was not
~reinforced by the Office of Educatlon and ‘was not empha-
sized by the States, which merely tried to 1mp1ement the

proc%dures as quickly as pos31b1e.
k-

The fourth concluslon is that despite the consider-
able amount of movement States may not fully meet the

requirements ‘in the regulations by the ‘next reauthor-

‘ization period when performance WIll be reviewed The

pr1me reason for th1s is that change takes t1me.. Durlng
two and on®@-half years that 1t "took the Office of
Education to get the full set of instructions -to the

_241



§tates, the States,r had to search ferA and/or develep
brocedures and instruments, and then, in some cases,
revise procedures, as new instfuctions"came from the
Office of Education.. Because of the complex1ty of the
regulations and because most States were not engaglng 1n‘ﬂ
rigorous evaluatlons when these regulatlons were issued,
P it will take several years before evaluatlon procedures
| are developed and 1mp1emented by most States. Thus, it
is safe tdtpredict that some States w111.nqt be gble;to 4
meet fully the requirements in thé five years from -
reauthorizatioh to reauthorization. o ‘
e The—story. of implementation—of the evaliation re-
quirements is probably typical of the problems associated

» ‘with the 1mp1ementathg_g£,§1m1laeoPFOVTSTEHE—Tﬁ_Federal
____m,———grant'in afE'TegTEIatlon The distance from the Capitol

to the classropm is gpeat, and there is muCh"opportunity
“for dfstortidﬂyof intent in transmission between. One
can  certainly ‘'find éome instances to .the  contrary-- .
instances of very faithful 1nterpretat10n of statutory
provisions at the Federal and State levels.. One_can even
find instances| of 1nterpretat10n brlnglng practice more
in line  with 'LegiSIative intent, if not language.
However; ‘the o pebtunities. for . lnlsunderstandxng are so
humerous that some distortion i's almost inevitable: at
-some level. \The‘ timing and the unevenness of the .
implementation at the State and loeal levelé 19 also to

._ be expected w1ﬁh requ1rements like those pertalnlng to
evaluation, whieh deal “with a technlcal topie and whieh -
call for a consjderable amount of change.




The Effects of The Eyhluafion Requirements -

+In  enacting fevaluafion provisions with student

" placement  and- employer satisfaction as  the criteria

against whieh program: success ‘was to be measured,
Congress was reacting to findings from the GAO report and
elsewherfe: that vocational offerings were not in llne with
labor market demand. The leglslatlon intended to speclfy
lndlcators_of labor market demand as ecriteria for eval-
uation. Data on - these indicators were to ‘be used as a
basis. for deciding whiéh programs to add, drop, o

18

maintain. The legislation did not imply that p]acemehf

data wereJ to - be_,tﬁg-§91£,_dg¢efminant"““f"5?6§F§;~"
———~*—0fféTTEEET_——ﬁgwg;zE:-Ihe legislatign, together w1th the
reports from the House. and the _Senate, does ‘seem ‘to
' .suggest that the ability of studentS-wfrom partlcularw
programs to. find -jobs Would be a factor in deciding which
‘;programs to support Thus, ‘the legislation is seéking to

influence program offerings with process requirements.

‘With this scenario in mind, it is appropriate to ask

whether the evaluations heve had the intended effect.

The answer to the first question is'“yes," but not

ewactly in the way Congress"envisioned. Evaluation

“results are being wused to revise programs, but not

accordlng to- the erpected scenario. Thdt is the results
used came not from siudent placement but from the
finhings of progf&m reviews, a process called for in the
Eegulations but ndt"in tne ‘legislation. ﬁsually this
process ‘involves af‘visit by scme external review 'team

eiither nomlnated by . or. composed of State

s

'administratons. Program strengths and. weaknesses are .
. 1 '

noted and communicated ‘to  the " local institutions,

26341
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‘followed' by varying (depending on the State) amounts of
assistance or rnonitoring"to ‘ensure that revisions are .
. made. This is a comfortable rolé and function for”Statesm
tpzhssume and ioca]s to accept. Thp types of program’
revision made, ofbcourse; depends upon the type of 1tems
investigated in “the reView, In most States, the revnew.
téamﬁinvestigates,gopigs such as quality of equipment and
facilities or whether - eachers are Acertified,fiand*b
suggests improvement W1th1n these areas. . Programmatic
revisions- based . on thlS‘ information, while useful,’ do
little to further Congress' purpose in requiring eval-
uation, which is to bring programs offered more 1n line

with labor market conditions. A few States. ask ‘as part

e ——of--program reviews how the institution decxded which
‘ programs to suppdrt. "Some ' States éﬁk further whether
studenf élacement - data were used to arrive at .these
decisions. Thi§ is closer to the legislative purpose.

The review team -can ask about the bases upon which

: planning deéisioné, are made and can ensure that labor:
_market demand figures-heavily in the considerations. A

few States, also, inQéstigaté as' part of their program

'peviews other.ftopics of ncohcern “to Congress, such as

whether the needs of special popﬂlafions are. beihg met or

. what is being done.to increase access to women and minor-

. xtles. “Sinece locals are accustomed to being er1ewed by
the‘State and making revisions based on the reV1ewers'
connmnts, this is a process that could be used to nge

Federal concerns a w1der dzssemlnatxon and empha51s.

While the legislation is clear- that the,m&jér use of
-evaluation is: for ;jpcaf program improvement, it also
©, calls --for h\aseéond;que--nationaluirepoftingl~@wStudent~_%‘
5 placement ‘data collected locally are entered intq lthé"'

[
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VEDS system and aggregated, at the: State' and Federal
levels to form & national picture. It is worth noting
that the degree -of statistical - rigor and the need for
pompatablllty of data are greater for {his'use"fhan for-
the program planning-program improvement. uses. Data:
collected at the\I0¢al.1eve1 and aggregated first across
dlstrlcts and then across States muSt .be compatible from
place to place. Definitions of terS (Such as completer,
. leéyer,'related to training) must. be econstant, and the
“sambfing procedure used must be consistent. These re-
quirements do not hold with thé §ame;rigor for data used
for program ,improvement pufposes ~within &- ‘given
district. Fupthermobe,fthe requirement for o;é purpose
may bé in conflict with requirements for'another. For
example, a sample of. school programs must be Trandom to
serve the needs of national reporting; on the other hand,
a2 nen-random group of the schools or programs most in

need Qf improvement might be ptefefred for progrmn>im_

!
provement purposes.

Since one evaluative prdéess may not'be-éble tc meet
.all needs, it may be. necessary for policymakers at the
 Fedeéral and State levels to review thenpoiential use of
.eyaluationf-for Pfogrmn improvement at the local level,
-for planning and fundiné decisions at the State level,
for producing national data--and make ~choices among

strategies to emphasize particular uses.

The tension between evaluation for program improve-
ment at the locdl‘level‘and'evaluation for national re-

porting is by no means unique to Vocational education.

'ﬁ\Thehauthorizing legislation for other _programs_ carries

with it a requlrement to evaluate. For-example, Title T

a
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Anatxonal data : ‘ o

«derovocatiVe~and5importantf“WMWJ“*““"“””

of ESEA has required program evaluations since its _incep-

tion in 1965. The legiélatiVe.histofy of ESEA reflects a

'strong congressional interest in obtaining evaluation

informatiOn.thét is useful for program improvement at the
local level, but évaiuative information has alsao been
used for reporting purposes at the naiionar level. The
tension between conflicting demands of data at two levels
has been noted and the way.in which.Title I evaluations
were usea at the loecal 41eveﬁ has Peen investigated.19 
The investigation found that’ the ‘prim&ry funetion the
evéluations serve has been to meet vFéderal and State

reporting requirements; evaluations have not served pri-

marily 'as a means of judging the program or as a guide.

for program improvement.

Thé lessonujs not ohly that one evaluation process.
may not he able to serve all needs, but also that choices
may have to be made among the various uses of evalyation

and that those chosen uses must be properly emphasized at

the Federal and State levels io ensure their.

"reallzatlon If brogram lmprovement is the prime goal,

thlS .must be empha51zed, even at the expense of gatherlno

!

The uses just described are hot the primarylones

Aehvisioned by,the‘legislation{ Rather, the legislation

calls for a collection of student placement and employer
satisfaction‘data, and intends for these to be one factor

in dGCIdlng program offerlnas Student placement data

‘are indeed. collected, but are by and ‘large not used to

‘determine program offerlngs. The reasons for—thls are =

-z*?:r |



One reason is that the decision-making process 1s a
Fpolltlcal . one. De¢isions ‘on whether to contlnue a
program are influenced Dy community pressure, student
" demand, presence of a tenured teacher, and, to a Jesser
- -degree, by data. . In fact, at the - secondary level,
- Student demand is llkely to be the primary determlnant of
program offerlngs.20 In calling "for student Placement
data and . in encouraging their use ‘in progrmn ‘Planning,
Congress is. SuperlmpOSlng a ratlonal process on a .polit-

ical one. The effects of the rationar process are gpt to

_be at“tﬁe margins. Federal requirements can anpd do

affect“activity locally, but they cannot transformrthe

whole enterprisg.

A second reason for limited. use of placement rates
1n determlnlng program offerlngs has to do w1th the ap-
pr0pr1ateness of the ecriteria. At the State level,

Placement rates are'not aporopriate-as the sole deter4

minant of which districts or ' schools a ‘State should
support. "Low placements can indicate ejther that a given
school'ls preparing students poorly or nmrely that the

school is in an economlcally depressed arg_. ObVlously,

one would not- want placement rates to lead .to a decision
adversly affecting the latter school - Placement rates

ecan, however, siénal problems to State: aomlnlstrators,-

who can then give the situation a closer look. Placement
rates at the program level within a school or distriet
are more telling figures, but stily. only s1gnal & problem
and do not reveal .its: source, All students who stay in
the " area are presumably s1m11ar1y influenced by jts_

economlc condltlon‘—v~Lower ~than-average placement,rates

" for a glven program under these conditions-may indjcate °

one of three problemS'f ‘that the program is not -in tune

S &
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‘with the labor market needs of the area, -that the program
is of poor quality, or that the program ha's ldrgep-thgn;'
average enrollment of-. disadvantaged, hahaicapped, and
other harh:to—place_s£Udentsf Given that low placement
rate$ may be caused by a variety of conditions, the rem-
edies likewise vary.  For this reason, programmatic
decisions should nét.flow automatically from a placement

‘rate. Furthermore, the fear-on the part of voecational

educators that rigid insistance on-placements mighf set

.up pressures to exclude the hard-to-place js-real.

fn short, stugent placement rates are indeed a use-
ful piece of information to inform’PFOgPam planning, if
they are used sensibly. Used”iﬁ isolation, they may give
mfsleading results; used.in conjunetion with other infor-

mation, they richly inform the planning process.



AN

FOOTNOTES

'U.S. General Accounting Office. What is the Role of

Federal Assistance for Vocationai Education?

- Comptroller Genera]'s Report to Congress.

(Washington, DG:. U.S. Government Printing Office,
December 1974). ;-

U.s. Congresé, 'H0use, Committee on Education and
Labor, The - Vocational Fducation and National

Institute of Education Amendments oOf 1976:  Report

to Accompany H.R. 12835, House Report No. 94-1085,
94th Cong., 2nd Sess., May 4, 1976, p.20. .

U.S. General . Aécounting :Offjce, cited in House

‘Report, op. cit., pp. 20-21.

The major portion of the research for this study was
conducted before the creation of ‘the Department of
Educatjon, at -2 time when responsibility for
vocational education rested with the Bureau of
Occupational and Adult Education .(BOAE).. -For °‘this
reason these titles, rather than the current ones--
Department of Education and Office of Voeational and

-Adult Education (OVAE)--are used throughout this

paper. . > .

U.S. General Accounting Office, cited in House

Report, op. cit., pp. 20-21. '
Drewes and Katz, cited in House Report, op. ecit.,

p. 21. -

In  addition, the Comisioner = of "Education was
required to conduct yearly analyses of each State's

pian anc¢  accountability report, including

' "suggestions for improvements in  the State's

pPrograms (Sec-112(a)(1)); and the Bureau of
OccupationaI' and Adult  Education was required to
conduct a review of "strengths and weaknesses" of
federally assisted programs in at least 10 States a
year, (These. .are known ' .ds-- MERC/Q--Management

vEygLuation»»ReviGW"ffBbffCompliance/Quality.) Other
.requirements- for evaluation in the Aect™inelude those

charging the National and-State Advisory Councils

,for Vocational Education with conducting independent

evaluations of vocational - education programs,

" Services and activities. This chapter presents cnly

a discussion on the effects of the requirements for
State evaluations. N B,

é;; ’
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8. House Report, op. cit., p. 38.
\ . 9. House Report, op. cit., p. 38, étates;

' -,/ The preseht':Act encourages. States to conduet
periodie evaluations of local programs and to:
use these evaluations ~in - revising their

programs. The Committee's hearings showed that
this provision seem to be having little effect

The Committee's bill (Seetion 108),. therefore,
contains new requirements concerning evaluation
of programs. Specifically, within the® three--
year perlod of the.- State plan each program
within a State receiving assistance under the

Act must be evaluated as to its effeetivepess. °

The evalugtlons must. be used to revise the:

State's -programs and & Summary of them must be -

submitted to the Federal government. )

10, J. F. Jennings and C. W. Radeliffe, Cmnnentary on .
Legislation Affecting Vocational Eduéation Research
and Development. (Columbus,‘ Ohio: The Natlonal,
Center for Research in. Vocational Education, Mareh
19775, p. 7. : ' - :

In answering a question on why "the partieUIar

crlterla were chosen one of the authors states:
The‘crux of the matter is "how do you tell:
whether a -program should be retained or
dropped and whether a Drogrmh is suceessful
or not. P \
When you attempt to answer these"questjons,
the ~ fundamental . eriteria must be job
placement in jobs for whieh an individual ifs
prepared -or . in a eclosely related job areg.
The -next logical ecriteria relates .to -a
person's perception of whether or not he/she
was well Drepared for the job and whether or
not he/she was satisfied with the area . for ’
which he/she was prepared. Third, 6ne must
L’ consider the employer's perceptlon - of-
A y. whether the vocational program is worthwhile

C/ from his/her point of v1ew. - That perhaps is




1“1‘.“" . .j.

12.

the crificaf‘“meésure. © Thus we selected

those criteria that should, be the

very

essence of what you would base a judgment

as -to whether a program should be
dropped or maintained.

1977, ° See. 104.402._ "

el

Examples of suech projegts are~ the manual

‘handbooks developed by the National Cente

added,

Feﬁeral.”ngxster, vol.. 42, no. 191. Octqber“*ik‘

s and
r for

Research in Vocational Education under its contraect

with BOAE. There have been 13 such handbooks, among
them: : M a :
Evaluation Handbook Volume I: Guidelines" and
Practices for Foliow-up "of Former Vocational
.Students; ~ )

Evaluation Handbook" Volume 1I1: Guidel'ines - and
Practices for _Follow-up ' Studies  of Speecial

ngulationsg B ’ ,

[l
e\\fgr
. \

Wgcational Education Outcomes: Pér§pecfiv
Education; . " T .

éuidelinés and Practices for Measuring Employer

dents'

Batisfaction with Fopmer Vocational Stu

|A study by the National Advi dory..-Counci
Vocational Education also found_.fhat OE's assx

"had not been developed to its”potential.". Na

Advisory Council  for Vocational Educatlon, A
of  the Administratlon, Operations and P

1 forw

stance
tional
Studv

rogram

Services of Vocational-Technical - Edue

ation.

Executive K Summary. (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
of "Education,- Bureau of Occupatlonal ‘ano
Educatlon, Décember, 1978), p. 9.

"Policy Memorandum. " BORE'DSVPO'—<FY 79-2 A

Office

Adult

Work performed uﬁder contractxby”CRC Educatlon and

Human.Development Inc;ﬂ
Informatlon was obtalned from the case studles
States by Abt Asso%:ates, Inc. -

in 15

.-

-
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T T. L. Wentllnc and W. E. plland A Study of Local -

Evaluation Practices. in Vocational Education. 4
paper . presented at the American ~ Vogational
Association. Convention.’ ‘New Orleans, Loyisiana,

December. 1980). e

<. Lot

. '\ . ,". ) .
18. J.F. Jennings and C.W. Radeliffe, op. cit. p, 7..

®19. Jane L. David; Local Uses  of. Title I Evaluations .

- Report to the Office of the Assi;stant Seecretary for

Planning and Evaluation, HEW. - (Menlo  Park,
California: SR 1 PrOJect URU - 6854, Ju}y} 1978).

20. 'H. Starr ,C. MaUrlce, H. Mer? .-and” G. Zahniser,
Coordination in Vocationgl EduCation Planning:
Barriers and Facilitators. {Columbus, Ohig:  The
Ratioal — Center  for ' Reseafch: in + Vocational
Education, 1980), p. 22. - -
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