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introduction .

Since'the early 1960's, federal legislation for education has made

" %eference to evaluation.. The 1963 Vocational Education Act provided for

t

" using federal funds for state and local evaluations of vocational educa-

r

tion and all its subsegdent amendments have iﬁtreaéed the attention
given to evaluation. The most recent, the Education Amend&ents of 1976

(PL 94-482), introduced new requirements that have exceeded all those

* previous in both number and complex1ty

The Nat1ona] Institute of Educat1on was charged by the 1976 amend-
ments to conduct a comprehens1ve study of vocatiopal educat1on and was a]so
d1rected to analyze "the means of asse551ng program quality and effective-¢
ness". Part of the NIE thrust foqused on 1mp1ementet1on of the act's. ®
evaluative requirements. This waé accomplished at two points_pr{or to this
study - in the spring of 1978 (cnc, 1978) and during the 1979-81 school
year (Abt, 1980). The study reported herein provides a th1rd metering of
evaluat1on pract1ce as of the spr1ng of 1981 This study involved a survey
of state directors of vocat1onal education and was administered by the Natijonal
Association of State D1rectors/of Vocational Education (NASDVE) wtth support
from the Vocational Educationf%tudy of the National Institute of Education.

. / :
" This study sought. to gajn a third perspective to the imp]ementation
of. evaluat1on requ1rements &rd their perce1ved effectiveness and ut111ty

More spec1f1ca11y, ‘the stgﬂy sought to answer the fOIIOW1ng quest1ons

1. What do state directors of vocat1ona1 education perceive
to be the key fnd1cators of program quality?:

2. how do SEA’ s,1nteract wﬁth LEA's 1n the collect1on and use
of evaluat1re Ynformat1on? ' .
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3. Hhat is the perceived utility. of current evaluation X
* 7 . practices in SEA's?- ! .

v ' N

4, What factors fac111tate and deter the 1n1t1at1on and conduct
of state evaluation pract1ces7

5. _Shou]d the ex1st1ng cr1ter1a for evaluation be retained?

°* . 6., What is the extent of 1mp1ementat1on of current ‘evhluation

- pract1ces7 -
. 2
7.. Hhat is the desired unit of f0cus for evaluat1on and
program improvement? L

.8. _What suggest1ons do state d.rectors have for writing new
legislation?

These questions focused the collection and analysis of information.
tne “General Recommendation® and “Suggest1on“ at the close of th1s

report are made by the autho¥r, and do. not ngcessar11y reflect the views of’

" . the NASDVE or the NIE, which comm1ss1oned th1s report; or its Vocational

-

Education.Study.

‘ S method

Sample ‘ S _ h \.
The samp]e for this study included the total population of-Directors

of Vocational Education fq; the United States and its.territerjes. A

total of 57 quest1onna1res were ma11ed and responses were rece1ved from 50.

This calculates to an 88% return rate. Of the 50 respondents, 32 were state

directors and 18-were 35? staff members designated by the state d1rectors;

.
-~

‘Instrument . : < N

1 x ) : -&‘,
A four-page quest1onna1re was used in the survey. Th1s questionnaire _ :

. N

. incorporated two rating type items, eleven check11st items, one combination

checklist/rating item,\and one open ended'item. . o "

SR G




Procedure ) . _ e o B

N = a—

The quest1onna1res were mailed with a cover letter signed by the
. Executive Director of % National Association of State Directors of
Vocational -Education. Also, NASDVE was responsible forftne follow-up

of non-respondents. All questionnaires were mailed on March 23, 1981,
‘ - . . ) T
and the last response was received on May 14, 1981.

Analysis =~ N
- t
. The quest1onna1res were summar1zed using frequency counts, measures
of central tendency, and a. measure of dispersion. Quest1onna1re 1tem@

responses were categorized and reported to paral]e] the study quest1ons

presented in the 1ntroduct1on to this report

°

results

The fo]]ow1ng pages present‘the study questions, the quest1onna1re

ev1dence that corresponds to each, and a series of judgments presented in

‘a

the form of conc]us1ons.

LS
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What ‘do State Directors £ Voc-Ed
perceive to be the key i d1cators of.
. program qua]1ty7

-iKey Questioﬁ 1.

‘55%47

. conclusions > .
7/

evidence (responses to survey question)

£mp}oyer feedback and placement are 1dent1-
fied as the primary indicators of program. -
qua11ty These are-followed by instructional

- materials, job satisfaction, instructor -
performance, and student test performance
(these four were rated almost equally).

-

14.

b b b b b b b
]

0f the following cr1ter1a wh1ch would you re]y on

as indicators- of program qual:ty?

44 - -

25 -
36 .-
37 -
47 -
37 -
17 -

w
—

Placement Jigvel - S
Condition of Equipment ° |
Instructor Performance
Quality Curriculum Materials
Employer Feedback

Job Satisfaction

Schoo] Staff Morale

Student Test Performance
PartiZipation: |
Serving Spectal Neédb
Instructional Preparation
Faeilities

Instructional Materials
Retention of Students
Advisory Committee Use’

Guidance, Counseling and Placement

kY
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How do ‘SEA's interact with
LEA's -in the collection and use
of evaluative information?

" Key Question 2.

A d

~* conclusions ' ‘ - .

evidence

1. LEA's -appear to have a high Tevel of involve-
ment in the collection of placement and student

- assessment data (75% of those states responding).

2. Planning'and operationa1 processes, employer
feedback and special needs data appear to be
collected and used by both SEA's and LEA's,

3. There appears to be a lower involvement of
SEA's in the collection of student assessment
and placement. data when compared with othér

~evaluative data and with LEA involvement.

4. The SEA's tend to be .the heavier users of
. evaluative data, .except for student assess-

ment data and for employer feedback- data,
which are used equally by SEA's and LEA's.

=~

2. In your stafe, who co]leéts, Feceives an hses
evaluation data -required by feggrgl*lgg}slation2

COLLECTS RECEIVES  USES .
SEA.-LEA- SEA LE E A
o Placement Data 15 37 41 16 43 .37
e Planning and N o
-Operational ‘ , -
Processes Data 27 26 ~ 39 21 44 33
o Employer Feedback ~ ,,
pata 21 39 40 18 39 138
e Special Needs o '
Services Data 21 32 38 19 38 32 -
e Student Assessment L
Data . 12 36 24 26 23 35
9
i e R ST




< Xey Question 3.

SEA's?

What is the perceived utility of
current evaluation practices in-

conclusions -«

evidence -

g

. In general, -there is an indication that

state directors are satisfied with their
state's evaluation system..

R -
Making program improvements, preparing -

accountability reports, and aiding de-

. cision making are uses of evaluation
results with the highest perceived

‘success.

\

Least success was reported as occurring,
for informing the public and discontinu-
ing programs. - '

v

. Supporting 1egis]at%ve request received

the, most varied rating.of all those in-

cluded.

1.

Not U§efu1

How satisfied are you with your state's system for
evaluating- the quality and effectiveness of voca- -
tional education programs? (mean =.4.0, Sd = .94%).

Not Satisfied " Very fatisfied

1 3 . -84 5

How useful would you say are your state's evaluation-

activities? (mean = 4.1, Sd = .68)

Very Useful

1 2 3 4 5

What success has been_achieved in using evaluation
Low 1 2 3 :4 5 High
4.1 Sd= .82

‘results?

Make Improvements

in programs mean = ’
Inform the Public ‘mean = 2.8 Sd= 1.02
Aid Decision Making mean = 3.9 Sd = .64

1.06

2.8 " Sd

Discontinué Programs mean

Support Legislative ) .
. mean = 3.3 .Sd = 1.20

Requests )
Prepare Accountability . .

Reports mean = 4,1 Sd = .82
Inform Legislators mean = 3.0 Sd = .92
Add New Programs mean = 3.1 Sd= .94

*Sd 1s fhe notation for standard deviation, a statistical
measure of disperion or. variance. . :

11
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Xey Question 4, Nﬁat’?éctohs facilitate and deter

the initiation‘and conduct of .
=~ state evaluation practices?

-~ \

conclusions

‘evidence

1. Improvement of programs, meeting federal

mandates, and-improving-planning were -

the highest ranked reasons forgcurrent

state evalua?ion practices. -
A

- , ——

-

o e
P
-~ .

-

7.

What reasons led your state to adopt its current®™
evaluation practices? Please rank in order of de-
scending importance. Most important = (1), Least
Important = (8). . . S
(Mean Rank) g -
2.3 Meet Federal Mandate .

" 4,4 , Meet State Legislative Mandate

2. The“lowest ranked were fiscal pressures 5.2 Advisory-Counct] Reggest
and State Advisory Council for Vocational 1.8 Interest in Program Improvement . - 7
. Education (SACVE) requests. ' 3.0 Need to Improve’ Plamning >/
6.1 Need to Make Budget Cuts T
) 4.7  Need to Justify Activity /) - v
- 7.7 Other /
3. The major factor in the success of state - - 8. (Frequency) , //
' ~exa1uatioﬁ'pra%tice is perceiv?d go bed : 36 Existing Evaluation ExpertiSf of Staff
the SEA staff (commitment, attitude an :
expertise). LEA staff attitudes toward 13 : Fedgra] Guidel ines , X
evaluation are also considered 2 contri= 2 Federal Teghnjcal,Assistance
“.222123a§32t3355?diﬁcﬁﬁsiﬁe §§§22§$a‘- 17 Existing Documents (Books, Guides) .
“governmént is perceived to be insignifi- 34 Po, Ttive Attitudes toward Evaluation by LEA's
cantf ' ot : 44 - Positive Attitudes toward Evaluation by -
SEA Staff , ,_
1 % ) 15/// Available Resources '
,23 14 . Success of Previdus Evajuation
, 15 °° Available Consultant Assistance
- 40 -  Strong Commitment to Evaluation
MCN . By - ~ ; , ]
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:Key Question 4, ~(continued)

\ ”
conclusions ' » e_vidénce
‘4, Inadequate resources appears to be | 9. What factors hamperea the development of evaluation
the major obstacle to the develop- activities in your state?
ment of evaluation activities. :
‘ , ) (Frequency) ,
15 tack-of Evaluation Experfise
12 Inadequate Federal Guidelines ®
: 20 Lack of Fedéral Technical Assistance
Y . = . - 13 Lack of, Guides and Books
: ' 10 Negative Attitudes toward Evaluation
. by LEA's ‘ :
. . ¢ . ‘
. ’ 3 Negative Attitudes toward Evaluation
ST : , by SEA staff’ )
- 8 26 Inadequate Resources
5 Failure of Previous Evaluation
6 "Lack of Consultant Assistance
" 8 Lack of Commitment to Evaluation
- '
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- *Key Question Sf Should the existing criteria. for

evaluation be reta1ned?

~

™~

conclusions: . ¢

evidence

1 Employer reaction and student performance

were the least desired evaluation components *

-if federalfrequ1rements were eliminated;
however, a'majority of states (66-87%)
would continue to use all five evaluat1on
components

T

*

10. If federal requirements for evaluation were e11m1na--
ted, which aspects of your state evaluat1on prdcess
m1ght be droppedx

(Frequenqy)
7

12
8
S

i

11 @

16
1

‘Placement P

Employer Reaction -

Planning- and Operational Processes
Serv{ces to Special Populations .
Student Performance ‘

AN

None
Tﬂachers & School Directors Performnces

11, If federal requ1rements for -evaluation were elimin-
ated, what would you choose to evaluate? .

43
35
38
3.
34

w

Placement . —
Employer Reaction
Plann1ng and Operational Processes | :

. Serv1ces to Special Populat1ons :

Student Performance
Total Program °
None )

1




*Key Question 6 What is the level of imp]e-
mentation of current evaluat1on

evidence ) ' _ %

pract1ces?
= \\\\ x A
conclusions T~
- . ~\ )

\
A, State evaluation activ1ties were carcieg

tive approaches used by 17%. :

2. Placement evaluat1on and employer assess-
ment appear_to be the most extensively
" implemented evaluation activities with
"special needs services and student assess-.
ment existing at the lowest level of 1m—
plémentation, . N

T~

out primarily by SEA staffs with cooperas\\\\\\\\\

3

.

3. Are your state evaluation actNQies ’:onducted
(Frequency)

~

_By your SEA staff .

v 1 _g%er contract with an- outside organ1-
zation : . I
. 7 Both : B
;1 Neither

4. Please check the following evaluation cijvit1e§ as
to their level of implementation in your sta

FULLY IN NOT ;
IMPLEMENTED PROCESS _ STARTED

e Placement Leve] of

Grads . 3 - - 15 0
e Employer Assessment

of Grads 21 20 0.

o Assessment of Planning -
and Operational Pro-

cedures a1 4 - 0
o Assessment of Special :
Needs Servitces 18 .29 -0
¢ ‘Assessment of Student : ' )
Performance ' 14 . 30 0
- 19 ,




. . 3 p
had a “,

:;Q - ﬁ > N ~ "'X*k Y ' ) - : ‘ ’ kY ’ '
| * . ) XKey Question 7, What is the-desired unit of ’ ’ »
SR ] . sampling for evaluation? - ‘ S @ /i
,z “ - . . ) \ “ ) . . \ i
oonclusions o : ; o ) -evidence ]
- - ‘
~The Rredominantly desired unit of satﬁph‘ng L 12, In your state, §f the goal was f.'fmprov\ement of’
for eXaluation appears to be individual pro- vocational offerifigs, would the SEA direct its
w. . . .grams.\ Although, for program improvement, efforts toward evaluating: ‘
attent{on would be given to both programs . . - : ' °
and institutions. - ) (Frequency) oo
. ) ' 30 Individual. Programs
. . o 10 Institutions e
- - 9. Both '
: ' ' L 1 " Neither

-

13. In your state, if the goal was to improve pro-

-

grams, where would SEA attention. be di rected?

- “ 9,_'?
(Frequency) - : ot ™
- - 11 . .Programs ’ -~ .
1 Institutions .
37 . Both _ ’ ——
- o~ ' % 3
& -
— * l"' -~ ‘
t
. ® d .
— . - - _ B S e . e T o . ;&ij




key~Quest1on 8. What suggest1ons do state d1rectors haye~for .
. Wwriting new legtslat1on with respect to evaluation?

0
X

_The following responses were made by respondents.

s

L

. \\\\\ Provide more 1at1tude for states to develop their own ‘evaluation around
’ x(the1r needs (Frequency = 9).

[
rd

2. Prov1de funds for evaLuat1on (Frequency = 7).

—~—

3. Present provisions are dcceptable (Frequency = 6)

* 4.‘ Eiim1nate student performance (Freq ency: = 3)

N

5. Eliminate employer sat1sfact1on as a state requ1rement (Frequency 2)

6. Lessen prescr1ptiveness of-rules and regulat1ons (Frequency = 2).

7. Base evaluat1on on program results: . ) \ ’“ i
=-  Job satisfaction : | . J *

-= employer ratings . o - \, : e .

- nJOb performance o - L ' .

" 8. E]1m1nate 1 year follow-up and replace with 5 and 10 year fo]]ow-up
9. Delete planning and operational processes. \
‘10.' Maxjm%ze sampling in employer -survey.
11. Expand criteria beyond'placement‘and-employer satisfaction;
12.: Provide -time for‘d‘eve’Iopin student competency data. g
13. Relegate employer feedﬁaZ;ito national research. '

- '

14. Develop student tests nat1ona11y

15. Require evaluation techn1ques for all parts of Taw. ) : -
) ,iG. Reduce data burden. - . '

17. . Develop guidelines 9 months prior to'reporting.~ -

18. Report data tor 54years," - ' \\\

19. Facorporate VEDS and evaluation

20. -~ Make:evaluation program improvement oriented. =

«
Cand




Key Question 8. -(Continued)

21,

22.
23.

2 9°'

Place emphasis on the use of data.

» <

Change special populat1on evaluation f*om progran to school.
Exparﬂ OE codes to include _broader occupations.

Rewrite plenn1ng ‘and report1ng,requ1rements.

Require public participafidh.,

Urge coordinatidn with regional accrediting associations.

. - Encourage a continuous evaluation by LEA's.

Fund VEDS. ‘ B
Require evaluatibnlfor:a11 Voc. Ed. programs regardless of funding.
Provide technical-assistance on evaluation.

Evaluation only federally funded activities.

Make. accountability more product -oriented.

Promote qualitétive measurement of programs. ,

Describe “the technical assistance role to be carrted out for program
improvement.

Fire developers of guiHAIines.

Provide large set asides for territofies.
Gain input from practitioners. ’
Provide block grents.

Continue state plan process.

" Eliminate NOICC/SOICC.

rd

Mandate fewer "must haves" on SACVE.

.. Comb1ne sex equ1ty w1th ‘guidance sectaon w1th fund1ng

Reestablish ‘regional offices.

Add specif1c1ty to legislative purpose programs and special populations

services

El1m1nate 104 402 (d) (Frequency 6).

Provide for uniform procedures for conducting evaluation of programs,

institutions, student performance andzfthers




dnscusslon g - -

This report prowdes an added d1mensmn to the two’ prekus observa-
tions of evaluatwn in vocational educat1on made by Contract Research
Corporation in 1978 and by Abt Associates m the 1979-80 school year Also,
- this report adds to the evaluat1on sect1on of the interim report of the .

' vocational education study (NIE, 1930) and- an~excellent paper ent1t1ed, -
“Evaluating _Vo'ca’tional Education: The Federal ,Stimu'lus" (Hendri'ckson;

1981).

-

This study 1nd1cates that a h1gh level of evaluat1on act1v1ty ex1sts
among "the states. A1l states (of those respondmg) 1nd~rcate that they have
either fully i’mplemented‘or are in the process of 1mp1ement1 ng the mandated
‘evaluation activities. ° o ,

The following paragraphs reflect the .researcher's-perception of

several factors associ ated with vocational education evaluat1on in the states.

" These factors mclude purpose of evaluat1on, focus of evaluatwn, 1mp1e- ) 7.

mentation of evai uation and dse of evaluation resul_ts. -

Purpose of Evaluation

A States ind1cate that program improvement is the primary reason for
adoptmg the1r current eva]uatwn practices. This finding supports the
finding of the two prekus observations by CRC and Abt Meeting the

" federal rr%\date and desiring to improve planning were ~rated second and.
third, respectively. This findingappears to imply that the federal intent
of improved planning and program improvement has been trans“mitted,to- and :
internalized by sta'te education agencies. The researcher supports the
notion that program-improvement should be the primary purpose of program

evaluation. - - N

hY

24

-
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L within the states to implement required evaluation act1v1t1es.

;‘ﬁj - "_/\~
. ~
T ’ N o ’ — \\\ P -
- -~ - :
. Focus of Evaluation .-

Employer feedback and placemcnt of former students are 1dent1fﬁed as

the most often identi 1ed 1nd1cators of program quality (47 and 44 respect1ve1y
_—-/ e

from 50 respondents). ‘However, when ‘asked about changes in eva]uat1on

. .
“» . N =
’ ! < - "
* s : .
.
.

_ practices if federal evalua:gon requirements were abolished, 12 respcndents - -

indicated that they would eliminate employer reaction and 7 would eliminate

placement assessment. It coﬁid be that respondents may believe in the

_util1ty and validity of employer feedback but some may'not have confxdence

.in the process that is currently used. That 1s,-many believe that emp]oyers
provide valuable input but surveys w1th m1n1ma11y respond1ng groups may be in-
sagn1ficant.

. ateness of spec1fy1ng procedures without tryout and utility te5t1ng.

It is also 1nterest1ng to note that several criteria, other tncn those

mandated by legislation and regulat1ons are viewed as 1mportant by,SEA s. ..
For example, job satisfaction (frequency = 37), were c1ted as indicatoes: of

program qua11ty. Perhaps evaluation should not be 11m1ted to the trad1t1ona1
(1eg1slated) criteria. It may be beneficial to 1dent1fy the 1ntercorre1at1on _

__of-Var1ous process and proauct measures (s1nce most states do process eva]uar

3

-

/

This f1nd1ng may speak to po]1cy makers regard1ng the 1nappropr1-

'? .

tions fairly well, and they relate to their techn1ca1 assistance role) of

placement, employer react1on, and job ‘satisfaction. The question is, "Why

¥

collect all this information when a portion of it maygtell you the same’_

thing?" For example, student evaluation of instructjon results (end of |

;‘course feedback) ma} be highly correlated with student follow-up results.

-

Imp]ementat1on of Evaluat1on

As prev1ously ment1oned an extensive amount of act.V1ty has occurred

It’can also

// ~

N
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;-Use of Results” .

— b .

I3 Cet
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d <

hy segn, by reviewfng the earlier observat1onal reports (CRC and Abt) that
much of thts activity has resulted s1nce the passage of the Educat1on
Amendments of 1976 (PL 94-482) Th1s fact speaks favorably for federal
/action hav1ng impact on states and for states being respons1ve ,
“. Sl1ghtly d\fferent from the Abt findings in 15 states, student follow-
up and employer assessment of former students are the most fully 1mplemented
'evaluatfon act1v1t1es (35 states for placement and 27 states for employer _
assessment compared to 21 states for plann1ng and operat1onal processes)
Assessment of studengkperformance and assessment of special needs serv1ces
remain the least 1mplemented activities, -
The f1nd1ngs of th1s survey portray a cooperat1ve effort in the collection

and use of evaluat1ve 1nfonnation The collect1on of information, appears

to be a local respons1b1l1ty 1n about half the states with .the except1on of
placement data which is collected by LEA s in more than half the states

Use of results appear to be an activity in which both SEA' 'S and LEA's are

! .

5!

heavily 1nvolved

- It s 1nterest1ng to note. that respondents were generally sat1sf1ed
with the1r state S system for evaluat1ng vocat1onal programs. Th1s may '
.provide an indication that the evaluat1on activities have been internal1zed
and.are not being viewed solely as a react1qn to.a federal mandate. It may

also mean that the states are patting themselves on the back.

-

The - use of eValuation results is a necessary step in ach1ev1ng the pur-.
pdse(s) of evaluat1on Respondents 1nd1cated aﬁhigh level of usefulness of
their evaluation act1v1ties (X 4.1 0n 2 scale of 1-5) when asked tc rate
the success of using evaluatfon reSults for spec1f1c purposes mak1ng 1mprove- _

ments- (X = 4.1), pxep4r1ng accauntability reports (X = 4.1), and a1p1ng ,

. L - :,
y Fma
. . e ..
L .o .
B . - v -~
- £ d as 783 . -
e e LT e - _ . - &) - S - e I I




: é*dec*lsion'making (Y’- 3, 9) were the highest. The usé ot results in "supoorting .

legisLative request" has the greatest range of success. That is; some had
' high success and’ some had very Tittlé success. It can be speculated that

various types of results, e. g. student follow-up, planning and operat1onal
processes have different uses. Also, it is probable that some SEA persons
have"morg erperience than others in the_use of results. This step in the
(evalugtiontprocess, in the researcher’s'mind; needs greater attention -

procedure developnent, staff'development and technical-assistancez
general recommendatlons o

Ihe.follow1ng statements are broad recommendattons for the further de-

velopment of federal pol1cy related to the evaluation of vocational education. )

[y

These, it is. thought, should be the framework for any spec1f1c leg1slat1ve re-

' quirements.

1.

-2,

.. for determining evaluative cr1tér

3.°

-~

4.

o

.- ;

Ld

Cont1nue to emphasize the 1mprovement function of
evaluation and further develop ways of facilitating
the use of results ﬁor improvement.

Analyze extant research findings .and conduct Tew.

reseaich’ on the validity of process measures for - ~
predicting products or outcomes of ‘vocational ed-

ucation, Thése findings should provide the base

ia,

The requirements for evaluation procedures should
,remain somewhat consistent to minimize state and

" local burden-and to provide for the enhancement of
currently used procedures .

Any néw approaches should be tried out prior to the
preparat1on and issuance of rules and regulations. .

The use of evaluation results should receive added

emphasis in terms of new procedures, staff development,
and technical assistarice. . -~
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e _ a suggestion
" The evaluation of vocational education programs is'a worthwhile”in-
vestment of tax generated funds. If this statement is accepted then policy -

‘; makers must,strive to maximize the return on dollars anESted through jA- .
fonmed decisions and established practice. Also, it is important to strive .
for a certain amount of stability in policy, That is, it 19 obvious that

many PL 94-482 requirements are-only recently'being fully implemented. lo

' change drastically at this time may frustrate and deter rather than build

' and enhance. The suggestion being. posed herein lS focused, on maintaining :

-~

. consistency in evaluation intent and polishing and honing existing evalu-

. ation procedures and steps for utiliZing results.

7

Rationale

’
>

&

Program improvement_has been‘a major intent of federal legislation
in vocational education. The use of information, (e.g., labor force data,
evaluation data), was identified as ore means of facilitating program im-

. provement Though a worthy expectation, the practice of evaluation and the

~use of its results have- fallen far short of the expectation. Many evalua- E
tive activities such as employer surveys and student asSessment have been

viewed more as compliance oriented ‘than improvement oriented. Consequently,

the resuTts therefrom have not been max1mally used for improvement. This T
is a case of -appropriate intent, possibly appropriate procedures, but in-
appropriate use. ’ ' '

©

Furthermore, many of the required or federally chosen criteria for ,
. evaluating vocational programs have been deemed inappropriate. For example, ]
- many have argued that employment lS outside the realm of control of vocational
' education, since the economy and other forces are “involved, Also, inputs to

programs--studentsJ-may vary considerably and may effect outcomes significantly.

-
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rocedura]]y, eva]uat1on of vocational programs suffer from techn1cal

A

and staff 1mp1ementat1on problems. Response rates’ to employer surveys and

techro]ogy def1c1enc1es are but two_ bas1c methodo]og1ca1 probiems

col1ect1 n of eva]uat1ve\data\pose severe prob}ems in %ggregat1ng informa-

! t

\
tion. ANl this 1eads to a need for 1mprovement ' : - o,

e

The Sugge ted Approach

'evaluat1on efforts shou]d be enhanced. Th1s can be accomp11shed by ho]d1ng

occurred in.their vocational programs. These changes need not be limited
to growth but should focus on qua11tat1ve changes as well. For example,
the e11m1na\10n of a program could be a. pos1t1ve change for an 1n§t1tut1on

* Evaluation techn1ques should be used¢W1th1n this, thrust to aid-in :
mak1ng 1mpro eqxnts and changes‘as well as aiding 1n their documentat1on C
LEA's could hooie the appropr1ate evaluat1ve techn1ques to use 1n the

procéss. Or|SEAls could specify a var1ety of 1eg1t1mate techniques for

'local use.. : N
. Report ng cduld be done in some "consistent format, but the empha51s I

' should be on|using results to improve rather than on reporting to an ex-

terna1 party. Thi\ approach will encourage agencies, to actually 1n1t1ate f

changes ratheyr than to s1mp1y report Additionally, resu]ts could be used ) S,

. f

by agencies for other purposes as well.

‘A Supplement _
~In addition to}this change/improvement.e¥eluation approach, it may be |
: N v

-~

“useful to incorporat periodic statewide and national surveys'to provide - . . f
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“A NEW WAY" [ - . -
FOR EVALUATING VOCATIONAL/EDUCATmN .
/ o

TITLE : r"va]uatwn For and Of/Improvement

~PURPOSE To facilitate and do;ument change/1mprovement

. . - in vocational programs. Also,_ future develop-
ment of national po]icy could, be enhanced

LX)

SCOPE

Local Programs and nst1tut1ons state, and
federal. /‘

+

" EVALUATIVE QUESTIONS: . 1. What changes: ﬁave occurred in the delivery
. ' of vocational education?

- ]

2. .What” st1mu11fare respon51b1e for program

N changes? ‘
- PROCEDURE : 1, Each LEA w11ﬂ evaluate*its vocational ) B
- : programs using_ self-selected or SEA-

se]ected technnques.

: . 2., Results will be reported to the SEA re- -
- . ) ‘ garding the specifics.of change and the
» factors contributing to the change.

) : 3. SEA's will summarize the type and extent
® - . of local change and. report it to the -
- Department of Educat1on.

4. A series of periodic national surveys and/or
case studies will be sponsored to proyide

a consistent data base for necessary federal
policy deve]opment . .

TIMEFRAME - : Could vary. M1ght requ1re continuous LEA evalua- <
tion w1th th1rd year report1ng of change.




