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Background to the Present Studies

For the past several years, the Maryland State Department of
Education's Vocational-Technical Division has been developing, with
the help of the Educational Testing Service, a program evaluation
questionnaire. The questionnaire is completed by local personnel,
students, and members of a visiting team. The items on the question-
naire inquire about teacher certification and experience, instructional
objectives, performance standards, community relations, counseling
services, and other program characteristics. A copy of this question-
naire can be found in Appendix A.

Because the questionnaire was designed to comprehensively cover
all important program characteristics, it is quite lengthy. 1Tt is
12 pages long and contains over 300 individual items. A prior study
by the present principal investigator (Johnson, 198C) was conducted to
help reduce the number of program characteristics down to a central,
essential set of categories. This was accomplished by mailing a letter
to 50 State Directors of Vocational Education and to vocational educa-
tion administrators in the District of Columbia and five U.S. ter-
ritories, asking them for a list of what they considered tc be essential
indicators of program quality.

Examination of the returns showed 12 common themes or categories of
program quality. Briefly, these were: (1) active advisory councii and
craft committees; (2) effective administration of program policies;

(3) written plan for public relations; (4) certified, qualified staff;
(5) adequate tacilities and equipment; (6} recruitment program with
equal access; (7) guidance and counseling services; (8) realistic,

competcnc ,~based curricuia; (9) cooperative education and supervi-oed




_~ work experience; (10) student organizations; (l1) placement and follow=-up

services; and (l12) program evaluation.

The first study in this final report describes how the quality indi-
cator res:arch project was used to organize and analyze data already
collected with the ETS program evaluation questionnaire. Questionnaire
data were available for over 1!,000 students and over 600 teachers from
Maryland vocational programs at the secondary level.l The second study
compares fcur alternative delive: y systems .or vocational education--
apprenticeship, CETA, cooperative education, and industrial training--and
examires the relevance of the 12 dimensions of program quality for these

systems.

1Thanks go to Leo Lezzer for providing this archival data.

~7
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Study II: A Comparison of Four Alternative Delivery Systems for Vocatiional
Fducation: Apprenticeship, CETA, Cooperative Education, and Industrial Training
Intrnduction
The purpose of the study described in this section of the report is
to compare four alternatives to traditional vocational-technical high schools

for delivering vocational education. These delivery systems include appren-—

ticeship programs, CETA programs, cooperative education, and incdustrial
training.

The following section of this part of the report describes the unique
philosophies, methods, and general features of each delivery system. These
program descriptions provide information that can be compared to the 12
categories Sfxquality jndicators for vocational education, described in an
earlier report‘(Johnson, 1980) ;hd in the report immediately preceding this
one. Possible links between the quality indicator study and the present
study are discussed in the implications section of this report. The actual
relevance and importance of the 12 quality indicators for these alternmative
delivery systems was to be investigatad through a survey of administrators
and program directors. Time and fiscal constraints required that that issue
be addressed by future research. The present study limits itself to a com-
parative description of the delivery systems and to an empirical investi-
gotion described below. !

After the program characte:istics of each delivery system are described,
the report then describes a study to assess the impact of the four delivery
systems on the satisfaction of the program graduates and on employer ratings
of graduates' job performance. The moderating effects of demographic vari-

ables (age, sex, race, socioeconomic status, atc.) and personality variables

(interests, vocational maturity, etc.) vere also examined. Representative

samples from each delivery system were identified, and program graduates and

Q E;
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17
employers surveyed. The implications of the results of the study for
policy and future research are discussed.

Program Descriptions

\

The program descrip}?ous below were provided largely by Marfland
State Department of Education program coordinators anc. other directors
and administratorS.3 Most of the following materials is taken verbatim
from descriptions provided by these individuals. In cases where the

material comes from a published source, the reference is noted. Otherwise,

-

the information was provided--eitner orally or in writing--by one of the

individu .1s cited in the footnote below.

A. Appreaticeship

Apprenticeship is a process through which individuals
learn to be skilled craft workers. Apprenticeship is paid
employment which combines on-the-job training supervised by
skilled journey workers with theory taught throug$ job-related
courses, such as drafting, blue-print reading, mathematics,
and science. This instruction is usually given at vocational
and trade schools, junior and community colleges, industrial
training facilities, or through cortespondence courses.

The apprenticeship program is designed to teach the ap-
prentice all the aspects of the trade, ensuring highly skilled
workers for emplojers and unions, and increasing the individual's
employability by providing a broad range of training. Those
who have learned their trade through apprenticeship, being
knowledgable and expert in the total range of tasks which make
up the job, have greater job retention and are more likely to
advance to supervisory and management npcsitions.

The length of a full apprenticeship program varies from
1 to 5 years, depending on the trade or occupation, with the
majority of programs lasting from 3 to 4 years. Apprenticeship
wages usually start at 50 percent of the journey worker wage,
with increases about every six months if progress is satis-
factory. An apprentice near the end of the training period is
performing the work of a journey worker and is receiving abou:
95 percent of the journey worker wage.

3Thanks ge to Dick Kiley, Joe Olenski, Lou Nemerofsky, Cordon Byrd,
Nathan Breed, Dave Webster, Georgia Duffee, and Nancy Pinson for
providing or directing the principal investigator to this material.
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) Apprenticeship programs are operated by employers working
with urions whem the workers are organized, or by employers
alone when there is no union. Training of apprentices is al-
ways a”joint effort requiring close vooperation of skilled
journey workers who do the actual on-the-job training and
management which is responsible for the efficient operation
of the program.

There are four typec of programs in operation. Indi-
vidual nopjoint programs in small shops without a union con-
stitute the majority of all registered apprenticeship pro-
grams. An individual joint program is an individual employ-
er with a union such as may occur in a manufacturing or other
firm., Group joint invnlves two or more eaployers with a
union, @s in the construction and general contracting trades,
and a group nonjoint program is a group of employers without
a union, such as the Dental Technicians Association or the
Auto Dealers Association among others have.

In the service, manufacturing, transportation, and print-
ing industries, there may be one or more management-union /
employee, committeesoperating in each company or plant. The
{ committee(s) operates the apprenticeship program, determines
the number of apprentices, recruits applicants, administers
tests, and accepts apprentices into the program.

In the construction industry, each trade has its own
separate joint apprenticeship committee (JAC) which consists
of representatives from the union and employers who hire
workers in that trade. The joint apprenticeship committee
interviews, tests, and accepts applicants for apprenticeship
openings in the trade. Accepted applicants are placed on the
JAC's waiting, or hiring list in the order of their merit
based on their qualifications and test scores, and employers
select new apprentices from the list. The JAC's also supervise
and evaluate apprentices' work experience, and certify them
as journey workers when the training is successfully
completed.

Apprenticeship involves the cooperation of employers,
unions, vocational education and other schools and govern-
ment. The Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training (BAT) is
an agency of the Employment and Training Administration,

U.S. Department of Labor. With 10 regional offices and field
representatives in every state, BAT carries out the provisions
of the National Apprenticeship Act which was passed in 1937

.o promote the furtherance of labor standards of apprentice-
ship. State Apprenticeship Agencies recognized by the U.S.
Department of Labor have been established in 29 states, the
District of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico.
Each of these State agencles obtains policvy guidance from
apprenticeship councils composed of employevr, labor, and
public representatives, Their work is carried on as an

()
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integral part of the national apprenticechip system in ccoperation
with the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training.

Appenticeship programs which meet the standards of thke De-
partment of Labor may be registered with the recognized State
Apprenticeship Agency or the Federal Bureau of Apprenticesghip
and Training. These apprenticeship standards sprecified im* 29
CFR 29 include icums such as the :atio of apprentices to journey
workers, the length of the apprenticeship training, the outline
of the work process in which the apprentice will be trained, the
wage ‘scale progression, the credit which the apprentice Yeceives
for particiggting in the program, and equality of accesg to and
opportunity in the appre~‘iceship program for all groups, .in=-
cluding minoritjes and women. In addition to registering ap-
prenticeship programs, BAT or a recognized State Apprenticeship
Agency encourages piivate enterprise to establish systematic
training ia skij}led occupations, and provide advisory services
in developing, installing, and administering apprenticeship and
allied traihing programs.

In summary, BAT works primarily in the priﬁate sector to
develop employment opportunities and training for individuals.
The skills developed and techniques used in promoting apprertice-
ship will be useful to CETA prime sponsers in developing other
types of training in private business.

L4

All of the above material was taken direc:ly from the

éggrenticesh{g and CETA Technical Assistance Guide. U.S. Depart-

ment of Labor, 1979. The following section describes apprentice-
ship programs in Maryland. This material is from DVTE's ."Ap-
prenticeship Related Instructional Program."

Maryland has long recognized planned apprenticeship prograns
as one of the most important methods of producing and maintaining
a competent and stable labor force particularly in the skilled

trades and crafts.

Such programs, sponsered by employers, empoyer associations,
or joint labor-management committees, consist of both on-the~job
tralning and related or classroom and laboratory experiences.

The Maryland Apprenticeship and Training Council is responsible
for establishing standards and/or approving and registering pro-
grams that meet such standards.

One of the basic standards of the national apprenticeship
program requires the provision for organized related and
'sypplemental instruction necessary to provide apprentices with
‘knowledge in technical subjects related to the trade. Under
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#09.12.22 Rules, Regulatinns, and Standards Relating to Maryland
Apprenticeship and Training Law, a "minimum of 144 hours for each

year of apprenticeship or the number of hours necessary to cover
related courses required by the program sponsor is recommended.’
Program sponsors, uuder the above Rules and Regulations, are en-
couraged "to use existing local public vocational school facil-

ities in fermulating and establishing courses of related instruction."

The Division of Vocational-Technical Education administers,
through local school systers and the community colleges, tne re-
lated technical instruction programs.

The State shares in the cost of training by providing a por-
tion of the instructional salaries, which most frequencly are
supplemented by the program sponsors. The Stite's proportion of
the total direct instructional costs continues to dwindle due
to the increasing costs resulting from inflation in salaries and

-difficulty in recruiting technically qualified instructors. Other
costs, such as textbooks, supplies, admin!stration, and on-the-
job placement and supervision are borne by the program sponsors,
and these costs usually far erceed the direct instructional costs.
Additional costs include the provision of related technical in-
struction for apprentices in less than class size groups and those
who are too "isolated" t» attend a class.

B. CETA.

A purpose of CETA is to provide training and employment op-
portunities to unemployed or underemployed persons who are econ-
cmically disadvataged and to increase the earned income of these
individuals and enhance their self-sufficiency. To do this,
prime sponsors are to coordinate their CETA programs with related
economic an. community development activities and self-employment
training programs. . .

The reenactment of ZETA in October 1978, amended the original
legislation to provide a balanced economic tool to counter both
structural and cyclical unemployment, but clearly the program is
aimed at raining and employing those persons who are jcbless for
lack of marketable skills.

Unlike cyclical unemployment, which usually tends to be tempor-
ary and short term, structural unemployment is far more persistent,
long term, and harder to correct. Accordingly, a principal focus
of the new CETA is to actively involve business and industry in
developing and implementing programs designed to provide training
and jobs for hard to employ persons. The emphasis in CETA has
shifted from federally-subsidiZzed public service employment to
unsubsidized jobs in the private sector.

Following is a brief description of each Title contained in
the reauthorization legislation. »

—~
¢
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Title I provides the auministrative and general provisions
which apply to all sections of the law.

nitle II of CETA provides for comprehensive employment
services to enable qualified low income persons to secure jobs
at their maximum capacity. Prime sponsers are given substaatial
flexibility in planning and may include such activities as »ut-
reach, counseling, orieatation, on-the~job training, work ex-
periences, classroom training and cypportive servies in their
program designs. Part D of Tit 11 provides transitional pub-
lic service jwbs and related tieining to the econom:cally dis-
advantaged. All of these activities may be coordinated with
N apprenticeship programs.

Title III provides for special Federal responsibilities
toward identified targeted groups to be met, and identifies re-
search and evaluation objectives.

Title IV provides for programs directed toward youth which
can also be examined closely to determine where ties with ap-
prenticeship programs may be effectuated. The program models
presented later in Chapter III may prcovide you with some insights
for planning local arrangements. This Title also continues the
Job Corps.

Title V ithorizes the National Commission for Employment
Policy which advises the President and Congress on national
employment and training issues.

Title VI provides cyclical public service employrment and
related training t¢ unemployed and low income individuals.

Title VIT is a major initiative of the law the establish-
ment of the Private Sector Initiative Program (PSIP), which is
intended to create a partnership between prime sponsers and
private business organizations. CETA sponsers will appoint a
Private Industry Council (FIC) to assist in meeting the goals
established for the private sector program.

Title VIII provides for the creation of the Young Adult
Conseyvation Corps which offers employment to youth in conser-

vation work on public lands.

The above material was taken directly from the Apprenticeship

and CETA Technical Assistance Guide, U. S. Department of Labor, 1979.

The foilowing section describes the use of CETA funds in Maryland.

In Public Law 95-524, Congress made provision for sup- .
plemental vocational education assistance in Section 204 of
Title II. With funds granted to the Govermor by the Labor
Department, the Vocational-Technical Division, Maryland State

15 -
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Department of Education, makes arrangements to provide needed
vocational education and services in aceas served by Prime
Sponsercs.

The vocational education services are provided to the
Balance of State and the other four Prime Sponsers as delineated
in arn agreement between the Maryland State Department of
Education and the Chairman of the State Manpower Services
Council.

A nonfinancial agreement is negotiated betweca the Vo-
cational-Technical Division, Maryland State Department of
Education and the five Prime Sponsers. The norfinancial
agreement outlines specific services to be provided to the
Prime Sponser by Vocational-Techrnical Education. One of the
services that is provided or arranged for by the Vocational-
Technical Division is institutional trairing. Institutional
training mav include occupational skili training, basic ed-
ucation, counseling, related instruction, and work experience.

The type of occupational training to be provided to
Balance of State residents is determined by a functional
Balance of State Planning Council aud Council Subcommittees.
The Council m-mbership is chosen to reflect the situations
and needs of the area and they have access to information on
leabor market supply and demand. This insures occupational
training that will most likely lead to employment of the par-
ticipants.

Institutional training can take one of two forms, either
class size or individual referral. If labor market demand is
not great enough to justify a full class project, the Prime
Sponser may elect to request Individual Referral training.

- -~ class size training, the CETA staff of the VJocational-
I .al Division, Maryland State Department of Education,
a.-anges for the training to be provided i accorlance with the
Prim® Sponser agreement by cont..cting appropriate approved
training agencies, such as, community colleges; boards of
education, nonpublic schools, nospitals, etc.'

l

The State Vocational Education staff works with the staff
of the training agency to prepare a budgat and course of study.
The training agency is reimbursed for the training costs by
the State Department of Education in accordance with rhe budget
and the approved project. The CETA staff of the Vocational
Division also arranges for institutional training with Prime
Sponser Title I funds when requested to do so by the Prime
Sponser.

The CETA Vocational-Technical Education staff arranges for
individual training when the designated Balance of State
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Employment Service Office notifies the Vocational Division
that they have a CETA client that needs training in a speci-
fic occupation. Ap agreement is made by the Vocational

Division with an approved training agency which can provide
the training needed by the participant to secure employment.

Copperative Education

Cooperative vocational education involves cooperative
arrangements between the school and emdcyers, enabling stu-
dents to receive vocational instruction In the school and on
the job through part-time employment. This instruction is
planned, organi.ed, and coordinated to assure that each com-
ponent contributes to the student's education and employabil-
ity. Cooperative education is provided in one of three major
formats. The formats are capstone, integrated, and diversified.

Capstone. The on-the-job component of the program is
subsequent to student completion of the in-school, skill
development component. Students are placed at training sites
which have potential to extend and refine the competencies
which were developed in the in-school component.

Integrated. The on-the-job component of ‘the program is
entered after some in-school skill development and the in-
school skill development component is maintained concurrent
with un-the-job experience. Students are placed at training
sites which have potential to complement the in-school com-

ponent.

Diversified. The major portion of skill development is
provided through on-the-job work experience. The in-school
‘component is concurrent with the on-the-job component and is
related to the occupational placement. The occupational
placements are targeted on employment opportunities for which
an in-school program does not exist.

Staffing Options

1. Teacher-Coordinator. A teacher~coordinator is re-
spousible for providing in-school vocational instruction and
coordinating on-the-job experience (integrated and diversified

programs) .

2. Coordindator. A coordinator is responsible for co-
ordinating on-the-job experience. Another teacher is responsi-
ble for the in-school vocational instruction component of the

program (capstone programs) .




24

Coordination. Adequate time is provided for coordination

of the on-the-job component. The number of hours of coordination

time per student is within the following standards:

Coordination Students
Hours Per Week Coordinated
5 1-15
10 16-30
15 31-45
20 46-60
25 61-75

Administration

1. A written training plan has been developed coopera-
tively by the teacher and employer for both the classroom and
on-the-job training. The training plan includes: a) length
of training, b) skills to be learned through on-the-job
trsining and work experience, and c¢) skills and knowledge to
be .aught in the classroom. The completed training plan is
mairtained in each cooperative student's folder.

2. Students receive appropriate compensation for work
performed as student learners.

3., The coordinator is required to visit students where
employed (at least four times per year) to observe the students
at work and ro confer with the employer.

4. A written evaluation of each student's on-the-job
troining is completed by the coordinator and employer for
each grading period.

5. Each student is covered by Aapplicable work permit
and/or student learner permit as requived by state and federal
labor laws. The cooperative cocrdinator makés every effort to
assist the employer in complying with labor laws as they apply
to minors in cooperative programs.

6. Each cooperative vocational education program pre-
vides on-the-job training that:

a. Is related to existing employment opportunities which
offer promotion and advancement.
b. Is related to the student's occupational objective.
c. Does noc displace other workers who can perform
such work.

7. Studente receive credit for the on-the-job segment,
as well . 3, the in-school segment of cooperative programs.

16
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Special Provisions for Cooperative Vocational Programs
Receiving a Supplemental Grant under Section 122, P.L. 94-482.

1. Funding pricrity consideration is given to those coun-
ties (including Baltimore City) experiencing relatively high
dropout rate and high youth unemployment.

2. Provision is made for participation of students from
nonprofit private schools in co-op programs (written evidence
that private school students were given due consideration).

The above information and the information below were both provided
by the Maryland Statc Department of Education, Division of Vocational-

Technical Education.

D. Industrial Training.

Maryland's Industrial Training Program grew out of a aeed
to stimulate the State's economy. It encourages new indus-
tries to locate here and' existing industries to consider ex-
panding in the State by offering training assistance.

The program ircludes financial suppo.t from the State of
Maryland to companies to establish training for the required
job skills. The goal is to create an internal training function
that will be self-sufficient when the State contract expires,
frequently at the end of one veir.

To accomplish this, Maryland provides support to the com-
pany in areas such as job/task analysis, instructor training,
curricvlum evaluation and development, program development, im-
plementation and program evaluation. Under the direction of a
Sctate Coordinator for Industrial Training, support is delivered
t' rough a network of regional field coordinators, a central
staff experienced in start-up training and participating loca:
education or private agencies. The entire program is headed
py a coordirating council composed of representatives from
the State Department of Education, Empioyment Security Admin-
istration, Department of Economic and Community Development
and State Board for Community Colleges.

Since its inception in 1969, 7,220 people in forty-two
companies have been trained under the program. Through ex-
pansions these jobs have resulted in over 20,225 new jobs for
Marylanders.

The State of Maryland and its counties have ga ned sub-
stantia., benefits through increased tax revenues and economic
expansion in areas of high unemp loyment .
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Program Impact

The foregoing material shows that the four alternative delivery
systems differ substantially in their sources of funcing, program
goals, populations served, and overall educational philosophy. The present
studv assesses the differential impact of the delivery systems on
program participants. The aim of the study was to see if participants
in the differeat programs differed in terms of satisfaction with their
program and in terms of employers' ratings of the job performance of
program graduates. Also, the effect of demographic and personality
characteristics on satisfaction and performance ratings was examined.

In the interest of integrating this study with the previous study
of quality indicators, the results of the study are discussed in the
context of differences among programs on the kinds of program quality
indicators each Stresses. That is, the differences in satisfaction
and performance ratings that are found may be due to the types of
quality indicators each delivery system finds important. Discussion
of the issue is frankly speculative and interpretive, but lays a
groundwort or future research.

Finally, based on the results of the study, reccmmendations for
each (elivery svstem are t..de.

Survey Instruments

Two survey instrumerts were created specifically for this study:
a trainee/worker surééy form and an employer/supervisor rating form.
These two forms can be found in Appendix B. The worker survey form
was designed tu assess two types of information-~demographic and

personality characteristics of the worker, and his or her satisfaction

L&
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with training receivec from the alternative vocational education
delivery system. The nature of the demographic and personality
variables, the procedures for scoring these variables, &nd the
rationale behind their use are described in Part A of the Results
section.

The supervisor rating forms provide five dimensions on which
job performance can be assessed. These five dimensions were de-
rived from a Maryland State Department of Education Employer
Follow-Up Questionnaire (see Appendix A). The first dimension,

knowledge of job duties, condensed items Al, A2, and A3 from the

older form. The second dimensioi, quickness in learning new job
skills, condenses items Bl, B2, and B3 from the older form. The

third dimension, work attitude, attendance, and dependability,

condenses items Cl, C4, and C5 frbm the older form. The fourth

dimension, ability to get along with cthers, condenses items C2

and C3 from the older form. The first two dimensions cover the
worker's intellectual/technical ability; the latter two cover
emotional/interpersonal competence. Workers could be rated on a
scale from 1 (ddes not meet job requirements) to 5 (exceeds job
requirements). Finally, a fifth dimension, adapted from part D
of the old form, allowed an overall assessment of training prepared-
ness (1 = poorly prepared; 2 = well prepared; 3 = exceptionally
prepared).

Information gathered from these twc survey instruments proviues
a means of assessing the impact of three factors--vocational program
type, demographic background, and personality--on two outcome cat-
egories: trainee satisfaction and employer ratings of job per-

formance. Thus, these instruments allowed a comparison of the
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effectiveness of different delivery systems for vocational edu-
cation, where effectiveness is defined as satisfaction and rétings
of job performance. Moreover, the moderating influenc of sex,
race, activity preference, and other demographic and personality
variables on the effectiveness of each delivery system can be ex-
amined. Although the situation is not a cor..olled experiment,
multivariate statistics allow for a comparison of the relative
effects of program type, demographics, and personality on satis-
faction and performance.

Because these two survey instruments are new, their reliability
and validity are as yet untested--though <he vlder employer ratings
form was found to have excellent reliability. Results of the stuay
should therefore be interpreted with caution.

Population Sampl<

With the help of several program administratorsB, representative
sample programs were identified, Immediate program directors/co-
ordinators were contacced and initially 10 programs agreed to parti-
cipate in the survey: 3 Apprenticeship programs, 2 CETA programs,

2 Cooperative Education programs, and 3 Industrial Training programs.
Forty trainee/worker and employer/supervisor rating forms were pre-
pared and distributed. Because individuals in Apprenticeship and

Industrial Training programs coald not be cxpected to stop work to

3The following individuals were primarily responsible for identi-
fying sample populations and are to be thanked: Georgia Duffee,
Apprenticeship; Joe Olenski, CETA; George Gabriel, Cooperative
Education; and Dave Webster, Industrial Training. Nancy Pinson
was instrumental in contacting these individuals, and many others
helped at various stages along the way. Hopefully, their names
are all included in the acknowledgements section of this report.
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complete the surveys as a group, these people answered the surveys
privately and mailed the survey forms directly back to the rrinci-
pal investigator. Supervisors were briefed on the use of the rating
form; the forms were mailed in when completed.

Fror the originai sample, 1 Apprenticeship, 1 CETA, and 2
Industrial Training programs changed their minds about participating,
or vthervise failed to return the survey materials. Attrition in
mail-backs resulted in the following number of useable surveys
(the first number in the varentheses is the number of trainee/worker
forms; the second is the number of supervisor rating forms):
Apprenticeship (52, 77), CETA {30, 30), Cooperative Education (47, 52),
and Industrial Training (26, 40).

The sample sizes are admittedly small; as such, no claims can
be made about generalizing the results of this study tc all voca-
tional programs. Nonetheless, the particular programs sampled are
renresentative in the sense that the program administrators rezarded
these progrems as 'typical." Also, the sample sizes are large enough
by most standards to employ both descriptive and inferential sta-
tistics. Clearly, caution is required concerning the generalizability
of the study, but there is certainly no deliberate sampling bias that
would slant the results.

Analyses

Statistical analyses were performed to answer three general questions:

1. Do program participants differ in terms of demographic and
personality characteristics?

2. Do program participants differ in terms of job performance

ratings and worker satisfaction?
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3. What factors account £~z differences in job performance

ratings and worker satisfaction?
Results

.

A. Group differences in demographic and persorality characteristics.

The composition of the four program types were first examined
for differences in age, sEi, race, education, and father's socio-
economic status. Table 2 summarizes these differences.

The statistics in Table 2 show that, compared to the total
sample, the apprenticeship participants are about average in age,
predominantly white and male, generally better educated, and are
from homes of relatively high socioeconomic status. The all-female
CETA sample is average in age, mostly black, slightly less educated,
and are from relatively poo; families. The cooperative education
participants are younger than the others, mostly white, split 50-50
on sex, and are about average in SES. Participants from industrial
training are older than the others, mostly white, are the best
educated, and are from .he highest SES backgrounds. These
differences--and other personaiity differences discussed below--are
iméortant for u;derstanding differences in job performance ratings
and satisfaction. Because the four types of programs uiffer in
demographic characteristics, the effect of these variables must
be controlled when examining the effect of the delivery system per
se on job performance ratings and satisfaction of the worker.

Next, the samples were examined for personality differences.
Time cons:raints prevented the ~dministration of standard, vali-
dated personality inventories. The personality items used in the

present survev form represent attempts to assess theoretically

22
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. Tiable 2 Demogranhic Characteristics
Age? Pace’ Sex’ Educationd Father's
Program _N Range Mean Nonwhite White Male Female Flm HS Coll SES®
Appr'ship 52 16-35 23.3 16% 84% 90% 10%  yJ % 96% 23% 3.8
CETA 30 18-33 23.9 83 17 0 100 100 70 O 3.1
Coop. Ld. 47 16-19 17.1 9 91 50 50 100 100 2 3.4
Ind. Tr'ing 26 16-56 29.1 8 92 62 38 100 95 38 3.9
TOTAL 155 16-56 22.5 26% 4% 56% 44%  99% 927% 13% 3.6

8pge in years. Analysis of variance showed F(3,151) = 34.89; p less thau
.0001, indicating significant differences among groups.

brace as percent of that sample. Chi-square with 12 degrees of freedonm =
§1.47; p less than .0001, indicating significant differences among groups
when all categories of race are considered. Breakdown on nonwhite raw
frequencies are as follows: apprenticeship, 6 Black, 1 Asian, 1 American
Indian; CETA, 24 Black, 1 Spanish; cooperative education, 2 Black, 2
American Indian; industrial training, 2 Black.

Csex as percent of that sample. Chi-square with 3 degrees of freedom =
63.24; p less than .0001, indicating significant differences among groups.
According to administrative sources and statewide statistics, sex ratios
are representative of each population except the CETA program. This
al.-female class were training to become secretaries and receptionists.

dPercentage of each sample with elementary school, high school, and col-
lege education. When elementary school is assigned a value of "1", high
school, "2", and college, "3", mean scores for apprenticeship, CETA,
cooperative education, and industrial training programs are 2.2, 1.7,
2.0, and 2.4, respectively. The F value with (3,150) degrees of freedom
is 15.30; p iess than .0001), indicating significant differences among
groups.

eFather's occupaiions vere coded for SES using Holland's (1973) codes
for educational level. Levels 5 and 6 mean college training 1s neces-
sary (e.g., mechanical engineer). Levels 3 and 4 mean high school and
some college, technical, or business training is needed (e.g., electri-
cian). Levels 1 and 2 mean that an occupation requires only elementary
school training cr no special training at all (e.g., janitor). Anal-
ysis of variance on these scores showed an F (3,125) of 5.00; p less
than .01, indicating significant differences among groups.

~
(V)
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significant variables in the personality theory literature. However,
the items used in this study hive not been pretested for reliability
and validity; hence, these results should be interpreted with the great-
est caution.

The personality scores in this study were generated in the fol-
lowing manner. Holland's (1975) vocational personality types were
estimated in two ways. Each subject's ideal occupation was coded
with Holland's occupation finder for its resemblgmce to the Realis-

P
tic, Investigative, Artistic, Sociel, Enterprising, and Conventional
types. A description of the personality characteristics of these
types is available in Holland's 1973 book; for here, a thumbnail
sketch of each type will suffice. Realistic types are asocial,
literal-minded, masculine; Investigative types are curious, analyti-
cal, introverted; Artistic types are imaginative, complicated, dis-
orderly; Social types are friendly, cooperative, outgoing; Enter-
prising types are ambitious, exhibitionistic, dominant; and Con-
ventional types are orderly, controlled, conservative,.

Each individual received six scores based on their ideal occupa-
tion, which had been coded with Holland's occupational finder. A "6"
was assigned to the predominant type, a "5 +o the second most salient
type, a "4" to the third most salient type, and scores of "1" to the
remaining types. For example, if a person's ideal job was electrician
(RIS type in Holland's coding system), that person received a Realilstic
score of "6", Investigative score of "5'", Social score of "4", and a

"]" for the remaining three scores.

Holland types were also estimated by asking people to rate how

much they liked the following activies: operating machinces (R),
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doing science (I), creating art (A), helping people (S), beirng iv
charge (E), and being organized (C). People placed a "3 next to
activities they eanjoyed, a "2" next to activities they felt ingif-
ferent toward, and a "1" next to activities they disliked. Thus,
six additional scale scores were generated for estimating each
person's resemblance to the Holland types.

Several other types of vocation-personality variahles were
measured. The job éhe person was presently training for was coded
according to its Holland type and this profile was compared to the
ideal job profile and activity preference profile. By Bubtracting
the corresponding 6 scale scores, squaring the results; and adding
chem together, "difference scores' (see Cronbach & Gleser, 1953)
were created, showing the degree of fit between the job for which
the individual was preparing and his/her ideal job and activity
preferences. High scores on these two scales would indicate a
large discrepency between career aspirations and actual job for which the
person was training or between activity preferences and job for which
the person was training. The first score is therefore called "real-
ideal job discrepency,' and the second, "job-activity preference
discrepency."

Next, the status (educational level from Holland's occupation
finder) of the ideal job was suhtracted from the status of the job
for which the person was preparing. This creates an index of status
satisfaction and realism, wherein a high score would mean that the
person's status aspirations did not exceed their present training.
This could be interpreted as lack of ambition, but alternatively as
possession of realistic aspirations, goo¢ adjustment, and general

satisfaction.
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Maturity/differentiation of vocational interests was estimated

by computing a standard deviation score for each individcal on his/her

_activity preferences. Holland has found that highly differentiated

individuals (those who clearly prefer some activities to others) have
s more integrated, stable vocational identity, and tend to be more
satisfied with their career decision-making.

Academic motivation was estimated by asking the individual how
much he or she liked school, on a scale of 1 (not at all) to & (a

lot). Gough (1975) has shown that liking school is generally a

. powerful predictor of success in many spheres of lif=a.

Socialization (one's respect for rules and authority) was es-
timated by asking the individual how often he or she got into
trouble growing up. Responses could range fron 1 (not at all) to
4 (all the time). Because of the direction of scoring for this item,
the scale is labeled "Socialization Problems.'" Again, Gough has
shown that behavior problems with authority while growing up indicate
a personality disposition that affects a person throughout his or
her life.

Table 3 summarizes differences among the sample groups with
respect to these personality variables. The table shows that the
four delivery system samples differ along several personality di-
mensions. For example, the cooperative education sample showed
a far greater discrepency between ideal job and actual job for
which they were training and between the status levels of the two
3sobs, They were also much lower in academic motivation and were
much higher ir socialization problems than the other groups. The

existence of such group differences in personality demands that
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Table 3 Personality Characteristics

-

Program ; Holland Txpgsa Real-Ideal, Status | Vocata Acad. e Social.
R I A S E C Congruence Realism Diff." Motiv. Problems”
- 1. 2 1 2z 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
Appr'ship 4.3 2.4 3.2 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.9 2.7 3.9 2.6 1.8 2.7 41,7 27.4 - .27 12.43 2.96 2.20
CETA 1.2 2.8 2.3 1.8 2.1 2.4 3.9 2.9 3.7 2.2 4.8 2.8 38.6 27.6 .00 12.79  3.20 2.23
Coop. Ea. 3.2 2.4 3.2 1.7 2.3 2.2 3.7 .7 2.42.33.12.7 47.326.3 -1.17 11.68 2.30 2.50
Ind. Tr'ing 3.9 2.5 4.3 2.2 1.8 2.2 2.7 2.9 3.4 2.7 2.9 2.8 41.6 26.8 - .71 13.39 3.3l 1.92
TOTAL 3.2 2.5 3.2 1.9 2.0 2.2 3.3 2.8 3.3 2.4 2.9 2.8 42.6 27.0 - .59 12.43  2.87 2.25
.

3

\

\
3Mean “scores under column 1 are based on salience cf types in Holland code for ideal job. Individual scores
could range from 1 to 6. Mean scores under column 2 are based on activity prcferences{ and could range from
1 to 3 for an individuel. F tests showed significant differences among groups for the following variables:
Realistic (!); Invesiigative (1); Social (1); Enterprising (1) and (2); Conventional (1) (p less than .05
in all cases). ‘

bMean scores under column 1 are based on the difference between Holland profiles for ideal job and job
training for; under column 2 on the difference between activity preferences and job training for. Individuel
scores were computed by Cronbach & Gleser's (1953) method: higher scores indicate greater differences be-
tween the profiles. F tests showed no significant differences among groups on either measure.

®Mean scores for status realism are based on the difference between the education required for an indi-
vidual's present job (job training for) and the education required for an individual's ideal job. A positive
number indicates that individuals' aspirations are no higher than the jobs they are pursuing; a negative .
numl ~~ indicates that aspirations exceed the present jobs they are pursuing. An F tes: showed significant
differences among groups (p less than .02).

dMean scares for vocational differentiation are based on the standard deviatior of rotings for activity
preferences. A larger number means higher differentiation of interests. An F test showed no significant
differences among groups.

eAn.E test showed significant differences among groups on mean Scores for academic motivation (p less than
.001).

fAn F test showed no significant differences among groups on mean Scores for socialization problems.
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these characteristics be taken into account when examining program
outcomes in terms of job performance ratings and worker satisfaction.

B. Group differences in job performance ratings and worker satisfaction.

Two overall measures of the success of the different training pro-
grams are (a) the respondénts' satisfaction with their job training and
(b) employer ratings of their job performance. Satisfaction was assessed
in three ways: (1) rating from 1 (very unhappy) to 4 (very happy)
satisfaction with the training ﬁ gram; (2) tating from 1 (no way) to
4 (yes, definiteliy) a willingness to return for further training; and

(3) whether spontaneous comments were highly critical (scored "1"),

neutral (scored "2"), or highly laudatory (scored "3").
-

—
Supervisors rated workers f(?m 1 (poor) *to 5 (excellent) on

(1) knowlecze of job duties; (2) ability to learn quickly; (3) work
attitude, attendance, and dependability; and (4) ability to get along
with others. Supervisors also rated trainees on a scale from I to 3
on overall work performance.

Altogether then, there were three measures of worker satisfaction
and five measures of job performance. Table 4 shows the relationships
among these outcome measures.

Table 4 Intercorrelations of Outcomes

Worker's Reactions Supervisors' Ratings

Satis- Willing Spont. Know-  Quick~ Attitude Inter- Overall
faction to Return Comment ledge ness personal

Satisfaction 1.00,,

Return 61, 1.00,4
Comments .63 .67 1.00

Knowledge .03 A5 - .28* 1.00,,

Quickness .02 .12 - .24, 76,5 10044

Attitude .05 .18 - .32 720 e 72, 1.00,4,

Interpersonal .04 .03 - .17, 62, 62,4 755k 1.00,,

Overall - .07 .25 - .31 . 64 .58 .57 .51 1.00

* p less than .0l; ** p lesc than .001. N = 154 for all worker reaction cor-
relations except with comments (N=91). For supervis{r ratings, N = 199.

20
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Table 4 indicates that the ~hree measures of worker satisfaction
are highly interrelated, and that the five supervisor ratings are also
highly interrelated. But, these .wo clusters of outcome variahles are
relatively independent of each other. This means that whether a worker was
highly satisfied with his/her training or highly dissatisfied with the
training, these program training ratings were not reflected in the super-
visors' ratings ot job performance.

Table 5 shows differences between groups on the abcve outcome measures.
For comparison, supervisor ratings obtained from the archival vocational
education student data are included, although these scores are not strictly
comparable (see Appendices A and B).

Table 5 Group Differences in Outcomes

Veriable Appr'ship CETA  Coop. Ed. Ind. Tr'ing VocEd®  F-test

Worker Reactions (N=52) (N=30) (N=4/) (N=26)
Satisfaction 2.83 3.63 3.09 3.27 B.92%*
Return 3.01 3.83 3.32 3.69 9,73%*
Comments 1.93 2.92 2.81 2.38 12.76%%

Supervisor Ratings (N=77) (N=30) (N=52) (N=40) (N=823)
Knowledge 3.81 3.00 2.96 3.15 3.67 11.02%%
Quickness 3.77 3.03 3.19 3.83 1.97 7.59*%
Attitude 3.74 2.83 3.25 3.53 4.10 7.41%
Interpersonal 3.70 3.30 3.31 3.50 4.03 3.19
Overall 2.27 1.87 1.77 1.98 2.36 8,22%%

*n less than .001; *=p less than .000l.
€aot included in analysis of variance.

The F-test statistics in Table 5 show significant differences among
groups on nearly all of the outcome variables. The question remains, how-
ever, are these differences due to program characteristics per se, or to
differences in the demographic and personality characteristics of those

electing such programs?
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Several procedures were used to get at the '"cause" of differences
in program satisfaction and job performance ratings. The first pro-
cedure, and 2nalysis of covariance, assesses the effect of a major
variable of interest (here, type of delivery system) on the outcomes
(satisfactior.,, performance ratings), after removing . he effects of
several covariates (e.g., demograp ic and personality variables). Two
such analyses of covariance were performed, onc using demographics as
covariates, and the other using personality variables as covariates.
Table 6 presents all cases where either the type-of delivery system or
a covariate accounted for significant differences in the osutcome var-
iables.

Table 6 Effects of Program Type witﬁ Demographic and Personality Covariates
Demographic Analysis

Variable to be Explained Variables with Significant Effects (p less than .0l)

Worker Reactions

Satisfaction none
Return Program type
Comments Program type

Supervisor Ratings

Knowledge Race, Program type
Quickness Race, Program type
Attitude none

Interpersonal Education

Overall Race, Program type

Persconality Analysis

Variable to be Explained Variables with Significant Effeczts (p lese than .0l)

Worker Reactions

Satisfaction none
Return Program type
Comments Program type

Supervisor Ratings

Knowliedge Program type

Quickness Artistic interests, Program type
Attitude Program type

Interpersonal none

Overall Program type
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It appears from lable 6 that type of program (i.e., delivery system)
has a consigient effec. across both satisfaction and performance variables,
but that race, education, and vocational interests affect only the per-
formance outcomes.

A second method for comparing the coatribution of program type versus
other variables is a regular multiple-factor analysis of variance. Because
sex and race are two important potential confounds of program effect, eight
4 X 2 3 2 (Program X Sex X Ra¢.) analyses of variance were performed, one
for each outcome. The results, presented in Table 7, again show that type
of program consistently affects most outcomes, but race affects only two
performance thcomes (knowledge and overall performance). Sex affects only
one outcome ylearning speed).

Table 7 Program X Sex X Race Analyses of Vagiance

F-tests for Main Effects
Variable tv be.Explained Program Sex Race

Wo ker Reactions

Satisfaction 2.60* 2.10 1.75
Return 5.57%% 1,08 2.6l
Comments 5.97 .07 1.07

*p less than .05

x%
Supervisor Ratinge R less than .0l

Knowledge 6.74%%% .00 15.18%xx ***R less than .00l
Quickness 7.15%k% 4 42%*% 31

Attitude 2.64 .00 3.85

Tnierpersonal 1.55 .03 1.45

Overall 7.94%%*% 00 9.98%*

Finally, if there are genuine race or sex effects independent of
program type, there should be race or sex differences on the outcome

variables within each program type. T-tests between males end females

and between whites and non-whites were computed for each outcome measure.
Table 8 lists all cases where one group outscored another. With one
exception, all race and sex differences are found in the apprenticeship

progran. Nonwhites in this program are more satisfied, but whites received

32
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Table 8 T-tests for Sex and Race Differences

Race Dirferences: Group scoring highera

Variable Appr'ship CETA  Coop. Ed. Ind. Tr'ing
Worker Reactions
Satisfaction Black® = ——eee e e
Return Blackk** ——— m———— me——
Comments ———— e mm—ee e

Supervisor Ratings

Knowledge White®** el oo oo

Quickness White*** White* ——m=- = ———e

Attitude White*®k e oo ——— eee—-

Interpersonal = ——=-- ————— m———— e———

Overall White®X*  cocce —coee e

Sex Differences: Group scoring higher

Variable Appr'ship CETA Coop. Ed. Ind. Tr'ing
Worker Reactions

Satisfaction —— mm——— ——— ———

Return FemaleX  ——e—e —e—ea ————

Comments 0 ==-=-- ————— emme- e

Supervisor Ratings

Knowledge ——— mme—e mmmee s
Quickness ——— ———— ———— ———
Attitude =00l —ee=—e ———— —m——— m———
Interpersonal = 0o——=== = o-——- ——— e
Overall @ mmmme mmmem mmeee e

*p less than .05; **p less than .0l; ***p less than .001.

Arglack” actually refers to all ronwhite respondents, though Blacks make
up a majority of the nonwhite portion of the sample (see Table 2).

higher performance ratings. It appears, then, that if race and sex
affect satisfaction and performance, this effect is limited to apprentice-
ship trhining (sex differences in CETA rema’: unexplored, however, because
all of the CETA respondents inm this study were female).

In summary, the group differences in out-omes, noted back ¥n Table 5,
appear to be a genuine function of program type, and not an artifact of /

/
~ {
demographic or personality differences. The data in Table 5 can now be
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interpreted in terms of program effectiveness.
With regard to the three measures of satisfac+ion (rated satisfaction,
willingness to return, and spontaneous positive comments), the CETA group
scored consistently highest, followed by industrial training, cooperative

educatZon, and apprenticeship. Several examples of spontaneous conments

demonstrate these group differences.
From CETA respondents:

The training program has made me better myself and to know
more about what I want out of life.

I think that the program is great! I only wish that i.
could go on forever, and that this type of training could be
available for everyone who has missed out on opportunities
as I have.

From industrial training respondents-’

Training seminars for people r"ith average oY less education

are very beneficial tn the person and the company fer which he

works.

It is mv feeling that these classes would be a help to
anyone who has the chance to take them.

I wish they had classes for training in group leadership.
I enjoy my job very much. I get a lot of self satisfaction
from my job. The days never seem long enough sometimes.
From cooperative education respondents:

I feel that the co-op program has helped me not orly
financially but also thru school. Without the co-op
program I would have never made it.

The program has helped my attendence a lot.

From apprenticeship respondents:

[here should be more demonstrations of materiails, tools,
and anyching that has to do with it.

The program througia the first 3 years was a review of
material covered in the first year of vocational school.

' k They should have shop classes set up s0 yOu could see how
something actually works instead nf_just reading about it.

ERIC 34
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Turning to the performance ratings, there is a surprising re-
versal. The apprenticeship sample, which gave the most complaints
and lowest ratings of satisfaction, received the highest ratings for
performance. Workers in the industrial training setting received the
next highast ratings, and CETA and cooperative education workers re-
received the lowest ratings. It agpears that the most disadvantaged
group—-CETA~-feel fortunate to have the opportunity to receiQe job
training, and therefore report the highest level of satisfaction;
however, their lack of skills shows up in the low supervisor ratings.
It should be pointed out that these CETA workers had not completed
their training when they were rated and therefore may have shown
some improvement later. Nonetheless, the supervisors were instructed
to take that into account, and still gave relatively low ratings.

Given the fact that CETA workers enormously appreciate their training,

and only a small group was sampled in the middle of their training,

final judgment about CETA program effectiveness should be reserved
for larger-scale studies.

The lack of congruence between apprenticeship satisfaction and
job performance ratings can be explained by looking at their spontan-
eous comments and by refering to Holland's (1973) theory of vocational
interests. Many apprenticeship workers complained that they were being
treated like schoolchildren rather than like adults, that there should
be more hands-on experience in the classroom, and that the classtoom
component of their training was generally irrelevant. A look at this
group's liolland code shows that they are predominantly Realistic, and
score higher on chis dimension than any other group. Holland notes

that Realistic types enjoy activities involving physical manipulation
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with concrete results, and have little patience for abstract "book-
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learning." Gfven this group's supervisor ratings, which show a high
level of work competence, it 1s understandable that these workers

are dissatisfied with their classroom work.

C. Accounting for differences in performance and satisfaction.

‘the previous two sections demonstrate genuine group differences
in performance ratings and satisfaction, over and above social-demo-
graphic and personality factors. Two questions remain, however.
First, what is it about these delivery systems that accounts for
differences in outcomes? A full answer to that guestion would re-
?uire an empirical comparisor of the features and components of each
délivery system. Since that data is not available, we can only
’gnalyze the program descriptcrs presented in the beginning of this
report and assume that the present samples are following uniform
program standards or guidelines of operation. This analysis, which
is presented in the next section of the report, will be guided by
the framework of quaility indicators, discussed in the previous
report.

The present Section addresses a second question: to what extent
do demographic and personality factors affect satisfaction and per-
formance ratings across different training settings? These influences
may not be as powerful as the type of training program, but given that
data is available, and that this question is seldom addressed in edu-
cation, the effects of demographics and personality will be examined,

Table 9 shows the relationship between demographic characteristics

and prograr outcome varlables.




Table 9 Demographics and Outcomes

Qutcome Variable Age Education  SES Sex®
Worker Reactions
Satisfaction .18% -.19% -.13 «32%%%
Return .05 -.12 =, 17%  ,29%%%
Comments « 23%% =.24% -.17 o 37%%%

Supervisor Ratings

Knowledge J17% J26%%k%k 06 =-,19%
Quickness L21%% J31%k%k%x 03 =, 20%%
Attitude .07 S33%k%k 14 -, 22%%
Interpersonal .18% J25%k% (00 -,13
Overall .15% J25%%k%x 12 - ]7%

*p less than .05; **p less than .0l; ***p less than .00l
3Scored 1 = male; 2 = female

bScored 1 = nom: 23 2 = yhite

Table 9 shows that worker satisfaction tends to be higher for those
who are older, are not highly educated, are from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds, are female, and who are black. This pattern was undoubtedly
influenced by the all-female, predominantly black, disadvantaged CETA
sample. Nonetheless, the correlations in Table 9 include all five
samples (over 150 persons) and therefore represent general demogrephic
effects across delivery systems. In general, jt would appear that
underpriveleged groups and minorities--blacks, women, the poor, the

uneducated, and older workers--tend to appreciate their training the

most.

The relationships between demographics and job performance ratings
show contrasts to the patterns presented above. The only similar pattern

is between age &and performance ratings, with older workers Teceiving

Jhigher ratings. This points to importance of experience.

were also associated with more education, being male, and being white.

Race

-, 28%k%
-, 31 kK%
-.33%%k%

. 30% %%
. 34xkk
.30***
.13

L23%%

Higher ratings
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This pattern cf relationships suggests that, although underpriveleged
grcaps and minorities are more satisfied with their training, their
lack of opportunities and underpriveleged status also leads to lower
ratings of job performance. Further research is needed to determine
whether these underpriveleged groups actually demonstrate lower levels
of job performance, or whether their supervisors showed biases in the

performance ratings. Objective, valid measures of job performance are

needed to answer that question.

The relationships between demographics and performance ratings,
though statistically significant, are of relatively small magnitude.
The relationships between personality variables and outcome variables,
presented in Table 10, are even weaker.

Thiee findings in Table 10 merit discussion. First, people who
reported that they enjoyed school growing up (were academically moti-
vated) reported higher degrees of satisfaction with their training
programs. Evidently, there are enrough similarities between public
schools and training programs sucn that people who felt comfortable
in the former feel comfortable with the latter.

Second, there is a consistent but negative relationship between
reports of getting into trouble growing up with both satisfaction and
performance. This indicates that a personality disposition Gough (1975)

calls socialization may affect a range of relationships with authority

figures, including relationships with parents and teachers in child-
hood and relationships with supervisors in adulthood. One supervisor
commented on the importance of the work attitude and ability to get

along with others items on the supervisor rating sheet., He said that

thoge areas cause more trouble than lack of technical knowledge and skills.

ERIC I8




Table 10 Personality and Outcomes

Outcome Variable Real-Ideal

Holland Typesa Congruence  Status Vocat Acad. eSocial. £
1 2 Realism‘Diff.° Motiv. Problems

R 1 A S E C

Worker Reactions
Satisfaction .09 .05 -.08 .10 .00 .06 -.12 <. 17% W 24% .05 J24%%kk — 15%
Return .04 -.01 -.05 .12 .07 .13 -.07 =-.13 .16 .07 L20%% -, 14%
Comments 14 -.01 .01 .06 -.18% .12 -.03 -.06 .24 -.02 -.02 .04

Supervisor Ratings
Knowledge -.01 .08 -.07 .11 .16% L27*k%- 10 -.10 .18 .16* .02 -.14*

Quickness .02 .09 ~-.17*% .09 A2 L25%kk%~ 12 -,09 ~.02 11 .08 -.12
Attitude -.12 JA5%  =,12 .08 .03 LAl =13 .04 .10 .02 .00 -.10
Interpersonal -.01 .08 , -.08 .16* .03 L20%% - .02 ~-.03 .07 .09 .04 -.19%
Overall -.08 A1 ~-,06 . 16% L14% ek -, 12 .01 .12 .12 .07 -.18

o
o

*p less than .05; **p less than .0l; ***p less than .00l

8Ho1land types estimated from activity preferences.

bColumn 1 based on congruence between Holland profiles for ideal job and job training for; column 2
based on congruence between activity preferences and job training for (see fodtnote b in Table 3,

page 35, for a fuller explanation. Direction of scoring in the present table is such that a positive
correlation means that higher congruence is associated with higher satisfaction or performance ratings,

Cgee footnote ¢ in Table 3, page 35, for a complete explanation.
dSee footnote d in Table 3, page 35, for a complete explanation.
€see footnote e in Table 3, page 35, for a compiete explanation,

fSee footnote f in Teble 3, page 35, for a complete explanation.
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Table 5 shows that all four nontraditional vocational groups scored

lower on these two dimensions than the archival vocational high

school sample, indicating that perhaps more attention should be

paid to social-interpersonal development in nontraditional programs.
Finally, Artistic interests tend to have a negative relationship

with outcomes, and Co;ventional interests have significant, positive

relationships with job performance ratings. This replicates an

earlier finding (Johmson & Hogan, 1981), showing that for a Realistic

occupatior, .he impulsive, disorganized tendencies of the Artistic
type hinder effective job performance, while the organized, controlled
tendencies of the Conventional type facilitate job performance.

One last note on the eifects of personality and demographic
characteristics on outcomes concerns the magnitude of the relation-
ships described above. In short, while they are small, they are sig-
nificant andvmeaningful. Many of the variables are assessed with
only one item, which inherently leads to icasurement error, restricted
variarce, and attenuation of genuine relationships. The fact that
any significant relationships were found bétween personality variables
and outcomes indicates that they are real effects. 1f longer,
standardized measures had been used, the magnitude of these relationships

would certainly have been larger. Of course, only future research can

evaluate that assertion.
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Program Characteristics and Outcomes: Ties to the Quality Indicator Study

A comparison of outcome variables (satisfaction, performance ratings)
in the present study shows that apprenticeship workers have the high-
est performance ratings but the lowest satisfaction, industrial train-
ing workers have the second highest satisfaction and performance ratings,
cooperative education workers are second highest in the number of Dosi-
tive comments, and CETA workers have the highest level of satisfaction.
Apparently, differences in program structure between delivery systems
lead to differences in outcome variables. Speculation on the program
characteristics responsible for the differences in outcomes is
presentzd below.

An interpretive resume of preogram descriptions (see Table 11) shows
which quality indicators each delivery system stresses: (1) Appren-
ticeship programs stress a professionally-oriented staff and genuine,
hands-on work experience; (2) CETA programs stress outreach, supportive
services, and placement; (3) Coopetrative education sfresses career plan-
ning, record-keeping, and work experience; and (4) Industrial training
stresses professionally-oriented staff and curriculum relevancy.

The fact that apprenticeship aad industrial training participants
received the highest performance ratings can be attributed to the em-
phasis their programs place on relevant work experience under profes-
sionals in the field. The L 2h level of satisfaction in CETA workers
can be explained by the support.ve, helping orientation of CETA operat-
ing procedures. The positive comments from the cooperative educatiou
stud nts indicates that these individuals enjoy their work exper.ence.
Table 'l charts the hypothesized relationships between program character-

istics and outcomes.




Delivery\System

Vacational High School

Apprenticeship

CETA

Cooperative Education

Industrial Training

Table 11:

Delivery Systems, Quality Indicators, and Outcomes

Quality Indicators Qutcomes

Active Advisory Council

Professionally Involved Staff
Organiked Counseling System
Competency-based Curriculum
Placement Services

Professional Staff
Work Experience

Supportive Services
Placement

Work Experience
Career Planning

Professional Staff \\\\\\

Curriculum Relevancy JOB PERFOREANCE

LY

SATISFACTION
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The importance of genuire haﬁds-on work experience under the
supervisicr of professionals in the field seems to be a recurrent
theme underlying program success. However, junding from some of
the participants' comments, classroom work was not aiways well-
integrated with work experience. The classroom component was some-
times regarded ac irrelevant and as a waste of time. Perhaps class-
room teachers should work more closely with professionals in the
fiel. in order to gring to the classroom mo;e relevant knowledge.
The original qua?ity indicator stuéy, which showed that the prescnce

of an active advisory council is one of the most important quality

indicators, supports the idea that teachers should consult as much
as possible with those who have first-hand knuowledge of what actually
goes on in the €ield,

A second zhortcoming of the four alternative delivery systems is
their lack cf an organized counseling system, not just for vocational
couriseling, bu - -erpersonal and personal couns€ling as well. Table
5 showe that rupervvisors' ratings of work attitude and interpersonal
effectiveness are far higher for vocational high school students than
fo- any of tbe four alteraative delivery systems. This supports tle
need fo. special provisions for personal and interpersonal development.
In fact, some of the spontanec .8 comments indicated that program par-
ticipants would like to have available these k}nds of services.

The above comments on program characteristics are somewhat im-
pressionistic and speculative, but, to the .xtent that they are
reasonable inferences, lead to some recommendations.

Implications and Recommendations

Amidst all the details presented in this report, one shouldn't

14
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lose sight of one important finding: the four alternative delivery
systems appear to be quite successful, on the whole. On a scale from
1 to 4, ratings of satisfaction with the program average for each
group well above 2,5--which would have been just a "so-so" rating.
Program participants seem to be quite satisfied with their training.
And for the employer ratings of job performance, which could vary
between 1 and 5, each group's mean rating was greater than 3-~the
neutral point. This means that not only were the participants in

the study well-satisfied, but that they also tended to exceed the
requiremrents of their jobs.

Against this generally positive backdrop, some suggestions for
program improvements can be made. Two points mentioned earlier ap-
ply to all programs and deserve to be made again. First, there ap-
pears to be a gap between classroom instruction and QA;L exé;:ience,
such that the former is often regarded by the students as irrelevant.
This problem could be lessened by providing teschers with more release
time to meet with workers in the field and with oiher teachers to de-
vise strategies for tying classroom instruction with the work exper-
ience component. Second, judging from both employer and worker com-

R
ments, there seems to be a nced for programs aimed at developing

interpersonal skills. These programs would include such areas as

leadership, working cooperatively with co~workers and supervisors,

and career development,
In addition to these two general recommendations, there are some
specific recommendations for each delivery system.

A. Apprenticeship. Two common couplaints from apprenticeship

participants concerned teacher attitudes and teachers qualifications.
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A number of individuals felt that their teachers were condescending
and tended to treat students like children instead of adults. Given
that apprenticeship partikPpants received higher employer ratings than
any other group, it would seem that they indeed deserve to be treated
like mature working aduits, not schoolchildren. Apart from comments
about teacher attitudes, several individuals remarked that the teachers
were not always well-qualified, that they did not know enough about
real working conditions in the field. This problem could be corrected,
as suggested earlier, by creating closer ties between the classroom and
work experience components of the program. .

B. CETA. Given the underpriveleged status of the CETA parti:ipants,
the results of the present study are encouraging. Although the perform-
ance ratings for this program were not as high as for the other programs,
they were still good, and the levels of reported satisfactioh exceeded
all of the other groups. In view of the present data, CETA participants
may need extra attention and time to develop their skills to levels
comparable to skill levels in other programs, but that the CETA staff
are doing a good job and should continue operating as they have been
operating.

C. Cooperative education. Participants in the cooperative education

program were younger than participants in the other programs, and there-
fore tended to lack the experience and maturity level of other workers.
This lack of vocaticnal maturity showed up in disparity between the

type of job training for and the individual's job aspirations, in a
tendency to fantasize about occupations whose status levels were much
higher than the occupations for which participants were training, and

in a relatively low degree of vocational interest differentiation. Tt

16
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would appea. that students in cooperative education would benefit
from addicional vocational counseling.

D. Tndustrial training. Of all the programs, the industrial

training program seemed to have the least problems. Improvements in
industrial training would probably consist of adding additional kinds
of training rather than correcting existing problems. For example,
several workers expressed an interest in training programs that would
Yielp them move up into management positions.
Conclusions

The purpose of the present study was to examine the impact of
four alternative delivery systems for vocational education on program
participants. Examination of participants' demographic backgrounds
dowed that the delivery systems are serving different types of pop~
ulations. Participants' ratings of satisfaction with their program
and emplojers' ratings of job performance indicate that on the whole
the alternative delivery systems are meeting the needs of their
participants. An examination of program characteristics in the context
of program quality indicators suggested specific strategies for im-

proving the effectiveness of each delivery system.
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Appendix A Deriving Quality Indicator Scores

\ This Appendix presents the scoriug system for deriving quality in-
dicator scores from the ETS questionnaire. The leftmost column lists
the dimensions of program quality; these dimensions are numbered as they
appear in Johnson (1980), with Roman numerals designating the overall
dimensions, and Arabic numerals, the subcomponents within each dimension.
The next column lists the page of the ETS form from which items are
used to represent the dimensions. The lasc column lists which items
on tha. nage were used and describes how they were comhined to form
scale scores. The ETS form follows this description of scoring pro-
cedures; page numbers appear in boldface type in the upper right-hand
corner of each page. Items on each page are lateled 5. 1, 2, 3, ...,
B. 1, 2, 3, ..., etc.; these labels are used in the description of -
scoring procedures, The Employer Follow Up Form follows the ETC Lorm.
This Appendix also shows, in a similar fashion, how the outcome
variables are scored from the ETS evaluation questionnaire.

Program Characteristic  ETS page Items

I. Advisory Council

1. Helps Programs 5 A6 + Bl + B2 + B3 + B4 + B5 + B6 + B7 + B8
2. Composition 5 A2 + A5
3. Meetings 5 A3
4, Communication 5 A4
5., Guidelines 5 A5
1I. Administration
1. Written Policies 2 Al + A2 + A3 + A4
6 + (Bl through B17), summed over both pages
2. Eliminate Blases 3 Cl +C2 + C3
3. Support Staft 8 Bl + B2 + B3 + B4 + BS
I1iI. Public Relations
2. Writ.en Material 7 Bl + B2 + B3 + B4
3. Media Use 7 B5 + B6

IV. Staff
1. Certification 1
2. Work Experience 1
4. Inservice 1
6. Professional Orgn. 1

7. Student Orgn. 11

V. Facilities
1. Replicates Work Sit 10

3. Equipment Inventory 10
4, Safety 10
8. Layout 10

(continued on next page)

Item 3 - item 4 - Item 5 + constant, 4
Item 6

Item 13 + Item 14

Items 10A through 10H, summed, - Item 9
+ constant, 2

C3

C4

A7 + A8

Al + A2 + A3 + A4 + A> + Ab
B4

10
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ETS page Items

VI. Recruitment

2.
3.
8.

Outreach

Minority Enrollment
Consider Emp. Oppt.

VII. Counseling

’

Career Planning
Clear Roles
Availability
Job Information

Number of Counselors

Needs Asszssment

O 00

oo 00 WO O 0

M~ W~

VIII., Curriculum
1. Relevanuy

2. Task Analysis

4. Varied Methods
8. Outside Resources
10. Written Objectives

O N

W~ WwWwN

X. Student Organizations

(geiceral)

X1, Placement Services

(general)

Outcome Variable

Stuuent Satisfaction

with curriculum
with facilities
with counseling

with student orgn.

Employer Ratings
Knowledge
Quickness
Attitude
Interperscnal
Overall

Placement
Female
Male

11

8

C2 + (3 +C4
Cl
Bl

A7 + A9 + AlO

Al + A2

~D1 ~D2 -D3 ~D4 -~D5 + constanr, 10
C2

F, three parts, summed

A8

D1 + D2

+ Al + A2 + A3 + Bl + B2 + B3 + Cl1 + C2

+ C3, suwrmed over both pages

Cl +C2+C3+C4+C5+C6+C7 +C8

+ D1 + D3, summed over both pages

Standard deviation of El through F10

Al + A2 + A3+ A4 + A5 +Cl +C2 +C3 +C4
B! + B2 + B3 + B4 + B5 + B6

+ Al + A4 + AS, summed over both pages

Bl through B7, Cl, C2, D1 through D4,
El through Ell, summed

A6

Form & Page Items

ETS 12
ETS 12
ETS 12
ETS 12

Follow
Follow
Follow
Follow
Follow

ETS 8
ETS 8

Al through Al10, summed
Bl through B9, summed
Cl through Cl1, summed
Fl thrcugh F8, summed

Up (21 + A2 + A3)/3
Up (Bl + B2 + B3)/3
Up (C1 + C4 + C5)/3
Up (C2 + C3)/2

Up D: 1=3, 2=2, 3=l

G, Grand total .
G, Grand total

9()
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T DO O vl ssucation prowam’s information sbout the 3 SATISFACTORY: the prograr moets the specifed rtatement. PO S oo -
B mathods. This information will heip vocationsl sducstors ww-  3- SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDEU: the program meets part of the secified statament. TS oo o
prove thew programe. The results of this questionnaire will be used 1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the program does not mest the specified statement. '_' —-_——— = oo P
o sveluate imsuctonal materiels snd mathods, not indwiduals. 9. NOT APPROZRIATE: the specified statement 18 not applicable to this program. e o == S =
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A HAS A COURSE OF STUDY BEEN PREPARED FOR EACH OF TE PROBRAM'S COURSE(SI? A oF AN
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STUGENT ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 1N VOCATIONAL *OUCATION PROGRANS T:m,ozf:,,:,:. ::,,,., u::’;.::;.;’f::.: : [ e g ; Z b
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assessment The results of this questionnaire will be used to evpluate  MAJOR {MPROVEMENT NEEDED  the program dows not meet the specified statement oy - —, !
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1 Written éwections for sdmimstering @ pertIrmence tent describe mmmﬁmmm domonstryty. I wm 5 1 3 [] _ Cenus O ¢ '
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VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE .
T0 A ER TH

VOCATIONAL PROCAAM TECHNICAL/CRAFY COMMITTEE
The purpose of this QUESHIONABIE 1S O gather information ebout the
functioining of s vocational program’s creft comm:ties. The result:
will be used to eveluats the sfiectiveness of the craft committes.

i Ploase rate frankly vous
vocationel-teghnical program using the following scele.

3. SATISFACTORY. the program mests the specified natement.
2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the progrem mests pert of the weafied state. .
1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT HEEDED: the progrem does not mest the tpecified satement. g0 -~ >

0. NOT APPROPRIATE: the specified scatament is not applicable o th 18 program.

NOTE: Scme Hems may requite o ditferent response, pleass mark st 2.3propriate

PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY NO INK.
DARKEN Response Asss mpletely, snd
Complately Erase incorrect Answers.

FIRST

RECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE.

NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS OL ESTIONNAIRE
A DOES THE TECHNICAL/CRAFT COMMITTEE FUNCTION IN AN EFFECTIVE MANNER?

] Gm-m,w&m,mduuﬁnmmmmuomn‘wdmunm.

1 G # compesed of pervons regr K Wmmﬂuwm

3 Commurise mests on & regularty scheduled bass.

4. Mmdwmiunmmumunmmm.u-wldmum
§ Ce 18 composad of persons reps ,uurmv'uu-hiammmm

§ Commutise reports incivde recommandations for pregram improvement.

7 Cammittes recommendations oo reviewsd by nstitution’s sdministrssion and appreprists actien takon,

8. (NWHICH OF THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES IS TRE LOCAL COMMITTEE WYSLTE0T (MAKK YES OR NG)

. Agnsting in Wetirying smplayment epportunitiss lor oit students.
Amating in srenging fisid wests, 1dontifying guoet speskery, snd ather »
Racommending naw squigment 1o be purchased for The progam.

Reviewnng program goais snd ebyectives for relavency to b skills.

Agusting program staff in conducting laber market needs smement.
Amsting in locating £00perative ¢4 work utes.

Evaluating quality of vocational program on an sancel bass.

, Asurting in sstabluhing sntry devel job requirements.

ol rvisted sctimti
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VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION OUSTIONKAIRE 1O ANSWER THE ITEMS  Plasse rate frankly your o OO o OO o
VOCATIONAL EQUCATION PROGRAMS PHILOSOPHY ANO POLICIES vocations!-technical program using tha fallowing scale E: oo oo o
The pur of ths questronniire 13 to gather mformation sbout the Do OOoOOoOOo [ X ] (s}
o 'm and 1mp! oq'.. 1 sducation pro- 3. SATISFACTORY. the program mests the specified suatement. mMo_cOoooO D P o
gam's philosophy and poicies This information will enable 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED" the program meets part of the specifed stetement. gl — — — — > oo o
eveluators 10 review aach of the program elements 1n ralation 10 1, MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEECED the Program does not meet the specified SUTIMENE. g — — — — S 5 OO D
soecific program policies 0. NOT APPROPRIATE  the spwcified sta 18 not applicable 1o this program - e oo |
NOTE. Some items may require & ifferent responss, plesse mark s approprists d.: faaicn Y cmus 3 o i) [om Nenw} o
PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY, NO INK -l c2===22 22 2
DARKEN I\Et'won'u A::‘ pletoty, and AECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE.: —— =
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS AND RESQURCES the scale. 22 g eoe 2 ° 2 ‘
xm :;r n.x:wmmw-': r:' sather n'vm-;:nmm th: 3. SATISFACTDRY: the program meets the specified statement e e o> o
S ral i um o -
© ay r cus. This snformation wilt help vocat " ) 2. SOME IMPROVEMF NT NEEDED "Mpo'm mests part of the specified statement. : e = o )
108 utilize community resources more fully. The results of tine ~ 1- MAJOR IMPROVEM:NT "EEO‘ED the program does not mest the specifisd statement. gy — — — S — = oo o
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. § Wg ag ¥
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VOCATIONAL TECHMICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE R - ROGRAM
. IQ_A__.ME'-M““"MWU T == [
M&'&&w vocational-techmcal program uung the following wcale : 2Tz g g = i !
T puipote of it Qumionnaet 10 o hat re B ; m--S5=o oo o |
B e vorational sducation students Such information wil nble L SATISFACTORY the program meets the specified suatement. m—-— oD D =
vocatsonal educators 10 improve their vocational educstion progremt. 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED the program meets part of the wecified fistement. g -- — = . > T = > - '
The resuits of this questionnaire will be used to svaluate wdance, 1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED  the progrem does not mast thepecified statement oy - - — > = = P ) R
counsaling, and placement services, not individuats. 0 NOT APPROPRIATC the specitied 1 not epplicable 10 this program - - = T - = -
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& &0 S&0 o &l »
A WAS AN ONSANIZED SYSTEM OF VOCATIONAL GUIDANCE, COUNSELIVG AND PLACEMENT SERVICES SEEN DEVELOPED AND MPLEMENTED? A § ey # Tk 1Y EM WrrcH
1. Goole 3nd sbyvctives for guidance, couneeting snd Plicement 1ervices have boem properd in cloar and bie torme. LWy o @ @ T O on
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1 lwmwwmm»nwmmmuemudmumh.MMm. —_—1 = B o) [ & J §
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2 During participstion in program at penedic intervely 2 - :. 1 i
3. Upen student demend 1 e b] 3
§. Immediately before complating proyr — b - T, a
§  Alter student has left progrom 5. = ]
£. WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING PERSONS 1S PRIMARILY RESPONSIULE FOR JOBPLACEMENTY (MARK ONE) | B MARK ONE
1. Vecationl mstructer e 1. ot OB wi W YT
2. Macament officer —— 2, e AXEMOTETKAS 2D
3. General counseler 3. mmcounm cawcios 2§
4. Vecotional covrier —— 4. =m o o s L e, e YN ]
& Work stwdy caerdwnater §. e aomm gm0y | 1. 1. =~
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r~ ¥ MORE THAN FOUR, sy there ore §, Mar* dond ) - wm T N
o/ aile RLTS VR e NUMBER OF STUDENTS Pt ACED
c.Mmmd-*-ﬂ-ﬂwﬁmu‘n*ﬂhmuh“nﬂ-mm - | FEMALE ;?:; T o e T
umumn.wpu:ummmy-.nmmuu—,munm““mw PomsimPloced ... S| MALE V1 e e e e .;. i
Molos Posotd e

)
E TC for soch san. Exomple’ 11 45 fomales wore ploced yoo would merk 32,3, 4 end 1.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

%79




vIE N9 788 :
. LEA: ' OLEA:
MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SCHOOL: 9 | soMOOL 9
VOCATVONAL-TECHRICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE PROGRAM. ' PROGRAM
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROCRAM DLANN.NG AND IQIAGEIE" TO ANSWER T5-£ (T . Please rate ft. your S oo o
Thé purpose of this Guestionnaire is to gathar information sbout the vocational-technical program using the following scale 3—— —
quality of o vocations! education program’s local fabor market - Trmoooo 00 9
nesds: ¢ P 0 ¢ % system. Such infor- . TOCODODOO oo [
mation will snable vocational educators 10 offer YORrems in arees 2. SATISFACTORY: the progrem meets the specifiad statement. ——ccooD ) >
with high lsbor market needs and alyo will enable more offective 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the pros,em maets pert of the wpecified statement. : e e e oo o
planming end mm;m of vocationsl progrems ‘l‘?c.;mm of this 1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the progrem does not mest the specified statement. L — — — — = — oo o
:?;:'l'oﬂ'::ﬂ‘om\:l:ll ' used to evaluate vocations’ education PfO- g NOT APPROPRIATE: the specified 15 NOL 0PP o this proge 3 e — oo - = - |
_NOTE. Some items may require ¢ different responss, pleass mark 8s epproprists. 5 Wi Mirgofieuns, B ) OO = .
PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY NO INK. _‘n:_:':'f;(; =2 C:!
DARKEN Respon Areas Completely, and RECORD JOUR RESPONSE TWICE. — ~
Y Erane Answers. o) Please Mark Here a A A
ond & ‘:‘ 3 &
FIRST b} Record Your Numbes & d S s
NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS QUESTION NAIRE. - Responsa Here : ‘v ’4,'6‘.? f.:o . )
. » &9 (7
A HASA SYSTEM BEEN OEVELOPEO AND MAPLEMENTED FOR ASSES™YNG THE LOCAL LABORMARKE NEEDS OF EMPLOYERS? ‘ A ,; 3:’ ’!;’ fv ;h!tﬁes:::mcu
1 Asrmment of lador-market neucs f smplaysrs w related wcononsl program aris was coaducted wiihin the lst twe Yoo e LmD @ @ ®| Younrosmion
7 Asemment data includes Isbor-market noeds in related ectupetions for which students are propeving. 2 =D @ e o} a
3 WrumMWMMMWhﬂBNW“mIEMnM& 3 =D ap [« ) a O Saudont
B TO WHAT EXTENT ARE LABOR-MARKET NEEOS-ASSESTMENT DATA USED FOR PROGRAM PLANNING? | S
1 lnﬁmmmhummlomkcm‘mMM.meq.ummdum ——1. =D @x [« o) a € Toacher
2 Nevds assemment data ore used 10 1dentify new and ] s reloted 10 iensl prog —— 1 = D @ x o>
3 Needs-ansemment dats are used te identity petential empieyens in the vetations! program ares. Qo o a @ an D Princips
C. TO WHAT EXTENT ARE LABOR-MARKET NEEDS-ASSESSMENT DATA RELATED TO INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUMT &
1 Imsructisnel 0bjsctves e reiated 18 Sraparatian of Sudonts for smployment in sccupatenis) of high lebor-market nesde. —_— i, =D @ [ap) an CD Vice Principel
7 Students are snformed annuatly sbeut labor-markst needs in sn occupstion(s) for which they sre prepenng. l =T @ @ x
3 Gud &yl stsil we needs: Gata ' Idontily empleyers with grostest lshor merket nesds. —_——3 x a a C)c"': dance
0 FIVE YEAR AND ANNUAL PLANS NAVE BEEN PREPARED THAT INCLUDES EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS: 0.
! 'Mm'mnhubmmwumn«mmmmum”mwwnmﬁu — .| =D @x e o e o] (= Central Otfies
2 Annvel plsn hes been preparad that demenctrates spplication of avelustion ressin & other infermetign in modifysng plans. 2 =Yy s N o o e N
3 Vecsuenst program o 1n ar88 0f vocatienel heeds of studenss. 1L =D a @© — o g:‘w .
4 Five yaor and annual plant have been deveigped in caoperatien with propnetary, privess, sn perachial scheels. Y I pH [ £
s. mewwamudﬂmhmbﬂnnuonﬁyhdmumﬂhmm §. m.oD r ja o} a O Other
§  Program has besa coordinated with 8788 prime $pOnsor of CETA programs. . =y as 3 9 a
7 Program n epsrating in complisnce with intant of logulstan, rvles, roguistions sod Staw peticy. —_—? =D X [ o) a |
B. Ccth plans include budysts that demonstrate Eppropriate uss of tunds wthen 1eq of tederal logrsd . = x a x.
L. 77 WHAT FXTENT IS PROGRAM OPERATION CONSISTENT WITR PROGAAM'S PROPOSAL IN EACH OF THE FOLLOWING AREATY E
b Wumbder of students served. —_—) 1 a th. | THIS FORMIS
2 Number of instructors ¢mployed. e 1 wmy w o) a: l :smc. COMPLETED
3 Program tume cycle —— 1 =@ : 1 ‘
4 Numberof pleced in oceup of turther sducati —_— = x a a
5 Hiemized Opesating expenes. S c X c = Femane
§ Aanusl program sveluation. _————— w1 a (s o] x
F WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES OF INFORMATION ARE USED FOR ESTIMATING LABOR MARKET NEEOS? {MARK ALL THAT APPLY) F. MAAK ALL THAT APFLY Vel
1. Local techmicsd adwitory Or cratt comamittss membors. P I D Tom
2 Personal contect with locsl smployers. N A Iy Pawon
3 Maryland's Stete Department of Vacational Techmeal Educatien. 1 - T l
4 Telephane survey of selocted local employers. —— - T
S Ml survey of telacted local employers. S - B
€ Macylend's State Employment Services Agency . o= .
7 State Advisory Council 7 a Vocational Education. — 1. - xr
8§ Suate Occupstional Information Coordinating Commuttes. —eeee b ]
9 Women's Bureau — b - 3
10 US Department of Lador —_— 10 T
11 Equel Employment Opportunity Officers ORI | I w
6 DOES THE VOCATIONAL PROGRAM PROVIDE OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION FOR ENTRY-LEVEL EMPLOYMENT SASED OM CURRENT LAROR MARKEY NE£0ST (MARK ONE) ] MAAX ONE
O 1 Vocations! program 10 an erea of hgh labar market needs. 1 - @
7 Vocationai program ss 10 an arse of modest labor market needs ——1 - 1
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TD ANSWER THE ITEMS: Ploase rate frpnkiy your - oD P o) -
VOCATIONAL EOUCATION PRO. RAM FACILITIES ANO EQuiry .Y vocational technical program using the following scale - T N ] o = -
VO AT IO O e e 0t th - 21D [anNen] =
:’:,:‘y"::’:‘ of this que ',"“"“"',','o"‘,’.':,',:‘!’ "‘.’f""‘:,',’:"""’“' e o CATISFACTORY the trogram meuts the specilied statement =TI IIIDS = = |
This information will help vocational educators improve ther pre 2. SGME IMP ADVEMENT NEEDED the program meets part of the 1pecified statement. o - - == = ?__3 o
e Tesults Of this questionnawe wiii be used to evatuate 1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NZEDED the srogrem does not meet tt v1pacifred statement o - . 5=~ .
rooram facilitiss snd equipment, not individuels 0 NOT APPROPRIATE the speciie0 t 1 nOT applicable 1o this program - LT T - Ty
NOTE Some items may require @ ditferent response, please mark as eppropriete - - - - -
PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY_ NO INK. - . =
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v 30 e3¢
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7 § Sy o
. e ~& A 4
1. wmwwycutoﬁumuouﬁotvhw 3070 faune on ol eperating squipment. —_—1 = 1 2 X. a
3 u'mm.umm.sdmu.umdmmnmwm-mmm 1 = [0 a) x [« »}
3. Emergancy exits snd procadures for >mery axiting are woll marked snd t for ot etvd cluding handicapped 1wy T 3 T [ Leasc mans
4. 'unnm&mn‘oh-ﬁwwmnﬂu&d.mﬂhﬂnﬂhhmmmw —_— & »mw x > ap | THEITEAWNKICH
5. Sefety squipmer L is subect 18 roquiss impection. — . =2 a2 . s = 38?,,0,?5?:%?
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1. mmmdmwwdm“wumﬂmumum ——e ! =3 i X [{ & 75 Swcent
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VOCATIONAL STUDENT OACANIZATION

mmdmssmmminmmwmm

11

TO ANSWER THE ITEME; Please rate frankly your
wucational-tachnical program using the following scale.

vocationsl student organizations chat relate 10 e specific vocationel 2 SATISFACTORY: the progrem meets the specified statement.

propam ares. The reits will aid in improving the student orgenize- 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the program musts pert of the pecified statement.
tionis) as an Integral pert of the vocstional program Only complets ¢\ JOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the program does not meet the wecified statement.

i questionnars f o srodent orppnisuion (s wsociind W h2 0. NOT APPROPRIATE: the sesited

PLEASE USE A PENC'S ONLY, NO INK.
DARKEN Mesponss Ares L mpletely, and
Compietaty Ersse Incorrect A swers.

bis to this proge

NOTE: Some items may require 8 different 1esponse, plese mark 35 Spproprists.

REZCORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE.

FIRST
NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNALRE

A NAME OF THE VOCATIONAL STUOENT OROANIZATION AND NUMBER OF STUDENTS PARTICIPATING.
1. Olswibwtive Educstion Clubs of America.
2. Futwrs Bumnon Landers of Americs.
3. Future Formen of Americe.
4. Futwre Homomaken of Americs.
§. Veestionsl indurtrief Clubs of Americs.
§. Offics Education Amocution.
7 Health Decupstion Students of Americs.

5. WHAT ARE THE CHANACTERISTICS OF 1NE VOCATIONAL STUDENT ORSANLIATION?
t Gu'kmdolpwmolmtmmbmm
2. Polxss ond procadures hove boen dovek “n‘u—.‘hmd“duﬂm’uﬂln
3 Dsscnptions ef sificen’ reles aind responsibilitios heve beon promerpd.
§. A schiduie of the mosting, ind activitios hes bess propered. .
§. Minutes of the mestings Reve boen srepered.
[ § SWWMM&U!WDM““M
? Imbd-phmmbﬂh‘.‘nxmum-ﬂhmbddwm

€. TO WMAT EXTENT IS THE STUCENT OROANIZATION AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE VOCATIORAL PROBRAMY
1. Reprasentatives of student erganizatien e consultnd shout dovelapment ¢1 srtandonce, greding ond dlacipiinery policion
7 Reprasantsuvas of studunt organistion are cosmited regarding chonges in the vacstienal progom’s cwriculum.
3 Omummmmnmw-mmwmmnu.m-nmwu

0. DOES THE INSTITUTION'S AOMINISTRATION SUPPORT THE STUDENT ORGANIZATION?
1 Adeguete faolities, personnel, ume snd ether are previded the sudent organizatie
2 wunudhnnMubmhumluwm.nwmdMm-.
3 Adminatrauon snd staf! are mace swere of the orpe s goals and ohj
4. The student organization fecuess on ca-curviculsr proyems rather then o curriculer activities.

€ THE FOLLOWING 15 A LIST OF PURPOSES OF VOCATIONAL STUDENT DRGANIZATIONS. (MARX YES DR NO).

1 Recruiting studenty inte vocstionel sducation programe

2. Dsagning educational exi - 3 for dapley 0t cenventions, commurity centen, ew.

3 idenulying potertial employars

4. Malntsning jor a4 1CHition. PQVip t, ond twols.

§  Hosting guest 1peaien.

§ Prowding tutoral ¢ remedial services 10 stwdents whe nead apecial asletance.

1 Reprmanting of ional students (e nd instr i st

§ Prownding to ity agench

9 Developing students’ sbility 10 e off ly with pour an. «dutts.
10, Providing rtudents wth sn opportunity to setrvely participats in demecrstic precemss.
"

8) Passe Mark Here
and

b) Record Your Number
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VOCATIONAL TECHRICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESTIONMAIRE PROGRAM

STVOENTS VIEWS OF THE INSTITUTION'S TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: Please rete frankly your _1 — 5o
ngA"IIIAL goucmol PROGRAM vocationsl-technical progrem using the following scale. -
The t this questionnaire learn more shout th - T
mt::d”o.du:mor:‘wovm n :m,;, ;:., e currently .,.‘,“,;_ 4. STRONGLY AGREE: mec you completsly agree with the staternent -
1 AGREE: means you sgree with most of the statement. -

Such informanion will enable your institution to undersiand ard
«mprove the program  The questionnaire 13 not @ test ltwilinotbe 2. DISAGREE: mesns you DO NOT agree with most of the statement.
o 10 evatuate indidusls Plaase do not 19 your name or identify 1 STRGNGLY DISAGREE  means you DO NOT agres with the statement ot al

yourssif in eny way
NOTE Some iteme may require o different respone, please mark es 3ppropriete

10090
naLarang

URES!
sgdunagt
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o
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PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY NO INK PLEASE FIRST COMPLETE ITEMS X, ¥ wd 2
DARKEN Response Aiaa Campietety. and which portsin ¥ sex. rsce ond @rade then,—s RECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE.

Compietely Ersss Incorrect Answers o Hore
ond
b} Record Your
Resporse Here

A THE FOLLOWING IS A SERIES OF STATEMENTS TNAT DESCRISE INSTRUCTION. INDICATE HOW STRONGLY YOU ASREE/DISAGREE.
1. hmmmumMiuthum&MInmm
2. Mh.wmmmmwmm
2. Amignments ore made clesr.
4 Ynﬂom.;mmnmhhomnﬁnhndlmm
§. | undorviend whst | am supected % lear “rem the grogram.
8. | wawid like te take cnather course from this instructes.
2 mm-w-mmuwtam
8 Tha Inetrectnr vase different woys 1o prownt the progrom’s Contet.
| X mmmm;ﬁﬂm“nhm
10. Studoad hewes ¢ 10y in how She gregram s operted.
8. PLEASE INDICATE-HOW STRONGLY YOU ASREE/OISASREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS OESCAISING PROSRAM'S FACILITIES, TOOLS, ETC.
1 uwm,.mmonmmmmuunhnummw
Mmmmmmmﬁmaﬁmdmmmnﬁuudm
Emergsncy exits ore woll merked sné conveniont for all students.
Fure extinguishers and other mfely squipment ore well marked, rmadily e for »
tmmmaummmumwm(m
Tools snd squipment are in geed werking condition.
Yuhudm;gmmmmwwnhhmnmhwm‘u.nmbmlmmﬁounmdda.
Program facilities ars well lighted and ventilsted.
!muwrmmmummmdoudmwwm
€. HOWWOULD YOU KATE YOUR INSTITUTION'S SUIDANCE, COUNSELING AND PLACEMENT SEAVICES 1N THESE AREARY
1. Selscting vecationsl pregrame
2. Interpruting test scores
1 Pieting rtudents in yebs shtwr gradvation

n
40 g oceupe (1,

§ Advang students shout occupstional chowss
§. Helping studenty plon conen

7. Helping students danty ther » ! interust, shilrtis ane wives
8. Selecting scademic programe

9. Pisting students in pert time yobs

10. Advising students shout colloges

11 MHelping rtudents sdiust to scheel
9. DOES YOUR INSYITUTION SPONSOR A VOCATIONAL STUDENT ORGANIZATION 1N THE VOCATIONAL PROGRAM VOU ARE CURRENTLY ENROLLEO?

€. IF YES, ARE YOU A MEMSER OF THE ORGANIZATION?

F. IFYNU ARE A M BER, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE VOCATIONAL STUDENT ORSANIZATION N THESE AREAST
1 Melping rwdents laarn more 4 Y0ut their eccupetionsl choics
2. Werking with sduits i the community
1 Loerning how te run @ mesting

7 3 4. Finding jobs
. § Providing eprartunity te teik to sduits

y 8. Telling students shovt prog
$ 7 Inwiting employsrs te talk shevt occupation ané job opportuniues

EMC § Heining riudents whe nesd ipeciel amivionce
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MARYLAND StaTe DerARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION
P. 0. BOX 8717 BALTO,- WASH INTERNATIONAL A:RPORT BALTIMCRE, MD. 21240 (g L

e

(- :

EMPLOYER FOLLC'V-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

B N

EMPLOYEE NAME:

SUPERVISOR NAME:

- _ .@F_—_q

Dear Fellow Employer:

As you attempt to increase production and improve the quality of your
products, I too am attempting to improve upon the skills and attitudes
of the graduates from our vocational programs. To assist me in this
effort, 1 need you, an employer of our graduates,to tell me how well
the graduates are performing on the job.

{oa

Your responses to the following questions will be analyzed and used ’
both at the State and local levels to improve programs of vocational-
technical education.

1 wish you and your company success and hope that together we can help
to develop productive citizens in Maryland.

Sincerely,

David W. Bornbeck
State Superintendent of Schools

PLEASE ANSWER EAGH APPROPRIATE QUESTION AND RETURN THE COMPLETED GUESTIONNAIRE IN THE PRE-ADDRESSED
AND POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION

— PLEASE INDICATE PRESENT JOB TITLE OF EMPLOYEE. .

[©)
A. COMPARED TO THE TYPICAL ENTERING EMPLOYEE, HOW QUALIFIED WAS THIS STUDENT IN THE FOLLOWING
AREAS AT THE TIME OF EMPLOYMENT?
Excoeded Job Met Minimum Did Not Meet Did Not Meet
Exceeded Job Requiremaents Job Some Job Any Job
Roqmgmﬂu in Som: Arsas r'wqm:;monu Roqmr;mcmx Requ-;omems
1. Ability 10 use tools and squipment O a-~ O 0O O ®
2. Knowledge o job duties C O O O O ®
3. Technical job information posessed O 0 0O 0O 0O @)
4. Productivity HEl! (] O ()] ™ ™
8. Accuracy and quality of work ()] ()] 0O () ()] ™
6 Safe work practices O ()] O O ()] O]
8. COMPARED T/ THE TYPICAL ENTERING EMPLOYEE. HOW QUICKLY D1D THiS STUDENT LEARN NEW JOB SKILLS?
Learned Rapidty Hequires Less Requires Average Unabie to
with Then Average Amount Acquires Nev* Acquire new
Littie Instruction tnstruction of Instruction Skiits Stowly Jo% Skills
& 4 3 2 1
1. Abnlity to use 100ls and &~ spment () O a a O @
2. Knowledge of jot- duties O O O 0 0 0.
3. Technical job information possessed O O O O a ®
4. Productwity O O O O 17 (%)
5. Accuracy and Quality of work a (18] 0O | 0O ©)
8. Safe work r.ractices O O O O a )
PLEASE COMPLETE ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE. AL
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CONTINUATION OF EMPLOYER FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

txceeded Job
Haquirements
in Some Areas

Exceeded Job
Requirements

Attendance and punctuality

Abitiity to get along with fetiow workers

Ability 10 get slong with supervisors

Abiity to complete assignments on time

Ability to complete assignments with minimel supervision
. Abi..ty t0 adapt to new job situations

o0 e wN -

gooooo
oogaooa -

OVERALL, HOW WELL PREPAREO WAS THIS VOCATIONAL EOUCATIGN STUOENT?
1. Exceptionsily weli prepsred: sducstion clossty matched entry requirements

2. Well prepared, education covered most entry-job requirements, but missed some

3. Poorty prepered; education did not covei most entry job requirements

1. Would you consider employing additionsl vocational sducstion gradustes?
2 Would you recommend that other employers hire vocational education graduates?

{(FORMER VOCATIONAL EOUCATION STUOENT) COMPLETEOD?

Very Knowtedgeabls Know a Great Deat Somewhat
! about the Program about the Program Knowledgesble
5 4 3
! O O

by
it
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

€ BASED UPON YOUR EXPERIENCE WiTH THIS ANO/OR OTHER VOCATIONAL GRAOUATES,

F HOW KNOWLEDGEABLE ARE YOU ABOUT THE VOCATIONAL ZOUCATION PROGRAM THAT YOUR EMPLOYEE

70

C CCOMPARED TO THE TYPICAL ENTERING EMPLOYEE, HOW PREPARED 'WAS THIS STUDENT FOR NONTECHNICAL JOB SKILLS?

Met Maximum Oid Not Meet Oud Not Meet
Job Some Job Any Job
Requirements Requirements Requirements
3 2 1
o [ a ®
O O O ®
a 4 4 ®
0 C O ®
] O o .@
] O O O]
D ' ":‘ ~ @
0 ) @
4 . ®
YES NQ
a ) @
a d ®
Limited K nowledge Know Nothing
sbout th; Program sbout th: Program
) SR DR O




Appendix B Survey Instruments for Study II
MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET 71
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201

DAVID W HORNBECK
STATE SULEMIMIENOENT

WORKER OPINION SURVEY

Helio. We need your opinions to help us find out what Lind of job
training works best for what kind of person. Please put a «/ in front of
the answer you choose or, if necessary, write out your answer. Your answers
will be completely private and confidential. We just want your honest
opinions so we can help other people like yourself.

1. How are you feeling today? great average terrible

2, If you could have any job, what job would it be?

3. What is your present job?

4. What kind of education and training have you had? Check all that apply to you.

____Grade school ____Apprenticeship program ___ Other (Describe)
__High School ____ CETA program _

___ _Vocational School ____Industrial Training program

____Ccllege ____Co-op program

5. How satisfied were you with your most recent training program?
___ Very Happy ___ Happy ___ Not Real Happy ____Very Unhappy

6. Yould you ever go back to this program for more training?
____Yes, definitely ___Maybe _ TProbabiy not ___ No way

7. Look at the six activities below,
Place a "3" next to the ones you enjoy doing, a "2" next to the cunes you

don't care about, and a "1'" next to those you don't like to do.

____Operating Machines ____Helping People
_____Doing Science ____Being in Charge
__ Creating At ____Being Organized
8. What does your father do for a living?*
9. What does your mother do?*
10. How old are you”
OVER

*If either parent is deceased or retired, wr .te in former job. 1If either parent
has held several jobs, put down job held longest.

ERIC 77
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11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

17.

I am male female.

T am ____Black ___ Spanish ___ Asian __ _White ____ Other:

As a child, how much did you like school?

___Alot __ Some ___ Not much __ Not at all

How often did you get into trouble when you were growing up?
___All the time ___ Sometimes ___Not much ___ Not at all

Do you have any special problems or handicaps? Yes No

If so, what?

Is there anything else you would like to say about yourself or your job
training that might help us?

Your name: Date:

Thank you very much for your help.




MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET 73
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201

DAVID W HORNBECK
STATE SUPERINTENDENT

SUPERVISOR RATING FORM

bear Supervisor:

The informaticn you give us on this form fill help us determine what

kind of person benefits most from what kind of job training program. We
greatly appreciate your help in this project.
Supervisor Name: Program Nane:
Trainee Name:
A. Compared to the typical trainee hiow qualified is this trainee in
knowledge of job duties?
Excceded Job Met Minimum Did Not Meet Did Not Meet
Exceeded Job Requirements Job Some Job Any Job
Requiremaents in Some Areas Requirements Requirements Requirements
5 4 3 1
O 8] ) 0 : O a

B. Compared *to the typical trainee, how quickly does this trainee learn new
job skills?

Learnsd Rapidiy Requires Less Requires Average Unable to
with Than Average Amount Acquires New Acquire new
Littie Instruction Instruction o1 tnstruction Skills Stowly Job Skilis
4 3 2 1
O O O O d

C. Compared to the typical trainee, how would you rate this trainee's work

attirude, attendance, and dependability?
Exceeded Job Met Meximum D1d Not Mest Dwd Not Meet

Exceeded Job Requirements Job Some Job Any Job
Requirements in Some Aress Requirements Requirements Requirements
4 3 2 1
O 0 a a a

). Compared to the typical trainee, how would you rate this trainee's
ability to get along with other people?
Exceeded Job Met Maximum Did Not Meet Did Not Mest

Exceeded JOb Requirements Job Some Job Any Job
Requirements n Some Areas Requiremaents Requirements Requirements
5 4 3 2 1
(] O (] 3 0

E. Overall, how well prepared for work is this trainee?

3 t] Exceptionally well prepared; education closely matches entry-ich
requirements

2 t] Wwell prepared; education covers most entry~-iob requirements, but

midSE€s some

1 {] Poorly prepared; education does not cover most en.ry-job requirements
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