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A quas1-exper1menta1 pretest/posttest treatment

. grdup/contrdl group design was used to test the effectiveness of 36
entrepreneurship modules. The field test design féatured multiple
replications at sites gcross the country. Participating 'students were
enrolled in various types of secoqgary vocational schools and ’

~ programs and exper1enced varg§gs iftistructional arrangements -and
methods of teaching. ‘The fi test was conducted under a. variety of
conditions, Several -criterig were used. in select1ng S1tes at which to
field test the modules. These ctiteria included (1) the site's
ipnterest in implementing the ‘entrepreneurship modules; (2) sufficient
enrollment so that a number of\busineéss-specific modulgs could be
tested at each dite; (3) willinyness to meet éValuatlon“de519n
speC1f1cat1ons-’and (4) geographical 1ocat1oﬁ’ The modules were used
in both regular vocational.instructida and in c00perat1ve education
_classes. Both treatment and control groups had approx;mately equal
proportzons of males and females. At all sites, 'the modules were
taught by regularly émployed ‘vocational .instructors, and modules were
taught as part of the regular classwork. A test with 30

multzple ch01ce items was used 1m the field test. Modules were found
to be low in cost and teachers found them to be generally valuable
and easy to use. (CT? . . . . ; e :
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-~ Synthesis of Field Test Findings

*

» <

Thirty-six Entrepreneurship Training Components were developed-fbr use in
secondary-level vocational courses by American Institutes for Research (AIR). /
The instructional'modules were developed during the first year of a two-year .
project funded by the U.S: Department of Education's Office of Vocational and

Adult Education. The modules were field tested during the 1980-81 school year

at 24 secondary settings,in 16 states across t

are listed’belqy. .

1. State of Rhode Island , - 13,
(2 regional vocational centers)

. 2. <Oswego County BOCES . - 14,

Mexico, NY N
3. Gloucester Co. Vocational-Technical:
School i . 15.
Sewell, NJ )

4. Central Westmereland Area Vocational‘
Tegchnicil School

he country. Field test sites

State of Oklahoma . .
. (24 high schools and vocational centers)

" Kiamichi Area Vocational-Technical
Facility .
McAlester, OK .

‘Kirbyville Consolidated Independent
School District -

v e

;)Iérbyville X :
16. ustin Independent School District.

* New Stanton, PA. Austin, TX .
5. School Bistrict of Philadelphia 17. Edcouch-Elsa Independent School District
- Philadelphia, PA ) " Edcouch, TX
6.. Baltimdre County Public Schools - 18. North Dakota Industrial School
Towson, MD ‘ - ' _» Mandan, WD . ..
7. West Craven High School . ° ,  19. Gramite Schogl District
Vanceboro, NC . Salt Lake City, uT . 3
8. Newaygo County Area Vocational Center 20." Weber County School District
Fremont,, MI e Ogden, UT '
9.  wWinston County Area Vocational- 21. Highline School Distriet -

o Technical School
Double Springs, AL

.22,

10. Albert P. Brewef High School and
*Vocational School 23
Somerville, AL o )
" 11. Central High School <y

Little Rock AR

12. Jefferson Parish Public Schools
"Jefferson LA ) .

L ‘e

As the’ field test was drawing to a close,
assessment regarding the f+eld test sites whos
evéluation report fo be submitted to the Depar
Di\semination Review Panel.

[
T 0 Y
T, .

This'asﬁessment wa

Seattle, WA

lssaquah School District
issaquah WA

Fresno Unified School District
Fresno, CA

Sequoia High School District
San Carlos, CA, ‘

-

AIR p aroject ‘staff Made a preliminary
e datd would be included in the

tment of Educatlon s Joint .
2 based on the completeness of




evaluation data submit%ed and the fidelity with which the entrepreneurship modules
. were implemented Data from 14 of the 24 field test sites were ultimately included
- - in the pro;ect s JDRP submission. The most common ‘reason for excluding a site from
the sample was lack of evaluation documentation--i.e., project staff did not -
“  receive pre-ﬂand posttests for poth the treatment and control students at a
particular site. "In one instance the control group was a biology class rather

-~

than a vocational class; this site was eliminat%d since project staff felt

that a valid .comparisonm gronP had not been used. In other cases there vere .
barriers beyond the control of -either AIR or local site staff;. an example of th1s
sort is a site where school personnel went on strike. ('

8 ' \ . ® N . - .

-~ . . ‘/ . . . ’. . ,
. .

- -

The_evaluation repott that begins on the next page presents_evidence of ,

the modules’ effectiveness at 14 sites whose field test data were analyzed.
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS

' s .

A quasi-e;perimental,_pretest/posttest, treatment group/control
‘group design-was used to test the affectiveness of the entreprenedrship
,modules. The field test deésign featured'multiple replications at sites '

across the countfy. Participating students were egrolled ih various ~

ou$ instructional arrangements and,methdas'of teaching. The field test
’ was conducted under a variety of conditions representing those in which
,/*” }he moduiles will actually be used. - A .o
' I

Fié&d Test Sites and Participants

&
Several criteria were used fn selecting sites at which to field tests

. the entrepreneurship godules. These criteria included: . (1) the sfte' s
. _ interest in implementing the entrepzeneurship modules; 62) sufficient
enrollment so that a number of business-specific Wddules could he tested
- ; at-each site; (3) willingness to meet evaluation degign specifications;

. and (4) geographical location. .
- :
- Liaison Representatives of the National Netbork for Curricfulum Coordina-

“tion in- Vocational-Technical Education, a- Qotal of 88 nominations was’
received. The nominated sites were contacted to inform them of their
~ nomination and to discuss AIR s guidelines for participation in the field
.o testC Requirements for participation were the following: °* (1) a coord-
inator be assigned responsibility for field .test duties; (2) two modules

- the core module and one business-specific module) be taught to-approxi—

r . .mately 18 studengg in a number of vocational classes; (3) a control g;oup

N <

of about 18 students similar ‘to the treatment students be selec ed;
(&) the prete;t/posttest be- administered to treatment students}tefore angd
times; and.(i).teachers who used the modules would complete an Emrd-of-
- . Module Q&estionnaire for each module ‘they taught.- The final 14 sites. |
. T selected to participate in the field test demonstrated their agreement'
and comﬂitment to participate by completing a form indicating demographic
. o characteristics of the site, a date for conducting on~site ;raining

- regarding field test requirements, "and. which business-specific modules’ -~

. S

. - types of secondary vocational schools and programs, and experienced vari-

after they studied the modules and to the contrql group at about the same .

.
-

-~

Nominations of po%ential sites were solicited from,ali 57 State -

RIC - could be tayght at the site. : 7 .
By - ) . N L .
. . s YA 4 &
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C < ! As shown in Table' 1, the 14 entrepreneurship field test sites that o !
veo , weré)ultimately,selected included ‘high schools, regional vocational cen—‘ ‘.
. . ters, and a secondary correctional school. Five sites were located in

the east, three in thetsouth and 9&& in the’ west. There were four -urban
e sites; six siiBurban sites, and four rural ‘sites. The type of institution

. (e.g., comprehensive High school) was the same for both treatmenx and

controk groups at each site. ' N . ‘ '

-
.

. .l A local coordinator at each site identified instructors and students’
- ]

to serve in the treatment and control groupSw ‘A prOJect staff member

;o conducted a half-day orientation session at each site prior \to the start

of ‘the field test. The orientation covered the value of entrepreneurship
. t;aining for secondary vocational students, how_the entrepreneurship
skills 1ist was,developed -how the 35 businesses were selected, the

4 k]
‘ P

module format, and the evaluation design. Instructions were given regard-, ‘4}; -

. .ing pretest/posttest administration and the’'role of the 1ocal field test
X - . coorddnator. A ‘ g . '
-t ) . —Table'l shows the number of treatment group and control group stu-
‘ dents who participated in the field test at each site and.the types of
T vocational courses in'which they were enrolled.~ Sinece only,-one voca-.,
tional‘;lass wds identified as the control group for éach site, students

~ of one teacher at one school served -as the control group.for a particular -

- «
i ¢ & .

site. - - RN o A - . = N
. ‘ K 5 .

N . The modules were used in two types of vocatiohal classes. They weré\

: " used'in’ regular vocational instruction in which students were 1earn}ng ‘

. . Jeehnical skills. For‘example, students in auqéfmedhanics worked -on cars - <

%‘in the garage and worked on the entrepreneurship“modules in the class- . S

. room. The materials were also used in coqperative education (coop) -
classes. Coop students studied the entrepréneurship modules]as part of

o ' their on-campus curriculum and worked” in paid employment in the after-

> noonm.’ Class size varied, depending on the type of vocational- class. \ TN

\ L} =,

Class sizes ranged from under 10 to pver 30 students.. .. "3 . co
". Both treatment and control groups had approximately equal propor—
~ tions of males and females. Students ages ranged from 14 to 19-yeéars. .

The means’ of the ages of treatmert gréup and contrgl group students were -

. N 16.8 years and 16.7 yearsg, respectively. ' .
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. Table 1
<
¢ /» 2 - FILLD TLSE 51 ll..‘. AND PARETCTPANTES .
_..,_:._L.. _.-_.":._...-,... ———— - * .'r.__ __‘_._-_-,..--_.....‘ - - . . 3 P [, PR
Name and Loecat ton Type ol
+ i Schoul District Setting Institution(s) (Treatmeal Lhveatment Blacipline
. o ’ : Croup) Gioup) (‘freatmeat Group
‘._'\:“_‘: v ;‘ N ’
i. dtale ol “Rhode Tsland . Urban Reptonal Vocat tongl > [} . Ap, bE, Home Lo,
~ Centets . N 1il
. .
2. Gloucestuer Cognty Atea - Suburban  Reptonal Voeat fowal 1 6 "« Ag, Health, Home
Vocationei-Technical * Lenterp . 4 Ke, Til
school, Seweld, NJ . . ¢ ' M
@ . . o
5. Central Westmoreland County Suburbon  Repfonal Vocattooal, | 9 Ay, DE, Health,
- Arcea Vocat lonal=Technleal Centel “ Home Lo, TVI
* Schoul, New Stanton, PA . _
4. l}.llflmnrc County Public Suburban  Comprchensive Hlgh 10 I © Diversified
Schools, Fowson, MD b Schools ) ‘ . Qeeupatfons | g
. -, . .
= 05, Hewaypo Gty Acea fural Regfoual Vocat lonat 1 H Ag, Bus + off,
Nocational "Center, Centel , llome Ec, T4l
- Feemont, Mi v * . .
. 4 ep 0 b < ' “ . )
I » o ' = “ \
aogit \ - < .
v o . .
6. Central liygh School, Urban 7 Camprehens ive Wigh  l J12 CONE, Wealth, Bus f
» Little Rogk, AR, Sl . . z ot f, Home Lo,
- ) . . ¢ hdusts bal Coop.
’ . . ' . “Togining (1C€T)
- ’ A
¥ 7. Kuibyville Consolidated Rural Comprehiens fve 1igh 1 5 m, Home Fe
Indupendent Sehosl Distrlet, Schouoi EER] .
Kicbyvilte, TX . > . . '
- .. . . N . . .
> JS. Austin Independent bScehool Urban Comprehensive High, w 7 11 By, Tl e ’
’ m,ér.rx'c:, Austin, TX Schoots ‘ 2 ‘
. Y - ‘v‘/;/ . . . ot 1
1’ E
. 9. Hortli Dakota Industriat flural Javentle Corvect lana b | 3 S5 . Ap,” Bus .t ol ¢
e School, Mandan, ND Facflity ., ¢ ¢ - S Home Fery, 11
. M ! N v v ' N -
10. 6ranite School Distriety Urlan \'(h{mprvlwnhjvt' Wigh - 9 . o 4] Cong, Bup & ootl,.
’ Salt Lake City, YT “Schools . . "\L Home: t'¢, ’ ’
" \ . : . N
11, Weber County=behool Sulmr}xﬂn Comprehénsive ifiph 1 ¢ 2 e -
. bintiict, Ur,(lm)l, uT . v ;" School B o 2
12. Highidae Schoal Distriet, Suburban  Comprehensive Hgh 24 ., 2 b
Spattle, WA " ‘ o schovols | s b & .
13, Tapaquah Scheok Districe, Rural Comprehensive fiigh ) + | Mivetsified
[onsaquih, WA ‘ o “School . t 4 U cupations -
. . ‘ . )
. L4, Sequuta IHy,h,Sdmnl.l)lsuh’(,. Suburban Cump;&lmn:,lvc itiph R 1 ) Bun F ofl
. Redwoad City, CA ‘ Sehool
: LY
a k]
* ’ i N & ' " *
. ; A '
— s '/ - .
7 v, - 4 .
O » . N » . -
ERIC ,
. ~ . . ~. v
JAFuiext provided by ERIC * . - - - .
z , . s . .
) . « .

Discipline
(E:llnlrllls Gro

up’f

[ -l
F . 62
’
e 106
'
1+ 151
Diversified . 282
Oceupatfons »
Bus + olflce Js1’
) 1
vy 147"
o -
“Has + ol flce 79°
« ) . . : . .
e . 164
i
. Bus & off 19
14 -
0, 103
Bus + off 23.
DE ° 33
Home Ed 34
f . !' 9
Bus, + OFFF 9
B o
TOTA, N 1369
Y,
B - ﬁ.;ﬂ‘ ’
[

o ot Schools Foof e R('l:‘i‘ Redated Yocatlanal  Rplated Vocational \Numbcr of students
(T group) (C group)

14

18
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) _ Treatment / - \
‘\ - At all sites, the modu&éslwere taught by regularly-employed voca=-
K ’ tional instructors. Students who participated in the field test were not *.

paid but completed ‘the entrepreneurship modules as part S% their ‘xegular

coursework. Generally, modules were/taught by teachers during class time,_ {‘
although some students used.thg modules: on an independent stud} basis. r .
. . In most cases,’ the core module afd one particular business-speciftc e

module were studied by the whole class, but in’some_classes students
- . , » 'selected different business-SpecifiE modules for—study after completion '
of the core module. (This was the case particularly in coop classes, in’
ce which students selected a module related to their Jjob placement ) -
Since methods for infusing the modules into courséwork and for teach-
ing their content wWere not prescribed during theé orientation sessiors,
"instructor's taught the modules in a variety of ways. Some teachers used
a leature method, basing class presentations on the case study and text .
sections. Other teachers displayed portions of the Student Guide on an
overheadoprOJector for total-class’ or smail-group discussions. InstrUc-
tors selected the learning activities most appropriate for their students
and relevant to their local settings. Some instructors developed inter—
- . mediate quir%es to supplement the final quiz "contained in the, modulg. |
‘, Treatment group students were exposed_to the following: ,the pre~ s
test, thé core module, one business-specific mbdule, and. the posttest?h
Control students took a pretest and 'a posttest. During thg ‘interim, con- -
R trol students receivedptheir regular vocatiogal instruction--i e, tech- 'i

L’ . nical skills training r the cooperative education curriculum, dephnding

Yoo on the type of class in which they were ‘enrolled. Pretests and'posttests
were administered. to the treatment and control groups at any one site at
approximately the same times. AcFoss sites, the pretest was given during

2;?& [ the fall and winter of 1980 while the posttest was administered during

« .

the winter and Sprfng—of 1981." | . - .

* N N . .
\ - , . N
* » s - .
. -

_Measurement of Effect ' 4 N

@Since no standardlzed test existed to adequately estimate the effec*
tiveness of the entrepreneurship modules, a test with 30 multiple-choice
items was constructed specifically for use in the field test.. The test

[

. provides information on the overall effect of studying the core module '

.
-

3 ' >
.

4 lj -

s . .
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and one business- specific module. It assesses knowlédge of the skills .,
that were identified by progect staff as essential fo? success as a begin-

ning entrepreneur and that served as the basis for developing ‘the modtle.
goals and objectives. The same instrument was administered as a pretest
and a posttest to both treatment and control groups: '

- iThe pretesb/posttest was prepared according to a care??ﬂf\step-by-
step‘developmenn prbcess and was approved by the Federal Education Data
Acquisition Council (FEDAC), the group <harged with ensuring that data
are collected by the most efficient and effective means.‘ Forty—three

//ﬂ- four-option, multiple-choice‘itEms.were written to test hnowledge of
skills presented -in each unit of-the core'module. The module's author
identified areas to be tested, and the items were written and reviewed
for content walidity by. project staff. The project{s evaluation director
also reviewed the items'for technical adequacy. Then the items'were
revised as Pany{times as were necessary. - . .o
’} total of 18 sSecondary vocational  students who were participating
v 1in‘'one of two training programs (construction and word pfocessing) at a
regional occupational center'comprised‘\he group that pilot tested the
.test items. lfems were divided into two sets), and four or five students
from each course answered each set. ?ilot test’students'were also given’
an opportunity to critiqué the items. No comments indicating necessary

revisions‘were received.

) Using pilot test results, discrimination indices (point-biserdial,
@’,correlations) and difficulty levels were calculated for each item. Items
' with low discrimination indices or very high or low difficulty levels
\ere removed from the item set te-be included in the pretest/posttest
until the final version-contained two items dire@tly related to content

in each of the 15 units of the core module. >

Validity. Becausebof the direct\correspondence of test item h
module content, the entrepreneurship pretest/posttest was judged to be ’ .
valid indicator of the effectiveness of the modules. , .2 ' //é ! 5 .
Reliability A Spearman—Bro§£ split-half estimate of the reli- -
‘'ability of the entrepreneurship pretest/posttest was dalculated using the
pretest data of 85 treatment "group- students and 15 control group students

chosen randomly from all those who participated in the field test. An

s

16




.objectively and reliably.

. A

“estimated reliability”coefficient of .69 was.obtained, which is rela-

vtively¢high for n 30—item test and certainly sufficient for making

comparisons between groups,‘as was done in the entrepreneurship field

~

’. - N

tede. - . . oL L
An attempt. was made to ensure, that scoring and analysis was done

While the pretests and posttests were adminis-

tered by the teachers of treatment and control students in their class- ‘

rooms, the completed tests were, sent d&xectly to AIR for scoring. Tests

were scored and data were coded d keytaped by CleriCal staff who had -

little stake in the outcome of the field test. Considerable effort was

spent on checking coding and keytaping to eliminate clerical errors. R

Computer services staff of AIR, raqher than proJect stgff, analyzed the

data using standard ‘statistical packages. . . ! '

. ’ ‘ . ’/ r

Evidence of Impact ' Sy _ ] )
The effect claimed for the entrepreneurship modules is cognitive and °

is based on the results obtained from adm;Eiétering the pretest/posttest

The

¢omprised of multiple—choice items. ssertion of the effectiveness ‘

_of the .module's is based on the comparison of the pretest- and posttest

results of students who” studied«the modules and the comparison of these ,
data with.results obtained from an equivalent control group who did not
study the modules. The test results of only those students who took both
a pretest and a.posttest (and for the treatment group, students wh&™
studied the two—module'sequencé) wBie included in the analyses.
. T-tests for independent samples were used to'compare pretest and
posttest‘re%ults of treatment and- contrel group students’ f-tests'for
‘correlated samples compared pretest with posttest results for both
grougvs The results of these analyses are shown in Table-Z. While the .
an test scores of both groups increased significantly from the. pretest
éi the posttest, the treatment group 's gain in mean score from the.pre=
test to the posttest was greater than the gain of the‘centrol group.’ The.
difference between the m\an scores oi—the treatment group and the control
ruup on the’ pretest was not significant while the difference between

their posttest scores was significant at the .01 level.

. . -

£ - v

01‘1?”
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. E.‘QTRED \’FL‘RS}HIP FIELD Tr_ST PRETEST AND POSTEST RESULIS o
! e N - ) ¢ ) Standard -
. S I Status, = ", " XN . Meen Deviation e

Pretest | Trestment Group 1369 | ©17.26 4.13 -

" Suores . Control Group 5 X3 N l7.53@; , 4.00 ..

Pesttest JTreastoent Group © 1369 . 19.96 4.82 -

Scores . Cantrol Group ! 231 - 18.91 4.65 .

. . b [ . . A
‘ :’» : ' . ! [-Test waall ses s S ,
. - . . N Comparison o X T Prubsg or]ﬁy_ .
Treatment Group Protest vs. 25:41 <. 0001
Treatment Croup Tosttast ) o a,
Treatzent Group Posttest vs.  -3.08 ' . <0
y o LCuntrol Group Posttest oo : .~ '
. Gontrol Group Protest wvs. 5.38 , ., ¢ <.000L- -
Control -Group Posttest . Co
~Treatment Group Pretest -wvs. 0.91 - ; >.36
_ , Contral Grouyp Pretest, ' , ‘ g .
:‘/'s = . . . ’ ) ,
To progide another perspectiveson the :I'-test results, an analysis of
.~ .covaziance (general linear models procedure) was"run with .the prete.st . -
W (score as the covariate_.and the posttest score as the depegdent variable.
’ The' dif\ference in mean posttest scores was significant at the .0001 level. N
" r ! ’ ’ . ! » N T M *
- N -
. v ‘Statistical Reliability and Generalizability of RESl}ltS . .

. Co Students selected to participate. in the field test were broadly r* 7 ) '
rexentative. of the "intended ufsers of the entrepreneurship modules—- ' °
secondary voca,tional studentsq The site selection process utilized by

- * -
s project staff resulted in a diverse sample that varied along the dimen- .
. sions of geographical location, demographic setting, and institutional v
‘ ., v type. Field test data were collected at 14 sites across the coun&ry’ that .
’ represented the range of. educatidnal settingd in which intended module ’
. users receivé instruction. Modules were infused into vocational classes : ‘
5 »
© . and curricula in a variety of ways’at the discretion of the Anstruttors. . .
Treatment student gain‘s were consistent across the 14 sites. < i '
- A 4 . . ’ - k . o '
; -




- )

Since the modules were tested on such\a representative group of indi--
viduals, the results of the field test should he generalizable to the : .
" entite target population. Because the field test was conducted under
natural‘conditiong representing the wide variety of conditions for which -
the modules were designed, ‘it is dikely that the results reported are not
limited to, the field test. ~ B
4 R -4 ¢

o - . . -

Evidence That Effects Are Attributable to the Intervention

.

Treatment and control group students who’provided data for the com- '
parisons reported earlier -were quite similar, ' . 0 s
. .Control groups Yere'selected with the stipulation that they be made .
- . up of persons essentially similar to the treatment students. .?ollowing
“1s tRe~tns¢ruction given to local site caordinatorsa “Members of both
T the experimental group and the control group should be generally répre-
" .sentative of the modules intended audience (students enrolled in. voca=-

. tional courses), and the groups should be basically alike in age, back-
ground, ability, and’ education. Treatment and control students at, each
site attended the same type of institution. 'h153 of the 14 sites, treat-

’ ment and control students attended the same type of classes (technical T

2 ’ . skills training or cooperative education) )

" Data collected during the field test reinforce the assertiom that -

the treatment and control roups were drawn ‘from the same population.

5, The means. of the ages of&individuals in the two groups differed by only

about 1 1/2 months., A difference of this size is unlikely to have had
any effect ‘on field test results. The percentages of representatives of -
- “ the'two sexes did _not differ significantly between the two groups (p=.2
. by chi.square) And finally, the means of the pretest scdres of gtudents
-"  in the two groups did not differ significantly. . '

*  Practice effe%ts, maturation, and intervening external influences
are not likely "to account for the statistically significant diffexence in
the twopgroups':posttest scores, either. At each site, treatméht and

- 'control groyps were tested at about the same times. The effects, if any,
of potentially biasing factors. would be the same for each group of . ;
. students. These factors could not bias field test results in favor of

" module effectiveness. . s
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'Educational Significance of Results 0T :

Importance of treatment. The results of the field test demonstrated

‘that study of the entrepreneurship core module and one business-specific .
module (felated to a student's area of vocational study) increases stu=-- .
dents' knowledge of the sktlls necessary to start and operate a small x, -
business successfully. These gkills are especially valuable\be ause the

. number of vocational graduates who immediately become entrepreneurs is in
the thousands and is growing annually. However, without entrepreneurship

traiming, their businesses are apt to become a.statistic in the small

’

.

business failure rate (80% over five years). The entrepreneurship
modules are the only materials to date that have been developed for use
by secondary students in a classroom setting to learn about entrepre-

neurship on both a general and a business—specific basis.

Amount of treatment gain. The educational significance of the in:
. 4

/ crease in students' knowledge of entreprengﬁrial skills is demonstrated
‘by comparing the gain in mean scores from pretest to posttest of students
who studied the modules with the standard deviation of their scores. .
) This gain exceeded one-half the standard deviation. To put this compari-

son in perspective, Tallmadge reported, ip The Joint Dissemination Review

Panel Ideabook,* that aigain of one-thind, but at times as little as one~
fqurth, 4 standard deviation is considered to be educationally signifi- .

cant. . - L N\ .
. . N

. Cost—~ef fectiveness and practicality of treatment. A major factor

in the educational significance\of the entrepreneurship modules is prac- °
tical rather than statistica . The real significance of the field test '

results.stems from the fact that the modules are low in cost and can be

. 3 N .

~ *

t

* Tallmadge, G. K. The Joint Dissemination Review Panel Ideabook. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1977, B 34. A
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easily infused into existing vocational programs with a minimym of dis~
- y . p .

rupt:ic;n. The modules can be implémented a'i: the cost, of $4 .per student

per seﬁestei'. Entrepreneurship instruc;:i;an ig an area of high curremt
interest to vocational ingtructots, as demonstrated by the fact t:h.at éil
field test sites par;.:i.cipate'd in the project :Dn a voluntary'basgis‘. Fur-
thermore,’ t,e.achersmwho u,sed the module‘s in. their «wlassrooms reported on a
qqés?.ionnaire Ehat they'lconsidered.the modules to- be génerally valuable T

and easy t;c; use and,&th“at they ‘would recommend using .the modules to -other
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