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* specialist training programs. . In i§74,~the Bureau of.Occupétional and

. ‘

1
. o Adult Fducation (BOAE) awarded contrac;s to the American Institutes for >
R v [

Research (AIR) and to Washington State University {(WSU) to produce, test, &

and revise such maferials., In l9f8, BOAE again centracted with AIR to con-

duct a national field test of the VECS materials® The overall goal of this
3 - !
' pro ject was to integ{ate the original two sets of materials, systematically

field test them, and .encouragé their use in the field.

.

.

In designing the first sets of materials, careful analyses of the com- {/

¥

% ) - . *
vocatidnal educators and a review by a national advisory panel of voca-

. a

. Y .-
tional educatjon experts. The instructional materials were written to

Retencies required of a VECS were conducted based on a field survey ofé

.
- . h

.deliver the highest‘fated competencies. The resuﬂiing materials werd pilot

tested .at five universities by an independent third-party evaluator, and

v

subséquentlx revised. AIR assumed that the competency base for the fifst

sets of VECS materigly was sound. Thus, efforts in the national field test

concentrate® Un—imtegrdting. and updating the first AIR and WSU ma(srials

[ .

and on assuring that the resulting materiaﬁ!‘were appropriate for use in a
- . Ld

widé°variéty of settingé‘with varied target populations. Efforts in this

third revision cycle~prior to the national field test improved strategies

[ »
for presentjjé?informatio%, added learning activities and support materi-

als, eljminated ove?lap and redundancy, and focused on current national
L ¥ y

’ 4
e St IT1éS Tegard ny sex dqulty ddd  tratntng £dr hraudtcapped -and- odders cox i an i
q o~

L3

students. ' Based on suggestions. from instructors, students, and consultants

- -

" collected during the national field test, the modules were again revised

and imRroved.

- . , . S
-
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Purpose of the Modules r i /
) R : / ]
The VECS modules were designed to create or upgrade an individual's o

o

vocatiopal education curriculum development and management skills. These
" :

skills enable the curriculum specialistlto: @9) describe current issues in
]‘ .

. /

vocational education funding and governance; (2) design or modify voca-\-
tional education programs to provide for individual differences, meet the
needs of special students, or meet labor market demands; (3) select curri-

cular approaches, goals and objectives, and instructional strategies for

'

vocational education programs; (4) prepare instructional materials;
(5) conduct evgluations of vocatiohal curricula; (6)'manage a vecational

clE}sroom or program; (7Y facilitate curriculum change; and (8) prbmote

. .
professional growth'and staff development. :

L3

Description of the Modules

Since the VECS modules are intended to serve a broad purpose, their
b

design had to be highly erxiSle. They synthesize an extensive amount of

' « <
information into a concise\;ormat that is organized to,promote efficient

learning under a variety of circumstances. The titles of the VECS modules
P

are shown in Table I. They can be_divided into three series of approxi-
’ . N

mately equal length. The goal of the introductory series iszto provide an

* .
historical hackground of the development of vocational education, present
p

-

an overview of its scepe, organization, and priorities, and describe the

s

role and functions of the vocational education curriculum specialist. The . °*

¢ 14

second series covers topics directly related to the preparation of instruc-—

*

tional materials. Its goals are to teach vocational needs assessment and

[ - ¥ *
task analysis, specification of objectives, selection of ingtructional stra—

e

.

A

4
o
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tegies, assessment of student achievement, gnd*¢the selection or development °

~
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! of ehrriculum materials. The final series is designed to provide thé cur- ,

3 . -
.

° %
riculum specialist with administrative skills. These modules are concerned

]
» -
) .

with evaluation, program management, curriculum inn6vation, and staff =

development: ‘ o ' . ™ l ' . .

A TABLE L

JVECS Module Titles : . .

l. Vocational Educators and Curriculum Hanagement/
' 2. The Scope of Vocational Education
. Incrocuczory 3. Organization of Vocational Education
: Series - , . ' = *
/ 4, Legislative Mandates for Yocatiopal EZducation
5. Priorities in Vocational Educatien

. .
P h. Tocational Educapion for Students with Sog;i§l Yeeds

-

7. Vocational Needs assessmen? and Curricuidn Jevelopment

Curriculum _8. Conducting Task Analyses and Developing Instructional Objectives
o : g::z:g’me“t 9. (Selecting Instructional Straoeéies and Assessing Student Achievement ~
. 10. Relating lLearning Differences 3nd Ins:rugtional Methods . .
1l. Selecting and Preparing Ingtructional Materials : ’
) o 12. Evaluating Vocational Education Curricula c .
Adminis:ra:iVe 13. Conducting Follow-Up Studies and Communicating Evaluation Res:}:s
Series l4. Managing Vocational Education Programs .
' ' - 15. ?Preparing for Curriculum Change N . : .
.‘ B ’ . 16, Staff{ Development . N \
. o

N : - : "

. ‘_—Modules average about 75 pages in length and require about 30 to 30

hours to'complete. * They follow a standardiférmat #ncluding a detailed list

.

» i
of behavioral gpbals and objectives, and text, learning actijvities, and

P self-assessment items related to each goal. The modules usually contain .
from three‘x)five goals each. Learnie activities include reading in .
published resources, group projects,; discussion questions. lnterviews
- _
with vocational educators and actual practice in curriculum development
skills are frequently called for. The whole set of modules can be insti-
tuted as the foundation of a formal curriculum specialisthraining"pxagtanpi;us;-——ﬁ——
. N ' . . .
(S ) .
ERIC - 4 :
rorecrosieio enc) - é; b
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or selected grdups of modules can surée as, the focus 6f specific courses.l
In addition, components of modules, individual modules, or series of mod-
ules can be integrated into existing courses or programs. Because the™mod-

ules are organized around spetific goals and include alternative learning

-

activities, their use is appropriate in traditional and nontraditional '
< *
classrooms, inservice education programs, and independent study.

¢

]
Additional Materials

N

Using the-VECS modules: A guide for instructors and administrators

was written td help vocational educators set up and manage professional
‘. v

development programs that focus on cu%riculum skills. The Guide presents
instructional strategies apprOpsiate for the many different situations in

which the modules can be used. General guidelines, specific'suggestions,

-

and ideas to stimulate creativity are Based on the experiences of field

’
.

test instructors. The Guide identifies courses-and programs’Tnto'bhich.the
modules might be incorporated, describes how faculty might be encouraged to
try them, and discusses steps in planning and initiating a new curriculum

specialist training program. A list of the resources for each module that

*

should be ordered from their respective publishers is included.

An audio cassette tape was also developed for/erienting pdtentiql
E;%ts‘to the VECS modules. The tapgq presents inté%views with field test

instructors and sité coordinators who offer their advice on module imple-

mentation. ) t

——

A




. , Chapter II

FIELD TEST OF THE MATERIALS

-

’ ¥

,
e . ’

Study of the VECS modules produces sighificaht gains ir knowledge of

the history and philosophy of vocational education and topits in'vocational

v

education curriculum development, management, and evaluation. Use of the
Vs '

modyles also increases students' self-perception of personal competencé in
- . ¢
activities performed by g VECS. \

K3
\ .

. Field Test Design

O

A modified quasi—experiment;}y\gfftest/posttest, treatment groég/boﬁ_
. 2,
trol group design was used. The design featured multiple replications with

different types of students using various patterns of module implementation

. Y
and methods of teaching. The field test was conducted under the types-of

A

conditions expected to represent actual module use, which ﬁreqluded the

type of control needed to carry out a scientifically rigorous research

x
. - .

design. ) -
. . . ‘ ) <

.
.

. ( ’ (3
» " Sites were selected based on the approgxiateness/bf the setting and

.

[

the student population, and on their willingness to cooperate in the field
~ - , L 4 ’ . :
test. A local coordinator at each site identified instructors and students

<

to serve in the\:ﬁeatment and control groups. An AIR staff member con-—

ducted orientation sessions at each sites For the most part, intact
oW ) . .
classes were used, and ipstructors tdught the modules following the general
o ~

guidelines established during the orientation session. Student partigi-

. .

S SRR S
pants were not paid. TQ maximize the likelihood of obtaining usable data,

field test data collection instruments were kept short and administered to




o )v..
control students only one time. Because of the “"naturalistic” character of
v ¥ ! ) .
th; field test, site coordinators and AIR staff could nST’exercise strict®

"

control over the -schedule of module use, the methoa of module implementa-

tjon, or the selection and testing of treatment and control groups.

. v
\

TABLE . P

- Module Grodgs

.

Number of - .
Modulesg* Topics 4

- - 4 :
, Group 1 3 hisgory and philosophy of vocational education
Group 2 3 vocational .education curriculum development
Group 3. 2 procedures for individualizing curficula for special students *

$ -

Group % ) evaluation and administration of vocational educationm

*Afre¥ the field':est, modules in Group 3 were divided between Groups l and 2 resulting in £
the three series of modules described earlier, Onevmodule in Group 2was deleted and 1its .

- - . significant content was {nctegrated into sSeveral of the otaer modules. resulzing 1in the final

total of 1A moaules. -
3
¥

. i ol

v, .

. ~

For purposes of the analysis, thg modules were divided into four ~
groups as shown in Table II.’ Module groups 1 and 2 were taught in the fall

of 1979, All module groups were taught during the winter and spring of .

+

. v R Ve
1980, although groups 3 and 4 were emphasized. Typically, students studied
three to five modules each. Treatmert students were tested both before and ’
after they studied the particular modules taught in their classes. Control

students were tested only once. At some sités, controls were tested when

- -

\ .
treatment students were pretested; at other sites, when treatment students

L] . M .

. were posttested. The tést results of only those students who ‘studied all

. * .
modules in a group and took both a pretest and a posttest were used in th9
A X
- o ! .

& - . kY
analysis. Separate t-fests were calculated for each module group. . - .

oEl{TC o -8- 11 ..‘. .:

ST | \
\
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: , Field Te;t Sites and Partiéibants

" The Sponéors of the 15 VECS field test siteS*inclu&ed twelve colleges

’ ’. ’
or universities and two state departments of education. Five of the educa-

H

- o 4
tional institutions held g¢lasses on campus, six used of f-campus locations
. ‘ ) '
such as area vocational schools, and one university sponsored two sites,
one bn campus and one at a military base. VECS instructors were most often

. ‘faculty, but also included a direetor of a regionel occupational pfogram, a

.

principal of an area vocational schoolys and a director of a state curricu-

lum and instructional materials cedker.

- Students who‘participatedjin the field test included: (1) undergradu-
. s

ates preparing to be vocational education teachers; (2) practicing ‘voca-
tional education teachers, administrators, counselors, and gurriCUlu@
. .-
developers; and (3) persons with occupatignal skills developed in business
%

or the military who wished to teach their specialty. Students' goals

included obtaining a state vocational teaching certificate, a college
* ° .
- degreé at the undergraduate, or graduate level, and inservice professional
h - R .
devaﬁopment. Weekly classes, held during the day, at night, or on week- )

ends, were the main’ instructional delivery method, although several stu-
dents topk the modules through independent study arrangements. Class sizes
1»]_ .

.

L
E#nged from over 30 to under 10.

-

Table III summarizes:information on the field test sites and partici-
pants who supplied the data reported here. Data from all sites and all

participants are not reported due to the decision to base the apalysis on

results from only those students wha studied all modules in a group. -
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.« TABLE. X1 ' \ '
» > v . ’
- - Field Test Sités and Participants . . T
’ . . ¢
"
€ Purpose of - ’ - T T T T T Humber of Students Who
- Location: | Institution; { .- Contributed Data to the
' on or Preservice (P) Student Analysisy by Module Group
- Spousor of f campus _|orInservice (1) Characteristics Group 1 [Group 2 JGroup 3 [CGroup 4
1. Unlversity of fdaho of f I Vdc\atlou.ul teachers 5 4 o 7
2. HWashington State University on P Future vocational teachcrs - - - -
3. Califprnia, State Unlveralt;, off ) P Occupat idnal specialists - 8 ll" -
Sacramento -
‘-
4, Virginia Polytechnic Ingtitute of f 1 Secondar’y and postsecondary teachers | 10 8 - T -
/ and State Universigy 1 . .
Ny o = «
5. Southern Illinois Uulverslty, on P Occupational specialists and future -- 25 - 9
. Carbondale . , business education teachers
# Oklaloma State Department of Voca- N/A - i Staff-of curriculum and Instructlonal 7 : . 6 18 18
tiunal and Technical Rducation materials center ’
" . " ’ -y
7. Oklahoma State Uriversity on 1 "{Vocational teachers 4 ) 10 10
8. Southern Illinois University, _\.off 3P Military occupational speciualists ’ 23 ~~ -
Carbondale at Travis Air Force * %
Base -
s
9. University of South Floridp of f I Vocational tgnchers, supervisors, - - - -
and adminjstrators N
- 110, - New dersty Department of- - N/A I Vocational teachers, courdlmturs - - -- -
Education . and guidpnce counselors .
. - a . ,
11. SUNY College of Technology, . on [ § Craduateystudents with vocatfonal- 2 - T .- --
Utica/Rome, . . tehnical backgrounds . .
12. University of North Carolina, on I llome economics teachers 5 13 |6 - -_—
Greensboro L. . . ' >
13. North Carolina State University on I Teachgrs and state department admfn- 2 -- -
. . . istrators . 2
14, Texas A & M University of £ I Vocational teachers, administrators, 16 10 7 8
and counselors s ~
- ! t ge
15.  East Texas State Unlversity off I Vacational teacheras and adminfstroa=- 26 12 17 32
' tors 1° .
N 109 | 93 70 84

s > s - e an —
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Measurement of Effect -

3
.

S&efially constructed instruments for use in the field test were r
developed to estimate the éff%étiveness of the VECS Qodules. Field test
evaluation forms (FTEFs) measured the cognitiQe aq@ affective outcomes of
module stddy and collected biqgréphical_information on treatment and con=

.

‘trol students. The fTEFg provided information on the overall’effecf of

1

studying groups of modules. They were not designed to test mastery of each

¢ ; -
objective of each module goal. Effects of module groups 1 and 2 were

.

o . s
assessed by one set of FTEFs, while module groups 3 and 4 were tested by

-~ .

another set. ’ . “ ,

@

‘ .

' - ’ -
The FTEFs had six sections, each designed to collect a different kind .

of information. Omne gection requested background information on education,
current occupation, and previous work experience. Anothér section provided
a %Egcklist.on which resbon&entg indicated nsecent professional degé}Opment
experiences. Two sectiong requeﬁ%bd participants to rate themselves on .
twelve activities that are typical of the VECS role. The first self-rating
was of a persoan's compeggpce in performing the activiti%s; the second was
of a person;s.desire to engage in the ac;ivities. Competence self;ratings

ranged from 1-6; attitude self-ratings ranged from 1-4. .

’
¥

The remaining two sections contained multiple-choice and short-answer
items based on 'significant cognitive outcomes of the modules. 1In order to
reduce response burden and increase the number of people who might respond,
the number of items included on any one FTEF was severely restricted. Only
one, four-alternative, myltipie—choice question was included for each goal

’

of each module included in the group of modules tested by a form. The set

“

-]]-

15 . :

e




of FTEFs testing‘module éréups 1 and 2 contained 37 multiple-choice items;
~

~ e ' - .
‘FTEFs for module groups 3 and 4 contained '23 multiple-choice gtems. Two

sets of narallel multiple-choice'items were written for each module group.
Treatment fiud%nts*topk one setiqf iteme as a pretest and the other set as

“ ‘ .
a posttest. In‘order go ¢antrol for possible differences’in the difficulty
ff the two parallel sets, on% set was used as a pretestzﬁ;about nalf the

.

sites, while'the other set was included in the pretest at the remaining .

- .

) m! - st
sites. About hall the control pretests and half the control posttests con-

. [
t * -

tained each set of multiple-choice items, as well.

\ o . . ‘ ’ L<ﬁ (7‘\

One short-answer item wag,written for each of the moddies in groups
s .

2-4. As these items were intended to- assess cognitive prerequisites of the

perfoé;ande of skills central to the VECS rolé, to short-answer items were
» .
included to test ‘gutcomes of the'group 1 modules begayse these modules pro-

vide background information ﬁnd do not*focus on skills. The short-answer

skill items required students to list such things as the apprepriate proce-

M -

dures for certain situations,&the sequential steps in a procedure, or the

advantages and disadvantages of several alternative procedures. Responses:
. A

were rated on a scale of 1-5 based on pre-specified criteria that reflected

~ - . o

the quality of the response in terms of its accuracy anq\tompleteness.

A%

jyort-answer items were not included in the FTEFs administer,i to

o
.

controi group students. Becénee the short-answer items were so directly
related to the hpntent of the modules,&it nas felt that asking control
etudents tq_answer them without the‘nenefit of module study would be
exéessiyely burdensome in relation to zthe nalue of the data that wpuld be’

obtaineds .
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. when constructing tﬁe'alterqative forms of the FTEFs. However, we could

Interpretability of Measures L
The FTEFs were prepared aécbrding to a carefhi, step~by~step develop~

-,

~ 1)
ment process, and were- approved by Ehe Federal Education Data Actquisition

1

2. .

Council (FEDAC), the group <charged with ensuring that data are collected by
. ’ ‘ -~

the most efficient and effective meaqé.‘ The statemenﬁsxof VECS' activities

. 3

used in the self-assessments of competence and attitude were derived from

- - -

- the content of the dules, which was in turn derivéd.from the detailed

competency analysis Performed Qrior EP the writing'of the initial set of ~

’

modules. The multiple-choici/pna performance items were written based on

objectives and topic# the modules' authors considered most significarnt.
T : ~
Each item was reviewed by the module's author for content accuracy and by

the project's evaluatiqn'director for technical adequacy. Items were then

revised as many times as~necessary.

The multiple—choice 'items were pilot-tested. Respondents answefed,

critiqued, and edited’ the items. Point-biserial correlations and diffi-

culty levels were calculated for each item. Items with low correlations or

. ‘ . - w S
very high qor very low difficulty levels were removed or improved. An

éttempt was made to balance difficulty levels of multiple-choice item sets
1} ]

r

not obtain clear evidence that pgrgllelfmuftiple-choice i'tem sets were of

.

. t X0
equal difficulty. Therefore, cases were dropped randomly from the analysis ’
so that equal numbérs or proportions of people in the groups compared took

each get of items.

]

~

Spearman—Brobﬂ estimates of the sp%ic—hq;f reliabilities of the two

para;lél multiple—cﬁoice item sets were calculated for each of the four —

2 . - -

- *

o g
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module groups.’ The resulting eight correlations ra ced from .12 to .55 -
ng

- - :" with approximately .40 the mode and .33 the mean. ,Two decisiéns made in’

-

desighing the FTEFs oéerated against obtaining high reliability estimates.

¢ z

First the number of multiple-choice items included on any one,form wag/

deliberately kept low. The numbers of items for module groups 1-4 (see
. A

, ’

Table I1) were 17, 20, 7 and 16 respecéively. The Spedrman-Brown reli- R

ability estimate for a 60-item test with the same split-half éor;glatfon as
. i

the 17 items written for module group 1 would be effectively double the

actual estimate obtained. THe second decision operating against ob;aining

-

high reliability estimates concerned using one set of ifems to test the
content of "a number of modules. The.itgms‘testing é.group of modules did

not include interchangeable measures of(the'same learning, and since the

a . \ . .
. Spearman-Brown statistic essentlally is a measure of internal consistency,

* -

-a high reliability estihbate could not be expected.

=

Despite the'low reliabilities calEulateq for thé multiple=choice_

b,

items, two points should-be kept in mind. First, the content of the test

L

items was judged valid by the module authors and the prgject direcﬁgr, ¢

those persons most familiar with the concepts the Qoduleg—were designed to

béchzi Second, the FTEFs were the only ins;rﬁmenté available to assess the

< -

. ' effects of the modules., No standardized tests existed that meas%;ed the
" gofls of these modules in a systématic manner. k
- A Tl
. \
.g ’ K
. ' . Credibility of Evidence
s ) . o .
An attempt was made to ensure that scoring apnd analysis was done
objectively and reliably. While the tests that provided .the data upon ‘ ’
-~ . ' .
- p
- . 2
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-

which this submission is based were administered by the teachers of treat- -

ment ?nd control students in their classrooms, the completed tests were
sent directly'to AIR where objective methods were employed for scoring.

Data were cgged and keyfﬁped by clerical staff who knew little about the

N . P = -
nature of the field test. Computer services staff of AIR, rather than

pro ject staff, analyzed the data by using standard statistical packages. )

7




- ‘ N k | . : , Chapter III .

‘ " e, ' RESULTS OF THE FIELD TEST . /
i J .
4 /

. - I

. . 1)
" The main-effegss claimed for the VECS modules are cognitive and the.

2

claims rést on the results obtained on the multiple-choice and short-answer
. ’ r

v *

items.“‘The'coénitive effects are reinfoéced by an affective ottcome
reveaied in‘the self-ratings of competence, The assertion of the effec-
tivenégs of the VECS m;dules is based primarily.on the comparison of the
/pretest and posttest results of students who studied the modules. Although

some treatment_grogp/cqntrol group analyses were performed and are reported,

they are included in this submission as secondary support for the agsertion.

N

~

Treatméngﬂgfoup pretest/posttest comparisons are:appropriate for show-
ing that newly dgveloped.instructional materi;ls do, in fgct‘ produce the
kind of results for which thgy were designed. For thé VECS field test,
contéDI grogg data were not'in;ended to demonstrate that the modﬁles ares \“*
mé;e gﬁfective than a competing treatment ﬁthere is none), but rather to
{ndicate that factors other than moduie study occurring during the course
N of the field geét were unlikely to have p;oduced the obtained refuItg.

Factors in the-design of the field test éhat are discussed later, as well
as the control group data, indicate it is likely that the field test

.
results were indeed produced)Py‘moﬁule‘study. ‘ ‘i -

.
N . r ) . |

Data Analysis and Reéults o -i

' 1In preparation for the analysis, several-summary scores were created.

Module group scores on multiple-choice items were calculated for control

LR |
students, and for treatment students who studied all modules in a group.

. ' ’ -17- :
- 20 e
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, '

.o . oy '
Similar scores for treatment students weré created for short-answer items.
: - .

b4 e o -

" (4s discussed earlier, control students' FTEFS dd not contain short-answer

items.) Summary scores were created for the self-ratings.of competence and

attitude by adding togethef the ratings made on-each of the 12 activity s
statements. The total number of professional development experiences :
reported was also summarized in a“score. : ’//’
¢
L] .

In general, two types of analyses foér each module group were conducted.

’ »

First, treatment group students'-pretest results were compared with their
posttest resylts using t-tests for paired samples. Second, t-tests for

independent samples were used to compare the results obtained from post—
~, ,

] ~
tested treaqPi?t‘students to the results obtained from control students who..

were tested at the same time. Treatment pre- versus treatment post-— com- =

parisons were analyzed for multiple-choice and shdrt-answer item module .

gréup scores, and competence and attitude self-rating summary scores.

Treatment group/control'group comparisons were conducted using multiple-
- -

chbiée.item module group scores, competence and attitude self-rating .

s .

summary scores, and professional development experience gummary scores.
.

— '
Eorr :
Data from the comparisonirof the treatment group's pretest and post- .
. ’ ’J_;:. A

test results are shown-in T¥ble Iv. Multiple—choiée item comparisons for

all bui one of the module grdupg show gains significanckat the .05 level or
betgir. The remaining coméarisoﬁ approached ;ignificance (p=.058). Since

. this group is composed of only two modules, the small numper‘of items (7) ,
probably, accounted for the lack of a signiffcant gain. Comparisons of

results on ghort-answer items for all module groups were significant at

better than the .0001 level. Comparisons of competence self-ratings for

.S

»
£

\ -18-
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TABi.E R‘

Results of Treatment C:roup Pretest vs. Treatment Group Posttest Paired Comparisons

v
$\ : Highest B

| Number of Possible Standard
. i ' Subjeces Score/ Mean Deviation
2. Gsegllza o hisitle-croice items / D
7 —~
Module Group 1 Pretest 96 ' 17 7.08 . “ 2.30
 to=3.28d Posttest 96 17 8.29 2.44
L
‘ Module Group 2 Pretest 78 : 20 _— 7.74, 2.67
. T = 3.753¢ Pogttest * 78 20 9.09 2.65
Module Group 3 Pretest 69 7 3.10 1.30
T o= 1.92 Posttest 69 7 3.65 1.86 .
v Module Group % Pretest 68 16 7.78 . 2.33
t = 2,238 Posttest 63 - 16 8.63 3.19
- A
=, Prauisa ~v Srorteinguer Jterms
Moduie Group 2 Pre‘:egt ‘ 77 25 ) 5.12 . 3.50
z = 5.90¢ Postzdac 77 25 ‘ 8.566 6.68
Mogwle Group 3 Pretest 69 10 2.97 2.15
T L Posttest 69 10 5.33 3.37
Module Group & Precest - 68 25 3.88" 2.99
c = 6,19 ) Posttest 58 25 L . 8.74 / 5.68
Z fod f 4
2. Reguisa om el -FRiingg o] Competence s N
Module Group 1 Pretest 89 12 . 42,13 11.72
t = 6.148 Posttest 89 72 47.93 9.83
- k . P
| . Module Group 2 ‘grer.esr. {' 69 . 72 2 39.62 11.06
’ z = 3.314 © Posttest 69 72 49.46 8.34
. Module Group 3 Pretest 65 72 ©43.35 10.84
t = 2,203 Posttest . 65 72 46.52 . 10.16
¥Yodule Group & Pretest 60 72 : 42.07 11.464
t = 2,900 Posttest 60 * .12 45.60 - 11.56
A
Z. Pesults on Seli-Racvincs oF Attituce
Module Groupl 1 ' Pretest 80 48 36.93 4,26
’ t = -0:41 . Posttest 80 48 36.69 4,84
‘ Yodlle Group 2 « Pretest 57 48 38.14 5,96
t = -0.81 Posttest 57. 48 - M 37.39 654
Module Group 3 Pretest 49 48 34.53 6.03
t= 2,014 Pogttest 49 48 36.06 4.66
Module Group 4 Precest s4 4, © o328 6.28
t = 0.62 Posttest ) 34 48 33.69 7.46
:Stgnifican: at the .05 level ;Signiﬁcant at the .00l level
Significant at the .0l level Significant at the .0001 lwtel
3 ' [ ¥ f
. L
- * .
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alllhodu%e groups showed s)%pificant gains, but those for attitude were

inconclusive. - .

o= - l >

¢ For the treatment group/control group comparisons, it was expected

’ . A4

that the data from pretested and posttested controlsj could, be combined.

However, preliminary anal}ses showed that the two control groups scored
¥ .

- - significantly differently on multiple-choice items Theféfore,.data from
. ’ )

)

the two control groups were not combined. Only the results from controls

,;E who were tested-at the time treatment studentsxwere posttested were com—

f . !
- v .
pared with treatment students' posttest results. Unfortunately, treatment

.....

<,

group/congrol group comparisons could be calculated only'igr_mddule groups’®

: . . - ¥
1 and 2. Based on their scores on the multiple-choice items, it appe€§s

that the control students’ for module groups 3 and. 4 were a léss able group
. &
-5
than the treatment students, thus a treatment grouﬁ/qontrol group compari-
N X

son using their scores would have overrepresentéd the effect of modules in

.

groups 3 and 4. -

The results of the tfegtmenc group/control grdup gomparisons are
\ <shon in Table V. For module group 1, the comparison of multiple-ch;ice
item module group scores was significant at better than the .05 level. All
other comparisons were nonsignificant. ‘ .

‘h
Statistical Reliability and Generalizability of Results

Eéble VI presents information on treatment group\students who .provided
s iy *
data for the pretest/posttest comparisons upon which thg/nlaims of effec— ,

tiveness of the VECS modules are based. These individuals represent thf

- < ) D
. 4 *
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. * TABLE V ¢ .
13
~ Results of Control Group Posttest vs, Treatment Group Posttest Comparisons ' Y4
o )
Hignest
Number Possible . Standard .
N . of Subjects Score Mean Deviation
7, Sesults or Hulcicle-Choice Items .
7 h{
. Module Group 1 Control 64 17 g 7.55 2.40
, c = -2:312 - Treatment 109 17 . 8.41; ! 2,37
Module Group 2 Controt 87 20 8.72 2.56
V' or o= 0,83 Treatment 94 20 9.04 ’ 2,57
>, Zesyl=g or ZeiL -Ratirsg o lortrerdnce .
EL \
Module Groug I . Control . 62 72 48,15 9.00
t = 0,42 ., . Treatment 108 72 47,50 9.94
. B T _ )
Module Group- 2o Contrel 4 84 72 48,39 . 8.97
t = 0,30 Treatment 93 72 47,99 8.58 *
s 2, “esults on Szl -Fatings o~ Attituce i
13 K ~ -
Module Group 1 * " Control :7}5 62 48 37.27 4,78
t = 1,07 . Treatment 102 48 . 36.45 4780
- <
.Module Group 2 Control 82 48 37,00 5.17
t = Treatment 87 48 35,68 7.23 .
¢ v 4{*2}; \
3. fepults on Ywwer o- geBens Proresatcnal Jevelcrrent Zxreriancks
. Y
! ' B
‘Module Group 1 Control 62 6 2.87 1.38
t = -0.56 Treatment 98 6 3.01 1.60
B Module Group 2 ntrol . 83 6 . 2.71 1,41
24 gl “
i Y t=<~0,18 » Treatment 84 . 6 2.75 1,45
:';;E’";% c
. Significant ac the .05 lével '
o
¥ "z . . .
- P % -
T e . .
%y
'
. . . -
i Wk
\)‘ ‘ -;?r" _2]24 . el .
‘E MC [ .
g
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v ¢
broad range of educ&%ipnal attainment and experience in vocational educa-
t ion that would be possessed by the population of vocational educators and

N
potential vocatlodal educators fqr whom the module§ are intended t@ provide
. - " )

training. Because the modules were tested on such a heterogeneous group of

individuals,lthe resﬁi;s of the field test shoul} be generalizaBle to the

e K4

entire t:?éeé population. The assertion of the statistical reliability of

the field tebt resulté is based on the fact that the field test was con-

*

-~ . ;
ducted under natural conditions representing the wide variety of conditions

for which the modules were designed. Each of the classes in which the

’

S

modules were ged can be consider&d a repliqation of the field tést. Data
from each of jhe replications were combinéd rather ghaq analyzed separately
due to the small number of suﬂ}ects with both pretest and posttest dakta at
each site. Nevertheless, because the modules weré tested at different,
times gnd different places it is 1£kel; that the results reported are not

x

limited to the field test. :

Evidence that Ef fects ‘are Attributable to the Intervention

Table VII presents information on the treatment group and control group
students who provided data for the compdfisons that reinforced the claims
of effectiveness for module groups 1 and 2. 1n general, Table VIi shows.
that the two groups were quite similar. Where differences in educationél
attainment and expegience exist, they usually favor the control group, thus

reduciné the likelihood that differences in the composition of the two

groups could have biased the field test results in favor of module éffec-_

d

tiveness. <The previousdy reported, nonsignificant comparison of the aver»"’/

age number of professional development experiences recently experienced by

o

the two groups supports this conclusion. .

-2
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. TABLE VI
Lh.nructerlsLlLs of Students in the Trcdtnn.nt Lxoup ¢
Previous Experiente . -
Sex Degree Credential in Vocational Ed Current Position
7 % X ‘ —
, Curric- Currlc- X
b4 X X wlum b4 ulum Under- X
YA 4 Y3 b4 % Z  |Teagh- Adnlnls- % Adninis- Devel- b4 Adminis- Devel- grad. Grad.
No.i M P |Assoc. Bach. Mast., Dr. ing} trative ]Teacher trgtor aper [Teacher  tvatar ey Stuhnt  Stadeat
MophuJe ' ¥ . . :
Croup | 96 144 56 5 53 27 1 67 . 7 59 9 9 517, 14 9 21 46
Module ' N . .
Group 2 78 147 53 23 N 47 26 1 74 5 53 5 13 55 Y9 15 26 44
Hodule
Croup 3 69 {46 54 13 45 33 1 78 13 67 14 23 62 14 19 6 41
-
Module .
Group 4 68 141 59 6 44 44 4 75 9 46 12 18 51 15 15 1 54
. — -3
A
I3
~ TABLE VII .
P Charf}eteristlcs of Students Providing Data to the Treatment Group/Control Group Compnrlsous
. Previous Experience ,
Sex Degree Credential in Yocatlonal Ed Current Position
z‘ g_ z ’
Curried Curric~ %
‘ X X X ulum X ulum  Under- X
R b4 b4 X % ]Teach- Adwinis- % Adminis- Devel- Z . Admlais~ Devel- Brad. Crad,
No.| M F lAsaoc. Bach., Mast. Dr. {ng  trative |JTeacher trator oper |Feacher trator oper Studgnt  Student
2.2 Module: Group 1
. - N
Treat- '
bhent .
Students 109 44 56 6 51 26 1 62 (3 57 8 8 56 13 9 24 44
Control® ? ’
Students 64 }38 63 8 44 42 2 94 23 67 11 2 61 20 6 14 53
s s
L, Molule Geowy 7 £
Tremr-
ment ~
students 94 }47 53 24 48 22 2 70 4 52 4 10 53 - 9 13 30 39
Control . i ‘ .
Students 87 (40, 60 6 45 43 3 93 25 70 14 2 63 20 8 . 1o 55 .

NOTE FOR TABLES V1 AND VII:
pree, Credentlal, Previous Experience, or Currunt Position.

[

28 ‘

i

i

-

Pclﬁentngus (lu not always add to 100% due to rmmdlnu. mlssln;, data; or marking more than one (uu.l,ory for

&

R
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The strongest eviQence‘that the field test results were due £o module
X P .
Prac-

, study comes from factors in the design of the field test, however. Since

the field test was conducted at different times at a number of-sites, the

effects of events ofher than module study would tend to average out.
tice effects on multiple-choice items are unlikely since different items

,* comprised the pretest and posttest instruments. Practice €ffects on short—‘

I3

[y

answer items and maturation effects are unlikely to have caused field test

results because the tests are so closely tied to the content of the modules

>

that gains rfsulting from other sources are improbable.

Educational Significance of Results

The results of the national field test demonstrated that the modules

increase knowledge of topics necessary to the successful performance of
skills central to the VECS role. They also tended to increase peoples’
tion expands and changes, more VECS will be needed to create and maintain

.confidence in their ability to perform these skills. As vocational educa-
high quality_curricuf;. VECS will receive training under many different

L 4

circumstances. The VECS modules provide a low cost, soundly developed
organize a great body of material permitting VECS training to be con-

'resource that is adaptable to a variety of needs. The modules summarize *

ducted gystematdically.at many different types of locations.

[



, ‘ Chapter IV . .

= ' " DISSEMINATION OF THE MATERIALS _

In addition to attending numerous ‘meetings and conventions of profes-
: - =

sional associations in order to f%??oduce voéational educators to the VECS

materials, AIR staff conducted a series of #echnical assistance gorums and-

dissemiq;tian workshops at iocations across the country. At the six one-day
forums, field test instructors and site coordinators gave detailed accounts

of how to use the VECS modules in various settings. Approximately 250

.
+

vocational educators from 53 states and territories attended the workshops,

$

which &qre held im the following locations: Llos Alamitos, California;

70klahoma'city! Oklahoma; Atlanta, Georgia; N;wton, Massachusetts; Columbus,
Ohio; and Salt Lége City, Utah. The attendees included state-level voca-

tional education admf%istrators, state liaison representatives of the

”

National Network for CurriculumACoordination in Vocational Technical Educa- -
' tion (NNCCVTE), college and’ﬁniversity,faculty, and administrators from
large school disdtricts. The particpants left the workshops with plans for

using and disseminating the materials throughopt their states.
. ! B . : ' R
L - . ‘;O ,’ ) .
In September, the vocational educators who attended the dissemination

- ‘

.workshops were sent a.number of summaries and reports that came out of the

workshops for their use in following through on their state~level dissemi-

° /
nation plamns. These materials included: ., '

3 « I

e a roster of worksﬁop participants, ~

e a summary of pargicipantsf reactions to the workshops,

‘e a listing of considerations in disseminating the mgsuiés,
' i

o 5 -. . ) ' -2;15)'




e a journal article that discusses field test findings, and
/‘ ’
e A copy of the fipal issue of the VECS newsletter.

A number of journal articles were written to inform vocational educa-

‘to;s of the VECS materials including:

Claudy, C. B., & Hamilton, F. A. Results of the national field test
of the vocational education curriculum specialist materials.
Journal of Vocational Education Research, Summer 1981.

Claudy, C. B., Blank, W. E., & Hamilton, J. A. Field testing the
VECS modules in Florida. Florida Vocational Journal, in press.

. =

Claudy, C. B., & Hamilton, J. A. Modules designed for developing VE
curriculum experts. American Technical Education Association
- Journal, 1981, 9(2), 8.

Claudy, C. B., Hamilton, J. A., Kelly, J. F., Cummings, J. M., &
Capello, F. L. Field testing the VECS modules in New Jersey.
VEANJ Journal, September 1981.

4 e Claudy, C. B., Hamilton, J. A., & McDonald, B. 8IU's off campus
field test of the VECS modules. Illinois Vocational Education
Journal, in press. )

E 3

i

Kaplan,.C. B., Hamilton, J. A., & Wheeler, J7 D. The role of the
vocational education curriculum specialist’in fostering industry-
education cooperation. Journal of Industry-Education Cooperation,
1980, 1(2), 19-25.

Tfaining vocational educators as curriculum developers.’ Voc Ed
Insider, 1979, 54(5), 32d.

An aggeemént with the East Central Network Curriculum Center, a member
of the'NNCCVTE, to print and distribute the VECS matérials on a cost recov-
éfy“basis wés approved by the Copyright Authoriza;ion Office, U.S. Depért-
ment of Education. It was agreed that a complete et oi(%he materials can

- /
. ' _26;'*

" . 30




. E
be purchased for $35.00. Included in the complete set are the 16 modules, -

an instructor's guide, an aydio tape cassette, and a report of the field
&
test. A complete set, or portions of it, can be order:ed directl){fiﬁ: -~ -

¥
~

' East Central Network Curriculum Center
Sangamon State University, E-22
Springfield, IL 62708
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List of‘Materials Produced Under Contract

Modules

Title ;
Vocational Educators and Curriculum Management

The Scope of Vocational Education

Author (s)

Jeanette D.

Jeanette D.

Wheeler
Wheeler

aF

Organization of Vocational Education
Legislative Mandates for Vocational Education
Priorities in Vocational Education

v

Vocational Needs Assessment and Curriculum Development

—-@ofiducting-Fask-Anatyses-and- Developing -

Instructional Objectives

P

" Selecting Instructional Strategies and Assessing
Student Achievement

Relating Learng§ Differences and Imstructional
Méthods

Selecting and Preparing Instructionmal Materials
Evaluating Vocational Education Curric1’11a

Conducting Follow-up Studies and Communicating
 Evaluation Results

A
Managing Vocational Education Programs .
Preparing for Curriculum Change
Staff Development

B

Guide T e

.

Title

Usiné the VECS Modules: A Guide for Inmstructors
and Administrators

Audio Casette Tape
Title )

. Using the VECS Modules:
Educators

[

Comments of Vocational

Vocational Education/for Students with Special Needs

Wheeler
Wheeler.
Jeanett; D. Wheeler

Judith A. Appleby
Jeanette D. Wheeler /

Judith A. Appleby

Jeanette D.

Jeanette D.

Judith A. Appleby
/ Judith A. Appleby

Carol B. Kaplan
Judith A. Appleby

Jean Wolman
Carolyn B. Claudy

Carolyn McFarlane
Carolyn B. Claudy

Judith A. Appleby
/ Judith A. Appleby

Barbara Pletcher

Author (s)

Carolyn B. Claudy

e I SRS S e SE S

Jeanette D. Wheeler ﬁ "
!

Authorgsz

Jurgen M. Wolff

i
§




Convention Papers

Title . Convention/Date Author (s)
The National Field Test of the American Vocational ° Jack A. Hamilton
Vocational Education Curriculum, Association. 12/79 Carolyn B. Claudy

Specialist Materials
’ 1

Results of the National .Field American Vocational Carolyn B. Claudy

. Test of, the Vocational Education Assocation. 12/80 Jack A. Hamilton
- . Curriculum Specialist Materials
Making Vocational Curriculum . American Personnel & Jack A. Hamilton
Responsive to Student Needs Guidance Associa- Carolyn B. Claudy
. tion. 4/80 . - y

1

Journal Articles

Title §§ ) - Journal/Date Author(s)

/
Training Vocational Educators as VocEd Insider Jack A. Hamilton
Curriculum Developers Carol B. Kaplan
The Role of the Vocational . Journal of Carol B. Kaplan
Education Curriculum Specialist Industry-Educa- Jack A. Hamilton
in fogtering industry-education tion Cooperation Jeanette D. Wheeler
cooperation
SIU's Off-Campus Fleld Test 6f the Illinois Vocational .  Carolyn B. Claudy
VECS Modules _ Education Journal’ Jack A. Hamilton
s . “Bruce McDonald
Field Testing the VECS Modules &%ANJ Journal , Carolyn B. Claudy
" 1in New Jersey ; Jack A. Hamilton
.Msdules Designed for Developing ATEA Journal Carolyn B. Claudy -
VE Curriculum Experts - . : * Jack A. Hamilton
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