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In A‘ilanning Charter for the Youth Employment and Demonstra-
tion Projects Act of 1977, the Office of Youth Programs arti-
culated the general pfincipé;s involved in ‘the implement&tion
gf the new youth initiatives” The first principle was as
ollows: .

kS

"Knowledge development is a primarfraim of the new
youth.programs. At every decisionmaking level, an ’
effort must be made to try out promising ideas, to
support ongoing innovations and to assess performance
ig'rigorgpsly as possible. Resources should be conr
ntrated and structnred _so that the underlying.ideas _ —

.* can be given a reasonable test. Hypotheses and
questiohs should be determined at the outset, with an
evaluation methodology built in. This does not mean - ‘
that™every youth. program must be experimental, but
rather that we should move as far as possible in this : ,
direction/nationally and locally."
* 1 v

- Nationil owledge development objectives, supported by the\iignif—
icant disfretionary authority under YEDPA,. were outlined in .
a series/of kgowledge devélopment plans. The centrally di- \
rected ¥nowledge development activities focused on those ' X
issues/requiring multi-site demonstrations, rigorous assess-
ment &nd national data bases. However, it was anticipated
that /CETA prime sponsors, with°the new resources provided
undefr YEDPA, would try.diffewent approaches in their 1ddal con-

texfsand would more carefullly monitor and evaluate existing

pngrams in order to see how they could be improved-. Rigor-
o¥s experimentation at the local level was not anticipated
ecause of the difficulties of experimentation

in an operational setting and the -lack of resources locally

to achieve adequate sample 'sizes. It was assumed, however, ’“y

tLat prime sponsors could increase their research and eval-

uation agtivity as well as trying out some new ideas.,

» To achieve this ai;Q the grant package and regulations for
Youth Employment a Training Programs required prime sponsors,

to identify previous knowledge development activities and to

outline plans for new ones. End~of-the-year narrative reports |

were requested to summarize the findings of these activities.

An evaluation of local prime sponsor YEDPA perfarmance by ‘the

National Council on Employment Policy concluded that some sig-,

nificant activity was generated by this mandate:

. - i -

\
<y -
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"Under’ the‘gun to do something, most sponsors gesponded.-
= ©Some repackaged evaluation work they -had’ already been

doing and called it knowledge development. -Most mad

an attempt at some kind of explicit-evaluation experipence;

some were quite’' elaborate.

A few got away with doing -

- nothing.

-On_the balarce, though the research apd

apalysis mandate produced a.surprising amount of new.

local act1v1ty....

What is especially

promisin

is the v

v

fact ‘that in the second year of the yof
sponsors, still| lacking specific patio&i
took the initiative in judglng the mezgl."'.‘g

«

) progrgm

Y

poffice guldance,

local

of their know-

ledge development- pro;ects and frequently completely
re%amped them."

The NCEP evaluatlon noted also that "Dr1me sponsors--have-been —-

tFiscal 1979, and Completing the Youth Agenda:

almost entirely on their owm\when it has’ come to developing
research, demonstration or evaluatiQn initiatives, or testing
innovative program\ldeas ". There was very little guidance
from the Office of Youth: Programs on this issue. in contrast
to the carefully structured nationally- ~directed knowledge
development efforts. -//

Evaluation Research In Local Youth Program bevelopment-provides
such direction for prime sponsor activities.
a *framework for local knowledge development planning and, imple-
mentation. Concurrently, there has been an evaluation of local
knowledge development activities to identify models, and an

fSort to establigh technical assistance capacity to provide -
detailed hands-on .guidance to interested prime sponsors. This
monograph describes not only what prime sponsors can initiate
locally, but hoW they can utilize the products of nationally-~
directed knowledge development activities.

|

ThlS volume is, 1tself, one of the many products 6f the "know-

‘ledge development" effort implemented under the mandate of the

Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act. of 1977. The
knowledge development effort ¢onsists of hundreds of separate

.research, evaluation and demonstration activities which will

result in literally thousands of written . products. The’ activ~
ities have been structured from the éutset so that each is
self-standing but -also interrelated with a host of other activ~
1t1es The framework is presented in:A Knowledge Dévelopment
Plan for the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of
1977, A Knowledge Development Plan for the Youth Initiatives

A Plan for Know-
ledge Development, Dissemination and Application in Fiscal 1980.

.’

_’ii‘- . \1 @

It is, 1n éssence,.
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Information is available or will be coming available from.the | '

various knowledge developmeént activities to help resolve an '

almost limitless array of issues, but ‘answers to policy’

questions will usually refuire integration and synthesis

from- a number of separate products, which, in turn, will 1

depend on knowledge and availability of these products. &

major shortcoming of past research, evaluatidn and demon-

stration activity has been the failure to organize and disdem- . )

irate the products adequately to assure the full exploitation

of the findings. 'The magnitude and structure of the youth

knowledge development effort puts a premium on organization

and dissemination. -t - SN . o
~ \e

As part of its knowledge development mandate, thergfore, the,

Office of Youth Programs of the Department of Labo% will orga-

nize, publishland dissepinate the written products of all major . .

research, evaluation and demonstration activities supported '

v

o

directly by or mounted in conjunction with the knowledge
development effort. Some’ of the same products may also be
plblished and disseminated through other channels, but they
will be included in the structured series of Youth Knowledge
Development Reports in order to facilitate access and inte-
gration. e

The Youth Knowledge Development Reports, of which this‘i;\Bne,

are divided into twelve b;d?d categories: _ S . -

1. " Knowledge Development Framework: The products in this

. category are concefned with the structure of knowledge gdevelop-

ment activities, the assessment methodologies which are employed,
validation of measurement instruments, the €£§nslation of know-
ledge into policy, and the strategy for disseminating findipgs.»é

2. Research on Youth -Employmént and Employability Develop-~
ment: The products in this category represent nalys s of exist-
ing data, presentation of findings from new dafa seurces, . H
special studies of youth labor market problems”and policy

analyses. ' ~
\‘ \
3, Program Evaluations: Tie products in this category s

"include impact, process. and benefit-cost evaluations of youth

programs including the Summer Youth Employment Program, Job L
Corps, the Young Adult Conservation Corps, Youth Eifiployment and

Training Programs, Youth Community Conservation and Improvemept .
Projects, and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. CL s *

S
' a2

4. Service and Participant Mix: .The evaluations and
demonstrations summarized Tn this category concern the matching
of different types of youth with different service combinations.
This involves experiments with work vs. work plus remediation,
vs. straight remediation as treatment options. It also¢includés
attempts.to mix disadvantaged and more affluent partigipants,

as well as youth with older workers.
’ J : ?

-

]
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5. Education and Tra;nlng Approaches- The products in

this category present the findings of structured experiments
"to test the impact and effectiveness of various education and

vocational ‘training approaches including spec1f1c education

' _methodologies for the d1sadvantaged, alternatlve education,

approaches and advanced career training.

- 6. Fre-Employment and Transition Services: The products
in this category present the findings of structured experiments
to test the impact and effectiveness of school-to-work tran-

.sition activities, vocational exploration, job-search assis-

A

‘agenc1es and the like. C o

(1

tance and other efforts to better prepare youth for labor market o

success. .

7..  Youth Work Experience: . The products in this category
address the organlzatlon of work activities, their output, pro-
ductive roles for youth and the 1mpacts of various employment
approaches. . .

8. Implementation Issues: This category includes cross-
cutting analyses of the practical lessons concerning “how-to-
do-it."™ 1Issues such as learnlng curves, repllcatlon processes\
and ‘programmatic "batting averages" will be addressed under
this category, as well as the comparative advantages of alterna—
tive dellvery agents.

9. Des1gn and Organizational Alternatives: The products
in this category represent assessments of demonstrations of
alternative program and delivery arrangements such as consolj-
dation, year-round preparation for summer programming, the uge
of ihcentives and multi-year tracklng of individuals.

v

10. Special Needs* GroupS' The products in this category
present findings on the Zpec1al problems of and adaptations
needed for significdnt ségments’ including minorities; young
mothers, troubled youth, Indochlnese refugees and the handi-~
capped.

s,

1ll. Innovative Approachess} The products in this category
present the “findings of those actiyities designed to explore
new approaches, The subjects coveRed include the Youth

Incentive Entitlement Pdilot. Progects, prlvazi sedtor initi- " e

atives, the national youth service experiment, and energy
initiatives in weatherlzatlon, low-head hydroelectrlc dam
restoratipn, windpower and the llke.

12. Institutional ankages The products in thls category
will include studies of institutional arrangements and linkages
as well as ‘assessments pof demonstration activities to encourage
such llnkages with education, volunteer groups, drug abuse

.
- N .
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In each of these knowledge development cdtegories, there whl
be-a range of discrete demonstration, reséarch and evaluation
activities, focused on different policy, program and analytical
issues.  For instance, all experimental demonstratiom projects
have bofh process and impact evaluations, frequently undertaken
by different evaluation agents. Findings will be published as
they become available so that there will- usually be a series
«+ of reports as evidence accumulates. ToO organize these pro- - ,
“ ducts, each publication is classified in one of the twelve
broad knowledge, development categories, described in terms of .
"the more specific issu®, activity or cluster of activities to- ‘//
which it is addressed, with an identifier of thg product and v
what it represents relative to other products in the demon=-: i
> 7 "7 stration, Hence, thegmpitipie~products—under%a«knewkedge~.A‘MJ”_ﬁ_mTM__
development activity are closely interrelated an the activ-
. itjies in each broad cluster have sighificant interconnections.

\

This framework for local knowledge development activity is,
clasely related to aTl of the products in the "knowledge

development framework" category. It'should'also be : ‘ L
. assessed in conjunction with Youth and the Local Employment
. Agenda in the "program evaluation" category as' well as . ,

Local Mixed Income Testing in the "service and participant

< - mix category" which assesses the success and problems prime
sponsors have had 3n pursuing the knowledge development
mandate. Tk ) ‘ '
q ‘ ! ' . . )
« , /

L] ’ -
ROBERT TAGGART . , :

Administrator : )
Office of Youth Programs ‘

14 N #







CHAPTER ]

“

WHAT 1S KNOWLEDGE, DEVELOPMENT?

hY ‘-

D

Understanding the KD Challenge

o

A primary emphasis *of the youth employment and demonstration projects is on
; . <

learning about the pature of employment prf)blen‘; among youth, and about the

appropriateness and effectiveness of a variety of strategies for dealing with these

problems. The hope of DOL,is that a few years of well-documented research,

evaluation, and demonstration projects wilk yield informatiz)n,for making programs

~ more éffective in the long run.

This learning fmponent of . the “Youth Employment ‘Demonstration Projects Act

(YEDPA) was dubbed "knowledge development" at the inception of the Act. The first

of ten;;;@es in the YEDPA planning charter stated that a prmmpal ob)ecnve of ~

YEDPA is to develop knowledge from the youth initiatives about how to best assist
) youth. o |

v

g +
It is crucial for local youth staff to realize that KD has a dual foous: the national

level and the local level. At the national level, the Office of Youth Programs (within
the .Employment and Trammg Admm@_non) is overseemg a broad, strugtured array
of multi-site demonstration projects, large scale evalyations, and.coordinated research

, efforts, all funded with discretionary funds.

- ~
.

The- largest of these discretionary projects is the Youth Incentive Eﬁ;itlement Pilot
L

Project (YIEPP), for which 17 prime sponsors across the cou’ntry were selected to

‘operate wvery strudtured pilot projects testing the effects of guaranteed jobs orr school

N




A ~

%

dropout rates and youth employment behavior. Althoggh directly funded and directed

by the national office, most bf the over 200 demonstration and evaluation activities
. ‘ . ’

|

were conducted at local prime sponsor sites. The results of these finding$ will be of‘l

great importance to prime sponsor youth staff. As of FY'80, a principal focus of the

Office of Youth QXograi'ns is to synthesize and disseminate the results of discretionari-

hd .

ly funded projects to prime sponsors. 'National knowledge de&elopment organization ‘ls

fyrther discussed in Chapter 4.
N

s

»
~ - )

The other aspect of knowledge deyvelopment activities, that which is empha‘sized.in

\‘ .

this guide, is 'the evaluation, researc¢h, and demonstration effort all local‘ )‘IOUthu staff

are \expeeted to carry on in their own local youth programs. DOL hopes, on the one

\
\

hand,‘that these KD findings will benefit 1ndividual‘local youth staff lmmedlately and
v directly by increfsing their understanding of the youth employment problems and

. . . ' C ...
programs in their respective areas. On the other hand, it js also hoped that these local
* ‘ .. [ ‘ .
knowledge developrent efforts wilt encourage local adminjstrators to institutionalize
. 3 . , - .
processes fo>\ adeessing youth programs and utilizing evaluation findingstnew local

policy formulation. However, it is important to note that these hopes for local

knowledge development eﬁorts stem orirriarily from the federal perspective of what

prime sponsors should be doing. In fact, local youth staffs' 1ntérﬂgetations of the

value, functions,‘gnd' purpose of locdl knowledge develdpment have often varied

considerably from that of the national office. A brief examination of prime sponsor
_J

reactions to, and e eriences with, KD in FY '78 dnd FY '79 may assist the reader in

. ’

grasplng the principal pitfalls, as well as promises, of local knowledge devel.opment.

.

-

o

Two of the most important sets of realizations, about local conduct of knowledge

E

. development activities “Eoncern making methodologxcal and locally relevant decmons.

As a general rule, less elaborate, basic approaches to youth pr.Ogram assessment often




,prov1de more fruitful results than the use of more sophisticated approaches. In FY '78,

many pr1me sponsors and subcontractors mterpreted knowledge development as a
mandate to do elaborate social experlmentatlon. Such experlmental social design

-

often 1ncluded experlmental and control groups of partlclpatmg "and non-part1c1pat1ng

)outh Such app\oaches often 1ncluded the\O% mixed infome test, which examines

N

the notlon that mixed 1ncome partlclpant backgrounds prov1des for 1mproved youth
t‘."

outcomes. Geherally speaklng, these more sophisticated experimental approaches to

3 / . ~ . e

assesslng'-youth program outcomes were not successful. This is not to say that some

v

good 1deas were not belng mspected but t&t the manneér of mspect:Zl was oféen
"k

1n@oropr1ate and did not work " For example, youth staff found that in/decentralized

- + o) il
balance of state prlme sponsorshlps, it was not practical to set'up tight experlmental

~

conditions. More t@htrallzed prime sponsors, on the other hand, distovered the

¢

difficulty of ma1ntam1ng SUfflClent}D‘tl'Ol group size. Youth staff also found that
experlmental models were often.awkward and unreallstlc because staffs were not ableX

to control- or even adequately measure, non- mcome variables. Then Joo, youth

+ n

planners found that findings from the experlmental approach were often too late tobe

politically useful. - .
‘ ' fitd

A
Learning from their mistakes, many pr1mes and subcontractors took simpler, more

basic approaches to youth program assessment in FY '79. "Less elaborate approaches

often proved to be more manageable, more llkely to prov1de locally useful information,

~

<
and to serve as building blocks for expanded and/or slightly more sophisticated

v

projects. : i \

A second, related lesson of knowlédge'devwelopment for local youth staff in FY'78 and

FY '79, is the 1mportance of focuslng local youth prbgram evaluatlon interests on

-

varlables under the control of the local prime sponsorshrp A local learning focus

3 -

/
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provides year to year continuity and cumulative progress in local knowledge develop-

men't‘efforts. By -contrast, less fruitful resul/t's were provided by local knowledge

development efforts investigating questions ef mainly academic interest or broad

. L4

policy issues, which could principally be settled only at the federal level (e.g., 10%

. N *

- . '
mixed income tests). . -
*

A ’

s —

\ <
Beneﬁtmg'from these lessons, this guide emphasizes the utxlxzatlon of relatively more

straightforward approaches to youth program assessment and evaluatlon, although it

. also contains advice and instruction in conducting more sophisticated experimentation.
. ~ a

' In particular, the guide presumes that the principal ‘reason for local youth staff to

&

conduct knowledge development activities is. for the purpose of supportmg local-l'y
initiated youth program pOlle change. The guxde's message is equally applicable for

youth employment and tralnlng program. staﬁs in CETA prime sponsors,- school

L3

dxstrxcts, CBOs, various LEA and CETA subcontractors, and similar agencles.

N It
A .
1
-

The model approach to knowledg.e development, discussed in the following section, is

based on many observatxons of how local youth staﬁ have successfully approached the

e

learmng cycle of youth program plannlng and deslgn, program dellvery, asséssment,

and redesign. The general approach to KD described here places hlghest priority,on

the development of’ realistic and useable 1nformatxon for focal policy purposes, and

r

suggests that the choice, of speciﬁc ‘evaluation tools and approaches be largely

. I ~ LI ' v 7/
dependent on how much is curréntly known about-the specific local program beirg

~ ’ T

Fal
assessed, as well as on what 1 gﬂactlgal with glven resources.and expertise. - \ ’ ’
- ) ~ N ; «g 12 ) &

g <«
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Toward A Working Ufiderstanding of the Knowledge Development Process

> o

A gen)eral model which synthesizes and summarizes the approach ‘that many local

youth staffs have successfully used is presented and discussed in ,this section. An
/

understanding of this-mode! at the outset should give the readér a general background
¥ . ) :
of the knowledge development process, as well as a feel for key decision points along
M N h T = a . -
the way. A case study example®of a prime sponsor's utilization of this knowledge

‘

development model through several program development cycles of a particular youth

< \/
program "y@ﬁbsequently presented in Chapter 2. Some readers may wish to consider

.

+ this specific case study priof to examining the more general presentation of the basic

L.

KD approach as discussed in this section. In either case, it should be recaljed that the

mddei presénted here is based on analysis and observation of the ways many local

“youth staffs have successfully approached learning from their youth programs. The

basic ‘approach which emerges may be utilized on many different levels, from the

simplestg and most straightforward youth program development efforts of very small
%4 : ; ’ .
rural prime sponsors or subcontractors to the most sophisticated and research-oriented

ones of large urban prin:les, LEAs and CBOs. The basic logic of the approach remains

-~

the same. .
Vd

s

; B
At the& level, knowledge development is probably best understood as beiﬁg—-:""

. synonymous with what most youth' coordinators think of as "youth program develop-

‘ment." As shown in 'Figure i-1, the basic program development process usually

consists of: , \
) . 7
L Plannin'g' and gesign: ldentifying the problem, setting goals for problem
, -
solutiorfs, examining alternative solutions, and designing a program of
: —~ " '

youth services—
4

2.  Implementation: Implementing the program of youth services

is,




FEEDBACK:

Application
. of-
Findings %

PROGRAM PL"ANN'ING‘ AND DESIGN
1.
2
3.

_ Examination of o Y

Program Design

-

Prob'lem Ident1ﬁcat10n
Goal Settmg

alternatives

e

"PROGRAM ASSESSMENT:

rsitor'ing\ and *
uat‘ion

PROGRAM

JIMPLEMENTATION |

FiGURE 1-1: THE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS



3. Assessment:_ Monitoring and evaluating the glplementatlon and results of

N

e . . Coa
7 » . the youth seryices program

4, Feedback Applymg the results of momtormg and evaluation findings back
— intg the orxgmal problem identification and allowmg for subsequent modifi-

cation. ’l',he cycle may then be repeated though at a more developed level

L 2

of experience (or knowledge base). Learning has occurred. ] Yy

[N
- -~
. « .2

* ’
. -

* In knowledge ‘devel,opment, considerable emphasis is often placed on the ‘program
evaluation compgnent of the development cycle. Even so, it is crucially important to

' understand that all the elements o; the local youth program development &cle must

fit together as parts-of a whole. Thus, the program development elements must link

and interact in a compatiple way.

- ' & ‘e

5

-~ For example, it would not normally be wise to design and demonstrate a new career

awareness program then narrowl evaluate the implementation phaseé by experlmental

N
-

comparlson of precise particjpant test scores of some sort. In such a case, our

evaluative approach would be "out of sync" with the develop’mental level of our

[N

program' planning design and implementation. Instead, we mlght prefer to evaluate the
AN

' demonstration implementation by using srmple ‘quantitative measures (planned vs.®

actual enroliments, terminations, placement rates, expenditure rates, etc.) along with

"

. qualitative indicators (interviews with counselors, participants, others).

. . . . .
- . ¢ ' . B - I
N ¢ .
- ’

Tn?}cumulatlve learning approach to youth program development modeled in Figure 1-
@ \

~2-emphasizes the uﬂportance of focusmg on locally relevant program questions, as well

’ ~ .

- as approprlately tallormg *assessment style to the stage of program development.

&

Youth p{anners, typlcally, are immersed in an ongolng system of program development.

.
. 7
2. N

.3
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However, for purposes of understanding the model KD approach, we can break into this
e ) ot
continuous cycle of program development at the point labeled in Figure 2-1 as

- "Current Youth Program Assessment." Here we are examining the findings of how
\yell our present yquth programs are operating, their cost effectiveness, how well they
are being receive:b\yyouth participarits, an}, as far as we can determine, the impact ,
these programs are having on participants.
Next, we analyze the local youth labor market, asking ourselves such questions as: N
Are the youth programs being offered addressing current youth needs in'the communi-”
ty? Are changes in the youth community,lre_gulatory changbs in target group
identification, or other circumstances creating new needs and, perhaps, new un-

3 ) . \ ’

knowns? : .

A\
<

Usually ‘oroblems or questions we need more understanding about wili eKerge from this

effort to clarify and focus our youth program offerings. Here is the raw material o0t

N

© of which we can begin to identify the knowledge development focus which is "right" )

Aor our jurisdiction. Although the focus area stems from our assessment of current

. -

- offerings and needs in local youth programs, we will, of course, bring together a broad

array of external tools and resources to meet thlS challenge. For. example, we may

o' s

pull Upon past experience in our own staff for youth programming., Each«experle'\ced ~
youth program'staﬁ member involved in the planning effort will most likely draw upon
experlences and lessons learned ip somewhat 51mllar sxtuatlons elsewhere. Then too,
there is the ever changing, ongomg sense of understp.hdmg abﬁ what works and what
does not wo;l< in youth programming which is “shared by all employment and trammg '
- youth program staﬁers. Although this "invisible college" or body of ;&ies/ onal
understandmg thrlves and is communicated “in-a number of ways, pro%ly the most A 1
- ' |

important method utilized by youth staﬁers in obtalnlng this information is 1nformal.
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communication with colleagues in other jurisdications or }aca'tions. A "Knowledge
Development Interest 'Network“ now exists to help energize this ongc&ng, e.bolutionary.
network of understandmg about what does and does not work in youth programmmg
By tappmg into this body of professional understanding when 1dent1fy1ng our own local

youth program needs and knowledgé development focus, we.cah avoid re-inventing the

youth program wheel. . '

t
In reviewing, prioritizing, and selecting our specific KD focu

-

distinguish between fquestions'of "program" focus and "varjable" focus. That is, are we
-4 I
4

principally interested in the purely prac:ncal outcorhes of a specific program at a

» We may find it useful to

._specific time (program questions), or are we more interested in singling out specific

Lo 9

components of the program as more generalizable stimuli? In other words, if we can

focus upon learning about the general variables underlying a pro ram (rather than upon
P 8 8 F yariable€s prog

the effectiveness of the program‘as a wholei, we maygroduce findings of greater local

significance. This point is especially relevant tq learning from demonstration projects.
- . —\

An example may help illustrate this point. Sthese we wish to learn about a youth’

Measuring the .number

’
>

career infofmation center demonstrated in a local high school.
of center users (for example) will be necessary’ for reporting purpoﬁes, but may help us

learn only about this spécific center. However, if the center™is set up to test some
specific principle or variable in youth career center establishi’nent, say, the relative

effectiveness of personal versus formal appeals for attendance; our results may have
~ts - , . . s '
greater transferability 26 other local career center situations*,

N . s
*Thus emerges a possible difference between "Knowledge Development" and Jprogram
"evaluation". The dévelopment of relevant local knowledge.tends to stress €ontinuity
and cumulativeness of youth program fmd’mgs, while purely conventional program
evaluation is often a one-shot proposition. The difference between the two is found in
the. rationale, focus, and definition of what we WlSh to learn, rather than in the
specific methods and ‘techniques of study.

. R .
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Assuming the. identification of a realistiC and locally relevant learning focus for our

youth program§, we must consider how much we 'actually know abogt this particuiar ’

'loca}l KD concern. This important consideration will obviously have a great impact on

the way we approach designing the program of yout‘h"s~ervices to be offered, as weli as
7 i ’

~ the way these services are actually detivered. For examp]e, ‘if we know very little
roo B . , =

about a new CETA-LEA linkage we would like to establish, it is likely that our first’

> e
- e

order of business will be to select a program model or approach to the possibility of

» ‘

. 4 . ) ~
__. ' this new liﬁkage. The source of this program model might be our unique local insight

MY ' ., 3 - 3 ) 3 - - ‘.
into local needs, or’it rhight represent an "imported" idea or variation of an idea
. « N Y

4 -

borrowed and a}daptedfrom another prime sponsor.* Next, we would probably design

and implement a model demonstratjon of the CETA-LEA cohnection we wish to try

‘e
out. Y ' ! ..

‘ ) R -

rd

L

"It may be that we have already /gone through an original program develgpﬁwer{t_cycle

demonstrating this new institutional linkage, in which case, it is likely that unless the

¥ -y

demonstration was clearly unsuccessful, we will be interested in- running a modified

- - . i - \ ¢

. +. version of the original model or approach. This-madification will ir:corpofate what we
- 4 Y

have ma'rr{ed from the init;al model.demonst'ration’. The ;;“laﬁning-delhiery-feédback-

"+ - modification cycle will continue, each cycle addihg to our understanding, of the
¢t » .

+ . evolving CETA-LEA apéroach that works best for Us. As our undérstandiﬁ:\% becomes

"~ more and more complete, we are able to_ask and answer more and more - specific
. , . . -9 o .

. - )

. - - N '« “ ) ‘ . k. . . /
- questions about the'natur.e of what works in our CETA-LEA coordination effory and
L4 1 B . \ ’ . -
what does not. ) ’

-
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» ¥ Exportation and infportation may occur in vatfious ways: e.g., through the Knowledge
< Development Interest Network, through DOL Regional federal representgtives or
youth cogrdinators, through the Office of Youth Programs, through. prime sponsor

, associations, through the youth program "information broker" described 1n\‘Chapte|: 4,
_or through more informal professional exchange. - \
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"l'hus, at each program development stage, we consolldate and apply what was formall;f

v

and 1nformally learned fgom the last development reund, fmdmg ourselves at a sort of

frontier Jr margm of understandmg about the partlcular situation. The next b1te, or

»
A‘_

1ncrement, of unkriown area to be explored at this frontier’ cbntams future candldates

for knowledge development which will be consxdered and prlorltlzed for qur next round

¥
L}

of program development. We move from a relatively gereral to an increasingly

* o

particular and complete development of understanding about the particular youth

-

. . >, . ‘ . . ‘
program being considered. E . , ) :

3 - . L]
- N 0

A .

Identifying the type of knowledge development inquiry which is appropriate for a '

prime's specific youth program demands am accurate understanding of how much is

.

collect1ver known locally about the particular program approach at the.time. The
more we*know about the program, the mc},re specmc and p;recxsé we carl be in the )
. / .
hature of the quéstions we,‘ask and answer about,the pggram. In some ways, this

4 ~

"question fitting p_rocess is comparable to deciding how “far sut pn the ice you-should

)

‘walk on a newly frozen pond. As you walk closer to the middle of the pond, you leave

4 o ¢

more solidly frozen ice and risk a dunking. So too, if we’ attempt to ask and answer ;
4 . ‘ a B
overly. specific questions about a youth program prior to developing a firm understand/
. \ < 5. ’
ing of how the process works, we risk procedural failure in'Sur analysis or, at least, the N

s . :
possibly of collecting information which is erroneous or ugeless.* T p

! ;. ot L, @ PR )
In Figure"l-Z,r eight sequenIial levels of evaluative focus are identified which

-

correspond or are parallel with a general spectrum of program development. Although
the sequenc‘%y be reorderd to fit specific local c:rcumstances, the progressxon
shown deplCtS a logical,” essentially chronologlcal order of assessment -foci. For a

\ s
given developmental stage of a program, it is likely that a local youth staff will find it
» ‘ ) ., . : -~
appropriate to orient its assessment around some point alon‘g_t/nlg\fpectrum. Positions

-
.
.
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shown in Figure 1-2 include: ‘ ’ s

1.  Program identification or creation. Assessment,of & model program
: . I .

approach which has either been internally generatéd or modified Jfrom an
A~ ’
approach used e]sewhere. A

.

Program Model Demonstration. Process evaluation of initial model demon-

[}

stration. . .
A

Program Model"Modification. Predominantly a process oriented evaluation

-

) - ~
of a modified version of the original demonstration model. Some simple

-

outcome measures may begin to be used at this point. _

Process Evaluation of the Model. Possibly done $eparately from Step 3, if

-

'circumstances warrant a general progf'am implementation assessment. If
. s o : . e
mcludg,,oatcome measurement is still svlmple and de-emphasized; but it is".

likély to be of increasing impoftance and cre;iibility.

S e )

~ . \_’/a

N
* A process study provides information about the meang,gmployed #i a program to
produce specified outcomes. Especially important during the developmentalZphases of
a model or program component, process studies are often employed before the
program as a whole can be described. Thus, process stg&iej of program.implementa-
tion are common, examining, for example, attendance rate3, component completions,
staff-participant ratios, rates or types of attitudinal change, termination by reason,,
etc. Process studies can not only help develop the program, but they also help to
conceptualize what the program is and how it works.

3

An outcome study describes the results of the program process on program partici-
pants. Outcome studies are typically concerned with producing a summary statement.
about the effectiveness of the program or some phase of it. Both the audiene€'and
timing involved in outcome evaluations will be different than in a process study.

A . . . .
Impact studies try to measure the overall éﬁect_ of a program, including the
achievement of goals in behalf of the target group, as well as the difficult-to-measure
side effects of the program on the general population or community. Some evalyator's
terminology doesn't distinguish between "impact" and "outcome" measures, typically
lumping both under the term “impact." ‘

An evaluation study often blends outcome and process. It may be useful to have
process data to assist in the interpretation of outcome results; so, too, it may be
appropriate to incorporate an outcome measure into a predominantly process oriented
study. Nonetheless, tthe basic orientation of an evaluative study as a whole is like to
fall into one category or the'other.
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5. In-Program Assessment of theé Model. Evaluation of the .interactional

effects beten the study brogffﬁ component or program and other, on-

. going, components or programs. May be part of’Steps 3 or 4. Example: A
new irtake approach\ffés been tested "in isolaxi'on"‘in earlier steps of the

sequencé; now we concentrate on the "ecological" effects of the new

approach in the total program environment.
. L]

6. Outcome Evaluation of Participant Benefits — At Prpgram Termination:

Ideally, we now have a rich “process" undéfstanging of the -program
> . ©N
approach as it has developed. We now begin to focus predominantlyon the

measurement of outcome effects of the program on jts participants, though

. 8 .
we continue to make, process observations. Our process/outcome balance

. . J )
v has reversed its position from that in Steps | and 2. Rather than' just

"~ drawing inferences, we may now wish to move toward answering program
outcome effectiveness questions in terms of how sute we are that our

. | .
.program actually causes the outcomes we claim. \

. : N
v ’

7.  Qutcome,Evaluation of Participant Benefits — Longer Ter'rn/B/e/neiits:

Similar to Step 6, but invelving follow-up of participants over some period.

‘\ Impact Evaluation of Effects on the Youth Community: Our focus turns to
. . / . ) . ) t ‘ *
estimating or mleasurl.ng the "ripple effects" of our program on the larger

local youth community or- the local -geographic community of which the
program participants are part.

P
]

N g
Within a single program development cycle, vouth staff may choose to focus .their
’ . 4 ' ‘ ’
learning e’ffof‘ts:r} more than oné of these levels, simultaneously or sequentially. An
obvious limitation on the scale of the learning effoxt is resources — time, money, and

expe'%tise. However, it is important to realize that an inherent, "horse before the
’ 4

cart" logiC acts as a delimiter as i(éll. For example, it generally doesn't make sense to .

narrowly measure career guidance outcomes prior to first answering such questions as
y /

-f . 14
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. youth staff will generall)" apply a basic evaluative research approach to come up with

» -~

"Does our new program include career guidance at all?"

~
. ~

3
»

The rate of progression through the learning/assessment spectrum will also be
delimited by local youth staff resources and by the practical length of a program -

Ldeyelopment cycle. For example, two-week cycles of intense remedial readmg may y

pass through multiple development’learnmg cycles a more elaborate program of

"

services passes through only one cy‘clz. ) .
A S -
Just as clarification of our program's stage of development helps de ci\termme the proper '

assessment stLlf:,(a—ieng. the process-outcome e/valuation spectrum), so, too, does this

LY

clarification have implications on our choice of assessment methods.
* /

) . N A)

’ . -

.

As will be discussed,more completely in Chapter 3, process oriented levels of inquiry

\ -t

_ are often most api)ro_priatley approached using predominantly qualitative, subjecti\'/e,

.and of ten judgmental methods of anal);sis. However, this is not to suggest that simple

ouantitative data should not be collected &t this early stage. For example, quarterly

characteristics summaries and basic MIS data will alwa)}s be collected for any program

and will, typically, be of great use in process evaluations. More precise types of
quantitative measures (such as \;arious test results) are necessary to answer outcome
. * .

evaluative questionSa Thus, 4n those levels of inquiry where our prmdipal focus is on

outcome or 1mpact__measurement, we will pred‘ommantly be interested in eollecting .

. TR . .
preeiseyquantltative information — althoygh even then we may continue to have an

interest in cpllecting at least some qualitative information to provide a con@extxof

+

understandipg for our more precise quantitative findings.

N ¢
g . . . . = .
Regardless of which particular integration of program development stage, assess-

ment/learning focus, and method orientation makes sense for a given yoUti\ program,

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_ programs. ; v

» » X '5 -
their findings. This evaluative research'logic, further discussed in Chapter 3, involves
. . ®

goal analysis, methodologjcal considerations, a research plan or design, and documen-’

. . 4 « ’
tation, , - > M ) : ; . .
o 4

The key to the entire local knowlédge development ‘effort is in the utilization of
results. If assessment results are not utllized, there is very littte reason to obtain

them. Much of the retnainder of thls guidg more specifically explores t‘he~ application

1

of assessment®methods Jo the systematic aspects of learning from local youth
~ " . - . . _ " <
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CHAPTER I .

A LOCAL KNOW LEDGE DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY:

THE PORTLAND CAREER SURVEY PROJECT

/




CHAPTER 2
A LOCAL KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY:
THE PORTLAND CAI}EER SURVEY PROJECT,

«P
<

This case study was selected to illustrate how the knowledge development process
occurs., Alth%ggh the composite of .léca.lly generated knov;ledge development subject (
areas Is vast, this case study represents one- prime sponsor's attempt to focus local
learning efforts on a single program category to determine the issues“to concentrate
on, design an approach to deal with the identified needs, and demonstrate, assess, and

continually refine, the approach.

Thé case study is representative of the youth program development process because it
illustrates how the insights and knowledge gained from each program cycle are used to
cpntinually modify the program approach so that it better meets the needs of the
target population, and because it adds to the local yqﬁth staffs' understanding of whi;h
approaches work -best for which groups of youth. The case study illustrates-how a
prime sponsor, in its attempt t‘o upgraaii%p;ogramming and be responsive to the.
dynamic;s of youth employment and training works through the knéwledge development
prodess (Figure 1.2: A MODEL OF THE LOCAL KD PROCESS).

The rationale for :Jtilizing a case st'udy is based upon the reality that specific,
observable processes and stages of program develdpment do occur in the real world of
youth employment and training, and that those processes ocgur systematically and can

be captured, documented, and utilized tofurther enhance the effectiveness of local

youth programming.

'

L4

i
.

¢

"The case study depicts a chronological progression in program development and scope

and describes the various phases of the local knowledge development process. Specific

18
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emphasis is placed on the elements of youth program assessment. The importance of ‘

focusing on process-oriented questions during the early stages of prog?am development

and implementation is exemplified, as is_the appropriateness of focusing on outcome
and impact questions during the latter stagés of program developmént. The usefulness

of qualitative and quantitative assessment techniques in seeking answers to "how a

program works and why" and "what types of benefits or impact this program has on ther
youth participants" is highlighted. The purpose is to show how lo»x;-cost, simble, and
. { ) y

effective assessment methods can be combined with easily gathered numerical data to

~

tell us what is working well within a program and which program elements are not

¢

bringing about 'Qe desired results. The case study also underscores the vital rolé of
"goals analysis" in moving through the kndwledge developmen't cycle in an orderly and

systematic way.

The Portland Career Survey Project was selected because of the availability of
information and documentation with which to track the knowledge development

process .from the program's inception (1974) to its current state. In addition, the

program has passed through several iterations of the KD Mode] Process*and has been

replicated in similar settings. Moreover, the Portland Career Survey Project repre-

L4 “

sents a prime sponsor's practical, although imperfect, effort to learn from, develop,

and refine youth programming strategy in a low-cost, effective manner.

PROJECT PROFILE o , o

. - . '.y;,
The Career Survey Project is a career awareness program designed for 14 and 15 year-~ .

" old economically disadvantaged youth. The Project, designed: by the City of Pbrtlandk .

.

Oregon, Prime Sponsor provides hands-on career experiences and career information
through. direct exposure to 10 career cluster areas: office occupations, small engine

repair, electronics, data processing, communicqtions/bnoadcasting, food services,
patient care, graphic arts, construction technology, and engineering. The project is

. .
. A - -

¢
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operated during the summer in a community college setting. g

»
- N -

_ The project serves S!outh who normally do not take advantage of th‘e éar\jeer education
training available in public high schools. By identify'ing these S!outh and giving them
the opportunity to earn money while °bemg exposed to aspects of ermployment in 10
] career areas, it is ant1c1pa;ed that they will be better able to “make career and
educational decisions affeating their futures.
" Features of the éareeg Survey Project
- %
0 Allows a prime sponsor to create‘ well-st_ructured,‘su'bstantive summer career
. p .
exploration experiences for 14-15 year-old youth
) Youth like it N
’ o  Low-cost; éasy "to administer . : ‘ “
0 Provides youth with career experiences fulfilling state 3nd local acadsmic crcedit
a “ requirements
"0 Eﬁecnve for youth with short attentlon s§ans and basic skill deﬁc/nenmes ,
0 Easily replicated (the Pro;ect has Been replicated at two commumty colleges"
‘ ™ the project, design was used as the basis for 2 ;Jniversity-based knqwledge{
- . .
development projeét (Ur;,iver'sity of Oregon Medical Careers Exploration Project)
' 0 Lends itself to replication in industrial and business environments
0 May be adapted to ssrve spegific clief:t groups -
0 Project struét}Jre-ea_sily accommodates }oint sponsorship across’ prime sponsor
jurisdictions (Sum'r;mer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) youth from two prime '
) s%nsors areas barticipate in thepro jéct.on a cost-share basis.)‘ ‘
o High school counselors are su;;portive of othe pro jefct; recruitment and academis

credit provision are facilitated by such endorsement - /

4
.




Prime Sponsor Description: City of Portland, Oregon

Portland is a city of 385,000, the center of a metropolitan area containing 1.1 million
, .

people. CETA is administered by the City Human Resources Bureau; Y.outh CETA .

services.are administered through a network of youth career training centers. These

.

City operated training centers provide comprehensive services for¥ut-of-school youth.

and administer programs for in-school youth. Services to I/S youth are provided via a -

4 , »
non-financial agreement with Portland Public Schools. Formula youth CETA dollars

allocated in FY'79 amounted to $3,245,000.

{
Logistics of Project Operation

The Project is operated via contract between the City of Portland Prime Sponsor,
Pertland Community College, and l?ort/land Public Schools. Portland Community
College conducts the project;. Portland Public School assumes advisory and youth
refegra'J responsibilities. -

The. project, operative since 197f4, has undergone five modification cycles, each cycle

providing a slightly different focus and level of refinement. However, the core design

involves the rotation of youth through career awareness and exploratory classes in 10-

. career cluster areas. Community College instructors design the curriculum around the

career information and participatory (hands-on) focus of the project, and youth

(grduped in teams) rotate from one cluster area to another on a weekly bas‘\s under the’

.

guidance of a team leader. Each youth spends 3 hours per day in career exploratory

. classes and 3 hours’per day in supervised work activities.

¢ .
et

x *
\‘: N c
The adult é}é:::e;der serves multiple functions. The team leader monitors the team's

flow through the™System, supervises team work activities, acts as an instructional aid

to the career cluster instructor, maintains participant time and attendance reports,
and provides counseling to youth-participants.

- .
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- Initiglly, in 1974, the ‘pro%ct served 50 yc;uth. As time progressed, th.e’Pri'me SBonsor ~
\ and School District recognized the value of the summer career exp'ioration concept
, |\ and ¥ ok l:r)easures to rfeﬁne the project and extend the experience Fo incr’eased
n:.l ers of SYEP youth.  The following table (2-1) reﬂgctg the growth factor (increase
. _in participants sergéd) as 'well’as the characteristis of the participants. ‘Figure 2-2
/'reﬂect§ th;cé_s*t of the project's operat.ion. ‘
e
TABLE 2-1 CAREER SURVEY PROJECT PARTICIPANTS: NUMBERS SERVED/ :
CHARACTERISTICS |
2-l1a Participants Characteristics (based upon 1978 projegt operation): : -
AGE ‘\?6 OF TOTAL }}ACE‘ %~ OF TOTAL ’ | ,
15 32% . Black C 4%
15 43% Wt;ité 44%
16 C21% Asian 2%
17 2% ~ Native American 2% v
. . 2
s 18 \ 1% §
19 . 1% . SEX ‘ )
' Male -58%
) Female‘ 2 #2%‘ )
‘\’ . ‘ HANDICAPPiED 13%
v, ‘ o - -
Note: Although tt;e projeét served youth 14-19 years of age, the"typical participani
" wés 14-15 years old, economically disadvantaged (7096; LLSIL), a fré;hman or sopho-
more, and deficient in basic skill areas. ‘ ’
. .
"2-1b Number of CSP Youﬂ"n.Participan'ts; s
2 1974150 . b
1975: 108
o T 1976 gao’* , S
< : - 22




1977: 240
1978: 2u0% >
1979: 260% |
{ .
. TABLE 2-2 CAREER SURVEY PROJECT COST (BASED UPON 1978 PROJECT
OPERATION: ONE SITE) '

. ®
0 Funding Source: Summer Youth En';ploymeni Proéram \
o . * Total Project Cost: ‘$19,726 (Exclusive of participant wages) .
o City ;>f Portland Pilim_e Sporisbr Cost: $16,171 '(83.,5% of Totai)
o Multnomah-Washington CETA Consortium Cost: $2,955 516'7% of Total)
) " Cost includes: 10 hal‘f-time instructors, 1 full-time cwrdinétor, materials and

supplies, mileage N

0 * « Number of participants: 120
7 :
L) Project Cost per Participant: $164
o  —Participant Salaries; $509 per youth (192 hours x $2.65)

o _Total Youth Participant Wages: $61,080

*The 240 figure reflects project operation at two community colleges: 120 yoﬁth per

- site.

Note: The City of Portland Prime Sponsor'c'ontracts with Portland Community
; ’ R ‘

College, the project operator. Schoo! District responsibilities, identification/-“

" referral of ‘youth and agaden&ic gredit provision, are included in a non-financial

' agreementr negotiated between the City of Portland and Portland Public
Schools. A financial agreement negotiated betweén the City ;)_f Portland and .
Mulxnon'iah-Washington CETA Consortium, the neighboring prime sponsor
pr'ovides‘for parti;:ipation i\f youih frém the 2 prime sponsorships on a cost-

share basis. -

-
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The l;rg;ram Development Process ——— M

-

An analys" of the Career Survey Project's evolution can be pictorially illustrated in a

general model" (thure 1-1),. as well as m a more detatled, phase-specmc mode (Flgure

1-2). A Model of the Local Knowledge Development Process merely provides a more

in-depth view of the "Program Development Process."

< :
The followmg analysxs attempts to describe how we learn about youth programs by

t
[

- and use the learnings gleaned. - ‘ S ‘
‘ ey ’ \ N
Current YouthProgram Assessment: Policy Analysis and Needs Assessment

s

The "current youth progr\am assegsn'lent" process emanatedifrom ani informal series of
discussions between prime sponsor anhﬁoe%t representatives. The principal
issues that emerged’ included~the quality of work experiencé’ placements made within
the summer youth employment _program, and the extremely low enrollment of youth, in
vocational/technical courses offered during the academic year within local hxgh
schools. ‘ ' SRS SR

/ . :
An analysis of the two issues began. Prime Sponsor'and school district)rgpresentatives

~

agreed to approach the examination of each issue by isolating the questions for which
. i A .

they sought answers: -
H ) } ¢ ) -

4

. " 3 . . : . .0"
K providing quality supervision and training been less fruitful than anticipa-

ted? : ,

referencing key stages in the Career Survey Project's developmerit, and by capturmg .,

the systematic, orderly ﬁow of program 'development pro<:essbs to better understand N

s ) \ . -
I Why had previous -eﬁérts to increase the number of summer work sites



. . 473 -
.o Lo g
. ¢
2. What dynamics contributed to the placement of the more mature'16 and 1‘7 ’
« year-old SYEP population in the most substantive job sites? ' )
LY °
3. Conversely, what dynamics contrzbeuted 1o the recurrent appearance of a 14
—
and 15 year-old "left-over peol", the rna]orlty of whom were placed in. less
. attractive, lackluster work sites, Wthh offered llttle substantive ‘training? —
- ‘ ° e ) - ) .o
4,  How could the' provision of well-structured career expetiencesbe intreased -
“for the 14-‘15eyear-old 'grqup?; ) o :
. . 8
. AN . s . V\-w
5. Why, after local high schqols had recently increased the quantlty and
‘ quality of v;catldnal course, oﬁenngs, were enrollment levels in such :
- . courses frightfully low? S - ‘
6. Why ere hlgh school’ students, already severely deficient in basic- skills,
- opting for college preparatlon coursqs, failing, and dropping out? - 4
E %
: h to. ] ) . . ; .
7.  Why was the 4enro°llrnent,,d, ixﬁpc;pmrnunfty ’colleges offering high schpol
completion programs with vocatlonal training'cvptions lncreasing S0 rapidly, »
_ ’ while’high school dropout rates were higher-than ‘eyer?’ N a ’
w - . ’ : ;
The Prime Sponsor/School District tearmn began to gather data to assist them in
cohrrently'analyzmg ypol.}cy« and‘assess1ng needs. §1mple, quantltatlvely-orlented ’
surveys were cpnduc’ted to determine the relationshWen high‘-sch_o"ol enrollment ) IL
levels and drop-out rates of local youth for GEDgcompletlon‘ 1n technical training
‘courses. Interviews with school district career education sta'ﬁ _and high schoeol
students, a qualltatlve approach was used to gain a better understandlng of W _y
enrollment in high school vocatlonal/techmcal courses was so low. f -
' “ :




The data and information gathering process enabldd the Prime Spgnsor/School Dist
team to Conclude that: ® . ’ : ~

, 0

o

0

problem identification process enabled the Prime Sponsor/Staff District Téam to se‘ -

The knowledge development focal area had been identified.

v

It began to be obvious that SYEP resources should be.used to address these\'issues. The,

+ goals. Then they formulated a statement of purpose: °, ‘ T :

. ° I
_sufficient status to entice students.who may have benefited from such training .

"TQ encourage ‘the student ~pobulaﬁon to make earlier career aplans and take

<
-

[} £ .

A substantial number of high school  students who had "dropped out" subse- A

quently enrolled in GED completion/vocational fraining courses

-
>

The majority of high school youth had, at most, a limited _undqr:standing of fhe N

v
¢

”,
e

career education/vocational training options available to therh

Enrollment in school district’ sponsored career education courses did not carry

3

Youth needed to be ekposured to the realities of the job market . ‘
More effective methods of providing labor market and career information to
SYEP participants needed to be developed

Well-structured career experiences for l4 and 15 year-old- SYEP participaﬁjcs

needed to be generated - ' . . .o 8

« -
' .
E - . - - -
e
\.—./
e tl -

°

¥ N -

-
»

Y ©
A .
- E 4

y N\

advantage of .vocational training opportunities that.may be

«©

their career interest areas."

-

»

¥

- .

The statement of purposé evolved into’a goal statement: "Tg allow $tudepts to )
make better informed career decisions through hands-on exposure’ to vocations

al- and technical careers and career information dissemination by attending

.

|

- ’

summer exploratory career workshops." -
) ]

- .

o

- % 30
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—_—
Selection or Creatiod of a Model Phase . -
+ The PS/SD.team conducted a local search for existing models.»Although no such mddel

existed within' the Portland Public School sys?n "at that time which could be’

YN

. réplicated salient featureg of distributive education and cooperative alternative
idﬁcation approaches were identified. A survey of the local comunity college system
indic?%ed that career exploration activities of th.e nature sought were not in existence,
nor were community colleges serving htzconom_icall"y disadvantaged 14 and 15 y’ea/r-olds.

A poll taken of neighboring prime sT)onsors confirmed the opinion that similarly -

L

focused projects had not been devised. Although the PS/SD team recognized that
. - Y - .
prime sponsors having similar target populations and geographical characteristics most

likely had identified similar programmatic needs, the team did not consider tapping

out-of-state prime sponsors.
[ ]

) ?
In retrospect, a significant amount of planning/design time could have been saved had

similar program models been "imported" for replication or adaptation.
) N

3 R \ ‘ . .

., The PS/SD team elected to create a model to meet the specific needs of their locale.

L} ’ ’

|
:
C P

The PS/SD team initiated the Model De.sign phase by integrating general systems goals
¥

. 3
— Project Goals Analysis

-

identified by the Prime Sponsor for program development with the needs statements
. - - X

generated by the school district staff. A critical juncture in the program development

gL _
process occurred when a "goal statement" consensus was reached. Specific objectives
and productivity indicator statements were delineated which,.the team felt, would be
indicative of goal attainment. ' . /\

X . !
- .

Figure 2:3-Career Survey Project Objectives and Prdductivity Indicators, and Figure

2-4-Statement of Activities/Timeline for Each Objective, reflect the outcome of the
ERIC - 7 37
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FIGURE 2-3:_

\

CAREER SURVEY PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND PRODUCT{VITY INDICATORS

. OBJECTIVES s

1. To increase 120 participants' under-
standing  of
careers by providing exploratory
education classes in 10 vocational
areas.

"2. To increase 120 participants' utili-

zation of vocational/technical re-
sources within the high schools by
fifteen (15) percent.

A
3. To increase 120 participants' under-
standing of thefr‘obligations as em-
ployees by requiring attendance at
sixty (60) percent of the sessions
over the length of the project.

~

4. To increase the employment oppor-
tunities for 120 economically dis-
advantaged youth by employing
‘them during the summer in super-
vised work and 1nstruct10n act1v1-
ties.

LY

5. To maintain effective Jeadership
and ‘administrative management for
the Career Survey. Project during
Summer, 1978.

vocational/technical

28

1.

A

PRODUCTIVITY INDICATORS

- Students knowledge of careers as
measured by pre-test and post-test.
- Degree of difference between pre-
test and post-test. )
- Increase 120 participants' exposure
to job opportunities in ten (10) voca-,
tional clusters.

- Increase of 120 participants' know-
ledge of. skills, aptitudes, and inter-
ests required for success in ten (10)
vocational clusters.

- Number .of vocational cluster )
areas\attended by each participant.
- Average number of hours spent per
participant in each vocational clus-
ter.

- Range of hours attended by 120
participants.

- Number of youth enrolled at the
end of the project.

- Number and types of "hands-on"
experience provided in each cluster.

- Number of participants enrolled in
vocational/technical courses during
the academic years prior to 1978-
1979.

- Number of 'students enrollmg in
vocational/technical classes after
participation in the Career Survey
Project. -

- Attendance records.
- Range of hours attended per parti-
cipant.

- Total dollars paid to participants.
- Averge allowance amounts. earned
per participant.

- Hours of work performed.

- Total number of youth employed.

- Number and dates of activities
listed under activities 5.1, 5.2, 5.3,
etc.

33
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FIGURE 2-4: STATEMENT Of! ACTIVITIES/TIMELINE FdR EACH OBJECTIVE

<

Objective #1: /Rc»s*ia_te objective hete)

To increase 120 participants' understanding of vocational/tethnological careers by providing explomjg@ucation

classes in 10 vocational areas.

o ' N
No.  Activity

L1 Develop curriculum
= B

R
—

1.2 Hire 10 instructors and
. secure facilities for
classés to meet.

+»

1.3 Develop recruitment cri-
teria for participants

1.4 Recruit participants frozm
eligible SPEDY clients

1.5 Ass?gn instructoars

1.6 Assign part’icip;nts

¥

1.7 . Recruit team leaders
:

1.8 Assign teamn leaders to
teams of participants !

1.9°.  Develop orientation fqr
team leaders -

o

Completion
Date

5-31-78

v

5-15-78

' 5.01-78

6-02-78
t

5-15-78

6-15-78

6-02-78
~

6-15-78

Measure of completion
of activity

Written course outline
and cqurse description®
of eag'\ instructional
component submitted by
each of the 10 instructors
to the City. Courses pro-
vided as-planned.

Contract with PCC ‘

Written criteria

Participants recruited .
and enrolled

Schedule for inst.ructors
complete

-

Participants assigned to
teams

Appicants interviewed and
9 team leaders hired

~ -
Team ‘leaders assigned to
teams of participants

-

Orientation agenda devel-

~ oped

" HRB, PCC B

| PCC?ﬁR&\ . A7 "

N %

-

‘Other Agencies

Involved

PCC, HRB
g

HRB, PCC /

HRB

PPS, HRB

pcc

HRB, PCC

PCC, HRB »




goal setting effort. Fhe ffgures provide a §ampling of the goal analysis results, which
. » ‘ -
were developed for®the 4th cycle of the project (1978). The program operator

(Portland Community College), as its operational expertise increased, assumed an

active role in suggesting structural modifications. 1 X

+

-

The, objectives, productivity indicators, and activity/timeline statements reflect a’
much more specific, extensive, and qqéntitativeldesign than those developed the first

year. Most of the productivity indicator over-hauling occurred during the second year.

& .

qumally defined activities and timelines were developed the third year.

»
- \

' The refinement of these items was an outgrowth of program experience as the project

’
‘ -

evolved .through the Demonstration, Modification, Process Evaluation, In-Program

h}

Analysis, and Evaluation of Participant Benefits at Program Termination Outcome
stages. Goals, objectives, and productivity indicators ‘were continually reassessed, res
focused, and re-written for the succeeding program cycle.

Learninngs from each modification cycle contributed to an increasingly specific and

more thorough knowledge of which program apgroaches work best.

-~

L] ‘ 1 . )‘
The goal setting and.refinement process was crtitical; it allowed planning, implemen-
~ '
-tation, and project assessment to occur, in an orderly, systematic way. It insured that

"the concept of the project was clarified in adVance, and that activities were

operationally defined.

Model Demonstration ' ) \

“ The model was implemented via contract with Portland Community College (Summer,

’ -

,
’ 1974). The majority of administrative energy focused on insuring that the program




a t

was initiated and completed (more commonly referred to in youth programming circles
’ [ J

o

‘as "get.the program up and rolling"). The assessment was based largely upon a

’&a N “
qualitative format, but included some quantitative dat% The princhal instruments

included instructor questionnaires (narrative responses), program coordinators' project-
b

3

end reports (identification of program strengths/weaknesses/recommendations for

“change), and team leader project critique sessions. The rationale for the use of such

- N

ualitatively-oriented instrumeénts is based on the "process evaluation" thinkin
( y , p g

& .8

4

discussed in Chapter. | and, in more detail, in Chapter 3.

'

In the early stages of program implementation, it is appropriate to concentrate on

assessing the general workings of the program (the macro-approach) rather than on the
measurement of outcomes. The focus of the first cycle's assessment was, therefore,

to develop a general understanding of if and how the program achieved its goal. The

first cycle's assessment was positive.

’ -

In spite” of innumerable "rough ed es,"‘ it was agreed that the concept of summer
P 4 g g : P

L

career awareness/exploratory sessions fb_r ;hé 14-15 year~old group was sound.

»

1
.

, / .

Process Evaluation of the Model: Second Cycle .

As.the PS/SD team be.gén seriously' to consider the. long-term utility of the project and

the transferability of the rotational career awareness concept to other projects, the
heed to fine-tune the total program process was recognized.

A

7 +

°

N .

- ’ - ‘e
It was agreed -that an adequate lead-time for project planning modification and
assessment design had to be provided and that suggestions for program modification _
should be solicited from a broader range of education and employment and training

personnel. - - ' o .

2

.
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The ranfe of assessment instruments and indicators included: .

t
¢

. Quantitative ) Qualitative . .

. 0 Number of Vocational Clusters 0 Team Leader Summary Reports

attended by each participant
. o Instructor Reports

. ) Average number’of hours o - Debriefing Sessions
: spent by each participant
in each vocational cluster ) Project Coordinator Reports
o o) Counseldgr Recommendations
) Range of hours attended ) Participant Interviews :

by the 120 participants .
. ‘ ) Work Experience Coordinator Interviews

0 Number of yolth enrolled
at the end of the' project . .

.0 Analysis of participant
characteristics,

0 Pre/Post Testing ;
. 7
0 Participant data Cross-tabulation (to check for sex and race bias) -

Outcome Assessment Efforts (Evaluation of Participant Benefits at Program

‘I'ermination/lm;;act Evaluation of the Effect on the Youth Community)

P L4

‘

To date, outcome evaluations of the project have been limited to very simple, non-

experimental indications of participant change.at program&termination and fsllow-up.
o . . \ '

[

» Participant pre-post tests measured career information/awareness gains. Participants

.

. were polled to determine if project participation encouraged enrollment in high school
. vocational/technical courses. A six-month follow-up of participants was conducted to

J determine how many youth had actually enrolled in vocationally oriented courses upon

’

=
returning to school in the Fall. :

-

)

D)
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. ' . J .
Although it is normally very difficult to substaniaté the impact of a specific project

on the youth commuhity, institutional ch‘ange graddally occurred; the community

college sgmng is now recognized by the prime sponsor, s$hool district, and community

college network as'a' valuable and viable resource {0 provide services for 1/S

( -Moreover, the rotational career exploratory concept was
N : L)

disadvantag%py'outh.
incorporated in the design of a year-round YEDPA knowledge devefopment project: '

The Universi{y of Oregon Medical Careers Exploration Project. The University

- L] &
;&mplex is now engaged in providing ‘career gxploratory services to 1/S and O/S youth,

Te
v
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EVALUATIVE RESEARCH AS A KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT TOOL

.
‘ .

3
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_objective evidence to support the jt’xdgment‘.

- a ,

CHAPTER 3
_ EVALUATIVE RESEARCH AS A
KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT TOOL

Program evaluanon research is concerned with systematically fmdmg out how well
gocial action programs such as YEDPA work The basic lognc of program eyaluanon

resedrch evolved  in part to addréss speciﬁc questions concerning social program

_ development. ' - : ' . .

.«

. . bl

It is useful to make a distinction between "evaluation" and "evaluation research."
"Evaluation" is used in general sense to refer to the social process of making

judgments of worth. Itis a proEess ‘which is basic to most forms of social behavior,
whether that of a single individual or of a complex organization. Usually an evaluation
implies a logical or rational basis for making a judgment, but it does not necessarily

involve the use of a systematic procedure for ¢ringing together and presenting

Thus, the term "evaluation," in its

.

common sense, refers simply to the getieral process of assessment or appraisal. -

-

'y

Y

/

/

°

.

%

-

t

L Tt / ’ . .
"Evaluation research," on the other hand, refers to the use of social science research

/

methods and techniques for the purpose of making an evdluation. Thus, "evaluation"

becomes an adjettive specifying a type of research, and the main emphasis is placed
° 3
on the noun "research." So, evaluatign (or Mevaluative") research refers to procedures

Al

for collecting,* anfl.yzing', and utilizing infdrfmation which increases the possibility of

| proving rather than asserting the worth of a youth program. A great deal of variation
. / R ‘ )
* . in the tec:ni/qaes and subjects of focus is possible within program evaluation research.

v

For' example, .although much evaluative research focuses on outcomes or results,

evaluations can also be dxrected toward program goals and ob;ecnves, plans or designs

-~

.

v v




for cariying out the goals, or program activities and processes. As will be shown, the
wide range of evaluation methddology allows for adaptability to type‘s and stages of

youth program development, resources available, and other unique local requirements,

-Despite this methodological range, a basic framework, or model, of the evaluation/—r—-‘
process can be described. | In the following two sections, this logical process is

introduced, then ihtegrated'and illustrated in the broader context of the knowledge
» '

development model introduced in- Chapter 1. s

¢ Program Evaluation Research: A Developmental Sketch N

. . * ¢
The earliest program evaluation approach emerged from the education field. (’his

approach was typically concerned with narrowly determiniﬁg the degree to which

program objectives were achieved, The rationale was that-programs should be

evaluated by comparing the a‘ttainmer)t of objectives, usually involving participant
B/ C -

berformance, with clearaly specified behavioral outcomes established fo'r‘ the program.

From such a process, it could be determined if the program was achieving its goals. If

it was not, prokrdm modiﬁca_tioﬁs could be made*. This early apprzach has been

N N

extremely influéntial in contemporary social program evaluations.

t

N

. Téis approach also has several implications for what program directors and staff must
know and dp. The most important of these is the need for clarity aré\consensus Qn Y
4 agency and'prografn goals, on methods of assessing partllcipant outcornes, and on what

constitutes acceptable or desirable participant outcomes.

¥

.

v Much of cyrrent good practice in program evaluation simply e;cpands on this methodol-

4
»

ogy. Perhaps the most important development is the increased concern for process W

v \
.
/ ‘

. *This is basically R. Tyler's "Goal Attainment Model," first described in 1949,

.

| . 36
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L " | N

assessm.ent in t.he overail-evaluation of Ya particular program. Process evaluative
research assesses.the qua}ity of a p/rogra(m dl;ring its impleméntati\on, and has grown'to
" be seen as particularly important during the formanve early and intermediate stages
of a program. One of the principal. roles of process evaluative research durmg this
formative perlod is to help discover problems, hmxtanons, “and successes in ‘the

¢ N .

workings of the program and its implementation.

' 4
Is
v

Outcome/Impact evaluation is more terminal in nature and is aimed at determining the
L) - .

value of the completely developed program - usually in terms of program-related b

changes in program participants. A complete developmental cycle of program ]

-

evaluation ideally synthesizes both types of evaluation.

| 4
4 ‘ . ‘ .
* Reflecting the evolution of ‘/approach touched upon above, many contemporary program
. L] B 3 " \

evaluators now subscribe to a 4-level evaluative pro‘cess which associates a set of
'eval.uation types with a parallel set of needs for planning décisions*f‘
PY .
: Four planning categories may be identified :

1. Planning decisions - to set goals and objectivef : , .

-

2,  Programming decisions - to design program operations ‘ ' ‘

’

3. Implementmgdecxsxons - to monitor, evaluate, and improve program activities
- ’ A} ‘
4, Recycling decxslons - to judge, learn from, and react to ‘outcomes of the program o N\

(continue, modxfy, or termmate) : ’ )

' ' . i e ~ : R Y
For each clas$ of decisions, a parallel type of evaluative\research activity can be

. . e ‘ &L - ‘ 3 . ‘ - L .
identified: 5 v . . '

T ‘ h \ : ’ T ‘ .(‘

., R [
- v

*The following discussion draws from Daniel Stufflebéam (1971). .
\ - ’ '

.
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. \ .
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e .

Cohtext Evaluation provides the basis for determining goals and‘oijCtives.

a. Isolate the problems, needs, and unmet opportunities the progran5 can

“
P .

» address. ' . - N —~
, x

b. - Search outside the immediate system to locate useful values, needs, and

— .

approaches. ) . . ) ~ \

o  Explore research findings ° ) |

) Visit other programs.

o } Assess community priorities . ¢
. Examine existing program(s): What are the policies, the organizations; and * )
" the goals? Are goals being acﬁiev_ed as intended? '
d.  Should goals be changed or expanded? | : . |
Input Evaluation providés the basis for sélecting prqgram activities to meet goals
»
and-objectives. How are the objectives best achieved?-
a. Identify alterngti\;é strateg‘ies. . . ’
b.  Determine the l;m'itations and advagtages of each. '
c. | Igéntify the 3ikely effects and side effects of each approach. '
d. Deterﬁine what is required to.administer. and monitor each ,apﬂroach.
Process. Eval.uation provides ieedpack’al'nout program activities. It has three
major functions: = » - T _ S
a. Detect or predict problems. . ' ‘ . : 4
b.  Provide informational needs for me\nagementlstaﬁ decisions.
c. /‘Rec’ord the >procedures. .. K
Information is obtainedand reported as often as the program. staff requires it.
Prodl{ct Evaluation provides a measure ana interpretation of achie.veme;nzs\as i '
often a; necessary. This form @uative research is similar to that identified
. earlier as outcome/impact evaluatfve research. However,, product. evaluation N
may also assess intermediate attainments within the program. i
PN - ‘ . ‘ ) .o ‘ .
. L . |
- . - 38 4 0 ) L
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_In summary, this approach is designed to assist the decision-maker at ‘all steps of

» -

o 3 3 Ao . -\
program management. Thus, evaluative research is the process of determining-the

kinds of decistons to be made and lessons to be learned, then selectingdéolleoting, ands -

‘~7 —
I3

interpreting the needed: information in making these decisions and learning thes€
lessons. Y .-
\ - ’ ' 8ty

-~

-
*

\ Five evaluative research phases, shown in Fig. 3-1, provide a simple framework for the- 0

-decisiop~making, lesson learning process. " N . '
) A ) s;-" 2

» . “ B /

Applying An Evaluative Research- Framework to the Knowledge Deve'lopment Process

The principal reason for mtroducmg a "state of the art" framework of contemporary
- evaluative research is that the loglc): -of this framework can easily be adapted'to fit
neatly»}rhtﬁo\ t’t'te‘:origxma_l model" of the l‘g,cal KD_érocessﬁintroduced in Chapter 1.
& Ly /

P . ¢ N % N

/ o T
/ This adaptatton is made clearer %d more.- workable by taking an 1ntermed1ate step,

whereby the evaluatlve reséa‘roh 1 ramewol}k (Flg. 3-1) is restated as a flow of decisions’

and actwmes. Thts restatement is s‘ﬁ(own as. Flg‘B 2 Wthh contains all of the original
: AT

framework elements xcegt the "Neels A§sessment" bloc s The reason for thls

-
3

omission is that, within the KD m@el (Flgure 12), we ve already concerned

ourselves with a need/policy assessment earlier in the program development cycle.

A -~
‘. . /‘/-, &‘ -
o / ’ o f‘f)
“ .

/
A £ey feature of the evaluative '?&earch mode! (th. 3-2), Wthh we are now msertmg

:&»«

into the overall KD process, is that, we may work our way thﬁgh the loglcal ﬁow in

several different ways. Thls flexibility will meet our earher Criterion of allowmg the

data ana1y51s techmques, etc. ) for each stage of youth program development.”  °

! ' . ~

¥

A




PROGRAM PLANNING
SPECIFYING:
GOALS-OBJECTIVES-
ACTIVITIES-OUTCOME
INDICATORS

Ja

MANAGEMENT| | PROCESS
INFORMATION | | EVALUATION
SYSTEM »

OUTCOME & FOLEOW-UP
EVALUATION

<

/
/

Needs Assessment ~ involves stating the
objectives.  This information is' used to
identify program needs.

~

In program’ planning, evaluative research can
provide the project director with tools to*help
make planmng decisions. It can also build
procedures into the program, that will be
néeded a¥sess whether or not the

*program is operating as planned and how well

it is achxevmg its objectives.

" A Management Information System is essential

to the monitoring process and ‘to determine
the extent to which the elements of the
program.are being implemented as'planned.

Process evaluative rqsearch provides
information * about the activities and
interactions of the program's components in
meetmg program objectives. This information
is used- to make modifications where
necessary, N

- A

Outcome and Impact Evaluative Research
provide information about the success of the
entire program. This information can support
a decision to maintain, modify, expand, or
dxscorrf' inue the program.

N

' RN
FIGURE 3-1: AN EVALUATIVE RESEARCH AMEWORK

(Adapted from a model developed by the UCLA Center of Evaluation.
" See Morris and Fxtz-GLbbon (1978).)
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Let's see how our evaluative research model works when we consider how best, to
assess and learn from a LEA-private sector approach. Assume that, within the broader

KD process, we have already: ~ ’ /

'

-~

(a) .assessed currently pffered youth programs, - :
' /
» (b) —.identified additio /al unmet youth needs,

(c) tentatively identifie D:fo’cus area, and . -
L b |
(d) determined the proper "learning level," based on how much we know about

» -, -

the KD focus area. We have a new LEA-private sector program mode] to

try out, and are at learning level 2.

-
o

5 ) e
~ Nowﬁg’e are ready to demonstrate the model ar&d, at the same time, analyze what

SRS

happened during our demonstration. At this point ih the overall KD model; we enter
]

the logic of the evaluative research mode! (Fig. 3-2). Notice that we could have

! - - g

entered the evaluative research model from any of a number of other learning levels;

-

~~ but, had we done so, it is most likely that we would work our way through the logical

- o

flow in a different fashion than exhibited here, where we: -

i
Needs Assessment involves stating the objgctives. This information is used to identify

program needs.

1. Plan the model demonstration, being certain to articulate our :goals and
objectives r\l?arly. Clear delineation of program goals is crucial to good
program evaluation,

. T | T &

2, Decide on thé most approﬁ?fate evaluative research approach suggested by our

3 . o
' ~ goals and objecti_y;s\. At this rather exploratory level, we might well decide that

L

-
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our LEA-private sector link approach.is. best examined via a ' process evéluation,
since at this early stage, we are most hkely to bé interested in capturmg a sense

of the major characteristics of the new hnkage ] 1mplemehtanon.

-

» .+ . -
T . . -r
Next we will decide what blend of methods to.use within the process evaluative
-

research approach. At this early stage it is likely that many of the questions we

. _ Y . '

have about our neyw LEA-private sector linkage idea may best be answered by
. " N ’

using qualitative methods, Thus, techniques such as intensive interviewing may

be used to explore key quesnons and then verify their relevancy. For example,

.

what are the=various "agendas" of LEA and pr1Vate sector personhel” *Did

program participants enjoy the experience? What unanticipated problems or

-

benefits were associated with the demanstration? And so on. Of course, at the
N “ . ‘

very -least, our monitoring system will also collect certain bottom line quantita-

. .
tive data on youth participant characteristics arfd services delivered within the

- .
program segment affected by our new model, Tﬁis,\ and perhaps other quantita-'

tive information, will allow us to report later on_ the dehvery of the actual
-\'

"service units" that occurred during the demonstration: for example, the number
{
. a
of conferences held between LEA and private sector personnel, the number of
gk . I AR
private sector work exposure situations available to youth participants, as well

+

A .
as participation rates, costs, and so on. .

+

We would then prepare a final evaluative report (and perhaps a brief interj)n ’

report or two) combining quantitative and qualitative - findings.-, This report

serves to document at least the highlights of what we -have actually done in

I
v

implementing our new “linkage idea, and what were some.of the effects and
§ ~— .
reactions associated with our new approach. .At this point, we leave the logic of
R ! Ay

the evaluative research model and retfrn to that of tle broader KD model.




5. The.final evaluative report ,be‘_owes part of the decision and p_hcy making

process of the local jurisdiction. In addition, the result of our demonstration

becomes available to others interested in KD. If the results of our evaluation

_~—are not utilized, there is little reason to perform the evaluation in the first

place. ' .

-6.  Depending on policy makers' decisions, we may next decide to medify the mode!

and perform further, more detailed, and still predo'minantly‘p‘rocess-orienteﬂ

evaluations (learning levels 3 and 4 on the KD Flowchart). Or, if the initial

’

demonstration was judged completely unsatisfactory to meet our needs, we may

alter our idea or discard it altogether and look for another program approach to

demonstrate.

e °

o

As mentioned, different pathways through the eyaluative model will be appropriate at
different learning levels of the KD framework. Ge-nerally,‘ in learning levels 6-8 we
will tip the methods balance in favor of quantitatively oriented.outcome evaluations,

which may involve exﬁ’erimental designs using control or comparjson groups. However,

in such a case, some qualitative material wul contfhue 1\ be desirable to serve as in

.

interpretive background for understandmg quanntanve results. o

s

e

It is important to. note that as we proceed along the learning leyels of- the KD Model,

’
. -

I3

we accumulate information about the program approach we wish to locally implement

or continue to modify. Indeed, it is the continuous accumulation of information which

" enables us to progress along the spectrum of learning levels. Of course, more readily

»

available and generalizable findings from youth programs elsewhere, can greatly assist

us in this learning journey.

The remaining sections of this chapter highlight some of the more specific prlneiples

. -, - , (il . .
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and procedures of the evaluative model as it applies to the youth program knowledge

development process. :

.

A%Y

Comments on the Techniques of Evaluative Research

< . ) 6
We have examined the general strategy of knowledge development and inspected the

_role played by the logic of evaluative research in KD, It now seems appropriate to

offer further ir\sight into some of the specific techniques of evaluative research.
Space is limited, and for detailed procedures the reader is referred to Mangum'e; al.

(1976), Sum et al. (1978), and Morris and Fitz-Gibbon (1979). The following section

%

emphasizes goal analysis, discusses’ the balance of qualitative and” quantitative
methods in youth program evaluation, and offers some useful rules of thumb in
research design, data collection/analysis, and documentation Ioi\’youth prog'ram

evaluation,

Goal Analysis . ‘ e .

Clarifying goals enables us to establish a common understanding about what it is we
want a program to achieve and then to determine how and if the program is achieving
it. In prograf'n planning, opeTtions, and assessment, goal analysis plays an initial role.

In large part this is because of the systematic thought proce\s§ goal analysis necessarily
. T . .
subjects us to as individuals and, even more impgrtantly, as a group of individuals with

different perceptions about the many aspects of youth programming. ..
. Moy, s

s

. < '

1 4

From an assessment standpomt we can be assured that if we reach no basic-consensus

about program goals prior to operatmg a program, no CONsensus is llkel) to exist by thev

end of the program — particularly if the program had problems. Thus, from a learning,

" know ledge develobment standpoint, it is,crucial thaE operations, planning, and manage-

-

: . . .
ment be involved in ascertaining what it is that we are going to do in the program and
: 7/
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what it is ‘tha.i we wish to learn from the program. Although additional program

actions and learnings may occur, we will have a bottom line agreement against which
¢

to judge and arient ourselves, both during and at the completion of the program cycle.
Techniques of GoalpAnalysis

Goal analysis i:s the systematic process. of moving from the general to the increasingly
specific.* At each stép, there occurs a further honing and refinement of the Si.lb-
elements; of thecorilginal goal. Deal with goal analy;is as you would the writing of a
report: first .d,rafts a‘r.e 'for getting down, not for getting good. Goal analysis
eventually, lead to polished statements which, in addition ;o assessment purposes, are
also Sl:litable for g;ant applications and public cébnsumption.

. . . . .
Five basic .steps comprise goal analysis:

- \
-

-

1. Establish the goal. Use whatever words are comfortable, though they may

be fuzzy and broad. The idea is to "éet it down," to get started in the

>

overall process.  Additionally, it will be easier to achieve an initial

’

consensus on the importance of more vaguely stated intentions.

Check to make sure the goal describes an outcome rather than a process,
so you don't get stuck with the problem of means and ends at the very
start. For example,.make the goal "understand..." rather than "develop an

. understanding of..."

*The approach to goal analysis discussed here is that of Robert F. Mager (1972). ,

[}
Fa
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2. Jot_down actions that define the goal. Use words and phrases, making no

- attempt to.keep things tidy. Don't try to write objectives - tba’t's for later. -
} Two strategids may help you to describe the meaning of the goal: %
u\( S ]
' o a) us;e the word "by" after the goal. For emeple:
GOAL: Increase youth participant services |
S \ BY
- l.  Training staff in youth counseling
2.  Contacting schools and juver‘lfgeoagencies to identify. po-
tMipants |
3.  Expanding facilities
4.  Planning new intake procedures
As you try to think of actions to reach the goal, '
Ub) Cor;sider whichev\er of the follo&/ing seems most helpful:
1. "~ Answer the question, "What would I take as evidence for
« the achievement of‘ the goél?“ '
- 2. Imagine someone else with the responsibility of de%ining

the goal. How would that person récognize the goal's

attainment?

3.  Go back over your list of actions and tidy it up. Eliminate duplications and
itéms that, upon reconsideratdion, are ‘not what you want to say. Check for
ab;stractit;ns (fuzzies), which can be either discarded or analyzed further.
You may find making reference to a list of more precise verbs.'helpful in

.formulating concrete statements. (See Table 3-1).

The following statements illustrate the distinction between "fuzzies" and

L

Q ' )
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- .
. "concretes". _
3 : » —
. FUZZIES CONCRETES . .
’ 1. Be a good co~unselor" I.  Name ten counéeliyng Eompetencies
2. Defend confidentiality .- 2 Train staff S
-~ 3.  Appreciate other people 3.  Smile when you say hello
) 4.  Understand participarnts : 4~. Identify fuzzies
Each of the "goncretes" is an action. Naming, recit.ing, selecting, smiling,
«and identifying are éll actions. The "fugges," however, are fuzzy because
they are abstractil:ns rather than actions. "Being' a good counselor" does
’ not tell what the individual is doing when s/hg,is ‘being a good counselor.
The ‘same is true for "defending conﬁdentiality“‘; _h_cﬂ is thé individual
defining contidentiality? ‘ |
- . ‘ ~ )
k. Write a co[nplete statement for each action. Note the manner and/or
extent of. accomplishment that you would insist be ac;uieved before
. agreeing that the goal had been attained.
Q\’( ~‘1'his compi(ete statement Cwill bécome an o_biective. Fully devéloped

~ . objectives contain the following features:
¥

a. -Action - A good objective always states what is expected to be done.

-~ ’,

b. 'Conditions.- A good objective always describes the import;nt condi-

tions (if any) under which the.action is to occur.
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TABLE 3-1: A categorized "snom{ﬁg-ﬁst“ of verds useful for making objectives more precise ;
- . £ . ~ ~
SIMPLE TASKS  ANALYSES raw sapitalize carry compliment
. . 5 arl edit - <N catch sontmbute
attend Qhalyze finsh nypnenate chase cooperate
chodse sporawne b1 ingent climb tisagree
' zsVecs comoine Fix outhine coach 1sCuss
* <omplete zomoare “old srint ccoraginate axcuse
ooy zsnclude form sronounce crtgue forqive
sount senerast . ‘rame Junctuate float greet
N zefine crticize srng read - . 0 suge
: zesirbe M Jecuce famner recte . let neip
‘ sesignate zefine ‘ , ~andle soeak a0p ‘nfora
detect avaiyate - neat soell amp nteract
arferentiate axplamn , . Muswrate state X1ck ‘nvite
discmminate ‘ormulate maxke summarze knock Jjom
distinguisn generate men syflabicate hiad laugh’
distribute nduce . mend transiata march lend
duotcate infer . e mix ‘ type perform meat
find paraohrase - mold verbalize h offer
dentif olan nafl write Q- participate
tmitate present pownt scor ~ permit
inaicate save paste M m atical——skate praise
1solate shorzen © pate ski react
label structure Josttion add sk1p relate
list switch pour - bisect somersault sarve
: nark oress calculate stand snare
@ ateh SYNTHESIS procedure check streten smile
. hame SKILLS roll comoound strike supply .
note rub count swim taik
ot alter sang dere swing thank
srzer Jzcnance saw g1vice throw +oluntear
olace zagign scuiot ¢ astim ate L0ss vote -
sont 2evelco sew axtrapolate
srovige . Jscover snake axtract Science
~ecall : axoand “sharoen graoh
repeat axtend sketcn grouo calibrate .
seiect . generalize ) smootn ‘ntegrate . compound . -
state mogify scamp nterpolate connect :
ally Jarapnrase . stiek measure convert ,
30l orecwcr - s multoly decrease
snaertine sronose Trace nymoer onstrate
auestiens o . olot 21553¢3
: STUDY SKILLS  rear-2nge ., Jarnsh orove graft
-acongne A16e ~agqucs grow .
arrange recansTuct arap soive ‘ncrease
b attemst ~24roup sauare ‘nser~
satagor-ze -ename Drama suomrace * lengthen
har reorganize taoulate tight
inte reoraer act sally Himit
srcle =ennrase clasp ver-fy manipulate
classify ~estate correct . ayrture
zommle ~estructuie cre Music oberate
sonsiger— ~etell tirect’ plant
diagram ~ewrite - disolay blow prepare
dJocument signify enter bow reguce
.. “nd simplify exit clao remove
foilow synmthesize axpress , comoose replace,
formulate systamize leave zonduct report .
jather move “inger * »eset .
ne’uce GENERAL | Jantomine naraonize set . ~
evI APPLICATIONS -+ 2SS awum soec=y
~ seate serfera nute soragnten .
nao Arts & Crafts procees dlay me | . !
or3anize ~espond olack transter
. auotz - _assemole snow racTice weigh )
~eceord Jieng start sing -
- ~elate ' . e turn srum Social ’
~aturn orusn tap
searcn carve L anguage whistle ccept .
sgnTy zoior | agree .
sort construce abbreviate Physical ag . .
suggest crush -accert allow .
suooort cut dMphabetize arch answer
underline qap , argue bat ,ouy
voiunteer cot , articulate bend » com municate *
A s )
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1%
¢.  Criterion - Whenever possible, a good objective describes the criter-

ion necessary for the objective to be considered completed.
> 2 C

-
-

For example: Client services are considered to be increased when the -

s program demonstrates it has been able to:

] * 1. Train two new counselors by June. o

‘ »
.
- < ~
.

2. Plan fiew intake procedures, which will fulfill federal guidelines and

-

are considered acceptable to a test group of participants.

a0 S N

'3, Increase the client caseload 50% by “June. ‘ P

- .

4. Expand fa.cilit_ies,.provided fundipg is obtainéble, for 25% increased

program usage. . .

-
[ —

5. - ldentify participar‘%{ f)opulationé not previously served, which match

the results of an independent research survey.

.

Y

5.  Finally, modify these -statements until you can answer yes to the test

question: " "If something was achieved acc‘ording to these statements, would
I be willing to say the goal has been accomplished?" When you éan answer
yes, the goal analysis is complete.
-
Goal analysis is an’ important part of evaluative research regardless of the KD learning
" level. As is to be éxpecteq, the specific learning level will strongly influence the

nature of the goals we produce. For example, the goal statements of an initial

Q : / 61
ERIC » 50
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program demonstration will be quitg general, while the refined goal statéments of a . w&.

Ve

participant outcomes sfudy ‘might actually take the form of a research hypothesis.
The main pc;int here is that w;el'!fwritten %mls anq object’ives should point\_the way'to
the types‘of procedures mést appropriate for evalua}in"g the program. ’l:his amounts to
s‘aying that problem statements and solutigns should be appropriately matched.

e e

Quantitative and Qualitative Methodology in Evaluative Research

In evaluative research, the process of M'problem splution" or "types of procedures" used

is called the "methodology." Regardless of the specific methqdolégy chosen, several
basic elements should ke present: ' . .

- [ . \:

1. Selecting the basic evaluative approach based on the KD learning level, the

typg of questions asked, the nature of program goals, and who the users of

h ¢

"the research findings are likely to be.

2.  Developing the evaluative research design..
3. Collecting materials and data about program events and participants as -~

0

calléd for in the research design.

"4, -Ana_ly:;.ing and interpreting the findings.

5.. Presenting and interpreting study results.

’ -

In deciding what sort of methodological approach to use, it is important to realize that
an almost organic interconnectedness exists between the nature of the knowledge
development question itself, the method used for obtaining jnformatien about the KD

question, and the data collected according tp procedures outlined within the methodo-

-

logy. These three elements interrelate in a systematic way, such that a change in one

~ ,

of the three necessitates a change in the other two. ,

~
[

A poor choice of KD methodology can severe‘ly. limit the Kinds of questions we might

’

ask and the types of problems studied. Thus, ~acc6rding to the unique local needs and
' 1

51 6‘2 L
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circumstanaces of youth programs, we should select a research .approach which is

based on the unique characteristics apd goals of local programs, not an automatic
- ) . . ‘. . - M r ’ H ‘ i .
evaluation approach using standardized criteria applied across the board. The task,

' ‘\ * « . o
then, is to combine the validity of the questioh with the validity of the answer.

’
'

-

For example, if a question has to do with determining which one of two youth work

" configurations caused specific changes in the youth participants, a precise answer to

this outcome evaluation research question will most likely. call for a rather precise

~

methodology, possibly involving an experiméntai research design utilizing a comparison

or‘control'group. Data collected within this method would typically 'be guantltative

-
data —that is, numerical results based on test results, questionnaire responses, or some

4

—~ - - other sort of quantitatively measurable response. On the other hand, if the question
- ) . N

deals with the nature of participant characteristics and reactions in a demonstration

-

_— a !

program, out choice ¢f method might involve intensive interviewing, participant

observation,j or some other such qualitative methodological approach.* In this case,
. \
4

the resulting data from our qualitative methodological approach would tend to be more

narrative and less numerical in natur‘ .

1 .

Likewise, the.'way in which data is analyzed mays:differ considerably from problem to
» . . PR . ., ,

4

problem .and methodology ti methodology.  Using E;ua'nti"'ve.approaéhes, for

example, we typically becomé invelved in measures of statistical description and

statistical inference. However, in the anlaysis'of qualitatlve data, we seek to

establish themes and patterns based upon the unfolding results of interviews and other

material collection procedures.

-

“*For detailed discussion of qualitative methodology see: ‘Patton (1980); Bogdan and
Taylor (1975); Lofland (1971); Cook and Reichardt (1979).

e

6o
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It is important to realize that a range of methodolog'ical'approas:hes to-KD exist.
Currently, the dominant evaluative research approach, accepted almost without

guestion by many youth planners and eva ors, involves the use of a natural science

based, deductive, hypothesis-oriented methodology, which involves quantitative meas<
4 “ ‘ -

- I3

urement, experimental design, and presumes statistical analysis to be the epitome of

"good" procedure. In.contrast, the altérnative (qualitative) end of the methodological

-

scale is derived from the ‘tradition of anthropological field study. g

~

- The qualitative approach is inductive and holistic; it aims at understanding program

phenomena ' through the use of qualitative d'ata,‘holistit':.aqal)'!sis, and detailed

description de}ived from close contact with program participants. Although the

' I3

! qualitative approach is sometimes erroneously regarded as being "soft," “fuzzy, " and

generally less desirable than a "harder" quantitative approach a more reasonable

- ~

posmon is simply that different klnds of problems {i.e., KD learn1ng levels) reqire

different types of methodological research approaches. No position on the methodolo-

© °

- 2 2

gical spectrum is intrinsically better than another. Rather, these are alternatives/
from which the we can choose the solution which best matches our particular researth-

L)

problem. , - 3

It is often said that the distinction between qualitative and quantitanve approaches is
that of "knowing" somethlng, as opposed to merely "knowing about" something. This-
suggests that _qualita‘tive approaches,'by which one means those research strategies
which involve particl'panr 'observation, .in-depth interviewing;s fieldwork, and so on,

allow the researcher to obtafn first hand knowledge about the youth employment and

training programs in question. Qualitative data collection strategies, then, are aimed

at describing and understanding the-holistic nature of the program component from the

N a

. . " . -
_ \part1c1pants points of view \ .
Q ‘ . 53 ., ’ *
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Using a quantitative approach to youth program learning involves.an attempt to

9
" establish reliable generalizations about the frequencies of program events and about

~

associations among these events. By using a qualitative approach, we can acqpire a
systematic ovFrview of the tissue and fabric.6f program activities, events, or settings.
It can sometimes be argued that a strongly q@t/itative approach may cause us to
_draw our attention away from the major features of the ongoing setting itself. We can
trap ourselves into an exclusi;g concern 'with very small problems simply because
these problems are subject to i;uantiﬁcation. On the other hénd, a auanfit;ti\}g

Y ) 4 . ' .‘ . I3 3 .
approach is r?ésessary to provide more conclusive answers to highly specific questions

e

*

about program operations., Because of ‘the rigor and ‘contrpl necessary for' Fnany
quar{titative evaluafive research approaches, the detailed v,;evw of the a%antitative'
researcher may be compared to that of a viewer with a &Small magnifying glass. The‘
qualitative researcher, however, has a macroscopic though less deta‘ned, view of the

total context of the program under consideration. Thus, three impertant of

~

distinction emerge when the two techniques are compared:
7 - 4

-

>

The scale or scope of program 'operations which n';gy be identified and

[}

studled'
The Qerspecnve of the analyst (the ninsider's" view of the quahtanve

analyst vs, the "outsider's" vie\(of the quantitative analyst);

The meth%ds and data of the-two approaches.

- \

L

How do we decide which approach to use? When our research focuses on program or

part1c1pant characteusncs, we may well choose a predominatly qualltanve approach.

On the other hand, if our focus is more concerned with the estabhshment of causes or
conseg‘uences, we mfay be predominantly interested in a more quantitative approach.

For example, in process evaluations of experimental or demonstration youth programs,

A




N ‘ o.
- %
a more qualitative approaéh is' often appropriate. Here the a&gumen{ is that not

s
enough is yet known about the programm/nc approach, selection of target youth

,communmes, and delivery methods to appropnately apply highly specific’ quantitative
approaches to evaluate the program. The more macroscopic apprgach of qualitative

<
procedures may be fnuch more in order. .>
> ,

For outcome or impact evaluations of youth programs which may have been estab-
~

ot

lished in a pri‘me sponsorship for a longer 'period‘of time and about which a

considerable amount of information about program delivery methods, problems, etc., is

N\

already known, quantitative approaches to answering very specific questions may be

most appfopriate.

»
.

0

Usually, some balance of qualitative and quantitative méthods should be incorporated
throughout the course of an evaluation. Each method can provide a cross check on the
other. Ideally, evaluative research should tap multiple perspeqtives through the use of

multlple research methods in order to capture the most comprehensive view of the

L

youth program. Thus, qualitative methods can provide the context within which the
quantitative findings can be interpreted and understood. It is g\ite common to obtain

progfam evaluation results that don't fit with what wgs expected. Wondering- = about

3

rival explanations of outcomes can become very frustrating when there,is a lack of

. A3

contextual understanding which surrounds the quantitative assessment. What could

have precipitated such puzzling quantitative results? Was the measurément instru-

ment okay? Did the questions asked correctly tap the area being evaluated? Did the
youth participants percieve these q;estions in a different manner than was antic;pa-
ted"? Such questions can go on and on, and often do; qualitative data that‘ can provide
the framework for corhprehendmg the quantitative port_lon of the evaluative findings
can ofton provide answers about the largor context. In short, qualitati've methods

often provide the basis for understanding the significance of statistical associations.

55




Notés on Selecting an Evaluative Research Design A ' o

"Most simply stated, a "research design" is a plan which states how, by whom, when,"
and. from whom measurements will be gathered while conducting a knowledge
development project. The initial and mo'st obvious reason for using an eval\ia“i'ive
research desién is to insure aJwell-dréanized study,bwith all the right people taking

part in the evaluative research at the right times! A good design, however, provides us

@

%

L , . . .
~ with something more useful than just keeping the collection of data on schedule. Most
basically, it is a way of gathering comparative information about program elements or

participants or some other set of variables so that results from the program being

- -
evaluated can be placed in a context that will enable us to judge the program's worth,

-

.
-~

- - . »

> ’

In selecting a speciffc research evaluation design, the KD analyst should ideally
consider a number of factors, such as the reliability and validity of 6utcomes, the
trade-offs in reliability and vailidity yvhich must be m,ade due to limited time and

——————
resouqces, the specific nature of the youth program or programs being -studied, etc.
Perhaps one of the most important criteﬂa in the selection of a stuo‘y design, however,

3

is the "face vahdity" of the research design and of the instruments used within the

research desighv Face validity coricerns the extent "to wh? an entirg study or an
individual measurement instrument looks as if it measure®what it is intended to

measure, A research design and the instrument) used within it have face validity if
Al

youth program decision-makers and informatidn-users can look at the design and the
- . v

-

~

items measured by the instruments, and understand what is being measured.

s 4
chance to teview the items on a questionnaire to be used in our knowledge

A Y

development studwll listen to an explanation about what the questionnaire items

°

For example, if ke: youth program decision-makers and informatien-users Hav:z

were supposed to indicate, they may then be .asked: "If we administer these

. . 6»:
X R Il

e
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questionnéires with these-items measuring these, factors, will that tell }d,i\Wh‘at we

want to know? Does this approach make sense? Would we believe the results if they

came out negative?! It is difficult to get decis/ipn-malzers and information-users to
look at designs and instrumentation carefully in advance. But the more this sort of

L I 4

review takes place, the greater the insurance that the study results will be accepted as

being reasonable by: the decjsion-makers and information-uSers <and actually be

-

utilized. Thus, face validity/is extremely important in research design and subsequent

- o
t

data analysxs data mterpretatlon, and data utulization. o L.

'

As with the face validity of research instruments and the credibility of the research ;L

9 .
design, so, too, cpnsensus on the relevance of research definitions and the units of

analysisare also factors that affect the credibility ang usefulness of KD. evaluation

. . \ . : . . .
data. Furthermore, acn.vely‘nnvolvmg information-users in making decisions about

-

these issues means more than a one-point-in-tyme appsoval of a KD research proposal. |

Ideelly,, decision;makers and information-users should be involved in all KD research

14

¢ ) decxsxons as® they occur. Typxcally, there will be a slippage between the methods as \
. originally proposed and the methods as actually 1mplemented in the KD studyv. /‘A
decision-makers and information-users are involved only at the stage of approv;g

research proposals, they are likely to be Surprised when they see a final report. Thus,

the making o§ decisions about research methods is a continuous process that ideally

B

involves checking out ghgnges as they age made. . "\//
_The research design of a KD study will vary considerably depending on/whefcher a o

] -~

- quantitative or qualltatlve approach 10 analyzmg the youth program is used. Quanma-
~ @y
. tive desxgn approaches involve the specific determmanon of research mtereSts, ‘goals,

data collection procedures, and hypotheses well in advance of actually conductmgdhe

.

study. Qualitative research studies tend to remain quite flexible from the begipning

-~

” - C
\ land well ihto the research. Although qualitative researchers have a methodology to .
follow, the speeific’é of their approach evolve-as they proceed. o e
Q ] ’ 57 . R T * ) o
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KD projects may be quantitatively studied in very simple but effective ways, as well

@
9

as in more complex and powerful ways:

[ - N ,
1. Descere evaluation research is concerned mostly with "what is}'
and "how much" and involves the use of descrlptlve statistics (e.g.,
" frequency distributions; measures of central tendency, measures of
dispersion) to describe the framework or characterlstlcs of the youth

conceptual frame of reference, e.g., the particular new component
being studied and its relationship to other youth offerings. Workable
definitions of measures to be used must also be agreed upon -- an
exercise which should be eased by the presence of well- wrltten goals
and objectives. = . -

. program population and e“rﬁuronment. It is necessary to establish a

At the developmental stage of a KD project, it will probably be
appropriate to devote the most* energy to descriptive strategies

before moving to the next stages of quantitative study. Thus, the
descriptive approach will be espec1ally appropriate at the earlier ~
learning levels of the KD model. .

-
.

2. The correlational or comparative level of evaluation is concerned -«
with relationships among measures developed at the descriptive level.
For.example, we may determine that work groups comprised of mixed
income participants do,,indeed, seem-.to compare or correlate with
higher levels of performance for attitddinal change, etc.) than do
work groups comprised only of disadvantaged youth. .

& Such critical examination of relationships among measures describing

% a youth program may provide valuable 1n51;kt&into what goes on in

. the program. These insights may then raise meaningful questions,
which can be_answered by subsequént experimental studies.

v

3. The experimental approach to quantitative evaluation research gen-
erally requires an experimental design in which experimental and
control groups are compared, and to which program-participants have
been randomly assigned. The change in some outcome variable of
interest (such as readlng lmprovement or completion rates) is con-
trasted between experim ental and control groups.

.0 N <
Experimental designs are often incorrectly assumed to be the best or
even the only really acceptable type of evaluation methodology. It is
true, that ,questions | .about prpgram effectiveness (e.g., at learning
levels 6-8”in-the KD model) are often best ‘answered. by experimental
’ designs. Descriptive and correlational approaches may certainly be |
utlllzed in such analysis, though less conclusive outcomés will result.

* , v . <
,

- : . . -

° .

In contrast w&\h quantitative design methodology, qualitatfve research approaches

- -

. (\l £ . . "
_involve a gfadual unfolding of the specifics as they procede. Challenging research 4~

* u\ Q..

desngn decisions, Wthh must occur at’ the outset of the quantltatlve approach Qccur

y” © . 58 '6’5 - -
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later in the qualitative apﬁroach. Though different in nature from quantitative design,

AN

the discovery and creation of the design within the qualitative approach can be equally

challenging,

A major r;ﬁethodological conseqﬁence of the qualitative study of people in a given
’location is the process of discovery. Of necessity, it is a process of learning what'is
happening;t Since a major part of what is happeni[\g is pfovided by people in their own
terms, we must find out.about. those terms rather than impose a i)reconceived br
outsider's scheme. It is oL)r, the observers', task to find out what is fundamental or
essentidl to :the pebple or enviornment in the youth program under observation.

3

The same range of- design tfpes that exist in quantitative research (descriptive,
r 'S

correlational, experimental”can occur in qualitative research approaches. The real
strength of qualitative methodology lies in its facilitation of discovery. Although

conjecture regafding causes and consequences of program events may emerge from

qualitative regearch, the principal focus of this approach will usually be upon

[}

desa’bing the characteristics of progranfevents and participants. e

N

Nonetheless, qualitative approaches may be incorporated into, for example, an
experimental study»dz-:sign. “The forthcoming qualitative results would not be statis-
tically testable as in the case of quantitative results, but the breadth; comprehen-

sivenéss, and sensitivitby of the qualitatiye resufts might well offset this consideration.

Ideally, an experimental research approach would include both a quantitative and a

qualitative dimension. The two approaches can complement one another in a very,

. desirable way.

.
-

‘. -t N . . ¢ ’ . .
In qualitative program analysis, we will, of course, have some general questions in

.t
v

! : A 5 70




" mind when we begin our research. These typically fall into.one of two broad”

categories.

IS

v

The first category includes questions related to specific substantive issues
in a specific program setting. For example, in studying a central youth
employment center, one mlght examine how youth participants v1ew the
physical and/or social environment of that center. X
The second category of interest involves asking questions about togjics,
such as the nature of a certain kind of organization or the dynamics of
small groups. Thus, for example, a youth participant's experience interact-
ing with fellow workers in a community home 1mprovement work team
might be examined.

It may be helpful to consider different categories which the qualitative researcher can

examine. Ranging from the small scale to the large scale, one qualitative methodolo-

gist has recommended the following spgét,rum:*

ACTS. Action.in a situation that is temporary and brief, consuming enly a

few minutes or hours.

4 ] .- i
ACTIVITIES. Action in a setting of some duration: days, weeks, months,
constituting significant elements of persons' involvements.
MEANINGS. The verbal products of participants that define and,diréct
action. ) p . .

S

L 4

o

PARTICIPATION. Participant's total involvement with or adaptation to a
situation or setting under study. A
RELATIONSHIPS. - Interrelationships among severel persons -considered

simuitaneously within the program. S \

1]

*Cofland (1971). ' :



6: SETTINGS. The entire setting of a program under stud);, conceived here as
the unit of analysis.’

- . I | * :
Further, we may consider within each of these six scal% units either a static depiction .
of the catégory under study or phases (or sequences) through which the category being
studied passes over the course of time. This is somewhat liké the difference between

‘ . -
a photograph and a motion picture. -

What distinguishes qualitative methods from other methodologies is that the qualita- ’
tive researcher's questions are framed in general terms. Therefore, most users of the
,mejchodology try to begin a study without specific hypotheses or preconceived notions.
To enter a setting with a set of specific hypotheses is to impose preconditions and
perhaps misconceptions on the setting.’
.
X During the first days of a qualitative study, we may find that our ideas a;\d areas of
interest do not fit the program setting. Our questions may not be relevant to the
. concerns and behavior of the participants. We will then begin t'o formulate a new

.

research design or new tactics and begin to ask different questions.*

-

A . . . : )

°

)

Notes on Data Collection Procedures’ -

Once the basic approach of a knowledge development project has been determined and

a research design chosen, data must then be collected. Data collection is sometimes

considered to be a dirty job in program evaluation (or in any type of analysis for that

*An excellent example of qualitativé research in CETA youth prograr%a is Bonnie
Snedeker's Getting There, a monogriaph published by the 1.S. Department of Labor in
1980, A procursor to this study was included as part of course training materials in
the Knowledge Development Wdrkshop series sponsored by the 'Office of Youth
Progrdams. . ’ ’

Al
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matter). For both the qualitétive and quantitative approaches, the collection of data

probably consumes the greatest amount of time and effort in the evaluative project.
e
We vcould, in a youfh

It is important that we purposefully decide what to measure.

employment and training program, decide to measure an infinite number of things:

“'smiles per second, time scheduled for coupseling, types of job placements, number of

Y

participants bringing extra matenals to classroom acnvmes, self-concept, etc. "To
measure" is used here in its broadest sense-to record in-order to summarize and report.
Clearly, we must maintain an intelligent selectivity so that we can concentrate on

data items of demonstrable value.

.

{

Conducting a KD evaluation is a matter of gathering evidence to demonstrate the
attributes and effects of the program or one of its subcomponents. The program's

learning level position on the KD model, program goals, and the nature of our audience

" will help us make gross decisions about what program variables to look at.
example, we might measure some mix of: )
. é .
a. Characteristics of the program context or environment (e.g) program

.

organization, time frame, physical environment, class size, counseling

<

style,&etc.). ‘
. € a S c
b.  Participant characteristics (e.g., age, sex, socigreconomic status, language

ability, sl;ill levels, attitudes, etc.) S '

. -

- - \"' . 3
c. Characteristics of (program implementation (e.g., activities, interrela-

tionships, administrative arrangements, principal materials, etc.)

d. Program outcomes Here, consideration of program goals and objectives is

s

paramounf. Be alert, however, to the results and types of outcomes totally

unanticipated by planners. —, -

a » - . -

»

For °
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Beyond such general guidelines, decisions about precisely what information to collect

will be unique to each study situation. Every program has unique goals and generates
b o

umque‘kmdsu of data. Though there is no easy way to decide what data to collect or

what variables to examine, here are some rules of thumb which may h'elp:1
. : ¥ ’ J

1. Focus data collection where you are most likely to uncover program

effects, if any occur.
2. Try to collect a variety of information.

. . ‘
3. Try to think of clever (and credible) ways to detect achievement of
program objectives (or other participant change).

- ..

4, Focus on the type of information you think members of your audience will

". look for when they receive your report. '
5. Try to measure things that will enable you to further develop the youth
program approach.with which you are working, and 'thai; will advance local

understanding of youth programming in general.

-

-

The process of collecting data is considerably different depending on whether we aré
using a qualitative or afquantitative design. For example, although interviews may be
used in both types of research approaches, we will probably conduct the interview in a
very different w‘ay, depending on the methodology' we"are using. ) As developéd in
quantitative research, the activity of interviewing has increasingly been narrowéd to

force a choice between rigidly formulated alternative answers attached to rigidly

formulated questions. Here is an example:

»

IMorris and Fitz-Gibbon (1978), p. 20. i
’ ' 63 , .




How interested are you in discovering new vocational opportunities? For
instance, how often do you use your school's career resburce center?

A. Veryoftendl - \) ’

B. . fairly often
C. not very often

'

An interview made up of such questions and utilizing pre-formed categories of answers

is often called a "structured interview." This more rigidly structured data collection

activity, so typical in quantitative studies, necessarily assumes knowledge of what the

important questions are in the KD study and, more importantly, what the main kinds of

s

answers to these questions can be. To the extent that we want to impose our questions

s

on others and/or know what is happening with the people we are interviewing, this is a

legitimate strategy. But to the extent that we do not want to make such an
' ;

s

4 ) R .
imposition, nor assume in advance that we already know a great deal about our

respondents' lives, a different strategy of -interviewing is.required — a flexible

.

strategy of discovery. Qualitative approaches to data collection are typically more

open and flexible., An example of this is"the "unstructured interview" in which the . -

object is not to elicit choices. between alternative answers to pre-formed questions,

©

but instead, to elicit from the interviewee what the researcher considers are

< -

important questiohs relative to the KD project. Questions uncovered in this fashion

may theh ultimately provide the basis for a more structured interview or question-

naire. .o . )

-~ -

+ '
. - .
‘\ . . @ -
'
b

Data for evaluative research can come from a great range of sources and be gathered

by an arsenal of collection techniques. We are‘l‘imited only by our ingenuity ang

’

imdgination and, of course, time and money. Some possible data sources are:
<
I.. - Questionnaires -

2. Interviews
v 64 o )
R * . v . .
-7, .
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3, ' Obsefvation

4,  Psychometric tests of values, attitudes, personality preferences, norms,

beliefs | .

. .

5.  Rating by peers, staff, or _'experts

6. Existing plans, records, contracts, monitoring reports, MIS reports, and

other statistics within our agency **

% 7. Data collected by other agencies (for example, health records, employment

o
-

security records, ‘etc.)
. 8.  Tests of information, jnterpretations, skills,‘application of knowledge

9. Projective tests’

>

10. Diary or other personal records
11. Situational tests presenting the respondent with simulated life situations
12. Physical evidence . ,

13. Documents (such as the minutes of board meetings,-newspaper accounts of

program actions, and so_forth)
>+

14, Correspondence - ‘ )

L4

A lot of quantitative evaluative research depends on asking people for information.
Such an @proach relies on interviews and que§tionna1res to gather information about

youth program participants — who they are, what it is they do in the program, and
what their behaviors and,attitudes are before and after participation in the particular

.

program. Frequently the staff can be queried.
o

k)

/O

2 ¢

£y

In educationally oriented KD programs, tests are ‘commonly used; they can provide

important data on knowle_dg‘e and learning. - \ - f
. . . /
. : : . ¢ ‘)

.. * Sometimes we can find ways of collecting relevant ‘data by "unobtrusive" methods that

do not involve asking anybody anything. Thus, for example, the recorded number of.
. by

1
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student visits to a career resource center over- a period of weeks or months might be
correlated with actions to encourage such behavior. Sometimes counselor records can

be used for this. 7An excellent guidé, full of imaginative examples and suggestions, is

Eugene Webb's Efassic little book, Unobtrusive Measures. Observation can be a very

important tool for collecting data on both pfe-and post program indicators. To
increase reliability, we should rgcord observations immediately; if observations lend

themselves to éasy classifications, they should be coded on the spot.

Youth program records.and other prime sponsor or subcontractor files are sometimes a

-

very good source of evaluative data. Unfortunately, such records are rarely as useful
: 3

as they should be. Often a prime sponsor's record keeping and its transfer of intake

-

and service information to permanent records tends to be fairly haphazard. Records
are of tén inaccurate, out of date, and the definitions and categories used by the prime
may not be appropriate for youth program evaluation purposes. MIS reports can

sometimes be very useful, though incompleteness and inaccuracies plague many MIS

systems. Indeed, record keeping procedures are occasionally changed; and if this

happens during the period under study, it can torpedo all attempts at before and after

4
€

compar isons.

On the other hand, there are compensations for using the prime sponsor's or

subcontractor's records. One is éaving the money and time that collecting original

data requires. Another is the advantage of continuity. Typically, the prime has been

receiving a continual influx of information on the wgram. Prime sponsor record

keeping or MIS systems may not be usable as is - we should check carefully for
accuracy and completeness. We may also attempt to change certain standardized data
collection procedures within our organization, or introduce new items more suited to

knowledge development requirements.
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Intensive interviewing and participant observation are the data collection procedures
which- ‘are most common to qualitative program eval'uétion. Both of .these approach;es
involve uy/ in a more gradual unfolding of an outlook and understanding of the
pa’rticiﬁgnts in a particular youth program.*

BN

°%

. A Comment on Data Analysis and Interpretation Y

The ‘nature and organization of the data collected within the research design usually
" dictates the level or complexity of data anal,ysis which is appropriate in de&armining
the results of the stud);. Considerabl;' different analytical tools are used in the
quali.tat’ive approach as opposed to the quantitative approach: f-‘urthermore, within

each of these approaches a wide range o} possible analytical methods is possible.
] ’ —

The data analysis and interpretation phases of a knowledge development project are
particularly critical in producing results which are likely to be well-received and
utilized. It is at this stage that we look at the data and try to make sense out-of it. It

is important to separate analysis and evaluative interpretation, For example, in the

case of quantitative{{analysis, we are involved with organizing the data, constructing
*

éppropriate statistical tables, and drranging for the data to be displayed in a orderly,
usable format. On the other hand, interpretation involves making judgmenty, about

what these data mean, establishing the implications of the findings, and applying the

+ results of our investigation to possiblé future action. By separating oyt analysis from

interpretation, it is possible for a variety of users to look at the data analysis alone,
. ¢ A

-

N .
come to their own conclusions, and make interpretations apart from the judgments of

-

the original evaluator.

-

*Two excellent \guides to intensive fnterviewin , participant observation, and other
qualitative research techniques are Lofland (1974), and Bogdan and Taylor (1975).

-




Some,prigram évaluators strongly advocate the evaluator's respQnsibility to draw
conclu‘sions from data and make judgments about the evaluation results. Others a;gue
that the,e’vél;afor‘s job is merely to support the data, and that the decision-maker
must make the judgments. '(In many local youth staffé, of course, the evaluator may
also be-a decision-maker). An i'cieaIVapproach, which is a éomprorﬁise between thesé
positions, involves the early presentation of relatively raw results to decision-rrquers
and information users, giving them an opportunity to stljdy and react to the data
analysis without the intrusion of the evaluator's interpretation. I(rT this manrer, the

judgments and findings of key decision-makers and information usCs may become a

process of local

.

«'—J

part of our own later interpretation of the data. In this way, th

utilization of youth program learnings may get under way well before the final report

is distributed. a \

-

1
Generally speaking, there a-re simply no hard and fast rules for interpreting the results

of data analyses in youth program evaluation nor are there any rules for drawing

o 3

conclusions from these results. If we have followed a well planned and relatively

objective evaluation procedure, certain findings may lend themselves to obvious

unarguable interpretations. However, other findings may fall into a less clear cut area
. /\ N .

where alternative and often divergent interpretations are possible. At this point, the

experience of the analyst becomes very important. In many cases, we must rely on our
personal knowledge of the specific progfam and components which are being evaluated

“+

and come to some conglusions. Ideally, we will confer with program personnel or

Ed

"significant others" in erder to clarify findings. In any case, we should always be able

to justify and defend interpretations and conclusions on the basis of"?ur data. In
. . - '

addition, it is important to resist having our findings distorted in order to "document"

L]

the preconceived notions of program or other personnel.

Three additional rules of thumb for analyzing and interpreting youth program

)

° - o
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. ) &
evaluation data include:

N~

l.  Clear, readable, and simplified statistical tables are neces/ary to enable
decision-makers and information-users to understand and’ interpret the
data. Sophisgicated analyses should be reworded and presented in simpli-
fied and tabular form. - .

. 2. Data must be "worked with" in order tq be really understood. We must

« spend some time getting inside the data. Busy information-users and

decision-makers will be unwilling or unable to spend days at such a task,

"but a few fiours of structured time spent by an analyst can pay off

tremendously in a greater understanding of, and commitment. to, the
e€valuation data. ’

3.  Evaluators can learn a lot from decision makers' and information users'
interpretations of the data by remaining open and listening to what people
know ledgeable about the program have to say.

4

Documenting. Knowledge Development Findings

A critical missing link in the youth program learning efforts of many local youth staffs
is simply that of ‘writing down a cogent description of the evaluative study and its
results. éonsiderable credit and advantage may ‘be foregone if this last sté‘p in
methodology .is overlooked or discarded. Although we distribut# "problem" results

more selectively, there also exists a real need among youth staffs to learri what

apBears not to work, as well as what appears to work well.

»> o u

o
’

A glance at an outline of audiences interested in knowledge development findings

'should provide ‘a sense of .the valde of placing study results inte a distributable,

discussable form: -

°

°

1. Prime Sponsor (Staff and Advisary Bodies):

\J

CETA Prime Sponsoi' Administrators
. Program Planners/Evaluafors

Program Qperators/Iin-House

EY

* - Counseling Staff

) Contractors (LEAs amd other)

.

. Advisory Council L ) -

Cst)sbour)g‘il, County Commissioners
3 o i 69 <y
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4

2. Regional: . . ) . . -~

. Regibﬁal Youth Coordinator I
Federal Representative

3. National: ¢

Office of Youth Programs

Research/Evaluation Teams » ) -

b CETA Prime §ponsors:

> Prime§ within the State netw;)rk
Primes within the National network h -
Elected Officials . ’
Community-Based brganizations
Special Interest Groups : ' .
Press f . A .

' Private Sector Employers

Unions

Here are v.;ays that youth program learnings, if well-documented, can be used by each *
'N {
of these groups: ) ;

°

° .

1. Prime Sponsor (Staff and Advisory Bodies) ‘ -
a. To assess the effectiveness of the ;!outh program concept being
tested in terms of its benefits to program paglicipants and cost

5

effectiveness.

W, counsélors of ybutt{ prograngl’mirig progress and outcpmes. /
c.  To present research project status reports to the: dﬁsory Council.
d. To present a comprehensive assessment of the learning effort 10 the

» Advisory Council. »




',"

o . Lo

J\-W‘/ - . “

e. To develop a substantive data base upon which t0 determine what .

o <

works best for whom under what circumstances; to re-direct on-going , °*

¢ -
¢ ’

and future youth programming. . —

f. To develop a substaative data base to use in determining which youth

©

program p\'o]ects to delete, modity, expand {N\ 3
< . -

g. To help further refine our knowledge base re: modxilcatlon of the

overall delivery system that woufd result in_better provisions of

'

- servicgs to the client population. -

'
- . ’» )

h. To insure that K'D assessment and evdluation data is utilized.
-3 B °
is To provide a data base to analyze the [deliyerq capabilities of
- ¢ ° " R . . Q
’contractors and program operatars.

I

i N

‘ jo To determine what ‘service mix is most effective in dealmg with*

signif 1&nt g'ro up segments.

Regional Office. ~ - | B

a. To meet Regional repbrting requirements. ﬂ

b.  To.inform the Regional Officé 'ot\he status of youth program .

learning efforts. ¢ .

& ’

‘c.  “To w=atisfy the Regional Office Knowledge Development Report

PRERY
-

requirements. , . . E

d.  To insure that written documentatiwn of the knowledge development
" L .

experience is completed to meet Regional Ass;ssment Reviews.

{

National Office &

"a.  To jnform the National Office of successful program models and#

)

innovations. o - . ‘ R

”»
° 3

k. ’
b.  To provide the National Gffice with a more comprehensive under--

standing of the dynamics of local youth program learning in relation

» .
-

o 9

to. the overall programming effortsewithjp locai gﬁ?is?:Stiqhs:. .

c.  To.inform the National Office of-the barriers/obstacles enc\o‘unteréd

- -
§ ”

in carryi’ng out the ohallarxge of youth programming. .
| 71 . ’
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d.  To develop alocal knowledge base that will assist the Natiq‘n‘al Office. °

. . - v - A
v

in on-going national rpolicy formulation. .
) ¥

o

o

g i e.  Preparation of Annual Prime Sponsor Report on Youth Programs:
v < b ’
. . Knowledge Development. . -
N s A - - R '
L . 4. ' CETAPrime Sponsor/Program Operators .
) : s , I . .
a. . To establish an informational base upon which to share youth program
. N successes and'non-successes with other CETA-Prime Sponsors.
1} A\ - - . .
. & . . ..
- b. x; To provide locak contractors, program operators, and LEAs with
] ﬁn:“.itantive information on local knowledge development efforts.
. 5.  Public Consurhptioh * '
. a. To inform City Council members, County Commissioners, and other
. . & - . ) o - ,
. elected officials of youth program evaluation efforts and outcomes.
L] . L ? ., * .
. ®
- . 3 > sz - *
S b.  To satisfy the increasing demand.for accountability prompted by the
[ L] : N s . v
¥ - et
° t surge of press devoted to CETA.
v < : - -~ - . -
» c. .. To use for general public relations (presentations to parent groups,
~ B 40 . B
. o “ pusiness associations, community-based organizations, news releases,
\ @ .. ‘ . , a . . . - ) ’. . oL
I ) ) ? ; etCo)o. ’ . ‘
= . . . ! ., »
' - . . é" - .
RPN d. To use in soliciting the coopergtion of local public interest groups in
t N
v . e - Coo . e
) . ' . establishing a solid base of community invqlvement-and support for
AR - e e e C . . '
! " S * . local youth injtiatives. , " : ,
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CHAPTER 4:

- &

UNDERSTANDING AND USING NATIONAL KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT FINDINGS
. AND USING .

As explained at the outset, this guide is princioally intended as a primer on methods of
_knowledge development for local’ youth staff. Nonetheless, the guide would be

1ncomplete without an overvxew of the natlonal KD effort which was lnstlgated by the

passage of the .Youth Employment and Demons\rratlon Projects '‘Act of 1977. Many of

s

the flndmgs and results of the ‘natlonﬂrt are of direct use in plannlng and

operating loca(youth prog rams. i

-

’

A detailed history of the Offlce of Youth Program's knowledge development scherhe

and correspondlng schedule of discretionarily funded projects is beyond our. presenf

X4 (Y

"scope, but we can note the basic rationale and organlzatlon of the national KD
o H

approach. We can also 1dentlfy the most direct means for local youth staff to explore

and gain access to this burgeonlng stockpile of useful yOUth program findings and -

results.

A
] .

The Learning Focus of YEDPA

" Learning about youth programs is the central theme of YEDPA. The Act was designed

/

to "try a ;/ariety of solutions to yo&f:th employment,problems," as well. as to researchy

° e
. , . F . of . .
demonstrate, explore, examine, study, and evaluate the solutions tried.
L -

P *
b4

+ % The Off? of Youth Programs (OYP) of the Employment and Training Admunistration

was, credted, in pa‘rt,"to_dem'gn and oversee a number of discretionary projects in order
- N . . . . . . 4

to answer speciflc questions generated by thc_?Qassage of YEDPA. It was OYP which

coined the term \knowledge development - "a comprehensive g systematic effort to

identify, capture, énd repljcate the lessons learned about the contributions of different

oy



. -
£

services, participation incentivles, and program management approaches aimed at

increasing the career potentials of young Americans." '

v

.

It bears not'ing that DOL-sponsored efforts ‘,t_o learn more about the employment
a - " = ’
problems of young people are not new. Although attention to youth employment

problems lessened in the early 70's, such efforts weré a major DOL priority in the

s ¢ d [

1960's.*

As spelled jout in a series of knowledge development plans, OYP's learning strategy

comprised a broad array of more than 200 disctetionary projects that systematically

# addressed critical youth employment issues. For the most part, these projects were

] d1screnonqry pro;ects' were one (or a combmanoé) ‘of three poss1ble sorts:

relatively .complex, often involving sophisticated research methodologies, multi-site

deg'gns, and other considerations well out of reach of most local evaluation staffs. *

-
-

B
Depending on how much was known about a Qarncular youth employment 1ssue, OYP's

.

©
¢

1. ~Demonstranon Projecis - an array of activities and program approach configura-

tions having to } do, for example, with in-school programs, prxvate sector

e LY

mmatrves, serv1ce mix experxments, educational’ vouchers, work and educanon

. ~
-

councils. o {

o - : N - ‘ ' ‘ '

. ‘ .

e . & . "y .
A specipic example of a demonstration project is the V'entures in CommUmty

- v

al whether it makes .sense to replicate a model commumty 1mprovement

project in'widely different areass This project, sucgessful in Port&and, Oregon,

L4 »

«

was tried in 12 U.S. cities. .

.4 - -

*For a synthesis and review of earlier youth program: efforts, see Mangum and Wal
€1978), 9Wa1ther (1976). )5 )
i®

/ % . . .

» 4
L -

Improyement Demonstramon. Among other thmgs, thxs 2 year prorc’% sought to. .
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2. Special Research Studies .- 'designed to provyide very basic information and

-

analysis concerning youth employment problems and o assess the performance

. . *tl'
of programs which seek to better the circumstances of youth.

v .
-

The Youth Labor Market Experience Studyjis an example of such a research
project. This study ra:’nalyzes youths' labor market béhavior ¢ to 5C}§ars after

| graduatic;n from high school. . _. )
-3, Program Eva‘l‘uation - primarily pr;)?ss and outcome evaluations d_f progra'ms

already in place, typically as formula-funded youth programs. >
& . - 2

The Process Evalugtion of Youth Programs, performed by the National Council
o . v,
on Employment Policy (NCEP), is an example” of a national KD evaluation

i ~ : \ , T
project. It assessed the planning, start-up, and operational experience of YCCIP

. < hd - q . . . @‘ .

. and YETP in relation to other employment and training programs for youth.
‘ . < ' \ \
, ‘ . - .

o

OYP initiated projects addressing critical youth employment issfies in a mahner which
- .. was tl'foughf_ to systematically focus new khowledge development'efforts on areas that

1 needed attention, building on what was known, and focusing on the next appropriate
’ 13
.~ [' . v . R N . 5 ~ . N v
. level of inquiry. ~ . .

L4

-

. e s ‘. X -
\ .. . . ' v o,

The logical elements of OYP's systematic approach to focys and organize ‘each

v

) discreti’bnary project are already ‘familiar to readers of this gu_ide as the steps _
identified in the logal KD mode! (Figure 1-2). Of course, OYP applied the logic of the g

KD model on a ng;ional, rather. than a locai, scale. When oYP accomplisr‘me‘d su;ﬁ a

°
< 3 -
N [N N «

step in the KD model as "Current Youth Program Assessment" or "Knowledge Base b

4

Assessment," it was with reference to a generalized, aggregate picture of the youth |

employment and training program needs of the entire nation. “When.the "learning
P L3 .’ . &
Q ‘ . oo e . 76 - . 8». -
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levels" assessment within the KD model was applred, often to a multi-site demonstra-
tion design, the implications of the selection of an dppropriate learning level held

firm. For example, although OYP might simultaneously exp‘lore a new program

A .
at a number of different sites, the effort’ was still typically conceived
’ bN

"demonstration" program, and process-oriented assessment techniques were emplayed,
Correspondingly, outcome/impact research and evaluation techniques were.employed
in assesging national projects about which more was originally known.’

/

What is significant fc;r local youth staff is that t‘he admittedly awesonéle OYP
discretionary eﬁort can be understood in terms of its many mdmdual projects, }each of
which is exammed accordmg to the same fundam‘%mal KD process described in
Chaptér 1 of this guide. The broad range.of issues examined by OYP virtually assures
that the findiqr_mgs of at least c;ertain national projects will be of use to local youth
staff. Indeed, because of the resources BYP was able to in\;est in most c.)f its
discretionary'efforts, a given set of national findings may prcsve to be a;nong the most
valuaSl'e of "outside resource" cons’iderati‘o.nsl made l;y a loca{ youth st.aff in conducting
their u}n local KD effort: For example, OYP-r;as tygically examined. specific youth
program mode\ls’ in a relatively controlled ﬁwulti-site manner. This approécﬁ improves
* both the hkehhood of as‘cnbmg causality to program events, as well as the chances of
the modei proggam h;v1n% been demonstrated w1thm a ]Ul‘lSdlCtlon whxch more closely
approaches that of mteres‘ed loca{ youth staﬁ Of course, we canwnever assume that
"imported" findings will per\fectly fit qucmc local cxrcumstances, but a clo&er Iit may
provide much greater msxgh‘.\ in de#elong‘loc'al‘ programs.

- . . . } . -

€ | % )
. 1

’

A Discretionary Study of Vocénonal Expl‘oratxon : ) ( ) ‘ .

C e % ¥ {
.t 0 % | + e * ‘ ’ ¢
R : \ . . R
. « ’ \ . . ¢ . .
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. Exa.mmanon of the Vocanonal Exploranon Demoh tratlon Project (VEDP) may provxde

a sense of the scope and ranonell‘le of national knowledge de\_'elopment projects. VEDP
e . N ’\' o717
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is a multi-site test of alternative approaches for conducting a local vocational.

? - ~ . -

exploration prog7rn.

A

\ ¢ : *

Vocational exploration is an approach to youth programming which is familiar to most

youth employment and training staff. Genera}ly stated, vocational éxploration is an

educational and motivational experlence through which youth learn about the world of

work, look at different occupations, "jobs, and career opportunities, gain expenence
!

: - . i
psefut in making decmons about future' directions, and develop a firm behavioral

s

foundation from which to proceed. ) _ . -

M » n Ay
However, many specific variations and refinements to the basic approach have
-

occurred since the e/arliest vocational exploration efforts in 1971.  Originally little

more than a work /experience program, yarious cognitive and affective enrichments

L / . .

have come to be seen as essential to the approach. Typically utilized in summ'er

‘

programming, some youth staff saw year-round value in the vocational exploration

I»

'appr:oafsh. OYP's " decision to systematically modify and replicate a number of
. \ .

vocational exploration models was, thus, a national outgrowth of the hodgepodge of
» . ‘ N . . N

sometimes conflicting information which had acchmuléted around the b(asic vocational
7 . . M . . ¢ .

- exploration approach. . - -

. h ‘. ) . - .
) ,} - :

Teamlng up w1th the National A111ance of Bu51ness, the Human

~

Resource Development Institute (of’ the AFL- CIO), and the St.

’

R
‘L0u1s Unlver51ty Center f’or Urban Programs OYP.de51gned, VEDP

. o

‘to test alternatlve vocatlonal exploratlon approaches of varylng

-~

duratlon and w1th dlfferent ®arget groups,




-

. - . I} ¢

The Vocational Exploration Demonstratigh Project operates in 16 cities

throughout the country and tests five (5) basic program models which employ

- different strategies for'providing a vocational experience for youth. Each

of the 1§ program operators implement‘e specific program design based on
ohe’ of the following fivedmodels:

1. Onsite Exposure is occupational exploration through actual

<

B placement at a private or public sector employer's place of
business for worker shadowing, job/task observation and

rotation, and limited prdctical '"hands-on' experience.

2. Vocational Exposure Laboratoryiis occupational exploration
throughqclassroem actipities, survey style" vocational
trainiﬁg, limi?éa skill instruction and.sipulated, "labora-
tory" mock-up work’conéucted at unien trade instruction
institutions, vocational schools, skill training centers,

. or communit& colleges. A

-

Eclectlc ExpQsure 1s occupational exploratlon through a multiple

process approach whlch comblnes several basic elements 1nt8 a
planned program 1ntervent10n strategy. .These act1v1t1es include
but are not 11m1ted to field trips and tours of bu51nasses and -
1ndust§éei:‘f11ms and seminars glven;by.various employers and °

businessmen¥ presentation of occupational and vocational infor-
‘ . " .

mation, sessions on survival skills, and youth projects such as

small enterprises.

Multi Modal Exposure provides for the operation of various mixtures

of the three basic types’ described above.

»

!

o

[

.

Exten51on Model Exposure prov1des Onsite Exposure Qé*gg%f} Modal

Exposure in a §equence of activities th%t exten@ over a twelve-

ﬁhnth‘perlod of time. .

s
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All}of the local prograﬁs have three cOmgponents--one serving in-school
youth, another serving out-of-school youtH, and a third, offered‘during
the sumTer, for both in-school and ‘out-of-school youth. Within each of
the three components, all yohth receive the same mix, of activities and
sexvices called for by the specific program model beiéé‘bpereted. There

are four major areas that will be investigated through VEDP. These include:

) exaﬁining the relationships, in a wvariety of vOcational exploration

models, betWeeh the people served, the program activities and
services, the results and the ehrironmeﬁtel factors.
o\ comparing summer and nonsummer vocational exploration efforts.
) comparing the effects of exposure to vocatiogel exploration

strategies for a 12#month period to similar activities and
L — N : L4

fervices offered for shorter periods of time.

°

0 investigating the effects of vocatilonal exploration programs
upon the attitudes and institutional behavior of business and
organized\laber. ‘
This national demonstration will further indicete the types of youths that
most b@neflt from the vocational exploration exper1ence ‘the spec1f1c -
progranlnpdel that produces the best results for certain types oﬁ%y@uths the
length of the experience that ha§ the most 1mpact on participants, and the
types of labor market conditions that are best su1ted to.the five basic
program models. Local program operatgrs will be able to detefmine the
amount of prograhétic and supportive services that are reqﬁired to assist
in the tran51t10n to the wor;d offwork The findings will further indicate
the kinds of 1mp1ementat10n str;tegles that are needed to work with. she -
_f

prlvate sector 1n VEDP as it relates taﬁthe size and’types of employers and

the role of the superV1sor. Flnally, 1nformat10n gn the ease w1th which
4

~
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program, as well as the influence of lihkages on the transitional readiness

of participants will be available, In addition to the evaluations, the
products will include technical assistance guides, monograpie-, and,a

model management information system. A system is being developed which
will provide for a built-in technical assistance capatity through program
comnittees made up of expeérienced VEDP operators and specialists froh

the National Alliance of Business and the AFL-CIO Himan Resources Develop-
ment Institute. These committees would provide informatiohbon every aspect
of the program including the design, ﬁlahning, marketing, implementation,

administration and research.

.-
Quite clearly, these results will be important for prime sponsors and — --
delivery agents who are considering or have decided on implementing
vocatienal exploratien activities, The aggregate findings will suggest
whether and to what extent vocational exploration*fan change awarenesses
and outcomes for youth. The vocational explorat;on approach will be
more effective in some settings than others.' Prime sponsors and delivery

j—

age?ts should pay particular attention to the(relative effectiveness
demonstration prOJett 51tes w1th s ar characterlstlcs to their .
Thls will suggest whether and what model to 1mp1ement. Next, the reiglts
w111 indicate what groups benefit most from VEPs. The f1nd1ngs can be .-
’ used to establlsh target group priorities for the prOJects that are mounted.

The process studies and how-to-do-it guides, will be pseful in the 1mp1e-
'nentat n phase. Prime Sponsors or delivery agents might avail themselves
» of the techn1ca1 assistance network establlshed under VEDP, tapping the
expe-tise particularly of nearby sites. The evaluations and instruments
used in the national demonstration might be adopted locally to refeqence,
%grfonnance'to national'nornsi‘ In other worﬁs, bﬁ.careful utilization- of

. - ‘ *

. -
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"

the mational demonstration findings, local decisionmakers can detérmine

whether to implement VEPs, the best. type and target group pri_érities , as.

a

well as getting help 1n iJrg)lemention and assessment.

8

~—

Finding Out About National KD Results hd

*

A range of formal and.informal  youth proghgm irformation sources

have been mentioned’ in this guide. ‘Short of accidentally happening

o

upon someone who has experience with precisely the type of program

o —— e e

approach, jurisdiction, and clientele as our own, by far the most
efficient avenue to youth programming information and assistance in the

new "information brokerage' established under the auspices of OYP's

' Technical Assistance and Training Division. . '
— ‘1 l. 14 E v
The function of the youth' information broker is to act as an intermediary in matching
b ﬁ L3 . :-.
* youth program people who have questiéns about a particular youth issue area with
] . 28 B ¢ .

¢ 4

r > . ’ - ‘--
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However, -to reduce the number of research variables, a number of program elements

° o

. are marntamed in common at all sites; such controls mclude program philosophy and

s °

purpose, cllent eligibility and selection, program reporting formats, and a number of

»,

other elements.

® ' L. \ ‘ o .
} A " 57 ’ -~ 12 . N
. qhe . e . ‘ 4 . - :
Many answers about. vocatxonT exploration programmmg are emerging from VEDP; in

- > i &

* some cases, these questions are takmg the form of more refined questions, that~Will
b
,Qquxre additional exammatlon. ‘While such findings are of value to national youth

a?t

planners m, for example, changing : and clarifying youth regulatxons, they are also of -

o

enormous potential benefit to local youth staff in thexr eﬁorts to develop and

1mplement workable youth programs. The questxon arises, however, of how local youth

IS .-

{

staff, typically short of time and mor;éy, can gain access to such findings as are
N . *e 2 s

emerging from VEDP. I this question is not"“effectively addressed, there is little

o

’ findings. e
S . £,
‘ | /w SRR ,
Finding Out About National KD Resul;\s’ sl )
© Q '° ” ®
e g .

A range of formal and informal youth program information sources have been
v e

- . -

mentioned in this guide. Short of accidentally” happening upon .someorie who'has

experience with precisely the type of program approach )urxsd;,ctxon, and chentefé as -

V4

our dovn, by far the most efficient avenue to youth programming mformatlon and
~y

aSsistance is the new "mformatlon brokerage" estal?hshed under the auspxces of, OYP'

A
- .

. Technical- Assistance and Training Division. _ .

. .
[ . S “w
-~ -
[

» ’ . 8

The fun'ctan of the youth mformatxon broken is to act as an intermedxary in, matchmg i

a

e youth program people who have questions , about a partxculhr y uth 1ssue ar’ea with

b . 2 ‘ ’ . ° .
. R A > .
N LI ~ H
~ - ] N
B '

83 e ) : .

’ «chance that local youth staff will directly profit from national knowledge development
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youth program people who have. some answers and experience in that issue area. ' For
exampl.e, let's assume that dur assessment of docal youth employment and training in
¢ our jurisdiction suggests tha.t a .vocational _e/xploration program would be ‘'worthwhile.
Excxtmg as the prospect may be, the often confhctmg details of how to actually tQ
bégin to 1mplement an approach w1ll'qu1ckly convince us that some experienced advxce a

would be invaluable. We decide to make use of the youth information broker.
<

’

. .
s

M . - -

C‘ontact with the OYP youth informatien broker isinitiated through an authorization

request ‘to the DOL regional office. After obtamxng the necessary authorrzatron, local

youth staﬁ may telephone the brokerage service directory. _Brokerage staff wul listen
. to our request, perhaps assxstmg us in clarifying or refining the typg of question we

have asked. In a reasonably short time,we 'may.expect three types of replies to our
) S

A B

request:.-, , : ' -
) ‘ a) ~the results of a b1bhograph1c search through educational and.employment »
) L
B ) and tra1n1ng information banks--mcludmg, of course, the latest avaxlablei
‘ /
‘ findings from O¥P's dxscremonarrlx funded KD projects.
. “b)  a listin upcoming natiogfal, regional, and local training events that are .
; . . - - . . R ] . » _ 4
" licable to Mt. o e
- . - ’ 3 - & 4
4 N o
! delmeatxon of Several negotxable techmcal a551stance opt1ons tallored to
. . our specrﬁc.‘npeds . Ao X ’ o ’
' o . . . * N ’ . ‘
~ . ) o “\, 75 ) A" . s & . " . . . .‘
.. : A part of“the brokeris’functfon is ‘to“gurde us to the most usefui a1ds among %wealt‘h
N 0¥ i Iw - X
- of resour\_es that arg’ avaj abie. JSo’*’ a1ded wej may quxckly ,dlscover sbme of th%e !
. L . , b B %" ‘S w.
,  dnswers - to our fore., opwous pro§ram 1mprgmentatxon questroq’ about vo%auonal m,‘f"
T ) y 3, “61\4" “’,& ~“1 "" ’};j;

£
exploratrpn; such as what basm prog\afgx models exist sga?fmg,, budge‘trmg, and sb on, x"’“ o
" & .»\AQ; ‘r é"
However, we may 1150 be alerted fo a varré“ty of 1ssues§érgﬂ quesipogs we may “not yet
. Y ‘ - N b‘:'
have asked about vocanonal explbratxon programs.\ c.}X’hat aboﬁt the 1ntr1cac1es of
W estabhshmg local hnkages wrth LEAs aﬁ‘H CBOs? * What about the 1ssue of
: \ N L :
. ' ."'. 8\ : K as " R‘« ’ ¢ ,
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" in-$chool and oug-of-school youths. differ, suth that different type’s‘ of vocational

_ expe\ﬁ'trons of prtvate séctor employers partrcrpatrng in the. program, and whﬁt are, .

.
T
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remediation among youth participants with widely varied skill levels? Do the needs of

s

v
-

exploration prograi ' approaches are called for in éath ,instance? What about

w & o.v*-

the best methods -for marketrng the program concept to these péogle" How d’rﬁrcult is

i
¥ 4

¢
job site ‘development, and how much rp;atron is it fa;r to expéfct of cec;tarn types of .
¥ x Ay
employers as well as partrcrpants’? What are the key 1ssues and choréég in classroom or
- . e,

coping skilfs curriculu'rn design? And so on. N N o, e
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Utilizing. National' Findings ocally : ‘.
» . . 3 . ‘ a ‘ . 3 ~‘ ‘e g .

Our owfi local circumstances will, of course, be unrque. Nonetheless, .xn 1mple;:nentmg
F’ ot Tat *

\33.

our vocational exploratron program, \ve may clearly beneﬁt from the' ‘hard- won adv;ce‘- -

> , *
] . H -

of others involved with similar pro;_ecfs. .o , ; AN . .
: . ¥ .o 3 e N .
. . o . « - ~ N b - . 4
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In srftrng and sortmg“natxonal ﬁ%mgs, we are at one of rﬁ‘es rmportant )rUnéti ons .t h!if’t.zx

£ , od » .
Sonfects and mtertwg\es local and nartrorytl knowredge development effqrt‘“s ’ﬁ?e -

o, & A

-

1mpor‘ted gmdrhgs wsya)e consrdeémg e, é’mselvé:;, pr,_c,zducts of the knowlédge S

« o ~
“ . LA
Eg

"'ug‘\

de%elo&ent p:rocess,‘p sued on learnrngﬁevels approprra t%; others‘ crrcumstan'ces. ,@.
We may ben g lo&yy frpm these frhdrngs, but only to the ‘extént that we use them as'
A ; ‘

T ataw matehal in.our ‘own version of the same KD process, and at the learmhg leve] that
N

»

is approprrate «fmor us. As drscussed earlier, the par.trcular way in which we respond 1n';’/
our own program developn(ent cycle depends on a host of c1rcumstances Whrch def??g

our unjque labor market/gnvrronment clrentele, staff, jurisdiction and so on.' We may

-

conduct a simple model demonstration.ot a design based on an elaborate replrcatron of )

fay

a multi-dimension, model tried successfully elsewhere, We may desrgn and delivar

these serv;ces with our own staff or subgontract them to a CBO or\other community

Iy

ot institutional bod accord)pg to our specrfrcatrons. These are’ umque actions, but -

[ ‘o »
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viewed more broadly, they are actions taken within the overall knowledge development
process; the fundamental logic of the process holds, regardless of scale (natlonal or
. local), specific learning level or the sophlstlcatlon of staff or type of jurisdiction.
\ . s
The KD process is a powerful tool; as with any tool, one must learn how to use it with
¢ ~
purpose and care. . '
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" 1L,  Program Evaluatjon: Employ ent Related

CHAPTER 5
[ o - SELECTED REFERENCES

B
~

The followmg selectton of references is not meant to be complete

represents a thoughtful tulling through the enormous applied social resea

years as the field has come of age. However, much of thi

v
N n

and an &ttempt has'been made to eliminate redundanoy
Vs

The'references are broken into four categjorize/

Y

¢

I. Knowledge Development/Youth Programs - LS
\ , ’

1L Program Evaluat:on Gengral and ! ‘Vietho/dologlcal

IV. Social Research Metho, S: Gener I
-7
p / s -

I.  Knowledge Dgzelq{ment/Y thPrograms \
' 1. A Gu1qé fo %owlgg/ge Deve10pment Prepared for U.S. Department of

Labor mp oym

'gram 197(9

/

\/' - . i

Instead

it

r F:/htera-

Knowledge

2. Brztdls/ niversity Center for Pubhc Serv1ce Youth Programs:

evel,' ment Througnthe Youth Imtlatlves

v (A qs ful, megularly published newsletter.)
. /. ) ’, e ' . '
N © 88 - /

)

t and Traxnlng Admlmstratlon—, Ofﬁce of Youth Pro-



L

"Completing'the Youth Agenda:\A\Plan for Knowledge Develppment,
* Dissemination.and Applicatio‘n for Fiscal i"980." U.S. Department of Labor,
‘Employment'and Trainin§\Acimini/stration, Office of Youth Programs,
October, 1979. f .

T . \
(A compilation of the final national KD philosophy and discretionary’

program thrusts of the Office of Youth Programs. Also see earlier plans

for FY'78and FY'79.) ' /

VAN L

Mangum, Garth, and Walsh. Emp10)"ment ‘and Training Programs for Youth:

3

~ N

What Works Best for Whom? Washmgton, D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor,

‘ Employment and"Tralmng Admlmstratxon Oﬁlce of Youth Programs, May,

MY

1978.

i

(An extremely useful review‘and synthesis of 17 years of public experimen-
A P P

tation with employment and training programs for youth.)

L -~

Publication List, Office of Youth Programs Library, 601 "D" Street, N.W.,

H

Room 7108, Washington, D.C. 20213.

(A compléte, annotated listing of all current publications of the USDOL/

ETA, Office of Youth Programs. Write for the most current listigg.)
N

Snedeker, Bonnie. Getting There: A Case Study Report on the Lives,

I

Emplo-Lment Preparation, and Prospects 'of YEDPA Participants Washing-

-

tdn, D c., U S. Department of Labor, Employment and TraLmng Admlm—

'stratlon, Ofﬁce of Youth Programs, 1980. ) PPN
. f s - ’ °

(A clegr illustration of 'the use of intensive 1nterv1ew1ng methods in youth °

R

\ ‘
program assessment, thlS excellent work prov1des eloquent testlmony o0

the use and value of quahtdatxve assessment techniques in youth programs.

'




> ‘ -
' . . . . . l!
7. \’g«:ational Founda}ion, Inc. You and Youth. * . i T TN
/e B
(A monthly newsletter devoted\l;o M"What American business is deing to
M " " employ and train young peoplei‘")
X
: 8. Walther, Regis H. Analysis and Synthesis of DOL Experience in Youth in §
. . ' Yy . ' ‘ ®
s . Transition to Work Programs. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
. X

Labor, Employment and Training Administration, 1976.

[NV

(Good, though now dated overview of DOL experlence w1th compone.nts of

( L * employment and training prog?ams for youth.

' @ - S .
' 9. "Youth Program Models and Innovations."  U.S. Departmertt of Labor,
~Employment and Training Administration, Office of Youth Programs.
(A monthly series of descriptions of local program ir\novations distributed
10/78 - 10/79.)
h , 7/

A ' . )
II. Program Eval’ztationz Employment Related . : ‘

0 . e .l"

"l. ., Bennett, E.C., and Weisinger, M. Program Evaluation: A% Resource

o ~

Handbool< for Vocational Rehabilitation. New York: ICD Rehabllltatlon

K3
- —

and Research Center, 1974. ° N A FEE o

1

™ (A manual intended for vocatloﬁal rehabllltatlon program evaluators which
. By : S, « g
.. 1s of value to prime sponsor evaluators . ‘_* ‘ .
’, . ° ) .
& . N \

A | -

» . . N - ' Yol ’,

5

2. Borus, Michael, E Measuring the’ Impact of Enpljment Related Social

¢

. *- . Programs Kalamazoo Mlchlgan- W.E. Up]ohn lns;ltute for Employment ‘
' \ / Research 1979. X \ '. ) S ‘
. ) (Devoted entirely to a discussion of outhme, rather than process, evalua-
' tion.) ’ ‘ ‘
. " ( - * €
v , - 90 - - LUy
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3. "CETA: Comprehensive Program Review and Assessment Training." A

technical training package developed,for the U.S. Department of Labor,

Employment and Trainir;g Administration, 1977. '

A 'd

\ . (A loose ieaf publication which includes many exercises dealing with a full .
~t ) : ) ‘

‘range of prime sponsor assessment “techniques: . orientation, planning

! . \ assessments, monitoring, evaluation, and utilization of agsessment informa-
. - > i . ‘ , .
_tionl) - - : : » .
, . i . » . . 4
o . - MJ"_-_" .

4, >Mangum, Garth, et al, Self Evaluation of CETA Manpower Programs: A

Guide for Prime 'Sponéors. ‘CETA Technical Assistancé Document. Wash-

. ington, D.C: U.S. Department of. Labor, Employr;'ment and Training Admini-

stration, 1975. .

(A practical systematic guide to local monitoring and evaluatgén of all

-

CETA titles.) B - ' ‘
M \ S

-

-~ ’

5.~ Sum, And,rew,'et: al. Evaluating the Performance of Employment and

a

Training Prgfgrams at the Local Level (Vols. 1-3). Boston: U.S. Dept. of

Labor, and Training Adminlstratibn, Region 1, 1973. -
. . <
(A very complete guide to evaluation at-the primlz’sponsor level with a
il - 6 .

complete discussion ‘and exampIe§ of process, outcome, and benefit-cost

evaluation techniwques. An entire volume is dedicated to conducting and ..

using the results of follow-up studies.)
. v . v
y ‘
hY

M. Progravn Evaluation: General and Methodological . \

I.  Cook, Thomas D., 'anéi Reichardt, Charles S., editors, Qualitative and

Qﬁantitative Methods in Evaluation Research. Beverly Hills: Sage

)

Publications, 1979. -
(A collection of arti_{les which develop the case for using a'blend of both
\ . . .
qualitative and quantitative techniques in program evaluatipn.)

; . PR .
Co L 91 Dby e
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" Diego: Edits, 1971.

= ) R
Institut\ze for Employment Research, /1979.

\

: Epstein,‘ Irwin, and Tripodi, :I'ony. Research Techniques for Program

Planning, Monitoring, and E‘valuation./ New York: Columbia University
S A - X

Press, 1977. - - ' . ]

. (A .good quick Overview of research concepts and techniques for adminis-

trators.)

-~

3. _gvalg.ati_Qn_aﬁs!-_BmgLam-Elanningb —New York: Pergammon- Press+— Pube————
[ * .

] Ry :
fished quarterly. . : ) ‘
. N ‘ i

-9

Evaluation Review: A Jourpal of Applied Social Research. Beverly Hills:

Sage Publications, published six times yearly. - ,

f

(One of the principal, multidisciplinary forums of evaluatidn researchers.) 4

A

Isaac, S. and W.B. Michael. ‘Hand_bc;ol'(‘ irl Research and Evaluation. San

. -
(A very handy, educationally oriented digest of principles, methods, and
strategies useful in all phases of evaluation research.

I3

Levitan, Sar A., and Wurzburg, Gregory. ‘/EvaluatAg Federal Social

[4

Programs: An Uncertain Art. Kalamazoo Michigan: The W. E. Upjohn
< » :

A

Beverly Hills: Sage Publiéationé, 1978,

' CTY &
a. Evaluator's Handbook S

{

\
i
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d. How to Measuré Program Implementation

likelihood. for actual utilization of evaluatjon findings.) ’/

b.  How to,Deal with Goals and Objectives

c. ' How to.Design a Program Evaluation

e. How to Measure Achievement

f. How to Calculate Staiistics

g. Hpw to Present an Evaluation Report

h Hew—%e»—MeasmelA%t%mées-———-————_m—* :

e

(An excellent set of books rich in procedure and example; examples are

’

primarily from the field of education.) -

[
”

.. 1 '
Patton, Michael Q. Qualitative Evaluation Methods. "Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1980.

(An in-depth exploration .of strategies for generating valid, useful, and

credible qualitative information for decision-making.) j '

»
¢«

\
Patton, Michael Quinn. Utilization - Focused Evaluation. Beverly Hills:

Sage Publications, 1978.

(Combining the theoretical and the practical, Patton examines how and

why to conduct evaluations. Hi§ principal concern is for enhancing the
v

Roséi, Peter H., ,ef. .al.' Evaluation: A Systemmatic Approach. ,Beverly

Hills: Sage Publicatiops, 1979. ' . ®
(A comprehensive text dealing with planning, desigr)h?g, and implementing

evaluations of both established and innovative social programs and pro-

. jects.' Includes detailed treatment of cost benefit and cost effectiveness

technigues.) ‘

i
b !
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- . 1l. Struening, Elmer L. and Marcia Guttentag. Handbook of Evaluation

-«

Research. (Vols. | & 2). Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1976. ,

(A technical but readable compendium of the methods required at every
. step qf the evaluation process. Probably. the -easiest way to, scan the
’ EN :

/
] ) classic articles in the field.) N

] ' ' &

. - ' . \ , . ® .
- - 12777 "Stufflebeam, Daniel L. "Evaluation as Enlightenment for Decidion Mak-

ing." -An address delivered at the Working Conference on Assessment’
e . . - .
Theory,” The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,

4 . Y

N Sarasota, Florida, January, 1968.

1% .
i ' \
. ,
[N * N

4

13. Suchman, E.A’. Evaluative Research. New York: Russell Sage, 1967.

(Fairly technical and ‘academic, this is one of the early classics of the
) . - ¢
/ - program evaluation literature.)

- 1

5

14, Weiss, Carol H Evalyation Research. Epgiewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,

‘ / 1972, ' T &
(A good basic overview of the purpose and politics of social program

‘evaluation.) ’ ' /

v

1)
é

/ - -
.

.
-

~
/ ' V. Social Research Methodology: General

-/ 1. Blalock, H.M. - Social Statistics (3rd edition). New York: McGraw-Hill,
o . 1979. \ -
. (An excellent text, one of ihe current standards of statistical methods.

courses in sociologdy.)
f H

2. Bogdan, R., and Taylor, Steven. Intréductiori) to- Qualitative Research

B . . Methods. New York: John Wileys 1975. /

- o4 "~ . lUg
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v ) - L 2

(Good rationale and illustration of how to conduct and report qualitative

LY

research.) - . P

© -

3. Carhpbell, Donald T,hand Stanley, 3.C.. Experimental and Quasx—'Exp;

erimental Designs for Research Chlcago ‘Rand McNally, 1963:
: (Academlc,‘the classic- statement of "quasl-—oxperlmental" methods which

may possibly be used when prografn conditions will not permit "true"

Py

experimental desighs.) . ‘

[} . -

o

4, Eckhardt,/K.W.‘and Ermann,M.D. Social Research.Methods: Perspective,

‘Theotry, and Analysis, Néw York: Random House, 1977.
. \ *
(A basic,-comprehensive research methods text.)

.

¢
-

s

5. Gay, L.R. Educational Research: Competencies for Analysis and Appl-

L8 ication. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 1976.

(A relatifely comprehensive, introductory teéxt on the methods of educa-

s

-

-

tional research.)
- .o )
~ A - ~ .{ -

. _ ' , .
6.  Gay, L.R. Educational Res"’earch:' Models for Analysis and Application.

Columbus, Ohlo Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 1976. - T
- (A very ba51c self-paced introduction to planning, conducting; and report-
~ ing simple educational research. This manual is de51gned to accompany

Gay\s Educational. Research: Competencxes for Analysxs and Apphcatlon )

y v

\ ~, L L, .
| 7. Hays W. Statistics. New York: Holt, Rhinehart and “/jnstoh.‘ 1963.

P (There are many statistics texts, but this one remams an academlc classic;

examples are principally from psychology.) : . o o '

£ N

8. Loﬁand John. Analyzing Social Settings: A ‘Guide to Qualitative

. Observatlon and Analysxs Belmont, CA:\Wadsv:"orth, 1971.

Q 95

= . . lug .




. (A réadable guid;e to qualitative metfhodology.

-

Strong on techniques of

~

observation and analysis of qualitative materials.)

-
- -
b 2 &

9. Mager, Robert F. Goal Analysis. Belmont, CA: Fe'arort, 1972. :
~ (; short, humorous, and ver’y readable ‘diséourse on goal ;stablishr.n(.er)t and. '
clarification.) L ) . C » .
; ‘ ) ) _ £
16. Nie, N.H. et' al. Statlsncal Package for the Socnal Scrences (SPSS) (2nd” .
edition). New York McGraw Hlll 1975.
(A tremendous tool to know abo,ut_SPSS. Is proba‘bly the hest of the easily o
»usé.cj "canned" statistical prégrams.) R ‘ ’ B
11, Stev;anson, W. Quantative Ana.lysis in Human Resqurces Research. Salt .
A Lake City: Human Resource Institute, 1976. . \,
(On e ;ew mtroductor)(? statlstxcs texts ;pecmcally or1ented mward

12.

13.

4

ployme
employm t and training practmoners )

\

<

Y

~

Webb, E,J. et. al Unobtrusive ‘Measures: Non-Reactive Research in the

*Social Sciences. Chicago: ‘Rand McNally, 1966.

AJ

* (A unique explanation of how physical evidence, secondary data, and simple

observation may be used as alternatives or supplements 'to interviews and

questionnaires in social science r%search.)

. e .
Wright, Sonia R. Quantitative Methods and Statistics. Beverly Hills: Sage

] Publlcatlons, 1979, )

(A "sufvival !nanual" approach intended to serve as a qunck and straight-

El

‘forward overview of the pi'incipl'es and techniques of a{uan’titative social

{4
t

research.)
<.
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